
Why would  the publication of a credible Private Water Supply (PWS) risk assessment for Sneddon 

Law windfarm be a cause for celebration, especially when it cites two  PWS which are regarded as 

being  at risk for a major pollution event, of major magnitude and eleven other PWS regarded as 

being at moderate risk and magnitude from construction related pollution? 

 

Well, its necessary to rewind to 2012, when the planning application for this major windfarm 

development of 15 x 130m turbines was approved by just four Councillors from East Ayrshire Council 

on the basis of a supposedly thorough and complete Environmental Impact Statement, as is required 

by law. 

Sneddon Law windfarm ‘nestles’ into a niche of countryside that was not developed by Scottish 

Power Renewables  for the massive  215 turbine Whitelee windfarm 2006-2013 – perhaps because 

of the proximity to so many homes and because this undeveloped area is largely outside the 

approved area for windfarm development on the Local Plan. 

Most of those rural properties depend on PWS, which depend on the Sneddon Law windfarm site for 

their water catchment area. None were categorised as being at significant risk for loss of, or 

pollution of their water supplies in either the original ES, or in the multiple revisions of PWS risk 

assessments that were subsequently produced by CWP, in order for planning conditions to be 

discharged by the Council. 

After suffering the unpleasant experience of drinking polluted water during the several years of 

construction of Whitelee windfarm, local residents were sensitised to what we predicted would be 

similar water problems as a consequence of building Sneddon Law windfarm. 

 We had the evidence from monitoring data which showed that during construction of Whitelee 

windfarm, both deep borehole and superficial groundwater private water supplies were affected by 

pollution, particularly sediment, well over a kilometre from any excavation.  

This is in stark contrast to SEPA’s guidance for Councils and Developers in Land Use Planning 

Guidance(LUPG) 31.  (May 2014), which imposes a ‘one size fits all’ buffer zone of only 250m from a 

water source, as being adequate to protect both the quality and quantity of any water abstraction 

from any excavation greater than 1m depth.  

We now know, from information obtained under FOI, that in fact SEPA base this didactic guidance 

on only one document,  published by Environment Agency in England and Wales(2009), for 

developing exclusion zones to protect public groundwater water and major commercial supplies, not 

for small private water supplies based on the completely different geology of Scotland and not for 

protecting against the industrial effects related to windfarm construction. 

 There are approximately 150,000 PWS in Scotland which need protection, how is it acceptable that 

our own Scottish environmental agency issues guidance which has no relevant evidence base? 

I digress!  

For Sneddon Law windfarm, two properties in close proximity to the windfarm boundary had four 

quarries (borrow pits) and ten turbine foundations, as well as access roads, uphill and within their 

water catchment area. It didn’t require the brain of Britain to see that this construction site was 

likely to lead to water problems! But it did seem to be a conceptual problem for developers and 

SEPA, who rigidly applied their LUPG 4 and 31 guidelines and repeatedly discharged any concerns for 

groundwater pollution and water abstraction. 

 East Ayrshire Council have now also been sensitised by the historic problems of Whitelee windfarm; 

not just by PWS problems, but by deterioration in the raw water quality from the two public water 



reservoirs within the Whitelee windfarm site, which has resulted in the need to build a £120 -200 

million pound water pipe to provide alternative water supplies for Ayrshire from Loch Katrine. The 

Council has employed its own environmental and hydrological consultants and have refused to 

discharge the previous PWS risk assessment versions on the basis that these were incomplete and 

inadequate.  

Thus in an unusual situation, the failure to discharge several planning conditions is now being 

appealed by CWP to the DPEA and will be determined by a public hearing in October. 

So, it is MacArthur Green, the authors of the current risk assessment, that are to be congratulated, 

not me! 

 Their consultants have actually followed the recommended published SEPA and SNH guidance, by 

conducting a proper water supply risk assessment, by speaking  to local residents and assessing 

individual PWS and by considering the site specific geohydrology and risks and producing a report 

with integrity. It’s a shame its four years too late. 

 

 Now it has to be asked, how could any windfarm have been consented which is associated with a 

major risk of polluting water supplies, is therefore contrary to planning guidance  and provides a 

clear and present danger to peoples’ health and well being? 

 

Why is more attention paid by the Scottish Government to the preservation of peat than the 

preservation of people’s water supplies? 

What this illustrates is just how poor most PWS assessments are within environmental impact 

statements and how Consenting Authorities and the Scottish Government are happy to accept any 

unqualified report as being sufficient and award consent – regardless of the consequences. 


