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HIGH NUNTON SOLAR FARM 

Ref: 21/2490/FUL 

 

APPENDIX   F 

 

 

REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES 

 

1. Appendix E (Evidence) demonstrated that High Nunton Solar has not provided the Planning 

Authority with a complete, correct and adequate factual basis on which a decision-taker could 

reasonably determine  

 

 the extent to which the proposal to construct a solar farm on the Borgue Peninsula complied 

with the Development Plan;  

 

 the identity of the material considerations that are relevant for planning purposes, and  

 

 the weight that should be attached to those considerations in determining whether to grant 

planning permission for this Major Development. 

 

2. One of the planning matters in respect of which the Applicant did not provide an adequate or 

correct factual basis (and so would justify a refusal to determine the application), is that of the 

reasonable alternatives to locating a solar farm at High Nunton. 

 

3. Despite being required to do so by regulation 5(2)(d) and schedule 4(2) of the EIA Regulations 

the Applicant has failed to provide the Planning Authority with 

 

1) a description of the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of development design, 

technology, location, size and scale) that were studied by the developer, which are relevant to 

the proposed project and its specific characteristics, and  

 

2) an indication of the main reasons for selecting the chosen option, including a comparison of 

the environmental effects.  
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Addressing Alternatives 

 

4. The Applicant’s only substantive reference to alternatives appears in the EIA Report, which 

recognises the need to detail “decisions relating to alternative locations, routes, and design 

options” and the “justification for the final choice and evolution of the scheme development.” 

 

5. The EIA Report explains that the two alternatives the Applicant considered were 

 

 do nothing, and 

 do something.1 

 

6. Under the “do nothing” scenario the EIA Report referred to emissions targets and energy strategy, 

and concluded that “The cost of doing nothing far outweighs the cost of taking positive action 

now to reduce carbon emissions, support green jobs and improve biodiversity.” 

 

7. Leaving aside the fact that the application contains no evidence to support the statements about 

the impact of the development on carbon emissions and green jobs, it is difficult to conceive that 

“do nothing” was what was needed to comply with the word far less the spirit of regulation 5 and 

schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations.  

 

8. Under “doing something” the EIA Report states that “The Maitland family are keen to improve 

the viability of their farming business and to make a positive contribution to carbon reductions.” 

 

9. The report then highlights the commercial reality, and the extent to which the Applicant’s 

proposal is no more than a quite proper commercial attempt to monetise the Maitland family’s 

land assets, and explains that “The cost of securing the necessary grid capacity for any renewable 

generation on High Nunton Farm is such that it is not viable to put in a renewable generation 

project with less than the current proposed capacity.” 

 

10. The report indicates that wind energy was ruled out “as a suitable option for low carbon 

generation on the Proposal Site” because of the high sensitivity of the area to landscape and visual 

impacts, but without explaining that a wind energy proposal lay at the very heart of the Maitland 

family’s applications that were refused in 2012-13 because of their adverse impact on the 

landscape, as shown in Appendix C (Planning history). 

 

                                                           
1 EIA Report, paragraph 3.1.3. 
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11. High Nunton Solar then notes that “no other renewable energy technologies have been identified 

as being suitable in this general location at this scale”, but without defining what the Applicant 

means by “this general location” and “this scale”, and without any supporting technical evidence 

of the kind that was used to assess the Proposal’s likely impact on factors such as badgers, birds 

and European protected species.2 

  

12. Finally, the EIA Report dealt with the scope for alternatives within the Proposal Site and 

concluded that “The submitted Proposal is considered to be the least impactful combination of 

land parcels for a solar PV and associated equipment Proposal together with suitable structural 

landscape mitigation.”3 

 

13. The Applicant has supplied the Planning Authority with no information about the development 

process that preceded the final option, and has provided no particulars about any alternatives as 

regards design, location, size and scale.  

 

14. This is contrary to what the legislation requires in cases where the project is of such a scale and 

complexity as to merit classification as a Major Development or Schedule 2 Development for the 

purpose of the EIA Regulations, which apply to installations for the production of electricity 

where the area of the development exceeds 0.5 hectare (High Nunton’s area is almost 100 times 

that figure). 

 

Technology  

 

15. It is not the role of this submission to consider the alternatives High Nunton Solar may have 

studied in advance of deciding on its final option, but the Applicant’s non-compliance with the 

spirit of this aspect of the planning process can be demonstrated by considering two features that 

are mentioned in the EIA Regulations: technology and location. 

 

16. The Applicant’s own documents show that major changes have taken place in recent years in the 

technology that is used to generate electricity using the power of the sun. 

 

                                                           
2 See, for example, EIA Report, Appendices 5.1 to 5.9. 
3 EIA Report, paragraph 3.3.3. 
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17. In July 2019 the Wood Group indicated that the planned 30 MW solar farm would comprise 

92,000 modules.4 The number of panels was then reduced “due to advancements in technology”,5 

to stand at around 50,800 by the start of the pre-application consultation process in August 2021. 6 

 

18. The Applicant then claimed in the statutory PAC Report, under the heading “Design amendments 

resulting from the PAC”,7 that the consultation process had led to a reduction of no less than 12% 

in the overall number of panels. The number stood at 44,744 by 26 October 2021,8 and that is the 

figure that appears in the final application, which results in an installation that achieves the same 

output the Wood Group anticipated in 2019.9 

 

19. The Applicant’s evidence therefore shows that the same 30 MW was achieved by reducing the 

number of panels from 92,000 to around 50,800 by the start of the PAC process, and then by an 

almost unbelievable 6,100 over a few weeks in late 2021. This amounts to an overall reduction of 

just over 51% during the two year period from July 2019 to October 2021. 

 

20. These figures demonstrate the significant impact of technology on solar projects, and the positive 

outcome that was obtained by studying reasonable alternatives.  

 

21. The figures also highlight the serious nature of the Applicant’s failure to address this issue as, on 

the basis of achieving similar reductions of say 25% a year between 2022 and the proposed 

construction date in 2027 the number of panels could be reduced to no more than 8,000. That may 

then open the way to a completely different location for the solar farm, and lead to a much less 

damaging outcome for the Borgue Peninsula. 

 

Location 

 

22. The Applicant could also have found several areas within Dumfries and Galloway to study 

reasonable alternatives, including some within scenic landscapes that have already been impacted 

by energy-related projects. 

 

23. Several locations could have been studied to establish whether they would provide a reasonable 

alternative site for panels on the scale contemplated by High Nunton Solar, and a review by 

                                                           
4 Scoping Report, paragraph 1.1, and Scoping Opinion, paragraph 9.3. 
5 EIA Report, paragraph 7.13.12. 
6 Number per final application (44,744 panels) plus reduction “resulting from PAC” (6,072) = 50,816. 
7 PAC Report, paragraph 5. 
8 Noise Impact Assessment, paragraph 1.2.1. 
9 PDA Statement, paragraph 2.14. 
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competent specialists could have informed the developer (and so the Planning Authority through 

the EIA system) whether they were better options than the Regional Scenic Area.  

 

24. The examples of alternative locations the developer could have examined in Dumfries and 

Galloway includes land at Kirkmabreck to the south-east of Creetown, and at numerous locations 

to the north of Crossmichael, where the quality of the landscape has already been harmed by the 

erection of several large-scale wind farms.  

 

25. In the case of Kirkmabreck the value of the landscape has also been altered by distant views of 

around 140 wind turbines that can be seen from a single viewpoint on the minor road between the 

Galloway Smokehouse and the Kirkmabreck quarry. 

 

26. It may be that, after a proper examination, Kirkmabreck and many of the other sites would not 

present reasonable alternatives for a solar farm, perhaps because of adverse environmental 

impacts, or for lack of a viable grid connection, but the existence of these other locations 

demonstrate that alternatives may be available that would be less harmful than High Nunton. 

 

27. The draft Fourth National Planning Framework document [“Draft NPF4”], which the Applicant 

cited in connection with solar farm policy,10 might even have helped to identify suitable 

alternatives, by combining the Maitland family’s renewable energy goals with, say, the 

redevelopment of the Chapelcross Power Station which is highlighted in Draft NPF4.11 

 

28. The scope for identifying alternative locations and technologies may increase significantly if 

development sites were considered at places that lie outside the Planning Authority’s area. 

 

29. In some instances, the more distant locations may have the added advantage of allowing a 

development to combine with other energy-related projects with existing grid capacity, such as 

land around Whitelee Farm to the south of Glasgow, or the many wind projects that exist along 

the M74 corridor between central Scotland and the north of England. 

 

30. At a national level, the Applicant’s evidence12 shows that the historic distribution of the highest 

levels of solar irradiance is very strongly skewed towards the southern half of England, and that – 

in the absence of any other material considerations – the south of England would be the right 

place for a solar farm. 

                                                           
10 PDA Statement, paragraph 4.1.5. 
11 Scottish Government, Draft Fourth National Planning Framework, 2021, page 58 
12 High Nunton Solar website, headed “Solar irradiance in the local area”. 
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Other factors 

 

31. Location and technology are only two of the elements that need to be considered as part of the 

statutory planning regime, and a similar commentary could be developed in relation to the other 

criteria for reasonable alternatives that are referred to in Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations: 

 

 development design;  

 size, and 

 scale. 

 

32. None of these material factors have been addressed in the EIA Report. 

 

Conclusion 

 

33. The application indicates that High Nunton Solar took no steps, far less adequate steps, to study 

any reasonable alternatives to the Proposal. By way of contrast, the application shows that Robert 

Maitland and/or the Company commissioned reports from several parties for the purpose of 

developing the High Nunton scheme, including  

 

 Detra Solar 

 Neo Environmental Ltd 

 Nevis Environmental Ltd 

 PDP Associates 

 Penn Associates Ecology Ltd 

 Professional Consult Ltd 

 Prospus Energy 

 SAP Ecology and Environmental Ltd 

 Wood plc 

 

and yet the Applicant has provided no evidence of any work being commissioned from these or 

any other professional advisers in respect of alternative locations and/or technologies. 

 

34. In these circumstances the Planning Authority does not have an adequate factual basis on which 

to proceed with its environmental impact assessment, as some of the key statutory information has 



7 
 

not been provided, and no suitable alternative factual basis exists on which a reasoned conclusion 

could be reached in this matter.13 

 

35. The Applicant’s option to “do nothing” or to “do something” do not satisfy the statutory test, and 

the Planning Authority would be right to refuse planning permission, on the grounds that they 

have insufficient information to make the proper comparison that needs to be made between the 

environmental effects of the chosen option, as compared with the reasonable alternatives. 

 

 

                                                           
13 Regulation 5 and schedule 4(2), EIA Regulations. 


