
EIA Screening decision proforma

	Business details 

	Business reference number
	[REDACTED TEXT]
	Name
	[REDACTED TEXT]

	Main location code
	[REDACTED TEXT]
	EIA ID
	2025-022



	Proposed works details

	Location CPH
	[REDACTED TEXT]
	Type
	Non improved / Semi natural / sensitive land
	X

	Location name
	[REDACTED TEXT]
	
	Restructuring above thresholds
	X

	Grid reference
	NX 696 588
	
	Drainage
	

	Nearest Town
	Castle Douglas
	
	Irrigation
	

	Description of proposed works
	Restructure the field by stripping the soil and pushing the higher ground and rocky outcrops into the lower areas to facilitate easier management with machinery. 

Repair field drain and upgrade pipe from 4 inch to 6 inch diameter.  

Spread spoil from the 2017 slurry lagoon construction back around the berms.




	Initial check (LPIS, PastMap etc)
	comments

	Are any significant earthworks proposed within 25m of a railway or classified road? (If yes refer customer to LA planning department, and reject screening application)
	No

	Does the project involve creating new tracks, or any other action that would require planning permission or approval from LA planning, or fall under Forestry EIA regulations? (if yes refer customer to LA planning or FS, and reject screening application)
	No

	Does the proposed work involve removing earth/rock from farm unit? (If yes refer customer to LA planning and SEPA, and reject screening application)
	No

	Does the proposed work involve infilling depressions or hollows with material not from the immediate area? (If yes consult with SEPA)
	No

	Check designations and cross compliance layers, and PastMap. Are there monuments close to the proposed works? (If yes consult with HES for scheduled monuments, and LA archaeologist for non-scheduled monuments)
	No

	Does the project involve any Semi-natural / uncultivated / sensitive areas, or potentially effect any habitat, landscape, or wildlife species (If yes, consult with NatureScot)
	Yes

	Does the project potentially effect the water environment, pose a pollution risk, or potentially have any other effects under SEPAs remit? (if yes consult with SEPA)
	No



	Check if proposals breach thresholds

	Yes, the business has previously exceeded threshold, so no thresholds apply.



	Check EIA tracker for previous projects at location

	2023-007, 2023-019, 2024-009



	Local Authority Planning consultation

	Our questions
	N/A

	Reply
	N/A



	Historic Environment Scotland / Local Authority Archaeologist consultation

	Our questions
	N/A

	Reply
	N/A



	NatureScot consultation

	Our questions
	NatureScot were asked to attend to identify if any uncultivated / seminatural land was present.

	Reply
	Field Observations and on-site discussions: On walking over the field in question we noted that there were numerous rocky areas at or near the surface.  These will be natural landscape features formed at the end of the last glaciation.  The thinner soils close to these rocky outcrops had not been ploughed and therefore, retained the natural vegetation.  These areas would be classified as ”uncultivated” under the regulation and therefore, would necessitate the need for an Environmental Statement.  There was a lot of variability with these areas of rocky outcrops and the larger outcrops with associated steep slopes had significant areas of natural vegetation surrounding them whilst the smaller ones had more localised areas of “uncultivated” land.  
There are a number of species-rich grassland areas associated with the steeper slopes of the knolls in the field.  The steeper the slope typically the more species it contains.  These areas were variable in scale from a couple of square meters up to perhaps over 30 square meters, but we did not conduct an exhaustive survey.  Species recorded included: Harebell, Lady's bedstraw, Red Clover, Common Knapweed, Self Heal, Tormentil, Mouse-ear Hawkweed, Hawksbit, Common Sorrel, Birds-foot trefoil, Speedwell.  The 9 species highlighted in bold are listed in the AECS Guidance as species-rich grassland indicators.  Whilst these were present within the field, they were not all present on each area of uncultivated ground.  Some of these indicators where only encountered infrequently.  In addition, other species rich indicators may be present but were not visible during October.  The October visit was beneficial in identifying a range of fungi that were restricted to those parts of the field that also had species rich grassland indicator species. Perennial rye and white clover were present in the other parts of the field away from the knolls.  Management of the area will have involved spreading muck and there will have been enrichment even over the species rich grassland areas from time to time.  The thin steep soils in these areas may have helped minimise the effects of enrichment.
The wet gully is in part man made through the removal of stone creating the lower part of the gully.  This gully was very wet at time of our visit and was the result of a field drain that had become broken or blocked.  That break did not appear to be recent, and the on-site discussion supported that position.  The flora in the area of the broken field drain was not particularly interesting other than a small area near where the water escaped out the field.  The repair of the field drain in isolation would not require an EIA.  As part of the drain reinstatement the farmer indicated that he wanted to remove the deposit of soft soil/silt in the gully.   I think that is in the order of 30cm deep throughout that area so it will be a significant volume.  There was no indication given where that might be relocated to and that would need to be clarified to ensure it is not proposed to deposit it on the remaining areas of species rich grassland.  The restoration of this field drain appeared to be the priority but as part of that proposal the farmer indicated that he wanted to remove the adjacent knoll and push it into the low ground to provide crushed rock which would improve the drainage.  It is that adjacent knoll that has one of the largest areas of remnant species-rich grassland within the field and would classify as “uncultivated” land in the Regulations.
The field had many areas of soil or crushed rock piled on it perhaps resulting from the creation of the slurry lagoon and associated tracks starting around 2017.  NatureScot did not see any conflict with the Regulations if these areas of dumped spoil/soil were used to landscape the slurry tank and restore the areas where it had been removed from.  It would be helpful if this was marked clearly on a map to ensure it is not inadvertently spread on the natural vegetation.
The concept of the EIA recommending mitigation such as a hedgerow to compensate for loss of grassland was raised with the applicant during the visit.  




	SEPA consultation

	Our questions
	N/A

	Reply
	N/A



	Scottish Forestry consultation

	Our questions
	N/A

	Reply
	N/A



	Outcome

	Full EIA required?
	YES

	Statement of reasons for decision
	NS identified several indicator species for species rich grassland at several sites throughout the project area.  An EIA report is required to establish the extent and significance of the proposed works on the uncultivated and semi-natural areas and determine if these losses can be offset elsewhere.

Exceptionally, we are going to allow the repair of the drain, and the redistribution of the spoil heaps (created during lagoon construction) back over the lagoon berms without EIA, as these works do not involve disturbing the seminatural or uncultivated areas.

	Deciding officer
	[REDACTED TEXT]
	Countersigning officer
	[REDACTED TEXT]

	Date
	05/12/25
	Date
	05/12/25



Acronyms:
EIA	Environmental Impact Assessment
FS	Forestry Scotland
HES	Historic Environment Scotland
LA	Local Authority
LPIS	Land Parcel Identification System
SEPA	Scottish Environmental Protection Agency
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