
 

Our Ref.: Z18029-L-01-1.0.0 
 
Date : 31 August 2018 
 
 
Scottish Natural Heritage 
Battleby 
Perth 
PH1 3EW  
 
FAO : Brendan Turvey 
 
 
Dear Brendan, 

 
Consultation Response: ‘Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature’ (SNH, 2018) 
 
This consultation response has been prepared by ASH design + assessment Ltd. (ASH) in response 
to the draft guidance document produced by SNH in June 2018. Our attached comments address 
Questions 1 and 2 of Annex B.  
 
ASH is an environmental consultancy based in Glasgow comprising in-house Landscape Architects 
and Environment Consultants. ASH has coordinated and compiled Environmental Impact 
Assessments (EIAs) as well as fed specialist Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) input 
into numerous onshore wind farm development applications over the last 16 years, throughout 
Scotland, England and Wales. 
 
ASH was responsible for LVIA inputs into the operational Tangy II wind farm extension (in 2003), 
the consented Tangy III Wind Farm repowering development (in 2014), and we are responsible 
for the LVIA inputs into Tangy IV Wind Farm repowering development (Section 36 Application 
due to be submitted summer 2018), on the Kintyre peninsula. As a result of our work on Tangy, 
we have had lengthy discussions with Argyll and Bute Council, Energy Consents Unit (ECU) and 
SNH about the appropriate methodology for the LVIA for repowered wind development sites.  
 
Following attendance at the recent consultation seminar (June 2018) and less recent SNH Sharing 
Good Practice event (December 2016) and continued discussion with other LVIA and EIA 
practitioners and members of Scottish Renewables, it is clear that there is considerable concern 
with this draft guidance, particularly in relation to the proposed approach to the EIA baseline. 
 
In agreement with the majority of attendees at these events, ASH does not agree that “the 
formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, excluding the existing 
turbines”. In line with current best practice, guidance and EIA regulations, ASH is firmly of the 
opinion that the assessment baseline scenario should reflect the existing condition and environs 
of the development site (at time of assessment) and therefore for repowering proposals, should 
include the existing turbines. Accompanying LVIA visualisations and drawings should therefore 
illustrate the baseline scenario with the existing turbines, as detailed in our commentary. 
 



We consider the baseline approach advocated by SNH (whereby the existing wind farm is 
excluded from the baseline scenario) to be inconsistent with current guidance, regulations and 
policy, and its basis unfounded given that repowering assessments would most likely be carried 
out well in advance of a site being decommissioned. The existing wind farm would therefore be 
an established feature within the landscape and visual context. Our lines of reasoning are 
detailed in our attached commentary.  

  
We value the opportunity to consult on this draft guidance but do not feel there is an industry 
need for it at this stage. However, if this guidance is deemed necessary, given the strong 
difference in opinions, we would support a collaborative approach to its development and 
continued meaningful discussion and consultation with members of the profession, renewable 
industry, Scottish Government, local planning authorities and other key stakeholders.  
 

 
Kind regards, 

 
Jennifer Skrynka 
 
Managing Director 
 
 
 
 
  



ASH Response to Consultation Questions 1 and 2 
ASH is concerned that this guidance is premature and, in agreement with other industry 
professionals, does not feel there is a need at this stage for this guidance. However, we have 
provided our commentary to the consultation questions relevant to LVIA below: 

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?  

ASH does not agree that “the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the 
site, excluding the existing turbines” for the following reasons of relevance to LVIA: 

• The SNH baseline approach would be fundamentally inconsistent with current best practice 
guidance for LVIA: GLVIA3 (Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Version 3, 
IEMA & LI, 2013). GLVIA3 implicitly and explicitly defines the baseline scenario as being the 
existing condition of the landscape and visual resource of the study area at the time of 
assessment, for all types of development. This is exemplified on page 32 of GLVIA3 in relation to 
the landscape baseline when it states that “the aim is to provide an understanding of the 
landscape in the area that may be affected – its constituent elements, its character and the way 
this varies spatially, its geographic extent, its history (which may require its own specialist 
study), its condition, the way the landscape is experienced, and the value attached to it”. 

• The SNH baseline approach would require practitioners to define a theoretical/imagined future 
baseline scenario for the restored site and “wider environmental context” (SNH draft 
guidance, 2018), which would be fraught with problems:  

o potential effects would be inaccurately overstated since sensitivity, magnitude 
of change and effects would ignore that the existing wind farm is an established 
feature within the landscape and visual context; 

o there would be a limited basis for defining the restored site, given that the 
Decommissioning and Restoration Plan for the existing scheme is unlikely to be 
available at time of the repowering assessment;   

o the foundations for assessment would be speculative and unsubstantiated, 
based on tenuous assumptions, leaving the assessment open to interpretation 
by others and vulnerable to legal challenge, lacking the robustness needed in 
the face of any potential Planning Appeals, Public Inquiries or Judicial Reviews; 
and 

o the “comparison” suggested by SNH (effects of the proposed against effects of 
the existing scheme) would be impractical and overly onerous since it would 
either rely on an outdated LVIA with outdated baseline and methodology; or 
involve conducting an entire additional retrospective LVIA with theoretical 
baseline. 

• The SNH baseline approach incorrectly assumes an “expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines” but since most repowering assessments would be conducted 



well in advance of a site being decommissioned, the existing scheme would likely transition 
immediately into the proposed scheme and the “expected restored state of the site” would 
never occur. 

• The 25 year time-limited consent for wind farms is not an LVIA concern but a planning and 
legal consideration. The future decommissioning of the site would be a material consideration 
so rather than change the EIA and LVIA methodology, we would suggest that this analysis / 
discussion / consideration could be included in the Planning Statement. The decision makers 
can then take account of this in their evaluation of the proposed scheme. 

• The SNH baseline approach would be inconsistent with 2017 EIA Regulations, which defines 
the baseline scenario as “the current state of the environment” 1 (Schedule 4).  

• The SNH baseline approach would be inconsistent with Scottish Planning Policy which states 
that “Areas identified for wind farms should be suitable for use in perpetuity” (Scottish 
Government, 2014; para. 170). This suggests that a baseline including a wind farm is entirely 
relevant to future consideration in planning terms, and therefore, the existing turbines should 
be included in the baseline as an existing condition of the site.  

2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full likely 
significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For example, we 
suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant effects, 
a comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ 
type format (see Section 2). 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a better 
alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

As with all proposed developments, it is important to illustrate to the reader of the EIA what 
currently exists and what is proposed. This is quite straightforward and current SNH visualisation 
guidance (and THC guidance) already sets this out. From our experience working on Tangy, and in 
order to illustrate the evolution of the development, we would recommend the following sequence 
of visualisations to accompany the LVIA: 

• The Baseline (i.e. including the existing wind development) at 90° HFOV, as an additional 
figure not currently specified in the current SNH visualisation guidance: 

o Photo of existing scenario (baseline for LVIA: including existing wind development) 

o Cumulative wireline of existing cumulative scenario (baseline for CLVIA: including 
existing wind development). 

• The Baseline (i.e. including the existing development) and The Proposal (i.e. including the 
proposed wind development) at 90° HFOV, as per current SNH visualisation guidance: 

                                                           
1 “A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment (baseline scenario) and an 
outline of the likely evolution thereof without implementation of the development as far as natural changes 
from the baseline scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of 
environmental information and scientific knowledge.” (Paragraph 3 of both Annex IV of the 2014 Directive and 
Schedule 4 of the 2017 EIA Regulations) 
 



o Photo of existing scenario (baseline for LVIA: including existing wind development) 

o Cumulative wireline of the proposed cumulative scenario (assessed scenario for 
CLVIA)  

• The Proposal (i.e. including the proposed wind development) at 53.5° HFOV, as per current 
SNH visualisation guidance: 

o Wireline of the proposed scenario (assessed scenario for LVIA) 

• The Proposal (i.e. including the proposed wind development) at 53.5° HFOV, as per current 
SNH visualisation guidance: 

o Photomontage of the proposed scenario (assessed scenario for LVIA) 

 
ASH agrees with SNH that a comparative ZTV (overlaying the proposed site ZTV with the existing site 
ZTV) would be an important illustration to accompany the LVIA assessment, since the baseline 
should include the existing site. 
 
However, we disagree with SNH that comparative wirelines are included (whereby the existing and 
proposed wind farms are overlaid in a wireline in different colours) since these would be 
misrepresentative and misleading of effects. That is, both schemes would never be seen together 
and the wireline would skew the viewer’s perception of magnitude of change, in the absence of the 
full landscape and visual context.  
 
As noted in response to Question 1, an outline of the ‘do nothing’ scenario and potential 
decommissioning of the site may be required, as it is a material planning and legal consideration. 
We suggest this scenario be addressed in the Planning Statement or elsewhere, as this relates to 
planning rather than LVIA. 
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31st August 2018 
 
Brendan Turvey 
Scottish Natural Heritage 
Battleby 
Redgorton 
Perth 
PH1 3EW 
 
 
Dear Mr Turvey, 
 
RE: Consultation on Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature 
 
Community Windpower Limited (CWL) are an independent UK renewable energy company that currently 
have seven operational sites in Scotland totalling 220MW.  In addition, CWL have three further consented 
wind farms progressing towards financial close, including one project benefitting from a secure CfD 
contract.  In total, the CWL portfolio constitutes 360MW and a total investment in Scotland in excess of 
half a billion pounds.  Local companies are encouraged to supply CWL and our ‘Buy Scottish’ policy ensures 
that benefits stay as close to our host communities as possible. 
 
CWL welcome the opportunity to comment on the consultation,  however would like to raise concerns 
on a few key points.  It is our view that these points must be addressed in order for Scotland to meet its 
decarbonisation targets as set by the Scottish Government Energy Strategy (2017),  which concluded that 
around 17GW of total installed renewable electricity capacity will be required by 2030.  In addition, the 
Energy Strategy set a target for 50% of all Scotland’s energy should come from renewable sources by 
2030.  We feel that the current version of the repowering consultation paper will not help Scotland realise 
its goals,  and CWL urge for a supportive planning and policy framework to enable Scotland to realise the 
benefits of a domestic supply chain and its social, economic and environmental benefits. 
 
Repowering offers the opportunity to develop a strong, domestic Scottish supply chain base.  CWL 
demonstrate this through our commitment to CS Wind UK’s Campbeltown factory, who we have signed 
a Memorandum of Understanding with for the acquisition of our future steel wind turbine towers.  In 
addition, repowering would also benefit Scottish contractors such as AMD Contract Services and RJ 
McLeod and would offer an opportunity to further CWL’s commitment to ‘Buying Scottish’. 
 
The proposed consultation paper is being proposed at a time where the economic viability of the onshore 
wind industry has been greatly tested through the removal of the Renewables Obligation and Contracts 
for Difference.  Repowering sites provides a unique opportunity to optimise the yield from the available 
wind resource by improving both the efficiency and overall production from existing wind farms, which 



 
 
 
 

 
 

in addition to benefitting from the existing infrastructure and grid connections, which in turn offers a cost-
effective option to deliver savings which are passed on to the consumer. 
 
Repowering old wind farm sites also offers the chance for wind farm footprints to reduce in number, 
whilst retaining or increasing the output capacity due to the ever improving technology available for wind 
turbines.  For example, Delabole in Cornwall  increased from 4MW to 9.2MW yet reduced the number of 
turbines from ten to four when it repowered in 2011.  Furthermore, Carland Cross Wind Farm increased 
from 6MW to 20MW yet the number of turbines fell from fifteen to ten when it was repowered in 2013. 
Currently the UK is deploying significantly smaller wind turbines than other North European countries 
meaning that consumers miss out on the lower cost of energy.  Through repowering and installing fewer 
yet larger and more productive turbines, the efficiency of land use will be greatly improved and would 
allow the UK to deploy turbines similar to those in Northern Europe. 
  
Onshore wind provides the one of the quickest and lowest cost renewable technologies deployable at 
scale and should not be hindered with arduous planning obstacles on sites which have been previously 
determined to be suitable for use as a wind farm and acceptable from a planning perspective.  It is 
therefore important that repowering applications are made as streamlined as possible to achieve these 
consumer benefits, climate targets and also utilising the latest technology developments to benefit 
Scotland. 
 
It is essential for Scotland and the UK to ensure that their level of renewable capacity does not regress as 
sites come to the end of their economic life amidst a host of ambitious carbon targets.  In 2017 there was 
over 13.4GW of onshore wind capacity in the UK; 7.75 GW of this capacity being in Scotland.  This figure 
generated the equivalent of 45% of Scottish electricity demand as well as supporting around 8000 jobs.  
It is therefore imperative that the progress Scotland and the UK have made is not lost, and is instead built 
upon with repowered sites. 
 
I trust the comments provided in this representation are useful and informative.  Should you wish to 
discuss any of the issues raised in our response in greater detail, please contact me on 01928 734 544. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Tim Hollins 
Assistant Project Manager 

 
 
COMMUNITY WINDPOWER LTD 
www.communitywindpower.co.uk 
 
 
 
 
Consultation Questions 



 
 
 
 

 
 

 
1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 

excluding the existing turbines.  We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance. 
 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
CWL do not agree with this approach, as the baseline should reflect the existing use of a location.  
 
Repowering differs from a new site development in that the grounds for the acceptability of a wind 
farm has already been established.  EIA regulations require “a description of the relevant aspects of the 
current state of the environment (‘the baseline scenario’)” and “an outline of the likely evolution thereof 
without implementation of  the development as far as natural changes from the baseline scenario can 
be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of relevant information and scientific 
knowledge”.  Therefore the regulations only require an outline of the likely evolution of the current 
state of the environment, in this case a decommissioned site without a wind farm, and instead should 
not form the baseline scenario.  As a result, CWL recommend that the guidance considers the existing 
environment as the baseline, acknowledging the existing use of the site as a wind farm. 
 
Furthermore, paragraph 170 of Scottish Planning Policy (2014) notes that “areas identified for wind 
farms should be suitable for use in perpetuity”.  As a result, since the site has been proven suitably 
capable of mitigation, the current use of the site as a wind farm will be a material consideration.  The 
requirement for the EIA to artificially remove the existing wind farm from the baseline scenario would 
be unnecessarily onerous and prohibitive to repowering applications which have the ability to consider 
the latest technologies, improve efficiencies and reduce consumer costs. 
 
2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full likely 

significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme.  For example, we 
suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant 
effects, a comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), and comparative visualisations  based 
on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (Section 2). 
 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a better alternative 
on how to present comparative visualisations? 
 
As discussed in the above consultation response, CWL believes that the baseline scenario should be the 
existing wind farm. In its current form, however, the proposed guidance treats the baseline as the 
decommissioned wind farm and therefore the call for LVIA to be assessed against the existing wind farm 
becomes confusing and creates uncertainty.  
 
By excluding the existing wind farm from the LVIA baseline, it would represent a significant departure 
from the current LVIA methodology, GLVIA3, which clearly defines the baseline as the current situation. 
The proposed guidance would therefore not be in accordance with GLVIA3 methodology and would need 
ratification by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment. 
 
CWL argue that the requirement to compare the effects of a repowering proposal with the effects of the 
existing scheme against a decommissioned baseline would be arduous and would not meet the Scottish 
Government’s ambitions to streamline the planning system.  We therefore believe that it would be more 
intuitive to only require one assessment; with the existing wind farm as the baseline scenario to keep it 
in accordance with GLVIA3 and EIA regulations.  



 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Furthermore, CWL believe that cumulative landscape and visual comparisons with existing adjacent 
smaller-scale turbines should not be determinative in  planning situations, as this would unduly restrict 
technological progress. This sentiment reflects the comments raised in the Scottish Government’s 
Onshore Wind Policy Statement (2017), which noted “fewer but larger wind turbines may…present an 
opportunity for landscape improvement, as well as increasing the amount of electricity generated”. 
 
3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the 

restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal.  This is largely due 
to displacement effects.  We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-
based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3). 

 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
By judging each case on its merits and considering differences between schemes, CWL suggest that this 
could be dealt with at the scoping stage to determine where significant effects are likely and a proposed 
approach of assessment.  Since the type and extent of data required to inform and assessment will vary 
widely between sites, a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach may not be helpful in this situation.  
  
4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken.  New 

habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with 
the latest peat survey guidance.  Developers should review the success of any implemented 
restoration/management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to 
improve upon this. 

 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
CWL agree with the guidance that “if good post-construction monitoring data exists then new surveys 
may be unnecessary”, and reinforce Scottish Renewables’ suggestion that the guidelines should allow for 
desk-based assessments for terrestrial ecology and bats where there is sufficient existing information to 
draw on. 
 
 















From:
To: Brendan Turvey
Subject: Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature Consultation draft – June 2018
Date: 03 August 2018 11:04:22

Dear Mr Turvey,

Having read Scottish Natural Heritage's draft document I agree with its
contents. I agree with its approach in the 4 key points detailed at the
end of the document.

In particular I agree that it is imperative that the baseline used in
the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for repowered windfarms be
“the expected restored state of the site”. This is the only way that
members of the public, in particular, can get a grasp of the scale of
the visual impact of the proposed redevelopment.

If not already included in the EIA it would be useful to see a drawing
or photograph of the existing wind turbine next to a drawing or
photograph of the proposed new wind turbine to give an indication of the
difference in scale of the proposed repowering of the windfarm.

It would also be helpful in envisaging the scale of the visual impact of
new and redeveloped windfarms, again particularly for those unused to
assessing proposed engineering projects, if an image of a well known
Scottish structure, such as the Glasgow Tower or St. Mary's Cathedral in
Edinburgh, was included in all the drawings and photomontages. This
would help in visualising the scale of these developments.

Regards,
Tanya Gregson

[ Happy for my details to be published on the SNH website WITHOUT my
email address ]



From:
To: Brendan Turvey
Subject: Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature
Date: 02 August 2018 09:03:41
Attachments: Guidance - Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature - consultation draft - June 2018.pdf

For the attention of: Brendan Turvey, SNH

Dear Brendan,

The SNH draft report, “Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature” has just
come to my attention. I do hope you will accept my feedback after your 31 August 2018
deadline.

I have read the feedback offered by the John Muir Trust and would like to express my support
for this and offer the following additional feedback for your consideration:

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of
the site, excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this
draft guidance.

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?

Yes.

Repowered land based wind farms EIAs should compare their environmental impact to the
latest developments in renewable energy such as new offshore wind farms. Is the repowered
wind farm required and is its impact justified in the light of other renewable energy
developments in Scotland?

The repowered wind farm EIA should assess its impact on Wild Land Areas (WLAs) bearing
in mind the latest definition and map of Scotland’s WLAs and the growing recognition
globally of their importance.

2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing
the full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing
scheme. For example, we suggest that the application information should include a table
comparing likely significant effects, a comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations
based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (see Section 2).

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a
better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations?



Yes.

Relevant standards should be applied to the visualisations to ensure their accuracy.

3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of
the restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This
is largely due to displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally
only be a new desk-based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section
3).

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?

Yes.

4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be
undertaken. New habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may
be necessary to comply with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review
the success of any implemented restoration/ management associated with the original
scheme, and look for opportunities to improve upon this.

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?

Yes

In the light of recent peat moorland fires all wind farm developments should comply with the
latest peat survey guidance and be required to restore and effectively manage peat wetlands.
The development should align with and support “Scotland’s National Peat Plan” published by
SNH in 2015.

Regards, 



 



 

  

 

 

The Granary 
West Mill Street 

Perth PH1 5QP 
Tel: 01738 493 942 

     
 
 
By email to brendan.turvey@nature.scot 
 
16 August 2018 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir 
 
Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature - consultation 
 
Mountaineering Scotland wishes to contribute to the consultation discussion.  Our feedback on the 
guidance is based around your suggested consultation questions.  We are happy for these comments 
to be made public. 

Mountaineering Scotland is a membership organisation with over 13,000 members and is the only 
recognised representative organisation for hill walkers, climbers, mountaineers and ski-tourers who 
live in Scotland or who enjoy Scotland’s mountains, and acts to represent, support and promote 
Scottish mountaineering.  Mountaineering Scotland also acts on behalf of the 80,000 members of the 
British Mountaineering Council (BMC) on matters related to landscape and access in Scotland, and 
provides training and information to mountain users to promote safety, self-reliance and the 
enjoyment of our mountain environment. 

Consultation response from Mountaineering Scotland: 

Q1 We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance. Do you 
agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

Mountaineering Scotland strongly supports this advice. Repowering proposals may be radically 
different in character from the original projects, and could be in effect a completely new 
development, not just a modification to an existing scheme. 

Proper consideration for protection of the landscape would require a new proposal to be assessed 
against a landscape in which the original proposal had been successfully removed and the habitats 
restored. 

 

Q2 We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full 
likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For example, we 
suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant effects, a 
comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type 
format (see Section 2). Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you 
suggest a better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 



 

 

Mountaineering Scotland agrees with the suggestion to compare existing visual effects with 
proposed new ones.  Visualisations are an indicative guide to what the eye will see.  A comparison of 
the proposed layout against the baseline and also against an existing layout will help assessment of 
the visual effects against the landscape. 

 

Q3 Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the 
restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely due to 
displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-based 
assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3).  Do you agree with this approach? 
If not, why not? 

A recent survey of our member’s views on conservation indicated that 72% think that mountain flora 
and fauna is important to their overall experience of a day in the hills.   Protective measures for flora 
and fauna will be of benefit to our members’ interests in the uplands. 

 

Q4 We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with the 
latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any implemented restoration/ 
management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to improve upon this. 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

As the above response to Q3. Protective measures for flora and fauna will be of benefit to our 
members’ interests in the uplands. 

 
 
Yours sincerely  

Davie Black 
Access & Conservation Officer 
Mountaineering Scotland 
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Onshore Development 
Date: 31 August 2018 
Contact: Eleri Davies 
Phone:  
E‐mail:    
 
 

By email only to brendan.turvey@snh.gov.uk  
 
Dear Mr Turvey, 
 
Consultation on Scottish Natural Heritage’s Guidance:  ‘Assessing the  impact of repowered wind farms on 
nature’ 
 
This  response  is made on behalf of  Innogy Renewables UK  Ltd  (innogy) which develops, builds, owns, 
operates and maintains a portfolio of onshore wind, offshore wind and hydro‐power generating stations 
across  the  UK.  Innogy  is  part  of  innogy  SE,  an  established  European  energy  company  and  a major 
operator of renewable energy projects with more than 3.7 gigawatts  in renewable generation capacity; 
generating enough electricity for around 3 million homes.  
 
Across Scotland,  innogy has developed and  consented over 350MW of onshore wind and,  since 2007, 
invested £3.8 million  into  community projects  through our  community benefit  funds. With  around 40 
members of staff based in our Inverness and Perth offices, we plan to grow and strengthen our Scottish 
business portfolio. In Scotland, we currently have 15 hydro schemes generating over 35 megawatts (MW) 
and have around 100 MW of operational and under construction onshore wind sites. In addition, we have 
around 150 MW of further onshore wind projects in our development pipeline. 
 
Innogy welcomes  the opportunity  to contribute  to  the consultation draft of Scottish Natural Heritage’s 
guidance  entitled  ‘Assessing  the  impact  of  repowered  wind  farms  on  nature’  (June  2018)  (SNH 
Repowering Guidance), which has a significant bearing on our development activities in Scotland. 
 
The Scottish Government’s ‘Scottish Energy Strategy: The future of energy in Scotland (December 2017)’ 
(SES) estimates  that 17GW of  installed  renewable electricity capacity will be  required  in 2030  to meet 
decarbonisation  targets and  it  is  likely  that Scotland will need  to  increase  its onshore wind capacity  to 
meet  this  target.  Ensuring  that  a  large proportion  of  existing  onshore wind  farms  are  repowered  and 
optimised  to  yield  as much  of  the  available wind  resource  as  possible will  be  key  to  delivering  these 
ambitions. Furthermore, the Scottish Government’s  ‘Onshore Wind Policy Statement’  (December 2017) 
(OWPS) explicitly supports repowering at existing onshore wind sites.  
 
If the intentions set out in the SES and OWPS are to be realised, it is important that decision‐makers and 
statutory consultees  respond proportionately  to  repowering applications.  It  is also  important  to ensure 
that  planning  policy  and  guidelines  support  the  deployment  of  the  latest  technologies,  incorporating 
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higher  tip  heights  and  larger  rotor  diameters  to  increase  the  energy  yield  from  a  site  and  reduce 
consumer costs. 
 
As currently drafted, innogy does not believe that the draft SNH Repowering Guidance is aligned with the 
Scottish  Government’s  objectives  for  the  reasons  set  out  against  the  specific  consultation  questions 
below. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

Eleri Davies 
Planning Specialist 
Innogy Renewables UK Limited 
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1. We advise  that  the  formal baseline  for EIA  should be  the expected  restored  state of  the  site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance. Do 
you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

Environmental Impact Assessment 

A planning application for the repowering of an existing wind farm is likely to be submitted prior 
to  the  decommissioning  of  the  existing  wind  farm.  Using  the  restored  site  as  the  baseline  is 
inappropriate as this ignores the likely significant effects associated with the decommissioning of 
the  existing  wind  farm.  Furthermore,  the  anticipated  future  baseline  will  not  exist  during  the 
period when  the  environmental  impact  assessment  (EIA)  is  being  carried  out,  and will  also  not 
exist if a repowering consent is granted and implemented prior to the expiry of the existing wind 
farm’s planning consent. 

The most effective and proportionate approach to assessing the impacts of a repowering proposal 
should not  require  a  false  ‘no wind  farm’ baseline  for  EIA.  The  existing wind  farm provides  the 
most  reliable  and  accurate  evidence  base  for  assessing  the  environmental  impacts  of  a 
repowering proposal. 

Paragraph 3 of Schedule 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
(Scotland)  Regulations  2017  and  the  Electricity  Works  (Environmental  Impact  Assessment) 
(Scotland)  Regulations  2017  (the  EIA  Regulations  2017)  require  “a  description  of  the  relevant 
aspects of the current state of the environment (‘the baseline scenario’) and an outline of the likely 
evolution thereof without implementation of the development as far as natural changes from the 
baseline scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of relevant 
information and scientific knowledge”.  

In  the  case of a  repowering application  submitted prior  to  the decommissioning of  the existing 
wind farm, the current state of the environment (i.e. ‘the baseline scenario’) is the application site 
including  the  existing wind  farm.  The EIA Regulations 2017 only  require  an outline of  the  likely 
evolution of the current state of the environment, i.e. a decommissioned site without a wind farm, 
but this outline does not form the baseline scenario. 

Land Use Planning 

Scottish Planning Policy  (June 2014)  (SPP)  states  that “areas  identified  for wind farms should be 
suitable for use in perpetuity” (paragraph 170) and that “proposals to repower existing wind farms 
which are already in suitable sites where environmental and other impacts have been shown to be 
capable of mitigation can help to maintain or enhance installed capacity, underpinning renewable 
energy  generation  targets.  The  current  use  of  the  site  as  a  wind  farm  will  be  a  material 
consideration in any such proposals” (paragraph 174).  

In  accordance  with  SPP,  the  baseline  against  which  repowering  proposals  are  assessed  is  the 
existing environmental conditions at the time of application submission. The draft version of the 
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SNH Repowering Guidance should therefore be revised,  in  line with SPP and the EIA Regulations 
2017, to support an EIA baseline scenario which includes the existing wind farm. 

2. We think it could also be helpful for decision‐makers to see information comparing the full likely 
significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For example, we 
suggest  that  the  application  information  should  include  a  table  comparing  likely  significant 
effects, a comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility  (ZTV), and comparative visualisations based 
on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (see Section 2).  

Do  you  agree  with  the  proposed  approach  to  comparing  effects?  Can  you  suggest  a  better 
alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

The  approach  set  out  in  the  draft  version  of  the  SNH  Repowering  Guidance  is  inconsistent, 
onerous  and  has  the  potential  to  create  uncertainty.  On  the  one  hand,  it  advocates  the  EIA 
baseline scenario to be a decommissioned site whereas, in the approach to landscape and visual 
impact  assessment  (LVIA),  it  requires  the  existing wind  farm be  included  in  Zone of  Theoretical 
Visibility (ZTV) and comparative visualisations. 

Excluding the existing wind farm from the LVIA baseline represents a fundamental departure from 
current  LVIA methodology. The current Guidelines  for  Landscape and Visual  Impact Assessment 
(GLVIA3) clearly defines baseline as  the  ‘current situation’ and excluding  the existing wind  farm 
would not be in accordance with GLVIA3. 

Additionally,  under  the  EIA  Regulations  2017,  the  baseline  scenario  (or  ‘current  state  of  the 
environment’) for a repowering application will likely be a site with an existing wind farm (unless 
the site has already been decommissioned and restored). Any assessment should be based on the 
likely significant effects of the repowering proposal on the current state of the environment. On 
the  basis  that  the  ‘current  state  of  the  environment’  is  the  appropriate  baseline  for  the 
assessment  of  a  repowering  proposal,  it  would  be  disproportionate  to  require  applicants  to 
conduct  two  assessment  –  one  for  the  ‘no wind  farm’  baseline,  and  one  for  the  ‘existing wind 
farm’  baseline.  Such  an  onerous  approach  would  be  contrary  to  the  Scottish  Government’s 
ambitions to create a streamlined and proportionate planning system for repowering proposals.  

In line with the EIA Regulations 2017 and GLVIA3, only one assessment should be required and, in 
most cases, the current state of the environment (the baseline scenario) will be the existing wind 
farm.  The  LVIA  would  assume  a  baseline  with  the  existing  wind  farm  but  a  sequence  of 
visualisations  could  be  prepared  to  cover  the  ‘likely  evolution’  /  ‘do  nothing’  scenario.  This 
approach would recognise that the decommissioned site is a material consideration, but it is not 
the EIA baseline. 

Cumulative  LVIA with  existing  smaller  scale wind  turbines  should  not  restrict  the  drive  towards 
using the  latest turbine technology. As recognised  in the OWPS, “fewer but  larger wind turbines 
may…present  an  opportunity  for  landscape  improvement,  as  well  as  increasing  the  amount  of 
electricity generated”. 
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3. Because  of  the  existing  wind  farm,  standard  bird  surveys  will  give  a  skewed  picture  of  the 
restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely due 
to displacement effects. We  therefore advise  that  there  should normally only be a new desk‐
based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3).  

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

The  approach  set  out  in  the  draft  version  of  the  SNH  Repowering  Guidance will  not  provide  a 
robust  assessment.  Furthermore,  the  assumption  that  existing  wind  farms  are  causing 
displacement of bird populations is a generalisation which is not supported by evidence. 

Wind  farm  sites  differ  widely  in  terms  of  the  data  available,  its  relevance  and  potential 
ornithological impacts. The EIA Scoping Report should determine the likely significant effects and 
set out  the proposed assessment methodology.  The  type and extent of  survey data  required  to 
inform  the  EIA  will  vary  widely  between  sites.  Where  repowering  proposals  do  not  have  the 
potential to cause likely significant effects, a desk‐based assessment will be sufficient. Ultimately, 
the approach  to ornithology  for wind  farm  repowering proposals will  not  differ  from any other 
development proposal. 

4. We  advise  that  new  terrestrial  species  and  bat  surveys  should  typically  be  undertaken.  New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with 
the  latest  peat  survey  guidance.  Developers  should  review  the  success  of  any  implemented 
restoration/ management  associated with  the  original  scheme,  and  look  for  opportunities  to 
improve upon this.  

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

It  is understood  that SNH will be publishing new guidance on bats  in due course and  there  is a 
concern that  the survey requirements are  likely  to be more onerous and expensive than current 
survey requirements. The new bats guidance needs to be taken  into consideration  in developing 
the SNH Repowering Guidance. 

As with ornithology, the SNH Repowering Guidance should allow for desk‐based assessments for 
terrestrial ecology and bats where there is sufficient evidence available to draw on. Survey effort 
should only be necessary where desk‐based analysis indicates the potential for a likely significant 
effect. 
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Consultation response on assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on 
nature 
 
 
EDF Energy is one of the UK’s largest energy companies with activities throughout the 
energy chain.  Our interests include nuclear, coal and gas-fired electricity generation, 
renewables, storage, and energy supply to end users.  We have over five million electricity 
and gas customer accounts in the UK, including residential and business users. 
 
The first large-scale commercial onshore wind sites were developed in the late 1990s and 
early 2000s.  We are now starting to see some of the older projects reaching the end of 
their operating lives, and this trend will continue as we approach 2030.  As this progresses 
owners may look to extend the life of their sites through repowering, allowing them to 
use the latest turbine technology and operational equipment, whilst taking advantage of 
cost efficiencies and operational synergies.   
 
EDF Energy believes that the Scottish Government, local authorities and other key 
stakeholders should work in conjunction with the industry to create a supportive planning 
policy framework for repowering.  This framework should clearly set out the importance 
of maintaining the current contribution from existing onshore wind sites. 
 
We do not believe that the draft guidance on repowering prepared by Scottish Natural 
Heritage (SNH) is aligned with the aspirations of the Scottish Government, in particular, 
the view that the applicable baseline for Environmental Impact Assessments of repowering 
proposals should be with no existing wind farm, rather than with the existing wind farm.  
Although we do not agree with the position of SNH on the applicable baseline, this is 
ultimately a question of legal interpretation.  However, even if the “no existing wind 
farm” baseline is ultimately included for legal completeness, we believe that SNH should 
strengthen the guidance on the materiality of the comparison with the existing wind farm 
in making a planning decision on the new application.   
 
Our detailed responses are set out in the attachment to this letter.  Should you wish to 
discuss any of the issues raised in our response or have any queries, please contact Simon 
Wood on  or myself. 
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I confirm that this letter and its attachment may be published on the Scottish Parliament 
Local Government and Communities Committee’s website. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
David Cameron 
Head of Scottish Policy 
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Attachment  

Consultation response on assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on 
nature 

EDF Energy’s response to your questions 

 
1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored 

state of the site, excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning 
at Annex A of this draft guidance. 
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

 
EDF Energy does not believe that the draft guidance on repowering prepared by Scottish 
Natural Heritage (SNH) is aligned with the aspirations of the Scottish Government.  In 
particular, the view that the applicable baseline for Environmental Impact Assessments 
(EIA) of repowering proposals should be with no existing wind farm, rather than with the 
existing wind farm.   
 
Although we do not agree with the position of SNH on the applicable baseline, this is 
ultimately a question of legal interpretation.  However, even if the “no existing wind 
farm” baseline is ultimately included for legal completeness, we believe that SNH should 
strengthen the guidance on the materiality of the comparison with the existing wind farm 
in making a planning decision on the new application.   
 
We believe that the question of the appropriate baseline for an EIA for a repowered 
onshore wind site is a unique situation which the original legislation and guidance did not 
envisage.  This requires fresh consideration of the circumstances and a further evolution of 
how the EIA process is applied and how a balanced planning decision is reached.    
 
We believe that an evolved approach for repowering applications should put substantial 
weight on how a repowered project compares to the existing project.  This is because, 
ultimately, that should be the test of the net impact on the environment.  Using the 
restored site without any wind turbines as the baseline for the planning decision is not 
appropriate because it does not reflect the actual change in environmental conditions 
resulting from an approval of the repowering proposal.  There are also practical difficulties 
with the assessment of conditions for a restored site without a wind farm, as this 
anticipated future baseline is unlikely to exist at the date of the new assessment and 
therefore assumptions made about delivery of the restored site are unlikely to be robust. 
 
The EIA Regulations require an assessment of the “likely significant effects of the 
development on the environment” based on the “current state of the environment”.  In 
the case of repowering, the current state of the environment (or baseline scenario) would 
be the site with the existing wind farm.  
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The SNH guidance only covers particular environmental issues, not the full set of issues on 
repowering.  EDF Energy believes that the Scottish Government (SG) should develop 
planning guidance on repowering which we believe perhaps would best be delivered via 
the guidance for the revised National Planning Framework (NPF4).  This would enable the 
SG to develop a more bespoke approach to this unique situation and frame it in the 
context of a strategic national plan for energy and decarbonisation.   
 
We would also suggest that the SNH guidance includes references to the need to tackle 
climate change, which presents an existential threat to Scottish ecosystems.  This would 
highlight the wider SG policy context, in which onshore wind and other renewables are 
being encourage as a key part of the Scottish response to the risks of climate change.   
 
A further consideration is Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations, which includes a requirement 
to assess alternatives to the proposed development: 
 
“A description of the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of development 
design, technology, location, size and scale) studied by the developer, which are relevant 
to the proposed project and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the main 
reasons for selecting the chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental 
effects”. 
 
In the case of repowering an existing onshore wind farm, the default alternative is a new 
greenfield onshore wind development in a different location.  That location will never 
have had an onshore wind farm.  A key point in the planning assessment should be that 
the proposed repowered development has already been demonstrated to be acceptable as 
an onshore wind farm, so it is clearly preferable to reuse the existing site rather than 
expand into a new greenfield site.  
 
Support for this approach to repowering comes from many stakeholders.  For example, 
the Committee on Climate Change, in the context of delivering the UK carbon budgets at 
least cost, has identified a compelling need for additional low carbon generation using all 
available cost-effective technologies. In their assessments of future energy scenarios they 
have assumed that the majority of existing onshore wind sites are ultimately repowered.  
Repowering is consistent with an objective of using available land and wind resource most 
efficiently. 
 
This comparison with a counter-factual of a new greenfield development site should be a 
material factor for a decision on a repowering application.  EDF Energy believes that it 
would be worth referencing this point of principle in the SNH guidance.   
 
However, it is important to note that additional greenfield sites will still be needed, even 
with repowering, and consequently new greenfield applications in Scotland should not be 
rejected by SNH on the grounds that a repowered site can deliver instead. Repowering will 
significantly reduce the need for new greenfield onshore wind developments, but it will 
not remove the need entirely.  
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2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information 
comparing the full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the 
effects of the existing scheme. For example, we suggest that the application 
information should include a table comparing likely significant effects, a 
comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), and comparative 
visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format 
(see Section 2). 
 
Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you 
suggest a better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

 
Existing guidance: 
 
EDF Energy agrees with SNH’s draft guidance stating that “developers should use the 
current landscape and visual impact assessment guidance”.  However, it also goes on to 
state that “visualisations should exclude the existing wind farm”.  This represents a 
departure from current landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) methodology.  The 
current Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3), the key 
reference document for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for all types of 
development which clearly defines baseline as the current situation.  Therefore, excluding 
the existing wind farm for future LVIA’s for repowered wind farms would not be in 
accordance with GLVIA3.  Any changes to current LVIA methodology would need to be 
ratified by the authors of the document, namely the Landscape Institute (LI), and the 
Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment (IEMA). 
 
Additionally, under the EIA regulations the baseline scenario or “current state of the 
environment” for a repowering application is a site with an existing wind farm.  Therefore, 
any assessment should be based on comparing the full likely significant effects of a 
repowering proposal with the effects of the existing scheme, which has been found to be 
acceptable.  We therefore disagree with the proposed approach to comparing effects.  
Requiring applicants to conduct two assessments, one with no wind farm as a baseline 
and one with the existing wind farm as a baseline is overly onerous and counter to the 
Scottish Government’s ambitions to streamline the planning system and make it more 
proportionate.  We therefore suggest that only one assessment should be required, with 
the existing wind farm as the baseline scenario, in line with the EIA regulations and 
GLVIA3. 
 
In order to comply with current SNH visualisation guidance

1
, we would recommend the 

following sequence of drawings to present comparative visualisations: 
 

1. A photograph of the existing site with a wireline of the existing turbines below it 
(including cumulative wirelines) to help the viewer fully understand the existing 
situation).  This Figure would be at 90 degrees, so only one extended A3 Figure 
would be required; 

                                                      
1
 https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/renewable-energy-development/visual-

representation-guidance 
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2. A photo of the existing site with the existing turbines removed, with a wireline of 
the proposed turbines below it (plus any cumulative wirelines included);  This 
Figure would be at 90 degrees but up to 4 extended A3 Figures may be required; 

3. A wireline of the proposed turbines to the same size as the photomontage, (53.5 
degrees, comprising one extended A3 Figure as per existing SNH guidelines); and 

4. A photomontage of the proposed turbines with the existing turbines deleted to 
give a true representation of what the site would look like after the existing site is 
decommissioned and the new turbines constructed, (this Figure would be at 53.5 
degrees comprising one extended A3 Figure). 
 

The landscape and visual impact assessment would assume a baseline where the existing 
turbines are present, but the sequence of visuals could be referred to in the Planning 
Statement, which would cover the “likely evolution” “do nothing” scenario. 
 
Cumulative landscape and visual comparisons with existing adjacent smaller scale turbines, 
with smaller rotor sizes, should not be determinative and restrict the drive towards use of 
the latest larger turbine technology, prohibiting progress. 
 
Scottish Government position: 
 
SNH’s proposed approach appears to run counter to the Scottish Government’s current 
approach to repowering and the assessment of visual impacts.  For example, as part of the 
LVIA work on one particular Section 36 application to repower a wind farm in Scotland, 
which is due to be submitted this year, the developer and consultants have had extensive 
discussions with the local authority, the Energy Consents Unit (ECU) and SNH about the 
appropriate methodology for the LVIA for repowered sites. 
 
For this development, we understand that the view that the baseline for the assessment of 
a repowered wind farm site should be the current situation (i.e. including the operational 
turbines) was shared by both the council and ECU. In its Scoping Response to the 
proposed development, SNH requested that the baseline for the LVIA should assume that 
the turbines have been removed.  However, the ECU disagreed with SNH’s approach and 
stated clearly in its Scoping Opinion that “the baseline for the purpose of assessment 
should be the operational… wind farm” (i.e. including the existing operational turbines). 
 
As set out in our answer to Question 1, even if the “no existing wind farm” baseline is 
ultimately included for visual impact assessments for legal completeness, we believe that 
SNH should strengthen the guidance on the materiality of the comparison with the 
existing wind farm in making a planning decision on the new application.    
 
 
3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed 

picture of the restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of 
the new proposal. This is largely due to displacement effects. We therefore 
advise that there should normally only be a new desk-based assessment 
drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3). 
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Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
EDF Energy is concerned that the approach set out in the draft guidance will not provide a 
robust assessment.  By predicting the ornithology baseline post-decommissioning and 
then conducting a quantitative Collision Risk Modelling (CRM) assessment will result in 
much more qualitative and therefore very subjective data.  There will be considerably more 
error in this approach than if the existing wind farm were used as the baseline, where 
actual survey data/ information would be used to draw conclusions.  While the predictive 
methodology in the draft guidance would be cheaper and quicker, it could leave proposals 
more open to challenge due to a lack of robust evidence. 
 
We recognise that on sites where no ‘likely significant effects’ on birds are predicted, the 
desk-based approach is likely to be correct and proportionate.  Therefore, CRM should not 
be required unless likely significant effects are predicted. We suggest that new one-year 
ornithological survey work conducted towards the end of life of the existing wind farm 
where ‘likely significant effects’ have been identified would produce higher quality, more 
relevant and up-to-date data. 
 
Streamlined EIA scoping should focus only on significant effects, using knowledge from 
the previous assessments. EIA should use the same baseline for all elements.  The extent 
to which new studies are necessary should depend on the extent of changes proposed to 
the wind farm’s infrastructure. 
 
We welcome SNH’s flexible approach and recognition that “there may be exceptions to 
the general approach set out” and that “advice will be case-specific.” 
 
 
4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be 

undertaken. New habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat 
survey may be necessary to comply with the latest peat survey guidance. 
Developers should review the success of any implemented restoration/ 
management associated with the original scheme, and look for 
opportunities to improve upon this. 
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

 
EDF Energy understands that SNH will publish the new guidelines on bats imminently.  We 
agree with the statement in the guidance that “if good post-construction monitoring data 
exists then new surveys may be unnecessary.  ” We suggest that the guidelines should 
allow for desk-based assessments for terrestrial ecology and bats where there is sufficient 
existing information to draw on. As with ornithology, detailed surveys should only be 
necessary where desk-based analysis indicates the potential for a likely significant effect. 
 
 
EDF Energy 
August 2018 
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ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF REPOWERED WIND FARMS ON NATURE  

1 Brodies is Scotland’s largest law firm. With offices in Aberdeen, Edinburgh, Glasgow, Dingwall and Brussels, 

we provide legal advice to private and public sector clients across all sectors of the Scottish economy.   

2 Our dedicated renewables team, staffed with legal experts from across the firm, advises generators, 

investors, lenders and landowners across the UK on all aspects of projects and transactions in the low 

carbon sector.  Our team advises on the entire lifecycle of a project from obtaining the project rights, to 

financing and construction, operations and decommissioning, as well as the sale, purchase or refinancing of 

development rights and operating assets. 

3 Brodies’ planning team, headed by Neil Collar, has wide experience in dealing with environmental impact 

assessment issues for on shore wind and other developments.  

4 This response is based on our experience, and discussions with a wide variety of clients and contacts. 

FEEDBACK  

5 The consultation draft seeks feedback on four questions. This response principally focuses on Question 1, 

which raises legal issues about the formal baseline for EIA.     

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 

excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?   

6 In our view, SNH’s proposed approach does not comply with the EIA Regulations and blurs the distinction 

between the requirements of those Regulations and planning issues. Although the consultation draft is titled 

“Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature”, and does not specifically mention EIA, Annex A is 

clearly restricted to EIA baseline, so the consultation draft appears to be advice on EIA and not wider 

planning issues. As such, this approach would almost certainly be held to be unlawful. 

7 It is important to note that the relevant requirement was introduced by the new Regulations in May 2017 and 

did not exist previously. We are not aware of any court decisions interpreting this new requirement.   

8 The Regulations require:  

“A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment (baseline scenario) and an 

outline of the likely evolution thereof …”    

9 The Regulations therefore clearly indicate that the baseline scenario is “the current state of the environment”. 

Although there is no definition provided, it is clear that the “current state” must be the actual circumstances at 

the relevant time, not some hypothetical scenario such as the expected restored state of the site.  

10 The Regulations contain an additional requirement - “an outline of the likely evolution thereof without 

implementation of the development as far as natural changes from the baseline scenario can be assessed 

with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of environmental information and scientific knowledge”. 
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11 It is clear from the drafting of the Regulations that the baseline scenario and the outline of the likely evolution 

thereof are two separate matters – “A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the 

environment (baseline scenario) and an outline of the likely evolution thereof …” (emphasis added).    

12 The evolution of the current state of the environment therefore needs to be described, but in “outline”. That 

further reflects the difference in how the Regulations treat and approach the baseline scenario on the one 

hand, and the likely evolution on the other. 

13 We also note that the Regulations only require an outline of the evolution “as far as natural changes …”. 

Restoration of a wind farm site in compliance with the terms of a planning permission is not a “natural 

change”. We note that the consultation paper Annex A 1st page final paragraph omits any mention of “natural 

change”.    

14 Our conclusion is that the Regulations require a description of the current state of the environment to be used 

as a baseline, along with an outline of natural changes. SNH’s proposed approach would therefore almost 

certainly be held to be unlawful.  

15 This interpretation has the advantage of avoiding the difficulties of using the hypothetical scenario of the 

expected restored state of the site. Section 3 of the consultation draft highlights those difficulties in relation to 

bird assessment, and concedes that the EIA baseline approach proposed in the consultation draft cannot 

apply to bird assessment. In contrast, those practical difficulties do not arise if the EIA baseline is the current 

state of the environment, as required by the Regulations.  

16 We are not suggesting that the expected restored state of the site should be ignored. As mentioned above, 

the consultation draft is about the EIA process. EIA is part of the consenting process, with the environmental 

information contained in the EIA Report being taken into account when determining the consent application. 

The expected restored state of the site would be a consideration in the consent process. If compliance with 

the Regulations results in what the consultation draft refers to as a “gap assessment”, determining the 

consent application would still require provision of information to address that “gap”. That might be awkward 

in practice, but there must be compliance with the Regulations. The approach advocated in the consultation 

draft is also awkward, as it involves the practical difficulty of not undertaking a full scale bird assessment of 

the baseline. 

17 The consultation draft raises concerns about reduced potential for identifying significant effects. However, 

that would be an issue which SNH and other statutory consultees could raise in their responses to the 

planning authority on the consent application, which could result in additional information being required from 

the applicant (although it seems likely that such information would be provided within the application in any 

case).  

18 The consultation draft also states “There would be a high risk of underestimating the effects of successive 

incremental changes”. It is unclear what is meant by “successive incremental changes”. The consultation 

draft is about repowering, which is likely to be a single change at a single point in time. It is also unclear why 

this is described as a “high risk” – no analysis or explanation was provided to justify that conclusion. 
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QUESTIONS 2-4 

19 Questions 2-4 do not directly involve legal issues and are best addressed by EIA professionals.  

 



From: Paul Taylor
To: Brendan Turvey
Subject: FW: Consultation June 2018 - Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature.
Date: 27 August 2018 10:55:17

Hi Brendan 
See email below from  I haven't acknowledged. 
Paul

Sent with BlackBerry Work (www.blackberry.com)

From: 
Sent: 22 Aug 2018 3:05 p.m.
To: Paul Taylor <Paul.Taylor@nature.scot>
Subject: Consultation June 2018 - Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on
nature.

Dear Mr Taylor,
 
I am in full agreement with the SNH position regarding questions 1 and 2 set out in Annex B of the
above Consultation.
 
Regards
 

 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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document seeks to introduce a starting point for undertaking EIA (baseline assumption) that is inconsistent with 

the EIA Regulations, which has significant potential for EIA requirements to become overly onerous and as a result 

of this may add additional development costs and additional time to prepare an application for consent. 

 

Response to Consultation Questions 

 

1. Both the Town and Country Planning and the Electricity Works EIA Regulations deal with baseline in the 

same way. The Regulations have Secondary legislation status and must be complied with by developers, 

the decision maker (e.g. Planning Authorities or the Scottish Ministers) and consultees in exercising their 

statutory functions.  

 

The Regulations require EIA to be undertaken with regards to assessing the potential impacts upon the 

“current state of the environment” and this must be the actual circumstances on the ground at the time 

of assessment and not a hypothetical scenario such as the expected restored state of the site as advised 

by the consultation document. It should be noted that Schedule 2 of the Regulations (Both TCPA and 

Electricity Works), in so far as applies to already authorised projects, sets out the EIA requirements for 

assessing changes to already authorised projects in which case the authorised project becomes the 

baseline. This matter also requires to be recognised in guidance issued for repowering because some 

projects will be subject to the repowering of a consented scheme prior to development commencing on 

site. 

 

As the consultation paper states, the Regulations also require “an outline of the likely evolution thereof 
without implementation of the development as far as natural changes from the baseline scenario can be 
assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of environmental information and 
scientific knowledge”. 
 

It is clear from the drafting of the Regulations that the baseline scenario and the outline of the likely 

evolution of the environment thereof, without implementation of the project, are two separate matters 

that can be mutually exclusive. 

 

It is also the case that an outline is only required in so far as natural changes can be assessed, whereas 

site restoration is not a natural change. 

 

To require the baseline for an EIA to be based on a hypothetical assumption of a restored site in our 

opinion would be contrary to the EIA Regulations and very probably unlawful.  

 

2. It will be down to a developers’ discretion as to whether they choose to provide visualisations with the 

existing turbines digitally removed from the visuals in support of an application for repowering. The 

existing turbines are the baseline and they must therefore be visualised to visually illustrate the baseline 

scenario. 

 

The comparative analysis that Question 2 deals with is what the EIA Regulations require to be assessed 

assuming that the presence of the existing onshore wind farm is the accepted baseline. We recommend 

that the justification within the consultation document for why the baseline should be a decommissioned 

site, in that most wind farms have temporary permissions, matters not. Planning policy is very clear on 

this matter. Circular 4/1998 states: “Lastly, the material considerations to which regard must be had in 
granting any permission are not limited or made different by a decision to make the permission a 
temporary one”. 
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3. This would be an inappropriate requirement for ornithology surveys. See response to Question 1 above. 

Ornithology assessments should be undertaken on the basis of vantage point observations and collision 

risk assessment with the baseline being that which is on site at the time of the assessment. 

 

4. We advise against any piecemeal policy requirements being issued on repowering as it is our opinion that 

repowering should not be treated any differently through the EIA process than other developments. 

However, we do consider that there is currently a policy gap on repowering. We suggest that the Scottish 

Government Planning and Architecture Division prepare a consultation policy document that reflects the 

policy support for onshore wind in the OWPS and to set out proportionate planning and environmental 

requirements for repowering. 

 

Other Observations 

 

Firstly, we suggest that a policy statement from the Scottish Government Planning and Architecture Division 

setting out a legally tested interpretation of the EIA Regulations with respect to baseline is required. We suggest 

that this should be the starting point for the provision of guidance/policy on repowering, which could then inform 

more detailed guidance from Scottish Government Agencies such as SNH. 

 

Any guidance then issued should be cautious with reference to the use of original assessments and post 

monitoring assessments -  for a number of developments energised in the late 90’s and early 00’s the ES’s may no 

longer be available and not all schemes will have been monitored post construction. 

 

I trust you will find the above in order and I would be grateful for your acknowledgement of receipt by return. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Stuart Winter 

Associate Director 

Direct line  

Mobile  

 

 

cc Mr Robert Duncan, Ms Jane Little and Ms Fiona Fisher 

 





From: Paul Taylor
To: Brendan Turvey
Subject: FW: Response to Repowered Windfarms Guidance consultation
Date: 02 August 2018 06:55:28

Hi Brendan 
One for you.
Paul

Sent with BlackBerry Work (www.blackberry.com)

From: 
Sent: 31 Jul 2018 6:29 p.m.
To: Paul Taylor <Paul.Taylor@nature.scot>
Subject: Response to Repowered Windfarms Guidance consultation

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state
of the site, excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of
this draft guidance.

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?

Yes, I agree with this approach. The repowered wind farm will not necessarily
have the same or similar impact as the current one, and it is the impact of the new
one that needs to be considered. However, landscape degradation and CO2
emissions occurring during the installation work also need to be considered and
minimised. The scars created by new hill tracks can take many years to heal, and
excess CO2 emissions directly reduce the carbon payback of the wind farm.

2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing
the full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing
scheme. For example, we suggest that the application information should include
a table comparing likely significant effects, a comparative ZTV, and comparative
visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (see
Section 2).

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest
a better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations?

Yes, the proposed approach seems to be generally appropriate  I agree with the
John Muir Trust’s observations, in their response, on the need to a) make the
visualisations and existing photo panoramas directly comparable, and b) ensure
that the graphical representations are understandable by non-experts.

I would also imagine that there should be a preference for using or adapting
existing roads, foundations and cable runs where this is practical, to reduce cost, time
and carbon footprint of the installation work, and to minimise disruption to landscape
during the installation works.

4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be
undertaken. New habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey
may be necessary to comply with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers
should review the success of any implemented restoration/ management



associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to improve upon
this. 

I believe that Peat surveys should always be required. Peat conditions can alter
over time, and there is no point reducing carbon emissions by installing wind
turbines if the savings are offset by increased emissions from degraded peat.

Best regards
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RESPONSE FROM JOHN MUIR TRUST (JMT) on SNH Consultation draft     

Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature  

Q1 “We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance.  
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?” 
 

JMT - YES.  The Trust agrees with SNH’s clear rationale set out in Annex A.  This is because:  

i. planning regulation should be complied with, by restoring the sites as was detailed in the 
original planning permissions  

ii. there should be fairness to the communities affected.  When the current planning 
permissions were applied for, individuals and groups will have either not objected or had 
those objections over-ruled, partly due to the time-limited nature of the consent.  This will 
have been detailed in nearly every Reporter’s advice and Ministerial consent decision letter.  
If the existing windfarm was used as the baseline in an assessment for a new larger 
windfarm, this would be unjust and would be widely perceived by communities as a betrayal 
of them. 

Q2 “We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full 
likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For example, we 
suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant effects, a 
comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type 
format (see Section 2).  
Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a better alternative 
on how to present comparative visualisations?” 
 
JMT – YES.  The Trust agrees with the proposed approach.  However, it is important that the formal 
baseline for landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) and the comparative visualisations use 
the same viewpoints so that the restored site, the existing site and the proposed windfarm can all be 
compared with each other.  It is very important that enough photomontages are included in an LVIA 
as this is the way that most non-professionals can relate the information to the area they know, as 
opposed to wirelines which are less helpful for non-professionals.   

As part of Scotland’s commitment to community empowerment, the best possible material for 
people to engage with in the planning process should be produced.  The Trust requests that serious 
consideration is given to how up-to-date methods of visualising projects can be produced as part of 
the information given to the public.  Specifically, computerised images with turbines moving can give 
a more realistic understanding of how the scheme will be seen and understood in the landscape. 

Q3 “Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the 
restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely due to 
displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-based 
assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3).  
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Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?” 

JMT – The Trust would wish to see more detail on how a qualitative desk-based approach would be 
adequate and unbiased.  The Trust would recommend that SNH would have the commissioning over-
sight for this work. 

Q4 “We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with the 
latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any implemented restoration/ 
management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to improve upon this. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?” 

JMT – YES, the Trust agrees that new terrestrial species, bat surveys and habitat surveys should be 
undertaken.  

However, the Trust believes that peat surveys should always be required.  Peat conditions can alter 
over time and it is important that as comprehensive an assessment as possible is undertaken on this 
precious resource. 

The Trust agrees that, as part of the EIA, developers must report on the success and lessons learned 
of restoration and management for the original scheme and this information will be available to the 
public. 

 

27th July 2018 
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Dear Brendan, 
 
Assessing the Impact of Repowered Wind Farms on Nature – LUC Consultation Response 
 
LUC is an award-winning environmental consultancy providing planning, environmental impact 
assessment, landscape design and ecology services to a wide range of public and private sector clients.  
The company has extensive experience in wind farm development, across all project stages from initial 
feasibility through to Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), discharging of planning conditions and 
ecological clerk of works during construction.   
 
To date LUC has been involved in over 100 onshore wind energy developments across Scotland and the 
rest of the UK, from single domestic scale turbines to 150+ turbine commercial developments. This 
extensive knowledge and experience has informed our response to the current SNH consultation 
‘Assessing the Impact of Repowered Wind Farms on Nature’.  Our comments in response to the four 
questions posed in the consultation document are detailed below.  
 
It is noted that the SNH guidance relates specifically to repowering, defined as proposals to replace all or 
part of an existing wind farm scheme, potentially increasing generating capacity and reducing the total 
number of turbines installed.  It is acknowledged and understood that the guidance is not intended to 
provide advice in relation to developments where there are proposals to (a) extend the operating period 
of an existing scheme; (b) change a consented, but unbuilt, scheme; and (c) renew permissions before 
expiry of time limits on implementing a scheme. 
 
Question 1: We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state 
of the site, excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft 
guidance. 
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 

Our reference 07.01 EIA Area 

Date 31st August 2018 
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It is LUC’s view that undertaking an assessment of a repowered scheme where “the baseline for EIA is 
the expected restored state of the site, excluding existing turbines” does not represent a robust or 
realistic approach to assessment.  In reality, wind farm developers seeking to repower existing sites 
would be highly unlikely to go through the costly and time consuming process of restoring a site before 
building a new scheme.  As such, the assessment baseline proposed by SNH is unlikely to arise in 
practice.  Undertaking an assessment on this basis would introduce considerable uncertainty, effectively 
reducing the EIA process to an academic exercise, which is not informed by real data.   
 
LUC strongly believes that, for all assessments undertaken as part of an EIA (including landscape, 
ornithology and ecology), the baseline should be the existing site at the time of assessment i.e. with the 
original wind farm present. This would allow the assessments to be based on a situation about which 
reliable and accurate environmental data can be obtained and there is absolute certainty, and not a 
future predicted scenario where conditions are uncertain.  This is also in line with the 2017 EIA 
Regulations which require “A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment1 
(the “baseline scenario”) and an outline of the likely evolution thereof without implementation of the 
development as far as natural changes from the baseline scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort 
on the basis of the availability of relevant information and scientific knowledge”.  Where a wind farm is 
proposed for repowering, “the current state of the environment” is mostly likely to be the existing wind 
farm, irrespective of the fact that, as stated in Annex A of the consultation document, there is “no 
planning entitlement to maintain the use of the land for wind farm purposes after the expiry of the 
planning permission”.  As such, it is suggested the potential effects of a new development on a restored 
site i.e. “likely evolution [of the site] without implementation of the development”, would comprise the 
‘do nothing’ scenario, which is currently considered in EIA Reports for wind farm developments.  
 
Annex A of the consultation document also states “The alternative approach of including the existing 
development in the assessment baseline would limit the EIA to a type of ‘gap assessment’ which only 
considers the additional effects of the new proposal and would fail to identify the full impacts.”   
It is clearly essential that a thorough assessment is undertaken to demonstrate the potential effects of 
the development in full; however it is LUC’s view that an assessment against the existing wind farm as 
the baseline would not constitute a ‘gap assessment’ but would be identify the actual effects of the new 
proposal against the existing baseline to inform decision makers.   
 
Undertaking an assessment against the restored site baseline may lead to similar conclusions in relation 
to landscape and visual effects for example, as an assessment using the existing scheme as the baseline 
i.e. receptors experiencing significant effects as a result of the existing scheme are likely to experience 
significant effects under the new proposal.  It is considered that assessing both scenarios in detail (i.e. 
baseline of existing wind farm and baseline of restored wind farm), would result in two assessments 
being undertaken, leading to the provision of a large amount of documentation in the EIA Report in the 
form of additional visualisations and reporting.  Given that the purpose of the EIA is to focus on potential 
significant effects, this could lead to a disproportionate level of assessment, and provision of an excessive 
amount of information within documents that are often already extremely large and complex. 
 
Utilising the existing conditions of the site as the baseline for assessment would be line with the approach 
taken for other types of developments, and use of the existing site as the baseline is the methodology 

                                                
1 LUC emphasis 
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that was agreed by the Scottish Government in the assessment of the Tangy Wind Farm repowering 
proposal.  Furthermore, Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) paragraph 170 states that “areas identified for 
wind farms should be suitable for use in perpetuity. Consents may be time-limited but wind farms should 
nevertheless be sited and designed to ensure impacts are minimised and to protect an acceptable level of 
amenity for adjacent communities.”  It is therefore considered that the baseline against which all 
developments are assessed should be the existing environmental conditions at the time of assessment 
and submission of the application, irrespective of the existing wind farm development (predominantly) 
being subject to time limited consent, in line with SPP.  
 
It is considered that making a judgement on the likely environmental conditions of an assumed baseline, 
rather than undertaking surveys to accurately determine the baseline conditions could introduce high 
levels of inaccuracy and uncertainty.  If potential effects are to be judged against unknown rather than 
known conditions, then this could seriously undermine the robustness of the EIA process.   
 
Question 2: We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing 
the full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. 
For example, we suggest that the application information should include a table comparing 
likely significant effects, a comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the 
‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (see Section 2). 
 
Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a better 
alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 
 
As outlined in response to Q1 above, the effects that must be assessed and clearly presented relate to 
changes to the baseline and the significance of these effects in accordance with the EIA Regulations.  A 
comparative assessment of the effects of the existing scheme, which has already deemed to be 
acceptable in planning terms, against the effects of the new scheme is unlikely to bring clarity or 
understanding of the effects of the new development to decision makers. 
 
However, it is considered that provision of information to help understand the effects of the repowered 
scheme against the existing scheme would be expected.  This information would be fundamental in 
helping decision makers to understanding the effects of a proposal and to assist them in reaching a 
reasoned conclusion on the potential effects of the development.  In terms of the information provided to 
inform the assessment, the baseline photography would comprise the current baseline, i.e. the existing 
windfarm, with the existing turbines digitally removed from the baseline photographs and replaced with 
the proposed wind farm for the photomontage/visualisation, as in reality, both developments would never 
co-exist.  On this basis, comparative photomontages of the existing (an existing photograph rather than 
a photomontage) and the proposed scheme would be included, and an assessment presented of the 
difference between them, informed by a comparative ZTV.  This would aid decision makers as this 
material would be used, together with visits to the existing site, to understand the existing impacts, 
providing a point of reference for comprehending any changes that are likely to arise.   
 
However, it should be acknowledged that this approach of digitally removing existing turbines from the 
baseline photographs may be complicated further where there are adjacent existing wind farm 
developments, which may be subject to decommissioning and/or repowering proposals within a similar 
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time period, and for which there may be similar uncertainty regarding the future baseline situation for 
any subsequent assessment.  A point for discussion as the guidance emerges. 
 
Question 3: Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed 
picture of the restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. 
This is largely due to displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally 
only be a new desk-based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3). 
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that each site should be considered on a case by case basis, overall LUC 
considers that the proposed approach will not provide a robust assessment of ornithological effects for 
EIA purposes.  Any bird populations in the vicinity that may have been potentially affected by the wind 
farm are likely to have adjusted their behaviours to account for its presence, therefore it is not 
necessarily accurate to assume that they will have been displaced and that new surveys would give a 
“skewed” picture of the existing conditions at the site.   
 
It is suggested that any monitoring data obtained during the operational lifespan of the wind farm should 
be used to inform the potential requirement for further bird surveys and the scope of assessment 
required, particularly as, in reality, there is likely to be only a short period of time between 
decommissioning of an existing scheme and construction and commissioning of the repowered scheme.   
 
As indicated in our response to Question 1, attempting to predict a future baseline on a restored site, 
where habitats and future bird populations are unknown, even when “clearly reasoned judgements” are 
made based on professional opinion informed by a range of desk based data, is not considered to be a 
robust approach.  Taking this approach could undermine the EIA process, with assessment of effects 
being based upon very uncertain predictions of what could be present, rather than what has been found 
to be present.    
 
Question 4: We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be 
undertaken. New habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be 
necessary to comply with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the 
success of any implemented restoration/ management associated with the original scheme, 
and look for opportunities to improve upon this. 
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
LUC agrees that new surveys for protected species, including bats, should be undertaken along with 
updated habitat surveys (if necessary to ‘ground truth’ previous survey findings).  It is also agreed that 
updated peat surveys may be required to ensure compliance with current guidance.  Where any habitat 
management or restoration has been undertaken, it is agreed that the outcome of these efforts should be 
reviewed and efforts made to improve and build upon this where possible. 
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Concluding Remarks 
 
In summary, it is considered that undertaking an assessment on the basis of a restored site, excluding 
the existing turbines and ancillary infrastructure, would require many assumptions to be made which, 
ultimately, would call in to question how robust, consistent and defendable any resulting assessment 
would be.  It is LUC’s view that the assessments need to assess and present the environmental effects of 
the project in a simple, clear and concise way so that the decision maker understands: 
 

• the existing conditions (i.e. what is there now in the form of the existing wind farm – this 
should represent the baseline for assessment purposes); 

• what will be decommissioned (i.e. just turbines or infrastructure also?); 
• what will be added (i.e. new turbines and infrastructure);  
• what the difference in effects will be between the old and new scheme; and 
• what are the effects of the repowered scheme. 

 
We trust that the response provided above is helpful, and we would welcome the opportunity to 
contribute further to the debate and development of this important guidance. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Sam Oxley on behalf of LUC 
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Brendan / David,
 
Apologies for having missed the deadline for this consultation from a Dumfries & Galloway Council
perspective, although Robert Duncan from our office did attend the SNH informal discussion about
repowering baselines on 27 November 2017 so you have some idea of our views.
 
As consultation clearly sets out, it is actually quite a complex issue as certain repowering baselines
are easier to establish than others.  My own thoughts on the 4 questions are:-
 
1. The assessment baseline.  Agreed – the baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state. 
The reasoning in Annex A is accepted, especially the comments regarding there being no planning
entitlement to maintain the land use after the expiry of the planning permission.  The comments
regarding the current use being a material consideration are however acknowledged and this would
be given due weight as part of the determination of a repowering proposal.
 
2.  Landscape assessment.  Generally agreed.  However, in order for visualisations to be clear /
uncluttered and to prevent confusion when viewed by the public and Planning Committee Members ,
it is recommended that the visualisations should not have the original scheme shown but “greyed
out”.  It would be better if there were 3 separate and distinct visualisations:- a) the baseline (with
existing turbines digitally removed); b) the existing situation (with the original turbines included); & c)
the proposed situation (with the new repowered scheme shown but the existing turbines removed). 
This would allow a better understanding of the difference between the baseline, the current scheme
and the proposed scheme (including, where appropriate, the ability to make a ‘gap analysis’ between
the existing and proposed schemes), by viewing them side-by-side rather than overlaid on the same
visualisation.
 
3.  Bird assessment.  Generally agreed.  New assessments should be made due to displacement.  In
this instance, it is considered that the only realistic option is to recognise the baseline for bird activity
as the existing situation and then try to calculate the difference between the existing and proposed
scenarios.  Unlike visualisations (where it is digitally possible to create different scenarios), it is
unlikely that a desk-based study could accurately reset the position to a ‘no turbines’ baseline.  Even
assuming that it was still available, any data from the time of the original EIA would be very out-of-
date and may have been affected by the cumulative impacts from other nearby wind farms developed
since the initial wind farm. There are however some concerns about how accurately a desk–based
assessment could model the proposed situation from the existing situation too.
 
4.  Other ecology.  Agreed.  New surveys should be undertaken as set out in the consultation.
 
I hope this helps but happy to discuss further either on 28th or via email.
 
Regards
 
David Suttie 
Planning & Building Standards Manager 
Dumfries & Galloway Council 
Economy, Environment & Infrastructure 
Kirkbank 
English Street 
Dumfries 
DG1 2HS
 
Direct Dial:  
(Internal :  
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Brendan - thank you for the opportunity to input into the draft SNH guidance on
assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature, which has been prepared in
the context of the relevant EIA Regulations (the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 and the Electricity
Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017). I have been
engaged in the discussion between planning lawyers on this, below are my own views
which I hope are of assistance:
 

·        I question whether the focus of the draft guidance on the assessment baseline
might cause some confusion. There is a clear distinction in the EIA regulations
between the “baseline scenario” and the assessment of repowering proposal itself
- the “baseline scenario” must be described (para 3 of Schedule 4) and,
separately, the likely significant effects of the proposed development must be
described (para 5 of Schedule 4). The “baseline scenario” is expressly defined as
the “current” state of the environment. Therefore, in the context of a repowering
application (so long as the existing consent remains extant), the environment
with the existing wind farm in it must be described to comply with para 3. There
is also a requirement to provide an “outline” of the likely evolution of the baseline
insofar as reasonable (para 3 of Schedule 4) although this is separate to the
description of the baseline scenario, and is clearly a higher level obligation.
 

·        I think the key requirement of the EIA regulations is to assess and describe the
likely significant effects of the proposed development. I think that just describing
the differences in impacts between the existing scheme and the repowering
proposal (sometimes referred to as gap analysis) would not meet the
requirements of the EIA regulations to describe the likely significant effects of the
repowering proposal on the environment (assuming the existing wind farm is
subject to temporary permission nearing expiry). This of course is because
absent a grant of the repowering proposal, the existing site would need to be
restored in accordance with the relevant restoration scheme.

 
·        However, the main point I would seek to make, is that the most effective and

proportionate approach to assessing the likely significant effects of a repowering
proposal will not always require an artificial ‘no windfarm’ baseline to be to
calculated and compared against. In many cases, the existing wind farm should
provide an excellent evidence base to inform the assessment of impacts of a
repowering proposal. This draft guidance should reflect this and recognise that
what is appropriate and proportionate may differ on a case by case basis.
 

·        I note that the requirements of planning law and the material considerations in
any repowering decision, are distinct from the requirements of the EIA
regulations. These will include the current use of the site as a wind farm (see
para 174 of SPP) and the remaining term of the existing permission. Such
material considerations may drive the approach a developer wishes to take to
support a repowering application, in addition to complying with the prescribed
requirements of the EIA regulations. The draft guidance mostly focusses on EIA
requirements, and this is probably the right approach.

 
I am happy for this e-mail to be considered a response to the consultation, and happy to
continue to be involved in this important discussion.
 
Kind regards
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EIA Baseline for Repowering Projects 
 
Introduction 
 
1. In June 2018 Scottish Natural Heritage ("SNH") published a consultation draft of 

guidance in relation to 'Assessing the impact of repowered windfarms on nature' (the 
"Draft Guidance"). The Draft Guidance relates to "repowered windfarms" and planning 
applications for the replacement of all or part of an existing operational windfarm with 
a new windfarm, potentially within the same footprint but with differences in design to 
the original. The proposed new windfarm may be similar in some respects but differ in 
others (e.g. bigger but fewer turbines).  

2. One important element of the Draft Guidance concerns the approach to be taken to 
defining the baseline for the purposes of environmental impact assessment ("EIA"). 
The Draft Guidance provides that - in every case, irrespective of timing and the terms 
of any approved decommissioning and restoration plan (DRP) specific to the existing 
operational scheme - the EIA baseline for the repowering proposal is to be the 
condition of the site as though the existing operational scheme has been fully 
restored. This approach is stated to be justified by the wording of the Electricity Works 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017and the Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 
(together the "EIA Regulations")and the time limited nature of the planning permission 
for the existing scheme as defined in Section 41 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) Act 1997 (the "1997 Act"). 

3. We disagree with this interpretation of the EIA Regulations and their interaction with 
planning law. If the new repowered scheme is built in tandem with or immediately 
following the decommissioning of an existing scheme (which, as we understand it, is 
accepted by SNH as the most likely scenario) then the influence of the existing 
operational wind farm will still be evident in the environment.  In this scenario, the 
current state of the environment (i.e. including the operational wind farm) is the correct 
baseline as a matter of fact for EIA purposes. 

Analysis of EIA Regulations 

4. EIA is one of a range of inputs to a planning or section 36 consent decision. It is 
important not to conflate EIA requirements with other matters that may need to be 
considered for planning law or policy purposes.  

5. The requirement for EIA stems from European law – currently Directive 2011/92/EU 
on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the 
environment as amended by Directive 2014/52/EU.  Recital 31 to the 2014 Directive 
relates to the requirement to consider and report on alternatives (rather than the 
assessment of impacts):- 

(31) The environmental impact assessment report to be provided by the developer for 
a project should include a description of reasonable alternatives studied by the 
developer which are relevant to that project, including, as appropriate, an outline of the 
likely evolution of the current state of the environment without implementation of the 
project (baseline scenario), as a means of improving the quality of the environmental 
impact assessment process and of allowing environmental considerations to be 
integrated at an early stage in the project's design. 

6. It is this requirement to consider alternatives – in particular the "do nothing" alternative 
which seems to have been defined as the "baseline scenario" in recital 31 - which 
underpins the new Paragraphs 2 and 3 of the new Annex 4 to the 2011 
Directive.  Those paragraphs reads as follows:- 
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ANNEX IV INFORMATION REFERRED TO IN ARTICLE 5(1) (INFORMATION FOR 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT)  

…… 

2. A description of the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of project design, 
technology, location, size and scale) studied by the developer, which are relevant to 
the proposed project and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the main 
reasons for selecting the chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental 
effects.  

3. A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment 
(baseline scenario) and an outline of the likely evolution thereof without 
implementation of the project as far as natural changes from the baseline scenario can 
be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of environmental 
information and scientific knowledge. 

…… 

7. Note that, confusingly, in paragraph 3 of Annex IV the baseline scenario definition 
seems to also have been applied to "the current state of the environment" rather than 
the "outline of the likely evolution [thereof] without implementation of the project" as in 
Recital 31. But, however that definition is used, the need to create a scenario (i.e. an 
alternative) and to describe the evolution of the current state of the environment 
without implementation of the project is a different exercise from the main focus of any 
EIA report which is the assessment of impacts on the current state of the environment 
with implementation of the project.  

8. The requirements of Annex IV of the 2011 Directive (as amended) are contained in 
Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations which govern EIA in the context of planning 
applications and Electricity Act applications. 

9. So these particular paragraphs of Annex IV of the 2011 Directive (as amended) and 
Schedule 4 to the EIA Regulations are not primarily concerned with the assessment of 
the environmental impacts of the proposed scheme but the consideration of 
alternatives to allow for comparison.  There is some commonality as both exercises 
take the EIA baseline (i.e. the current state of the environment) as their start point but 
the reference to a “baseline scenario” in the EIA Directive and the EIA Regulations is 
concerned with the outline of a description of the alternative “do nothing” scenario 
without implementation of the project.  It certainly does not provide justification for the 
proposition (described after selectively quoting from the EIA Regulations as "clear 
logic" in the Draft Guidance) that the baseline for EIA should be the outline which 
results from considering the alternative of the “do nothing” scenario.  By definition, if 
the project for which consent is sought is carried out (the “do something” scenario) 
there will be no “do nothing” scenario so the latter is not a realistic EIA baseline. 

10. For EIA purposes the baseline is the current state of the environment as it exists 
before/at the point changes will arise as a consequence of implementing the new 
project. The identification of the current baseline provides a benchmark as to the 
nature/sensitivity of the receptors present and is what you use to assess the impact of 
a project. The (newly introduced by the 2014 Directive and the EIA Regulations) 
requirement to set out how the baseline may evolve without implementation of the 
project allows for some consideration of the environmental advantages or 
disadvantages that might arise if the project did not proceed (i.e. variously defined 
above as the baseline scenario or the ‘do nothing’ scenario).  But the core assessment 
is of the likely significant effects ("LSE") of the proposed project on the current state of 
the environment.  There is no requirement to assess what the effects would be if you 
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were to track the evolution of the baseline in a "do nothing" scenario and then 
interpose the proposed project at some hypothetical future point – those effects, 
whether significant or not, are not likely to happen.  

11. The need to consider changes to the baseline as part of the core EIA may arise where 
projects have a long lead time and construction will be some years down the line from 
when the survey data has been gathered, because the environment does not remain 
static. In those cases it is common to seek to extrapolate and predict the future 
baseline conditions as they will be in the year of construction of the project. For 
example, you can apply factors to traffic counts to predict traffic volumes on key roads 
in a given year in the future. But that is different from providing an outline of the likely 
evolution of the baseline in the "do nothing" scenario (which is mutually exclusive from 
the "do something" scenario and does not involve assessing  the project in that 
scenario). 

12. There is therefore no basis in the EIA Regulations to reinterpret the “current state of 
the environment” which is used as the baseline for assessing likely significant effects 
as meaning a hypothetical “restored” / “greenfield” position if that is not what the state 
of the environment will be at time the project is introduced. The result of doing so 
would be to overstate the likely significant effects in those cases. The word “likely” is 
important. EIA is not an exercise requiring that you look at all manner of 
imponderables and hypothetical scenarios. It should be focused on outcomes which 
are likely in the real world in light of the timing and content of the new proposed 
development.  Contrary to the tenor and content of the Draft Guidance, it would be 
more “skewed” and “distorted” to attempt to wind the clock back or forward as if the 
existing windfarm had never happened. 

13. In planning/legal terms the grant of the new repowered permission will alter the 
planning/legal status of the site and, while the existing wind farm might no longer be 
able to legally exist in future, the new repowered scheme would.  The current planning 
status of the site is not determinative of the approach to EIA. 

Conclusion 

14. The reference in the EIA Directive and the EIA Regulations to the “current state of the 
environment” means exactly that. Unless the timing of the project is such that it can 
only be implemented at a future point after restoration must necessarily have taken 
place under the existing consent (which is accepted by SNH as not being the most 
likely scenario for repowering schemes), you take the environment as you find it for 
good or bad and assess the effects in that context not in some re-imagined better 
future condition. If the environmental receptors have been desensitised or species are 
absent on account of prior and current development, then that is the reality and that is 
the baseline against which you assess.  By doing this you are not underplaying the 
significance of effects but reflecting and assessing the likely significant effects which 
the new development will have on the current state of the environment. If for example 
birds are not there because they have already been displaced to another location, you 
cannot hypothetically re-establish those birds in order to hypothetically displace them 
again – that would be double-counting and overplaying both the likelihood and the 
significance of effects.  

15. The EIA Regulations include some modified rules that apply to certain ‘special cases’ 
of development but there are no special or modified rules or anything to suggest a 
different approach is to be taken to ‘permissions granted for a limited period” as that 
terms is defined in Section 41 of the 1997 Act. The existence of a time-limited 
permission may influence the correct EIA baseline, depending on its expiry date and 
the likely timeline for the repowering project, but it does not per se determine the 
correct baseline. The correct baseline in all cases is a question of fact and timing 
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which will be determined by the current state of the environment and what is likely to 
happen on the ground between (a) the period when data is being gathered and the 
EIA Report compiled and (b) the implementation of the development for which 
permission is being sought. 

16. SNH states in the Draft Guidance that a decommissioning and restoration plan (DRP) 
is relevant and necessary to inform the baseline for repowering. That would only be 
the case if, on account of the timing of the construction of the repowered scheme, the 
site must necessarily be restored in the meantime pursuant to the existing consent. In 
other words, if the construction start date of the repowering project could not occur 
before the existing scheme is due to be restored in the meantime, you would assess 
against that future restored baseline. However, we doubt this would apply to many 
schemes as developers will wish to establish the ability to repower well ahead of the 
end of the existing permission.  SNH's Draft Guidance should take the latter, more 
likely scenario as its starting point.   

Next Steps 

17. Assuming the new repowered scheme will be built in tandem with or immediately 
following the decommissioning of the existing scheme, and thus the EIA baseline for 
the purpose of assessment should include the operational existing windfarm, the 
corollary is that the decommissioning of that existing windfarm should also be 
assessed as an integral part of the construction of the repowered scheme with both 
elements being assessed as part of a single project. There will need to be careful 
thought given to how the two elements – the construction of the new and the 
decommissioning of the old – will dovetail (for example how the use of topsoil from the 
new development could be used to restore the old and such like). SNH's guidance 
should focus on some of those more practical issues and the need to draw up a 
combined construction/reinstatement programme rather than novel approaches to EIA 
baseline. 

18. Of course, taking the current state of the environment as the baseline does not mean 
that each assessment carried out as part of the EIA for a repowering proposal is only 
a gap analysis between the existing scheme and the new scheme (as might be the 
case in relation to an application to vary the existing scheme).  While some of the 
existing infrastructure may be retained (such as roads, cable ducts and substations) 
the proposed and existing turbines will be mutually exclusive and one array will 
replace the other.  The proposed scheme will follow in the wake of the other 
sequentially and the operation of the existing wind farm will have changed the 
environment.  As outlined above, it is that environment which forms the EIA baseline 
and the reality is that once development has taken place the environment is likely to 
be less sensitive to further development. If you knock down an office block and 
immediately put up a taller one, the environmental effects of the new will likely be less 
than the effects of the original development (assuming it was introduced into a clear or 
'greenfield' location). That is because the receptors will be less sensitive to that form 
of development. But you would assess the likely significant effects of the whole new 
office block not just the likely significant effects of the additional floors of the new office 
block as compared to the original. Again SNH's guidance could usefully draw a 
distinction between a gap analysis (which could be useful for some purposes but 
should not be a requirement) and the full assessment of likely significant effects 
against the correct EIA baseline. 

Pinsent Masons LLP (JAB/GPM) 

31st August 2018 
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Introduction 

The Law Society of Scotland is the professional body for over 11,000 Scottish solicitors.  With our 
overarching objective of leading legal excellence, we strive to excel and to be a world-class professional 
body, understanding and serving the needs of our members and the public.  We set and uphold standards 
to ensure the provision of excellent legal services and ensure the public can have confidence in Scotland’s 
solicitor profession. 

We have a statutory duty to work in the public interest, a duty which we are strongly committed to 
achieving through our work to promote a strong, varied and effective solicitor profession working in the 
interests of the public and protecting and promoting the rule of law. We seek to influence the creation of a 
fairer and more just society through our active engagement with the Scottish and United Kingdom 
Governments, Parliaments, wider stakeholders and our membership.    

Our Planning Law sub-committee welcomes the opportunity to consider and respond to Scottish Natural 
Heritage’s consultation paper: Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature1. We have the 
following general comments to put forward for consideration. 

 

General comments 

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state 
of the site, excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of 
this draft guidance. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

We have concerns regarding the approach taken in the consultation paper. We consider that the law in this 
area law is complex and uncertain and we cannot be satisfied as to whether the proposed approach 
complies fully with the EIA Regulations.  

Due to the legal uncertainty in respect of the Regulations and the potential for the legal position to vary 
depending on the circumstances of the case, it is difficult to produce guidance which covers all possible 
circumstances in the same manner.  

The consultation appears to blur the distinction between the requirements of the EIA Regulations and wider 
planning issues. The consultation title and document itself does not specifically mention EIA, yet Annex A 
is clearly restricted to the EIA baseline. EIA is part of the consenting process – the environmental 

 

1 https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-06/Guidance%20-
%20Assessing%20the%20impact%20of%20repowered%20wind%20farms%20on%20nature%20-%20consultation%20draft%20-
%20June%202018.pdf 



 

 

information contained in the EIA Report is taken into account when determining a consent application. The 
expected restored state of the site would also be a consideration in such a process.  

The Regulations require: “A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment 
(baseline scenario) and an outline of the likely evolution thereof without implementation of the development 
as far as natural changes from the baseline scenario”2 (our emphasis). 

The Regulations therefore indicate that the baseline scenario is “the current state of the environment”. 
There are differing views as to the meaning of this. We note that the Regulations require an outline of the 
evolution “as far as natural changes …”. It is questionable as to whether restoration of a wind farm site in 
compliance with the terms of a planning permission is a “natural change”. We note that Annex A of the 
consultation paper omits to mention of “natural change”.    

We note the decision of the High Court of Justice in William Bosson v Derbyshire County Council and 
others3. The development in this case was of a different nature to that dealt with in this consultation, but it 
involved a new development on a site where the permission for the existing development had come to an 
end without the conditions requiring restoration having been complied with. It was agreed between the 
parties that the EIA ought to have proceeded on a baseline in which the development was actually restored 
in accordance with the conditions even though at the time of the application having been made, it had not 
been so restored. 

We consider that the correct approach to be taken will depend on the circumstances of each case. For 
example, we do not agree that the same approach should be adopted whether the repowering proposal 
comes forward at the end of the existing permission or at a much earlier stage. It may be that significant 
changes have been made to the site as a result of a previous wind farm having been built and then 
subsequently decommissioned and it is potentially artificial and unrealistic to ignore those changes and 
assume no wind farm had ever been built on the site. Having said that, there will require to be sufficient 
clarity in guidance to allow individuals and businesses to take the appropriate approach to the 
circumstances of their case.  

The consultation raises concerns about reduced potential for identifying significant effects. We note that 
statutory consultees, such as SNH, have the opportunity to raise such matters in responses to the planning 
authority on consent applications. Such actions could result in additional information being required from 
the applicant if not already provided within the application. The consultation notes “there would be a high 
risk of underestimating the effects of successive incremental changes”. It is not clear if there is an 
evidential basis for the assessment of this as a “high risk” nor is “successive incremental changes” defined. 
In practice, repowering is likely to be a single change. 

There may be merit in considering the approach taken to mineral permissions, which are also time-limited 
with restoration requirements and subject to EIA. Mineral permissions are not repowered but it is possible 

 

2 The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017, Schedule 4, part 3 
3 [2011] EWHC 2566 (Admin). 



 

 

that an application for an extension to the existing mineral workings could involve postponing some or all of 
the restoration requirements, which would raise broadly similar issues regarding the EIA baseline. 

 

2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information 
comparing the full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of 
the existing scheme. For example, we suggest that the application information 
should include a table comparing likely significant effects, a comparative ZTV, and 
comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type 
format (see Section 2). 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a 
better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

We have no comments to make. The matters arising are best addressed by EIA professionals. 

 

3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed 
picture of the restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new 
proposal. This is largely due to displacement effects. We therefore advise that there 
should normally only be a new desk-based assessment drawing upon a range of 
information (see Section 3). 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

We have no comments to make. The matters arising are best addressed by EIA professionals. 

 

4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be 
undertaken. New habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey 
may be necessary to comply with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers 
should review the success of any implemented restoration/ management associated 
with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to improve upon this. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

We have no comments to make. The matters arising are best addressed by EIA professionals. 
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Dear Brendan 
 
Consultation Response on Assessing the Impact of Repowered Windfarms on Nature 
 
Forsa Energy (previously known as 2020 Renewables) is an energy company which develops, builds 
and operates energy assets across Europe. We are backed by global energy and power-focussed 
private equity firm Riverstone, with a strong mandate to grow a Europe-wide portfolio comprising 
renewable generation, gas generation and energy storage. Our Renewable Energy team, based in 
Greenock, is primarily focussed on the delivery of windfarm projects across Scotland.  To date we have 
been involved in the delivery of green field projects however we fully expect to be increasingly involved 
in the repowering of existing windfarm projects over the next decade and as such welcome SNH’s pro-
active approach and the chance to comment on their Consultation Draft – “Assessing the Impact of 
Repowered Wind Farms on Nature”. 

This letter, which provides our response, firstly provides background to the company and our 
qualifications to provide comment on the document before responding to each of the four questions 
posed by the consultation.  It is noted that we have had sight of Scottish Renewables’ and other industry 
colleague’s responses and where appropriate have reiterated sections of their responses. 

Forsa Energy  

Forsa Energy has been developing greenfield windfarm projects in Scotland and throughout the UK and 
Europe since 2010.   Our highly experienced, in-house team includes Town Planners, environmental 
specialists, engineers, lawyers and commercial and financial professionals with over 70 years collective 
experience in the development, construction and operation of over 2GW of built out windfarm projects.   

Forsa Energy actively undertakes the full life cycle development of windfarm projects from identification 
of new greenfield projects through the planning process to financing, construction and ultimately 
commercial operations.  We are therefore very experienced in all aspects of project development, 
delivery and operation.   Our experience of developing projects under the Scottish Planning system is 
of particular relevance to this consultation paper and our team has in-depth experience of all aspects of 
the planning and EIA process and have been widely involved in local authority and Scottish Government 
windfarm applications, planning appeals and public local inquiries.  As a successful and active developer 
we are able to provide an opinion on the implications which new guidance or policies may have on the 
commercial realities of a project and ultimately the impacts on delivering the Scottish Government’s 
target of 50% renewable energy by 2030. 

 

 



 

 

 

Scottish Government Policy  

As the repowering of most sites will go through the planning system, recent Government statements in 
support of repowering are welcome. As well as the Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy 
Statement, the UK Government has excluded repowering of onshore wind sites from additional planning 
requirements set out in the recently revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  The Council 
of the European Union, as set out in a recently published directive on the promotion of the use of energy 
from renewable sources, also recognises the need for repowering existing onshore wind projects and 
the need for a streamlined and supportive consenting process1.  However, If these intentions are to be 
realised it will be important that decision makers also apply a targeted and proportionate approach to 
other relevant aspects of planning policy and guidance. 

Scotland will likely need to increase its onshore wind capacity if the Scottish Government’s energy 
strategy and Climate Change objectives are to be met. The Scottish Government’s Energy Strategy 
concludes that around 17GW of total installed renewable electricity capacity will be required in 2030 to 
meet Scotland’s decarbonisation targets2.  Ensuring that a large proportion of existing onshore wind 
farms are repowered and optimised to yield as much of the available wind resource as possible will be 
a key part of delivering these ambitions, as captured in the Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy 
Statement (OWPS): “The Scottish Government’s position remains one of clear support in principle for 
repowering at existing sites. This is on the grounds of its potential to make the best use of existing sites, 
and — through the continued use of established infrastructure, grid connections and strong wind 
resource — provide a cost effective option to deliver our renewable and decarbonisation targets.”3 

Repowering Proposals  

Forsa Energy can confirm that we are currently assessing the potential for the repowering of windfarm 
projects and can confirm that repowering is likely to form a large proportion of our development work 
over the coming decade.   It is fully expected that developers will be commercially driven to ensure that 
repowering applications are submitted (and expect to be determined) well before the end of life of a 
project.  It is therefore likely, for economic reasons, that the removal of existing turbines will be included 
within the construction process as part of site preparation phase.  In most instances the site will therefore 
continue in use as a windfarm and the site will not therefore be fully restored, between schemes. 

It is also important to note that repowering proposals are likely to result in applications for significantly 
higher turbines (150 – 200m) at sites where existing turbines are comparatively small (80 - 100m).   It is 
also likely that the numbers of turbines will be reduced as individual turbine output has increased from 
a norm of less than 1 MW/turbine to around 4 – 5 MW turbines becoming increasingly available on 
today’s market.  As an example a 20 turbine (10MW) windfarm could feasibly be replaced by a 2 turbine 
development.  

  

                                                           
1 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/commissions/itre/inag/2018/06-27/ITRE_AG(2018)625378_EN.pdf 
2 Scottish Energy Strategy: The future of energy in Scotland (Dec 2017) 
https://www.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00529523.pdf (page 34) 
3 https://www.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00529523.pdf 



 

 

 

 

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the 
site, excluding the existing turbines.  Do you agree with this approach?  If not, why not? 

We do not agree with this approach and believe it is at odds with the requirements set out in the EIA 
Regulations and Scottish Government planning policy and furthermore does not represent a 
scientifically robust approach to environmental impact assessment.  This is discussed further below: 

a) EIA Regulations  
• The consultation document refers to Schedule 4 of Schedule 4 of The Town and Country Planning 

(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 and the Electricity Works 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017) which sets out information to be 
included within an EIA and in particular paragraph 3 which states (our emphasis): 

“A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment (the “baseline scenario”) 
and an outline of the likely evolution thereof without implementation of the development as far as natural 
changes from the baseline scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the 
availability of relevant information and scientific knowledge.” 

It is clear that this sentence requires two separate issues to be reported within an EIA firstly a description 
of the CURRENT state of the environment and secondly or separately an outline of how that baseline 
would develop in the absence of the development.    This is specifically outlined in the 2017 European 
Commission guidance document “Environmental Impact Assessment of Projects Guidance on the 
preparation of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (Directive 2011/92/EU as amended by 
2014/52/EU)” which states: 

“It is important to bear in mind that the EIA Directive requires the inclusion of both:  

• a description of the current state of the environment in the EIA Report; and  
• an outline of what is likely to happen to the environment should the Project not be implemented 

– the so-called ‘do-nothing’ scenario.” 

It appears from the consultation document that SNH has confused these two separate issues and further 
confuses this by linking it to a time limited permission.  SNH states that “by clear logic the baseline for 
the EIA of a repowering proposal should be that as it is intended to be after the expiry of the old wind 
farm permission.”  We do not agree with this logic and in fact would go further and say it is fundamentally 
wrong.  

SNH rely on the argument that there will be no planning entitlement to maintain the use of the land for 
windfarm purposes after the expiry of the previous permission and that the existing wind farm cannot 
legally exist beyond the period of the consent as planning conditions require its removal.   Whilst it may 
be factually correct to state that there is no legal entitlement for the turbines to exist on land on expiry 
of the permission this reference to time limited permits is irrelevant and does not anticipate the following 
scenarios i) turbines not removed for some reason or ii) permission has not expired and existing turbines 
are still present on site when construction of the new windfarm commences (i.e. their removal forms part 
of the pre-construction or site preparation phase).  This second scenario is likely to be the most common 
in Scotland.             

 

• It is clear from the wording of paragraph 3 of schedule 4 of the EIA Regs that the baseline 
should be the current state of the site and surrounding area i.e. the site with turbines present. 



 

 

 

• In addition, and distinct to this baseline description, further information should be provided 
about the “do nothing” scenario i.e. the restored site. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

b) Scottish Government Planning Policy 

 
Scottish Planning Policy states at paragraphs 170 and 174:  
 
170. Areas identified for wind farms should be suitable for use in perpetuity. Consents may be time-
limited but wind farms should nevertheless be sited and designed to ensure impacts are minimised and 
to protect an acceptable level of amenity for adjacent communities. 
 
174.Proposals to repower existing wind farms which are already in suitable sites where environmental 
and other impacts have been shown to be capable of mitigation can help to maintain or enhance installed 
capacity, underpinning renewable energy generation targets. The current use of the site as a wind farm 
will be a material consideration in any such proposals. 
 
 
In line with this stated policy it is important that the default baseline against which all developments 
and receptors are assessed is the existing prevailing environmental conditions at the time of 
application submission.   
 
c) Comment  

Site Baseline 

The SNH approach to reinterpreting the baseline and assessing the impacts against an imagined 
restored site is not supported by the EIA Directive or Regulations.  In Annex A SNH states that 
including the existing windfarm in the baseline would reduce the potential to identify significant effects 
which could limit the scope for decision makers to influence the proposals or refuse the new 
development.   We fundamentally disagree with this statement.  The baseline must be reflective of the 
real situation on the ground.   If whatever historic or current land use has taken place has caused a 
change to the sensitivity of environmental receptors or changes to ecosystems then that is the reality 
and that is the baseline which must be used in the assessment.  This does not mean the significant 
effects are being underplayed rather it means that the actual effects which the new development will 
have on the current state of the environment will be assessed and reported. 
 
SNH state that the current use of the site as a windfarm will be a material consideration.  This 
distinction, effectively providing a hierarchy of baselines may result in the submission of two distinct 
assessments – thereby causing confusion to decision makers.  Promoting the existing baseline in this 
manner is seen as a fudge and by diminishing the importance of the actual baseline to the status of 
material consideration could well be used, by some consultees as justification for selecting the 
scenario which best reflects their own interests. 
 
SNH uses the argument that the proposed and existing schemes are mutually exclusive i.e. they 
cannot physically co-exist, as supporting their arguments.   Whilst it is true that they cannot co-exist 
this in fact supports the case for including turbines in the baseline as it is true that no baseline can co-
exist with a development – every baseline will be changed.  It is the purpose of the EIA process to 
assess those changes and make judgement on their level of acceptability.  Taking this argument 
further one could take any baseline and imagine what it was like at some point in the past be it prior to 
construction, quarrying or agricultural activities.   The windfarm process should not differ from any 
other EIA development. 
 
Cumulative Assessment 
The cumulative situation with respect to numbers, layouts and size of turbines on other nearby sites 
may well change and is important that decision makers do not over emphasis the differences in scale 
between new proposed schemes and existing older schemes and that they take into account the 



 

 

 

likelihood that sooner or later - in any repowered scheme’s lifetime - that other nearby projects will 
also be repowered and turbine heights increased.  It is therefore important that any assessment takes 
into account the likely evolution of the cumulative situation which can by fairly well informed based on 
the age and expected lifetimes of neighbouring projects. 
 
GAP Assessment 
SNH is also concerned that the assessment will be limited to a gap assessment which only considers 
the additional effects and would fail to identify the full impacts.  Taking the current state of the 
environment as the baseline does not always mean that each assessment carried out as part of the 
EIA is only a gap analysis between the existing scheme and the new scheme (as might be the case in 
relation to an application to vary the existing scheme).  While some of the existing infrastructure may 
be retained (such as roads, cable ducts and substations) it is likely the proposed and existing turbines 
will be mutually exclusive and one array will replace the other.  But the proposed scheme will follow in 
the wake of the other sequentially and the operation of the existing wind farm will have changed the 
environment.  It is the current state of that changed environment which forms the baseline and you will 
assess the likely significant effects of the new turbines within that current environment rather than 
some other hypothetical, post-restoration environment. The reality is that once development has taken 
place the environment is likely to be less sensitive to further development. If you knock down an office 
block and put up a taller one, the environmental effects of the new will likely be less than the effects of 
the original development. That is because the receptors will be less sensitive to that form of 
development. But you would assess the likely significant effects of the whole new office block not just 
the likely significant effects of the additional floors of the new office block as compared to the original. 
 
It is also noted that the windfarm footprint will change, in some instances quite markedly and 
appropriate on-site surveys will be required with respect to archaeology, ecology, hydrology etc.   
 
SNH are concerned that a gap assessment will underplay impacts and state that “approach would 
have major consequences for the power of EIA to help decision makers to understand the full effects 
of the new proposal and to judge whether environmental impacts have been minimised………there 
would be reduced potential for identifying significant effects, which could limit the scope for decision-
makers to influence the proposed layout and design of a scheme, or to refuse the new application”.     
This view could in fact be interpreted as SNH’s starting point being one that overstates the potential 
impacts.  The question here may be - are the impacts associated with redeveloping/repowering an 
existing site in reality less than those associated with developing a green field site?    The EIA 
legislation allows for this issue/question to be explored as each EIA is required to provide (Schedule 4 
of the Regulations) a “description of the reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of development 
design, technology, location, size and scale) studied by the developer, which are relevant to the 
proposed project and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for selecting 
the chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental effects.”   The EIA may therefore 
include a description of other sites, including greenfield sites, that have been considered.  Decision 
makers will therefore be presented with sufficient information on potential impacts as well as the 
appropriate context to in which to consider these within the EIA.   
 
Decommissioning  
 
Assuming the baseline for the purpose of assessment should include the operational, existing 
windfarm, the corollary is that the decommissioning of that existing windfarm should also be assessed 
as an integral part of the construction of the repowered scheme with both elements being assessed as 
part of a single project.  
 
Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations requires the EIA to include a “description of the physical 
characteristics of the whole development, including, where relevant, requisite demolition works, and 
the land-use requirements during the construction and operational phases” 
 
In summary it is clear that the baseline against which the assessment is made should be the 
baseline at that time and if turbines are present on the site at that time include those turbines.   
Preparing an EIA in accordance with the existing Regulations and guidance will provide the 
decision maker with an appropriate level of information to determine any repowering 
applications.     
   



 

 

 

 
2. We think it could also be helpful for decision makers to see information comparing the 

full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme.  
For example, we suggest that the application information should include a table 
comparing likely significant effects, a comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility, and 
comparative visualisations based on the “baseline panorama and wireline” type format.   
 
Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects?  Can you suggest a 
better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

 
 
We do not agree that it would be helpful for decision makers to see information comparing the full 
likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme.   The existing 
scheme has already been through the decision making process and the effects entirely understood 
and accepted at that time.  To either revisit the original assessment or conduct a new assessment is a 
purely academic exercise and will not bring any greater clarity or understanding of the impacts 
associated with the new development.  The effects that must be clearly stated and understood are the 
changes to the baseline and the significance of these changes that will result from the new proposals.   
There is no reason to deviate from accepted EIA practice in this instance. 
 
A comparative ZTV would be useful in that it will show the changes that will result from likely higher 
turbines in different locations on the site.   This will identify a) all areas where turbines are theoretically 
visible and b) new areas where turbines will be visible where previously they weren’t.  This will be an 
important tool in understanding the landscape and visual impacts of the proposed scheme.   
 
Visualisations should be produced as per current guidance showing the existing baseline (i.e. with 
turbines present) and also showing the future development (i.e. photomontages with existing turbines 
removed and proposed turbines shown).   
 
We agree with Scottish Renewables and would recommend that the following sequence of 
visualisation drawings accompany the LVIA: 
 

• Baseline (i.e. including the existing wind development) at 90° HFOV 
o Photo of existing scenario (baseline for LVIA: including existing wind development) 
o Cumulative wireline of existing cumulative scenario (baseline for CLVIA: including existing 

wind development) 
 

• Proposal (i.e. including the proposed wind development) at 90° HFOV 
o Photomontage of the proposed scenario (assessed scenario for LVIA) 
o Cumulative wireline of the proposed cumulative scenario (assessed scenario for CLVIA 

 
• Proposal (i.e. including the proposed wind development) at 53.5° HFOV 
o Wireline of the proposed scenario (assessed scenario for LVIA) 

 
• Proposal (i.e. including the proposed wind development) at 53.5° HFOV 
o Photomontage of the proposed scenario (assessed scenario for LVIA) 

 
     
The draft guidance states in the first paragraph of Section 2 – “Developers should use current 
landscape and visual impact assessment guidance”.  Current guidance the Guidelines for Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3) does not however align with the approach advocated in the 
draft SNH guidance as it clearly defines base line as the current situation.  Any changes to current 
LVIA methodology would therefore need to be agreed by the Landscape Institute and included in any 
future guidance from them.  
 
Forsa agrees that it is important to avoid any confusion in the EIA Report between the assessment 
against the baseline and any material comparing the repowered proposal with the existing windfarm 
therefore it is important that both the assessment and supporting visuals clearly show one baseline 
situation against which the development is being compared. 
 



 

 

 

3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of 
the restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This 
is largely due to displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally 
only be a new desk-based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see 
Section 3). 

 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
We are concerned that the approach set out in the draft guidance will not provide a robust assessment. 
Furthermore, we are concerned that SNH has assumed that existing windfarms are causing 
displacement impacts on bird populations as a generalisation, when the evidence that displacement has 
occurred post-development remains limited. 
 
Because wind farm sites are likely to differ widely in the data available, relevance of the data, and 
potential impact on target bird species, an ornithological scoping report should be produced to determine 
where significant effects are likely and the proposed approach to the assessment at the site. Some 
projects may not have the potential to cause significant effects, and as such a desk based assessment 
may be sufficient. 
 
Regardless of the EIA baseline that is used, for projects where significant effects are likely, relevant 
contemporary ornithological data will be important to informing an impact assessment or Habitat 
Regulations Appraisal. It will be important to use any relevant historical data to focus survey and 
assessment towards species for which significant effects are likely.  The data from surveys can be used 
to assess different baseline scenarios as required. 
 
The type and extent of survey data required to inform an assessment will vary widely between sites 
depending on the likely interests.  For example, where historic data indicate a site is of lower sensitivity 
with target species (for which a likely significant effect is possible) only present during the breeding 
period, then new targeted surveys may only be required during the breeding season to understand the 
current status of these target species.  Alternatively, where historic data indicate target species present 
at the site all year round (for which a likely significant effect is possible) then up to a full year of survey 
may be required.  As suggested above, there may also be potential (albeit rarer) scenarios where 
existing baseline data indicate no likely significant effects and in these circumstances ornithology could 
feasibly be scoped out of an EIA. 
 
Again it is noted that turbine locations and layouts are likely to differ from existing schemes and the EIA 
will require to include a full assessment of the effects associated with these new locations.   
 
Ultimately the approach to an assessment of repowering projects on birds would not differ from any 
other development project. The formal process of scoping, consultation and assessment would be 
followed with the required level of information gathered accordingly and as required based on receptor 
sensitivity and magnitude of impact. 
 
 
  



 

 

 

4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. 
New habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary 
to comply with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success 
of any implemented restoration/ management associated with the original scheme, and 
look for opportunities to improve upon this. 

 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 
 
As it is likely that the windfarm footprint will change, in some instances quite markedly appropriate on-
site surveys will be required with respect to archaeology, ecology, hydrology, peat etc.   Again the 
baseline will include the existing footprint plus any habitat management schemes that have been 
implemented.  Current survey and assessment methodologies should be adequate for this purpose 
and used.  Our previous comments on decommissioning also apply to this question – potential 
impacts arising from decommissioning will require to be reported. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Jillian Adams 
Senior Development Manager  
On behalf of Forsa Energy Limited  
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Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature – Consultation Response 

Dear Brendan, 
 
Please find some thoughts from GCR on the draft proposals for the assessment of repowering 
wind farms.  
 
If you wish to discuss anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Rob Collin 
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1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the 
site, excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft 
guidance. Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

 
The EIA process involves a description of the current baseline conditions and an assessment 
of potential impacts caused by the proposed development (in this case wind turbine 
development) on these conditions.  The EIA regulations are intended to provide regulations 
for any developments requiring this identified through a scoping process.  In the case of LVIA, 
the assessment looks to understand potential impacts the development will physically have 
on the landscape, indirectly on landscape character, visually on people within the landscape 
and cumulatively.   
 
We strongly disagree that the formal baseline for EIA should be the ‘expected restored state 
of the site’.  Primarily as the purpose of the EIA is to assess the impacts against the current 
condition of the site.  In the vast majority of cases, the planning and EIA work will begin while 
the original permission still has time to run, allowing for a smooth transition between the 
operational scheme and the repowered scheme.  As such, the site will not return to its 
original state nor a restored state, with planning permission decided before the end of the 
current permission.  In this case an assessment against ‘the expected restored state of the 
site’ would be an assessment against a non-existent landscape. 
 
Carrying out the assessment on a baseline as a restored site is a hypothetical situation, as the 
site will not yet have been restored, at the time of the repowering application and the current 
condition will be that of a working wind farm.  The assessor will have to imagine the 
landscape without turbines and will not be assessing the impact of the development on a 
‘real’ landscape.  As such, the assessor will have to understand a hypothetical impact on a 
hypothetical landscape, with this additional step reducing the accuracy of the assessment. 
 
In a number of cases the existing infrastructure such as access tracks will reused for the 
repowered development and it would make little sense to base the assessment on the 
removal of said features only to assess the impact of the exact features on a restored 
landscape. The baseline conditions are the current conditions of the site and this is what the 
proposed development would be assessed against. 
 
There seems to be some concern (from SNH) that assessing the repowered development 
against the current conditions rather than on the reinstated site could underplay the impact 
of the development.  However, it would be oversimplifying the assessment and be 
disingenuous to only assess the ‘extra’ i.e. the higher parts of the turbine that rise above the 
existing development.  This seems to be what SNH are worried about.  This is not what would 
happen.  An assessment of the full development would be undertaken against the current 
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baseline conditions.  In simple terms this would be an assessment of a development on a 
brownfield site not a Greenfield site.  If, for example, a wind farm was proposed on a site 
currently containing a different land use such as coal mine, disused airfield or ex industrial 
site, the assessment would not be required to assess the wind farm development against a 
hypothetically restored site, the assessment would be expected to use the current conditions 
as the baseline.  This should be no different from a site which is currently a wind farm. 
 
The existing development on site has been deemed acceptable in planning terms.  As such, 
this does provide a baseline of acceptability, however as discussed it would not be an 
assessment of simply what is additional to this, but an assessment against this.  The 
assessment should focus on how the repowered development will alter the site as a whole 
and the effect that will subsequently have on landscape and visual receptors.  Having the 
existing turbines as a baseline will allow the design and assessment to target the most 
sensitive receptors and help understand if any changes will cause any new impacts which 
were not previously present in the approved development. 
 
With regards to the visual part of the LVIA, the idea of assessing the development against the 
‘expected restored state of the site’ is even more illogical as visual receptors will currently be 
experiencing views of the wind farm site, not views of a restored site.  Typically the existing 
development will have been in place for over 20 years and despite having a decommissioning 
and restoration plan the vast majority of the visual receptors will be used to the operational 
turbines on a daily basis.   
 
The purpose in the visual impact assessment is to assess the impact the potential 
development will have on visual receptors such as residents, road users, hill walkers, 
recreational users and tourists.  Receptors close to the development such as residents will 
have had their visual experience influenced by the operational turbines for a number of 
years.  The EIA should be assessing the potential impact the repowered development will 
have on their visual experience, a visual experience which will be changing from one wind 
energy development to another.  It will not be changing from a visual experience of a wind 
farm to a restored site to a repowered wind farm and any assessment which does this will 
not be relevant to the current visual experience of any receptors. 
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2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the 
full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. 
For example, we suggest that the application information should include a table comparing 
likely significant effects, a comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), and 
comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (see 
Section 2). Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you 
suggest a better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 
 
The idea of a table comparing likely significant effects between the original development and 
the repowered development sounds useful and straightforward on paper.  However, this 
does not take into account a number of factors.  To begin with, there will have been 
potentially at least up to 20 years since the original assessment was carried out, in the 
meantime opinions towards turbines have changed and the surrounding landscape 
conditions could have changed dramatically which would completely skew the assessment.  
LVIA is a subjective topic and different assessors will have slightly different opinions and 
thresholds, it will be highly unlikely that the same LVIA assessor will be responsible for both 
the original assessment and repowered assessment.  In addition to these factors, any 
comparison will exacerbate changes in the assessment and planners/councillors will jump on 
these as conclusions, which could reflect negatively on the proposal.  
 
The proposed methodology is going to create a lot of uncertainty as SNH require the baseline 
position to have the operational turbines removed and the site fully restored, but also want 
the operational turbines to be a material consideration, with comparative ZTVs and wirelines.  
As we have found in recent years with photomontage standards, different councils take 
different views on landscape and visual impact.  So the ambiguity here could see one council 
area strictly impose the ‘no turbines baseline’ while others may put the emphasis on the 
existing turbines as a material consideration, leaving assessors in a difficult position, where 
the focus of the assessment will change depending on what part of the country you are in. 
 
Much like the comparative assessment table proposed, the comparative wirelines would 
cause confusion.  Having both the operational and the proposed turbines on the same 
wireline will illegible and would present a scenario (both schemes visible at the same time) 
which is an impossible situation.  In addition to this, the repowered turbines are likely to be 
taller and placing them side by side with the operational turbines on a wireline will not only 
cause confusion but will channel the assessment towards comparison between the 
operational turbines and the repowered turbines, which would not be the point in the LVIA.   
 
Alternatively, this could create very onerous LVIA reports with a two stage assessment, 
where firstly it is the comparative assessment against the existing turbines followed by an 
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assessment against the restored landscape.  This would be costly, longwinded, confusing and 
inaccurate.   
 
There will need to be clear instructions for what is expected of the photomontages to be 
included, with the current information in the consultation draft being a little vague.  We 
would suggest that no matter what the final position is, that the ‘Visual Representation of 
Wind Farms Guidance’ is updated to reflect this. 
 



 

 

 
SNH ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF REPOWERED WIND FARMS ON 

NATURE – CONSULTATION DRAFT: BANKS RENEWABLES 
COMMENTS  

 
FILE NOTE 

GRP/047 
 

1 Banks Renewables is one of the UK’s leading independent renewable energy developers 
and generators, with a portfolio of eight operational wind farms and a further two schemes 
under-construction. By 2019 we will have 224MW operational capacity. We also have an 
active development portfolio with schemes at various stages in the development process 
ranging from having planning permission through to the early site identification stage.  

2 We welcome the opportunity to comment on the consultation draft ‘Assessing the Impact 
of Repowered Wind Farms on Nature’. As set out below in response to the questions 
posed in the consultation document we have some serious concerns about the proposed 
baseline for the assessment. We strongly believe that the basis for an assessment in a 
repowering application should be the existing wind farm.  

3 In addition to our thoughts on the questions, we believe that it would be useful within the 
introductory section of the document to set the context for repowering and the benefits it 
can bring. There should be reference to the Scottish Governments Energy Strategy and 
Onshore Wind Policy Statement, including reference to the new 2030 targets and the 
Scottish Governments continuing support for onshore wind, including the extension and 
replacement of existing sites with new and larger turbines. Extensions and replacement 
of existing sites will be vital if the current level of renewable energy generation is to be 
maintained and future targets are to be met.  

Question 1:  
 
We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance.  
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?  

4 Banks Renewables do not agree that the formal baseline for the EIA should be the 
expected restored state of the site, excluding the existing turbines.  

5 If the EIA was to be based on the site excluding turbines, the assessment would effectively 
be being carried out on a hypothetical scenario. It would be unrealistic and in our opinion 
illogical.  

6 There is an existing wind farm that has been found to be acceptable. The principle of a 
wind farm in that location has been established, that cannot just simply be ignored. Based 
on our experience the acceptability of a wind farm is not based on its temporary nature 
given the long term nature, 25 years, of the ‘temporary’ effect. The effects are always 
assessed as long term, with extremely limited or no weight given to the ‘temporary’ nature 
of the impacts. This approach is reflected in paragraph 170 of Scottish Planning Policy 
(SPP) ‘Areas identified for wind farms should be suitable for use in perpetuity.’  
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7 In line with paragraph 174 of SPP, the consultation document sets out that the current use 
of the site as a wind farm will be a material consideration. We welcome this but would 
question how this sits with the proposed approach to the EIA baseline. You cannot have 
one assessment undertaken on one basis and one on another.  

8 The EIA regulations require ‘A description of the relevant aspects of the current state of 
the environment (the “baseline scenario”) and an outline of the likely evolution thereof 
without implementation of the development as far as natural changes from the baseline 
scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of relevant 
information and scientific knowledge.’ The baseline scenario is the current state of the 
environment, the current state is the site with a wind farm. The regulations only require an 
outline of the likely evolution, the site without the wind farm. This outline does not form the 
baseline, the baseline in the current state of the environment, the site with the wind farm.  

9 Surely the question therefore when assessing repowering applications is, is the difference 
acceptable and therefore the baseline should be the operational wind farm.  

10 An extension to the temporary period would be part of the assessment of the difference 
between the current scheme and the proposed scheme.  

Question 2: 

We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full likely 
significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For example, we 
suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant effects, 
a comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and 
wireline’ type format (see Section 2).  

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a better 
alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

11 As set out above we believe that the baseline for the assessment should be the 
operational wind farm and therefore the assessment would be based on comparing the 
full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme, 
which have already been found to be acceptable.  

12 Requiring applicants to do two assessments, one with the no wind farm baseline and one 
with the wind farm baseline would be overly onerous and contradict the Scottish 
Governments drive to make the planning system more proportionate. Only one 
assessment should be required, and as set out above that should be with the existing wind 
farm forming the baseline.  

13 In terms of the suggested approach for comparing visual effects, we do not understand 
the logic in creating a wireline that shows the existing and proposed wind farms together 
on the same image. A scenario where both wind farms exist at the same time is never 
going to happen and as a result this image will just lead to a confusing picture. We believe 
that it would be more beneficial to have one wireline showing the existing scheme and one 
showing the proposed scheme that can be compared.  

Question 3: 

Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the restored 
site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely due to 
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displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-based 
assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3). 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?  

14 As set out above the baseline should take account of the existing wind farm. If the 
assessments were to be based on anything else they would be being based on a 
hypothetical, effectively ‘made-up’ scenario and we would question how robust that would 
be.  

Question 4: 

We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with 
the latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any implemented 
restoration/ management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to 
improve upon this. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?  

15 If new assessments are being undertaken would these not effectively have the existing 
wind farm as the baseline? Should the EIA not have the same baseline for all elements? 
Whether new studies are required should depend on the extent of changes proposed to 
the winds farms infrastructure.  

 

 
R Edmunds/LJH 
2 August 2018 
 



RSPB Scotland response to SNH’s ‘Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature’ 
Consultation Draft – June 2018

General remarks

We are concerned that, due to a lack of detail, the guidance could lead to a variety of approaches 
being taken by developers and that this may in turn result in more time having to be spent by 
consultees and decision-makers reviewing cases and considering what survey and assessment 
requirements are appropriate, particularly at the scoping stage.

We recognise that the level of survey work needs to be proportionate, however it would be 
unacceptable to have a wind farm which is damaging to bird interests and therefore it is important 
to ensure the right balance of information is available to enable an informed decision to be made. As
well as the conservation imperative to avoid unacceptable impacts, sites that result in significant 
collisions or environmental damage are detrimental to the reputation of Scotland’s renewables 
industry as a whole. 

A key piece of guidance missing is how to treat cases where there are potential effects on 
designated sites and particularly the level of information which would be required for the Habitat 
Regulations Appraisal (HRA) process.

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines.

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?

The key issue is whether the decision-maker and consultees will have enough information to make 
an informed decision on the impacts of the proposed development. Consideration of the baseline 
environment and how it will change without the development is a key requirement of the EIA 
Regulations (Schedule 4).  

It is essential decision-makers have enough information to compare the effects of the repowered 
scheme with the likely environmental changes arising in the event that permission for the 
repowering scheme is refused and the site is restored at the expiry of the original permission. Just 
because an application for repowering is received within the timeframe of the existing consent, does
not necessarily mean that the impacts of a new application will be acceptable and therefore the 
scenario without the repowering development and the site being restored must be considered. 

However, the restored site is not the same as a previously undeveloped site and therefore some 
consideration must also be given to how the operational wind farm has influenced bird populations 
through appropriate post-construction monitoring, desk based research and new survey work to 
give an understanding of the current baseline and how this is likely to change in the absence of the 
repowering proposal. In some cases, repowering applications may come forward some time in 
advance of the end of the wind farm's operational life therefore the existing wind farm may form 
some part of the current and future baseline conditions before the site is restored in line with the 
conditions of consent. 

It may be useful to include some guidance for situations where a decommissioning and restoration 
plan has not been required and/or approved. 
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3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard surveys will give a skewed picture of the restored 
site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely due to 
displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-
based assessment drawing upon a range of information.

      Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?

We do not agree with the proposed approach as we consider it would not allow a robust 
understanding of the likely impacts of the repowering scheme.  There are significant risks of not 
doing appropriate survey work to establish the current baseline conditions.   Without adequate 
baseline information, the assessment of impacts may not be sufficient to meet the EIA Regulations 
which could lead to a potentially challengeable consent.  There is also the risk of disturbance and/or 
significant delay to the construction process if key sensitivities are not identified early.

We consider that understanding the current distribution of species within the existing turbine 
layout, and then predicting the distribution in relation to the new turbine layout, will be key. The 
distribution of any species still using a wind farm needs to be accounted for/considered when 
looking at the potential impact of a new layout. Without survey work there may be no, or 
insufficient, data to robustly estimate what should be there once restoration is complete. Even if 
there are baseline data from the original application, they may be of poor quality and will not take 
into account changes in species range, declines/increases in local populations and other habitat 
changes that may have occurred since operation of the consented wind farm (for example 
repowering a site which was deforested for the original wind farm). Furthermore, on some sites, 
impacts that were originally predicted and what actually happened might be quite different (e.g. at 
Griffin wind farm in Perthshire where there have been more hen harrier fatalities than were 
predicted). A restored baseline may overestimate collision risk if existing (and continued) 
displacement is not taken into account. 

One of the major assumptions in the draft guidance for not requiring new survey work is that bird 
activity will be different on the existing site due to displacement. However, it cannot be assumed 
that displacement occurs for all ‘sensitive’ species or that, even if displacement has occurred, the 
scale of displacement is not such that the species are still using the existing wind farm site – they 
may be using areas of the wind farm where repowered turbines are proposed to be sited. In 
addition, certain species (e.g. white-tailed eagle) may have only recently started using an area. We 
are therefore unlikely to know what sensitive species are present without survey work. Furthermore,
our understanding of the ‘secondary’ impacts of displacement (e.g. on breeding success, predation 
rates etc.) and habituation over longer time scales is currently insufficient to allow these impacts to 
be modelled in a desk-based scenario/accounted for without some additional data collection.

We consider the guidance should be changed so that surveys should normally be required for 
repowering proposals, other than in exceptional circumstances, rather than the other way around. 
We suggest that at least one year of survey work (distribution and abundance) should be undertaken
and the results assessed. If little change has occurred compared to the original surveys, then it may 
be possible to re-run the model(s) using old data for the new layout. If there are significant changes 
to numbers or location of sensitive species /or new sensitive species are found, then targeted 
vantage point (VP) surveys should be considered. If fewer species are found, then old data could be 
used for the new layout whilst stating that this is likely to be a worst case (at least for collision risk) 
for the new layout. We suggest the use of post-construction monitoring plus update surveys to 
inform how species have been displaced by existing wind farm to then predict displacement impacts 
for repowered site.

Some species such as geese may fly slightly higher than the existing turbines and may therefore be 
affected more by higher blade tips, so we consider there may still merit in doing VP survey work to 
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see what birds are flying through the existing and proposed wind farm envelope. Existing turbines 
would facilitate a better estimation of flight heights during VP surveys.

There is a concern about bias caused by displacement/adjustments to flight behaviour, however 
using a baseline with birds that are meant to be there but currently are not could result in very 
inaccurate estimates of risk. We consider that, given that VP surveys should extend 500m beyond 
turbines (according to SNH guidance), at this scale, any adjustments to flight heights closer to 
turbines might only have a limited impact (in terms of estimating ‘flight time at risk’). If the concern 
is about far fewer birds using the 500m buffer overall or horizontal avoidance (such that birds would 
not even be within the new larger turbine ‘at risk’ height), consideration could be given to adjusting 
avoidance rates in the CRM for repowered sites using any data that was collected that provided 
robust evidence for this.  

In terms of exceptions, as per SNH's 2014 repowering guidance, there should be scope for different 
approaches. For example, where habitats at and around a wind farm are so modified as to be 
unsuitable for any of the target bird species (and where this is clearly demonstrated by evidence), 
then new survey work may not be required in such cases.

Also, as per the 2014 guidance, if it is suspected that bird displacement has already occurred and the
flight activity is too low to be of concern, a limited program of VP watches may help to confirm this 
where post-construction monitoring information is not available.

We welcome the fact that the RSPB are listed as a potential source of information though we may be
unlikely to have recent/updated data on sites which are being repowered. We would always seek to 
supply information at the scoping stage if it is available.

It is not clear in the text what happens if there is no post-construction monitoring (PCM) for older 
sites. It is not clearly stated in the text that new survey work would likely be required.

Generally, higher quality PCM of the existing wind farm would be required if no new survey work is 
being requested and this would need to focus on the later years of the wind farm's consent period, 
not the early ones. Only undertaking pre-construction surveys will miss the opportunity to amend 
development layouts and build in mitigation at the design stage.  Again, this is an essential part of 
the EIA process.

4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply 
with latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any implemented 
restoration/management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to 
improve upon this.

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?

We agree that updated peat surveys should be required in areas of the site previously not surveyed 
but which would be newly affected and/or where impacts on deep peat have not been properly 
defined or assessed in the original application. We also agree that developers should be required to 
review the success of any implemented restoration/management and that they must look for 
opportunities to improve this in the repowered scheme.
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The Cairngorms Campaign response to SNH Draft Consultation June 2018: 

“Assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature”. 

We consider that the John Muir Trust has provided a very good response to the consultation and 
have effectively duplicated the content of their response below. We add the Cairngorm’s Campaign 
voice to their statement. In addition we would like to see SNH apply the principles laid out in their 
draft on repowered wind farms to ALL visual impact assessments required under an Environmental 
Impact Assessment and without doubt in our National Parks, National Scenic Areas and Wild Land 
Areas.   

“Q1 “We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance.  Do you 
agree with this approach? If not, why not?”  

 YES.  The Cairngorm Campaign agrees with SNH’s clear rationale set out in Annex A.  This is because: 

planning regulation should be complied with, by restoring the sites as was detailed in the original 
planning permissions  

there should be fairness to those who participated in the original planning process.  When the 
current planning permissions were applied for, individuals and groups will have either not objected 
or had those objections over-ruled, partly due to the time-limited nature of the consent.  This will 
have been detailed in nearly every Reporter’s advice and Ministerial consent decision letter.  If the 
existing wind turbine site was used as the baseline in an assessment for a new larger turbine set up, 
this would be unjust.  

Q2 “We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full likely 
significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For example, we 
suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant effects, a 
comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wire line’ 
type format (see Section 2).  Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can 
you suggest a better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations?”  

 YES.  The Cairngorms Campaign agrees with the proposed approach.  However, it is important that 
the formal baseline for landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) and the comparative 
visualisations use the same viewpoints so that the restored site, the existing site and the proposed 
wind turbines can all be compared with each other.  It is very important that enough photomontages 
are included in an LVIA as this is the way that most non-professionals can relate the information to 
the area they know, as opposed to wire lines which are less helpful for non-professionals.    

As part of Scotland’s commitment to community empowerment, the best possible material for 
people to engage with in the planning process should be produced.  Consideration should be given 
to how up-to-date methods of visualising projects can be produced as part of the information given 



   

to the public.  Specifically, computerised images with turbines moving can give a more realistic 
understanding of how the scheme will be seen and understood in the landscape.  

Q3 “Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the 
restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely due to 
displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-based 
assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3).   

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?”  

The Cairngorms Campaign would want to see more detail on how a qualitative desk-based approach 
would be adequate and unbiased and recommend that SNH would have the commissioning 
oversight for this work.  

Q4 “We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with the 
latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any implemented restoration/ 
management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to improve upon this.  

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?”  

YES, the Cairngorms Campaign agrees that new terrestrial species, bat surveys and habitat surveys 
should be undertaken.   

However, peat surveys should always be required as peat conditions can alter over time and it is 
important that as comprehensive an assessment as possible is undertaken on this precious resource.  

The Cairngorms Campaign agrees that, as part of the EIA, developers must report on the success and 
lessons learned of restoration and management for the original scheme and this information will be 
available to the public.” 

 

From The Cairngorms Campaign 

28th August 2018 



ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF REPOWERED WIND FARMS ON NATURE 

 
Q1  “We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines.  We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance.  Do 
you agree with this approach?  If not, why not?” 
 
I fully support this approach.  As the original planning consent would have provided for the site to be 
restored in accordance with specific guidelines, it is essential that the EIA be based on this post-
restoration model rather than the current, operational site.  I recall situations where contentious 
developments were approved partly on the basis that the site in question would be restored once 
the operational lifetime of the windfarm had expired.  It would be unfair to those communities or 
individuals who had objected to the original windfarm, or who had chosen not to object on the basis 
that it would be temporary in nature, if the existing windfarm were to be used as the baseline in an 
EIA for a new, and perhaps even larger, wind farm.  
 
Q2  “We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full 
likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme.  For example, 
we suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant 
effects, a comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and 
wireline’ type format (... ).   
Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects?  Can you suggest a better 
alternative on how to present comparative visualisations?” 
 
I agree on the need for decision-makers to have access to comprehensive information allowing them 
to compare the full anticipated effects of the new proposal with those of the existing development.  
As a non-professional I have not come across the wireline concept before.  Having looked at this via 
the links provided in the consultation document, my conclusion is that I would prefer 
photomontages as a more realistic way of judging how the repowered scheme would sit in the 
landscape and how this compares to the visual effects of the existing scheme. Following on from 
this, it would be essential to provide computerised images of the turbines in action within the 
landscape, i.e. with the turbines moving.  As a hillwalker I know that there is a big difference 
between seeing a group of stationary turbines and a group of moving turbines – the impact is much 
greater when the blades are turning. 
 
Q3  “Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the 
restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal.  This is largely due 
to displacement effects.  We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-
based assessment drawing upon a range of information (... ). 
Do you agree with this approach?  If not, why not? 
 
To my non-professional ears, a purely desk-based assessment sounds like an economy measure, 
cutting corners.  It would be difficult to judge just how good, qualitatively, the desk-based research 
was, whether it was sufficient for its intended purpose, whether it was genuinely objective and 



unbiased.  I would expect SNH to have overall control of this process in terms of laying down strict 
guidelines and making sure there are adhered to, without exception or derogation. 
 
Q4  “We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken.  New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with 
the latest peat survey guidance.  Developers should review the success of any implemented 
restoration/management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to 
improve upon this. 
Do you agree with this approach?  If not, why not?” 
 
Yes, I agree that new surveys should be undertaken with regard to terrestrial species, bats and 
habitat; I disagree with your view that new peat surveys might not necessarily be required.  Since 
peat survey guidance has clearly evolved over time and the condition of the peat itself may very well 
have changed, it is imperative that a fresh peat survey be conducted with regard to the repowering 
proposal. 
 
I agree that developers should be required to assess how successful any restoration/management 
measures relating to the original scheme have been, clarify ways in which these could be improved 
upon if they have fallen short, and make these findings known to the general public (i.e. people like 
me). 
 

 
 
15 August 2018 
 









From:
To: Brendan Turvey; Brendan Turvey
Subject: SNH Consultation Draft - Assessing the impact of repowered wind "farms" on nature - 

Comments - 30/08/18
Date: 30 August 2018 11:51:38

Dear Brendan, please see below;
 
Question 1, I agree with the rationale set out in Annex A. I am particularly concerned that
restoration of  a site as detailed in the original planning permission conditions should be adhered
to. There should be no relaxation of the planning permission conditions that would allow a
developer to not restore the site.
 
Question 2, I agree with the proposed approach. As a non professional member of the public I
would request that sufficient visualisation data using the latest available techniques is provided
in the Landscape and Visualisation Impact Assessment to enable myself to fully appreciate the
anticipated impact of the proposed wind turbines.
 
Question 3, As a non professional I would wish to see more detail on how such an approach
would be considered suitable, adequate and unbiased. Again, as a non professional I would be
minded to support in principle the comments that organisations such as the Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds, Scottish Wildlife Trust and similar such organisations might have made
(assuming that they will be commenting!!!!)
 
Question 4, I agree with the proposed approach.
 
I also wish to advise that in principle I agree with the comments submitted by the John Muir
Trust dated 27/07/18
 
I realise that the following is not part of the consultation draft;
 
May I ask Scottish Natural Heritage to not use the title “Wind Farms”. The use of the word
“Farm” suggests to myself at least that the development might somehow might be an acceptable
part of the natural heritage. My opinion is that “Wind Turbine/s” is more correct. A turbines is a
very obvious “industrial” addition and are not “natural”. My opinion is that we should not try to
gloss over this fact by the use of the word “Farm”. I hope that I have suitably explained myself.
 
Thank you for being given the opportunity to comment.
 

   
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 



COMMENTS ON SCOTTISH NATURAL HERITAGE CONSULTATION DRAFT (JUNE 
2018) ‘ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF REPOWERED WIND FARMS ON NATURE’ 
 
 
Question 1 
 
I agree with SNH’s proposed approach, for the following main reasons. 
 

• Adopting the expected restored state of the site as the EIA baseline is 
necessary for a full assessment of the environmental impact of a repowered wind 
farm. 
 
• In view of the likely lapse of time since the start of operation of the wind farm, 
there may have been changes in the environmental factors discussed in the original 
EIA. 

 
• A repowered wind farm is de facto a new scheme which should be 
considered afresh. 
 
• The approach advocated by SNH maximises the scope for, and ease of, 
consideration of the proposed repowered wind farm by local communities and/or the 
wider public. 
 
 

Question 2 
 
I agree in general with SNH’s proposed approach but I think it is important to bear in mind 
the following points. 
 

•     It is important that developers fully understand the need to provide a 
landscape assessment against the baseline of the expected restored state of 
the site and, separately, comparative visualisations of the existing and the 
repowered schemes.   This is of course covered in the draft guidance but 
should perhaps be reinforced (for example, by highlighting and/or underlining 
the text in the paragraph ‘It will be important to avoid confusion … the 
existing wind farm’). 

 
•        The assessment against the baseline and the comparative visualisations 

should use the same viewpoints in order to facilitate comparison. 
 

•      Visualisations should be presented in a way which maximises ease of 
understanding by local communities and/or the wider public. 

 
•         Discussion of proposals with planning authorities should of course be 

without prejudice to the planning authority’s formal determination of any 
eventual application.    In particular, where discussions take place regarding 
the fit with neighbouring schemes, which may involve complex re-design 
involving different wind farm operators, it is important to avoid the parties 
coming to an understanding which is regarded as ‘set in stone’. 

 
 
 



Question 3 
 
I agree with SNH’s analysis of the problem arising from displacement effects and I agree 
that reasoned desk-based assessment is likely to be the preferred approach in many 
cases.   But I feel that the current draft tends to treat standard bird surveys and reasoned 
assessment as mutually exclusive.   This is not necessarily the case.   Fresh physical 
survey of the existing site could, when set alongside the original EIA data, provide 
information on displacement since the wind farm was first constructed and thus be a useful 
addition to the sources of information listed at the top of page 4.   In the light of this I would 
like to see changes of emphasis and wording in the first two paragraphs under the heading 
‘3. Bird assessment’ on page 3. 
 
 
Question 4 
 
I agree in principle with SNH’s proposed approach, subject to the following caveats. 
 

• There appear to be different shades of emphasis on the different surveys 
listed.   New terrestrial species and bat surveys ‘should typically be undertaken’ ; 
new habitat surveys are ‘likely to be required’ ; and peat surveys ‘may be required’. 
In my estimation, however, in each of these instances it will not necessarily be 
straightforward to assess the current position – and thus to evaluate repowering 
proposals against the ‘restored’ site – without new survey.   Accordingly I think the 
guidance should adopt a more uniform approach to the requirement for all the types 
of survey. 
 
•        I think this section should incorporate the suggestion of early consultation 

with SNH, as in the sections ‘Landscape assessment’ and ‘Bird assessment’. 
 

•          The draft guidance very much emphasises the purpose of survey as to 
‘help inform any new design layout and mitigation measures’.   This is of course 
one rationale for survey work.   But survey is also part of the wider EIA process, 
which in turn informs the consenting authority’s determination of the application. 
It would be wrong to give the impression that design layout and mitigation 
measures, however well informed by survey work, necessarily guarantee 
consent for the application as a whole. 
 

 
 

 
23rd AUGUST 2018     

   















From: Duncan Scott
To: Brendan Turvey
Subject: SNH Consultation on the Assessment of Impacts of Repowering on Nature
Date: 31 August 2018 23:50:40
Attachments: image001.jpg

Dear Brendan,
 
ABO Wind UK Ltd is please to submit its response to the above consultation regarding assessing the
impact of repowered wind farms on nature, issued in June 2018.
 
We respond to the four consultation questions as follows:
 
1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site,
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance.
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?
 
We disagree with this approach.  It does not comply with the EIA Regulations 2017. 
 
The EIA baseline for a repowering scheme should reflect the existing environment in its current state
(at the time of the submission of the repowering application or otherwise to be defined). The EIA
Report should describe the current baseline environment in detail with, in addition, an outline of the
likely evolution of the baseline.  This would allow the full impacts to be assessed. 
 
SNH’s reference to SPP paragraph 174 in the context of EIA is incorrect, as the phrase “The current
use of the site as a wind farm will be a material consideration in any such proposals.” is a judgement
for planning decision-makers, not for EIA.
 
SNH states it’s “clear logic” (Annex A of the consultation draft) that the EIA baseline for a repowering
proposal that is time-limited should be that as it is intended to be after the expiry of the old wind farm
permission.  This is also incorrect.  Assumptions that the existing permission will extend inevitably to
the consented time limit fail to consider alternative scenarios that are legitimately open to the
developer.  Aside from the fact that repowering may take place immediately, or a long time, before
the expiry of the time limit of the consent, the time limit itself may be extended by approval of an
application to vary the consent prior to its expiry. Time extension of the existing consent may be
sought within the repowering application itself.
 
The SNH approach, where the existing wind farm is ignored in favour of a hypothetical future baseline
state, reflects the likely evolution of the baseline without properly considering the current state of the
baseline environment.  This does not comply with the EIA Regulations. 
 
Applying SNH’s proposed approach, creates other difficulties.  For example, it’s approach would
logically require that all “cumulative” wind farm schemes (ie, operational, consented and in-planning
schemes) with a time-limited consent to be discounted from the EIA cumulative baseline and their
sites to be assessed against the hypothetical future evolved (ie decommissioned/restored) state. The
only cumulative schemes to be considered, in SNH’s approach, would be those operational schemes
without time limit, plus consented repowering schemes and those repowering schemes for which an
application has been made.  Under SNH’s approach, an adjacent scheme with a time-limited consent
that had only been operational for a very short time, and which would operate alongside the proposed
repowering scheme over virtually an identical timeframe, would require to be discounted from the EIA
baseline and assessed against the decommissioned and restored baseline state.
 
2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full
likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For
example, we suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely
significant effects, a comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline
panorama and wireline’ type format (see Section 2).
 
Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a better



alternative on how to present comparative visualisations?
 
The presentation and assessment of visualisations for wind farm applications is already too complex,
time-consuming and expensive.
 
We do not accept SNH’s proposed approach regarding the EIA baseline excluding the existing wind
farm, for the reasons set out in our response to Q1 above. Therefore we disagree with the statement
in Section 2 of the consultation document that “It will be important to avoid confusion in the EIA
Report between the assessment against the baseline and any material comparing the repowered
proposal with the existing wind farm.” 
 
Applications for repowering schemes, where the existing wind farm is still operational at the time of
the application, should include visualisations of the existing turbines, and assess the evolution of the
repowered proposal from the existing wind farm.
 
That said, we agree that the approach proposed by SNH, for comparison of the existing and
proposed repowered schemes, should adopt the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format.
However, the existing scheme should not be represented in the wirelines: it would already be shown
in the baseline panorama.
 
SNH’s suggestion that cooperation between developers will be required to improve the appearance of
wider wind farm clusters, is not supported.  Good design should be encouraged and facilitated by
SNH and the planning authorities.  Also, it will be extremely difficult to achieve such cooperation in
practice, for a wide range of practical, technical, legal and land contract-related factors.  Further, the
inconsistent and generally poor standard of wind farm decision-making suggests that any coordinated
efforts by developers would not be supported in reality, while the nature of the appeals/inquiry
process would severely limit scope for a more ‘altruistic’ approach from all parties.
 
3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the
restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely
due to displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new
desk-based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3).
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?
 
We do not agree with the proposed approach, which requires much more considered development.
 
SNH’s approach regarding the EIA baseline again falls short in relation to ornithological assessment. 
We are not aware of comprehensive BACI (Before-After-Control-Impact) evidence to demonstrate
any reliable displacement effects arise from existing wind farm development; or the nature and scale
of habituation of operational or restored sites; or that established survey and assessment methods
should not continue to be employed where the wind farm exists.
 
We agree that the assessments should employ reasoned judgement, but SNH’s proposed approach
is disappointingly unresolved, especially considering the vast amount of data deriving from the
extensive monitoring that has been and is taking place across operational wind farm sites. The need
for further surveys over the existing wind farm site should only relate to the likelihood of potential
significant effects.
 
4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply
with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any
implemented restoration/ management associated with the original scheme, and look for
opportunities to improve upon this.
 
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not?
 
We do not agree with the proposed approach, which requires much more considered development.
 
SNH’s approach for survey and assessment of avian and non-avian terrestrial species is
inconsistent.  For the same reasons set out in our response to Q3, it is also disappointingly



unresolved.
 
Taking into consideration the vast amount of data deriving from the extensive monitoring that has
been and is taking place across operational wind farm sites, the need for further surveys over existing
wind farm sites should relate only to the likelihood of potential significant effects.
 
In Summary:
 
We welcome SNH’s contribution to the methods of survey and assessment to address the impact of
repowering on nature. However, SNH’s position is confused and unresolved.  Significantly more
development of the proposals is required. As they currently stand, they are not fit for purpose in
meeting the Scottish Government’s aspirations for securing the significant economic and
environmental benefits of repowering, which will become significantly more of a priority over the
coming years if carbon emission reduction targets are to be achieved in accordance with the policy
framework set out in the Scottish Energy Strategy, Climate Change Plan, Onshore Wind Policy
Statement, National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy.
 
We trust our comments will contribute to your revision of the approaches set out in your consultation
draft.
 
Yours sincerely,
 
Duncan Scott MRTPI MCIWEM CEnv
Head of Planning
D:  
M:  
 
ABO Wind UK Ltd
Willow House, Kestrel View, Strathclyde Business Park, Bellshill, ML4 3PB
T: 0800 066 5631
www.abo-wind.co.uk
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Scottish Natural Heritage 
Battleby 
Perth 
PH1 3EW 

31 August 2018 

By email to: Brendan.turvey@snh.gov.uk 

SNH consultation on assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature 

Dear Brendan 

 
ScottishPower Renewables (SPR) is part of the Iberdrola Group, a world leader in clean energy 
with an installed capacity of over 29,000 MW, and the leading wind energy producer worldwide.  

SPR is helping to drive the Iberdrola Group’s ambition of being the Utility of the Future and is at 
the forefront of the development of the renewables industry through pioneering ideas, forward 
thinking and outstanding innovation.  Our ambitious growth plans include offshore windfarms in 
East Anglia with our team leading the Group’s international offshore development.  With over 40 
operational windfarms, we manage all of our sites through our innovative and world leading 
Control Centre at Whitelee Windfarm.  Our operational onshore windfarm portfolio has now 
delivered over £25 million in community benefits to those neighbouring our windfarms in 
Scotland, and continues to deliver significant employment and economic benefits, locally and 
nationally.  We have repowered two of our operational windfarms to date and anticipate a 
programme of repowering into the future, as we strive to incorporate the most efficient and cost-
effective technologies into existing sites, thereby delivering clean, green energy at the lowest 
cost to consumers, whilst minimising environmental impacts.  We welcome the opportunity to 
respond to this consultation. 

The Scottish Government’s Energy Strategy states that around 17GW of total installed 
renewable electricity capacity will be required in 2030 to meet Scotland’s decarbonisation 
targets.  As noted in the Onshore Wind Policy Statement, ensuring that a large proportion of 
existing onshore wind farms are repowered and optimised to yield as much of the available 
wind resource as possible will be a key part of delivering these ambitions.   

However, we feel that the draft guidance proposed in the consultation may not assist in 
furthering these ambitions, and that there is sufficient existing guidance to enable repowering 
applications to progress in line with the Scottish Government’s aspirations.  This already allows 
applicants to effectively assess and submit repowering applications, and the decision-maker to 
be assured that they have sufficient information on which to base a justifiable decision. 

In the EIA Directive itself, the baseline is set out in Annex IV, paragraph 3.  It requires the 
information in the EIA Report to include a description of the current state of the environment 
together with an outline of the likely evolution thereof.  If there is an existing wind farm then that 
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forms the baseline and if it is subject to a future time limited restoration then that would be part 
of the likely evolution. 

However it is important to recognise the distinction between baseline and ultimately the 
assessment process.  In the event that a repowering project is essentially almost entirely new 
then that will require appropriate assessment on its own merits.  In particular, the visual impact 
would not be just a comparison of the existing and the new, but an assessment of where the 
new project is likely to have significant effects.  A failure to do that is unlikely to be compatible 
with the Directive.  The position in relation to landscape effects is probably more complex.  In 
many parts of Scotland the level of development has reached a scale where the landscapes 
may be described as “with wind farm”.  It would not be appropriate to try and go back to a state 
where no wind farms existed and that landscape character did not exist.  

In respect of other factors, including ecology, there may be a complex mix of circumstances 
where restoration may be taking place at the same time as a repowering project.  In those 
circumstances, a “greenfield” baseline would simply not work.  The situation is complex and will 
depend on the particular circumstances relating to a particular project.   

Guidance can only set out broad principles and there will be the detail of these matters to be 
fully considered at the time of scoping. Therefore we do not believe that the approach to the 
baseline for Environmental Impact Assessments proposed in the draft guidance is appropriate, 
as it serves to over-complicate the assessment process to an unacceptable degree, resulting in 
less meaningful conclusions than would otherwise be the case.  Given that developers will 
make applications for repowering several years ahead of the existing consent’s expiry, there 
would rarely be a situation where the windfarm site was decommissioned and restored.   

I hope this is helpful, and please let me know if you would like to discuss any of this further. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Mandy Gloyer 

Stakeholder and Planning Policy Manager 
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 SPR Responses to Consultation Questions 

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the 
site, excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft 
guidance. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

No, SPR does not agree with this approach. 

Since developers will submit applications for repowering well in advance of, usually several 
years before, the expiry of the existing consent, using the restored site as the baseline is 
inappropriate as it hypothesises a scenario that would never exist.  The anticipated future 
baseline would not exist at the date of the assessment, nor would it exist if the repowering 
consent is granted and implemented before the existing consent expires.  It also ignores any 
impacts and likely significant effects associated with the decommissioning of the existing 
scheme.  Therefore any assumptions made about delivery of the restored site will not be robust. 

Instead of using the restored site as the baseline, the existing wind farm should provide the 
evidence base for assessing the impacts of a repowering proposal.  

Paragraph 174 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) sets out that “proposals to repower existing 
wind farms which are already in suitable sites where environmental and other impacts have 
been shown to be capable of mitigation can help to maintain or enhance installed capacity, 
underpinning renewable energy generation targets. The current use of the site as a wind farm 
will be a material consideration in any such proposals.” 

SPP paragraph 170 states that “areas identified for wind farms should be suitable for use in 
perpetuity. Consents may be time-limited but wind farms should nevertheless be sited and 
designed to ensure impacts are minimised and to protect an acceptable level of amenity for 
adjacent communities.” 

In line with SPP, it is important that the default baseline against which all developments and 
receptors are assessed is the existing prevailing environmental conditions at the time of 
application submission. 

The EIA regulations require “a description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the 
environment (‘the baseline scenario’),” as well as “an outline of the likely evolution thereof 
without implementation of the development as far as natural changes from the baseline 
scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort on the basis of the availability of relevant 
information and scientific knowledge.” In the case of repowering, the current state of the 
environment (or baseline scenario) is most likely to be a site with an existing wind farm. 

2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the 
full likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. 
For example, we suggest that the application information should include a table 
comparing likely significant effects, a comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), 
and comparative visualisations based on the ‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type 
format (see Section 2). 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a 
better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

No, SPR does not agree with the proposed approach. 

The proposed approach requires the EIA baseline position to be a decommissioned site, and 
excluding the existing turbines from the LVIA baseline represents a fundamental departure from 
current landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) methodology. The current Guidelines 
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for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3), the key reference document for 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for all types of development, clearly defines baseline 
as the current situation. Therefore, excluding the existing windfarm for future LVIAs for 
repowered windfarms would not be in accordance with GLVIA3. Any changes to current LVIA 
methodology would need to be ratified by the authors of the document, namely the Landscape 
Institute (LI) and the Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment (IEMA). 

Additionally, under the EIA regulations the baseline scenario or “current state of the 
environment” for a repowering application will in the vast majority of cases be a site with an 
existing windfarm. Therefore, any assessment should be based on the likely significant effects 
of a repowering proposal on the current state of the environment. We therefore disagree with 
the proposed approach to compare the likely significant effects of a repowering proposal with 
the significant effects of the existing scheme where those effects have both been assessed 
against a "no windfarm" baseline. Further, if it is accepted by SNH that the current state of the 
environment is the appropriate baseline for the assessment of the repowering proposals, 
requiring applicants to conduct two assessments, one for the existing scheme with no wind farm 
as a baseline, and then one for the repowered scheme with the existing wind farm as a baseline 
is overly onerous and counter to the Scottish Government’s ambitions to streamline the 
planning system and make it more proportionate. We therefore suggest that only one 
assessment should be required, with the current state of the environment (i.e. in most cases 
with the existing wind farm) as the baseline scenario, in line with the EIA regulations and 
GLVIA3. 

3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of 
the restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is 
largely due to displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only 
be a new desk-based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3). 

 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

No, SPR does not agree with the proposed approach. 

We are concerned that the approach set out in the draft guidance will not provide a robust 
assessment. Furthermore, we are concerned that SNH has assumed that existing windfarms 
are causing displacement impacts on bird populations as a generalisation, when the evidence 
that displacement has occurred post-development remains limited. 

Because wind farm sites are likely to differ widely in the data available, relevance of the data, 
and potential impact on target bird species, an ornithological scoping report should be produced 
to determine where significant effects are likely and the proposed approach to the assessment 
at the site. Some projects may not have the potential to cause significant effects, and as such a 
desk based assessment may be sufficient. 

For projects where significant effects are likely, relevant contemporary ornithological data will be 
important to informing an impact assessment or Habitat Regulations Appraisal. It will be 
important to use any relevant historical data to focus survey and assessment towards species 
for which significant effects are likely.  The data from surveys can then be used to assess 
different baseline scenarios as required whether this be a new windfarm proposal or a proposal 
to repower. 

The type and extent of survey data required to inform an assessment will vary widely between 
sites depending on the likely interests.  For example, where historic data indicate a site is of 
lower sensitivity with target species (for which a likely significant effect is possible) only present 
during the breeding period, then new targeted surveys may only be required during the 
breeding season to understand the current status of these target species.  Alternatively, where 
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historic data indicate target species present at the site all year round (for which a likely 
significant effect is possible) then up to a full year of survey may be required.  As suggested 
above, there may also be potential (albeit rarer) scenarios where existing baseline data indicate 
no likely significant effects and in these circumstances ornithology could feasibly be scoped out 
of an EIA. 

Ultimately the approach to an assessment of repowering projects on birds will not differ from 
that for a new windfarm proposal. The formal process of scoping, consultation and assessment 
would be followed with the required level of information gathered accordingly and as required 
based on receptor sensitivity and magnitude of impact. 

 

4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. 
New habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to 
comply with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of 
any implemented restoration/ management associated with the original scheme, and look 
for opportunities to improve upon this. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

SPR believes the need to undertake new surveys should be identified on a site-by-site basis 
through the scoping process. Indeed, SNH’s draft guidance states that “if good post-
construction monitoring data exists then new surveys may be unnecessary.”  The guidelines 
should allow for desk-based assessments for terrestrial ecology and bats where there is 
sufficient existing information to draw on. Detailed surveys should only be necessary where 
desk-based analysis indicates the potential for a likely significant effect. 



 

  

Scottish Natural Heritage  
Battleby 
Perth PH1 3EW   
 
Brendan.turvey@snh.gov.uk 
 
31 August 2018 
 
Dear Brendan 
 
Consultation response on assessing the impact of repowered wind farms on nature 
 
Scottish Renewables is the voice of Scotland’s renewable energy industry, working to grow the sector and 
sustain its position at the forefront of the global clean energy industry. We represent around 250 organisations 
working across the full range of renewable energy technologies in Scotland and around the world, from large 
suppliers, operators and manufacturers to small developers, installers and community groups, and companies 
right across the supply chain. The commercial health of Scotland’s renewables sector is fundamental to 
meeting Scotland’s 2030 50% renewable energy target and 2032 carbon reduction targets. 
 
Onshore wind is one of the lowest-cost, scalable electricity generation technologies in the UK and has 
become a crucial part of the UK’s electricity system with over 13.4GW of onshore wind capacity. This delivers 
clean, low-carbon electricity to more than 7 million homes, supports thousands of jobs and generates £5.8 
billion in turnover per year.1 Over half (7.75 GW) of this capacity is in Scotland. In 2017, onshore wind 
generated the equivalent of c.69% of Scotland’s electricity demand while supporting around 8,000 jobs, 
generating over £3 billion of turnover, and saving over 6 million tonnes of CO2 per year.2 
 
Scotland will likely need to increase its onshore wind capacity if the Scottish Government’s energy strategy 
and Climate Change objectives are to be met. The Scottish Government’s Energy Strategy concludes that 
around 17GW of total installed renewable electricity capacity will be required in 2030 to meet Scotland’s 
decarbonisation targets.3 Ensuring that a large proportion of existing onshore wind farms are repowered and 
optimised to yield as much of the available wind resource as possible will be a key part of delivering these 
ambitions, as captured in the Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement (OWPS): “The Scottish 
Government’s position remains one of clear support in principle for repowering at existing sites. This is on the 
grounds of its potential to make the best use of existing sites, and— through the continued use of established 
infrastructure, grid connections and strong wind resource— provide a cost effective option to deliver our 
renewable and decarbonisation targets.”4 
 
The first larger-scale commercial onshore wind farms were developed in the late 1990s and early 2000s and 
we are starting to see older projects reaching the end of their original operating lives. As we move into the 
2020s, some of the earliest onshore sites will come to the end of their economic lives, and this trend will 
continue as we approach 2030. Wind farm owners will be faced with the choice of whether to decommission 
their asset, extend the life of the site or whether to repower. Life extension will allow the site to keep operating 
for longer than its consented period. Repowering a site will enable the use of the latest turbine technology and 
operational equipment, whilst taking advantage of cost efficiencies and operational synergies. 

                                                           
1
 Scottish Government Renewable Electricity Output Calculator 

2
 Office for National Statistics 

3
 https://www.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00529523.pdf (page 34) 

4
 https://www.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00529536.pdf 



 

   

Policy 
 
A supportive planning and policy framework for repowering and life extension will be required to ensure that 
Scotland and the UK continue to benefit from the economic and environmental benefits that onshore wind 
brings, the UK's level of renewable energy capacity does not regress, and that our targets for increased 
renewable electricity generation can be achieved. Existing onshore wind farm sites have already been 
determined to be suitable for use as a wind farm and acceptable from a planning perspective and— supported 
by good design and technological innovation— they should again be capable of fitting this description and 
making an even greater contribution to a low carbon future as repowered sites. This contribution may also be 
enhanced by the co-location of compatible technologies such as storage and solar.  
 
Recent Government policy statements have offered clear support for the repowering of onshore wind farms.  
As well as the Scottish Government’s OWPS, the UK Government has excluded repowering of onshore wind 
sites from additional planning requirements set out in the recently revised National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF).5 The Council of the European Union, as set out in a recently published directive on the promotion of 
the use of energy from renewable sources, also recognises the need for repowering existing onshore wind 
projects and the need for a streamlined and supportive consenting process.6 
 
Unfortunately, we do not believe that the draft guidance is aligned with these aspirations. In particular, we 
disagree with the approach to the formal baseline for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) and have set 
out our comments in detail overleaf. Moreover, given the very limited number of projects repowering or looking 
to do so in the near term (see figure 1 below), we consider it to be too early to attempt to produce a one-size-
fits-all guidance for repowering, especially given the potential risks to the existing fleet this poses. Additionally, 
with new strategic planning guidance to be issued in the upcoming National Planning Framework (NPF4), 
issuing guidance at this point may potentially pre-empt these discussions by creating a significant material 
change in the balance of evidence in planning applications for wind farms. 
 
Industry is not looking for new guidance at this time. We believe that there is sufficient existing guidance to 
enable repowering applications. Developers and consultants have already applied current EIA, Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and other guidance in repowering applications and have found these to 
be suitable. We recognise that the time-limited nature of many project consents will be a material 
consideration in assessing repowering applications. However, we believe that this and related issues are best 
dealt with through the Planning Statement, rather than by designing bespoke guidance as currently proposed. 
We believe that a better approach would be to test existing guidance through further repowering applications 
and then make refinements if necessary. This would allow time for the Scottish Government, local authorities 
and other key stakeholders to work in conjunction with industry to create an appropriate planning policy 
framework for repowering. 
 
Risks 
 
Subjecting repowering applications to a ‘without windfarm’ baseline for environmental and landscape and 
visual impact assessments, as in the current draft guidance, will create a disproportionate impression of the 
effect of the proposal and could unnecessarily increase the planning risk, as well as the likelihood of 
expensive and time-consuming appeals. EIAs and LVIAs should not be barriers to growth, but rather improve 
the design of project proposals and provide decision-makers with sufficient information about the effects of 
implementing a project. 
 

                                                           
5
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/733637/National

_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf 
6
 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/commissions/itre/inag/2018/06-27/ITRE_AG(2018)625378_EN.pdf The 
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Landscape impacts have been the focus for most successful and unsuccessful challenges to proposed 
windfarms, with decision makers required to balance the demands of highly vocal local opposition and special 
interest groups, which generally represent a small minority of the local population, with the more diffuse 
interests of those who will gain through local, regional and national economic and environmental benefits. 
 
This will be compounded by the fact that to remain competitive with other forms of energy generation in the 
UK, and to be able to use the latest hardware in international turbine markets, repowered wind farms will need 
to use fewer but taller turbines. Opening the planning application process up to further complications and 
potential challenge will exacerbate the more arduous planning process for projects in Scotland in comparison 
to other countries in Europe7. A stop-start approach, with significant legal delays and challenge, has impacted 
on the ability of the industry and supply chain in Scotland to develop in the past, and risks significantly eroding 
the generation capacity that has already been approved and built. 
 
The repowering pipeline 
 
To date only one wind farm in Scotland has applied to be repowered, and only a small number of projects can 
be expected to apply to extend their site use in the coming years. Figure 1 illustrates the cumulative volume of 
onshore wind capacity in Scotland that will be reaching 20 years of operation per year out to 2035. By 2030 
(when the current 7.8GW of onshore wind generating capacity must increase to contribute to the target of 
17GW of capacity from all renewable technologies), around 2.5 GW, or nearly one third of today’s built 
capacity, will have reached decision points regarding life extension or repowering. 

 

Source: UK Government, Renewable Energy Planning database, 2018 

In the medium to long term a supportive planning and policy framework for repowering and life extension will 
be essential. In the near-term the analysis suggests that only a small volume of capacity will reach the age 
where repowering will become a consideration. Asset owners will likely consider extending the operational life 
of sites beyond 20 years before looking at repowering, so there is time for regulators and Government to 
establish an appropriate policy framework that strikes the right balance between encouraging development 
and managing impacts. 
 
                                                           
7
 Everoze, 2016: Onshore Wind in Scotland: Opportunities for Reducing Costs and Enhancing Value: 

https://www.scottishrenewables.com/publications/download/211/  
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Figure 1. Scottish onshore wind capacity reaching 20 year operation 



 

   

We have set out our response to the consultation questions below. If you have any questions on the 
comments set out in this response, please do not hesitate to get in touch. 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Stephanie Conesa 
Policy Manager – Large-Scale Renewables 



 

   

Consultation Questions 

1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

Repowering a wind farm site involves the removal of wind turbines and their replacement with new turbines on 
the same or a similar site, potentially increasing overall generating capacity and output as well as potentially 
reducing the total number of turbines. 

Based on discussions with our members, most developers will be submitting repowering applications while 
existing wind farms are still operating and have a few years left of consent. Therefore, using the restored site 
as the baseline, as recommended in the draft guidance, is inappropriate as (a) this ignores any impacts and 
likely significant effects associated with the decommissioning of the existing scheme and (b) this anticipated 
future baseline will not exist at the date of the assessment and will not exist if the consent is granted and 
implemented before the existing consent expires. Any assessment would therefore fail to identify likely 
significant effects. Further, any assumptions made about delivery of the restored site are unlikely to be robust. 

Repowering differs from developing a greenfield site as the area has already been developed and, assuming 
repowering consent is granted, will continue to be used for the same activity. It is recognised that repowering 
proposals will extend the existing wind farm use of a site (assuming the wind farm being replaced is subject to 
a time limited consent or permission), and the full impacts and benefits of the repowering proposal will need to 
be properly assessed and taken into account in the repowering application decision. 

However, the most effective and proportionate approach to assessing the impacts and benefits of a 
repowering proposal will not require an artificial ‘no windfarm’ EIA baseline to be calculated and compared 
against. The existing wind farm should provide an excellent evidence base for assessing the impacts of a 
repowering proposal. The baseline for any application should reflect the existing use. It is also important to 
ensure planning guidelines encourage consideration of the latest technologies with increased rotor diameter 
and hub height to increase the productivity of sites and reduce consumer costs. 

As stated in the guidance, paragraph 174 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) sets out that “proposals to 
repower existing wind farms which are already in suitable sites where environmental and other impacts have 
been shown to be capable of mitigation can help to maintain or enhance installed capacity, underpinning 
renewable energy generation targets. The current use of the site as a wind farm will be a material 
consideration in any such proposals.”8 

SPP paragraph 170 states that “areas identified for wind farms should be suitable for use in perpetuity. 
Consents may be time-limited but wind farms should nevertheless be sited and designed to ensure impacts 
are minimised and to protect an acceptable level of amenity for adjacent communities.” 

In line with SPP, it is important that the default baseline against which all developments and receptors are 
assessed is the existing prevailing environmental condition at the time of application submission. 

Both the Town and Country Planning Act and the Electricity Works EIA Regulations deal with baseline in the 
same way. The Regulations have secondary legislation status and must be complied with by developers, the 
decision maker (e.g. planning authorities or the Scottish Ministers) and consultees in exercising their statutory 
functions. 

The EIA regulations require “a description of the relevant aspects of the current state of the environment (‘the 
baseline scenario’),” as well as “an outline of the likely evolution thereof without implementation of the 
development as far as natural changes from the baseline scenario can be assessed with reasonable effort on 

                                                           
8
 https://beta.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/documents/00453827.pdf?inline=true 



 

   

the basis of the availability of relevant information and scientific knowledge.”9 In the case of repowering, the 
current state of the environment (or baseline scenario) is most likely to be a site with an existing wind farm. 

The EIA regulations only require an outline of the likely evolution of the current state of the environment, 
which would be a decommissioned site without a wind farm. This outline does not form the baseline scenario. 
To take the baseline for an EIA as a repowered site based on the hypothetical assumption of a restored site 
as set out in the SNH draft guidance, in our opinion, would be contrary to the EIA Regulations. 

Environmental Statements should be streamlined and accessible tools for statutory consultees and the public, 
focusing on likely significant environmental effects. Including a hypothetical “without windfarm” baseline would 
only add to the volume and obscure the issues. 

The guidance should therefore be revised, in line with SPP and EIA regulations, to support a ‘with wind farm’ 
scenario EIA baseline, recognising the site’s existing use as a wind farm. 

2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full likely 
significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For example, we 
suggest that the application information should include a table comparing likely significant effects, a 
comparative Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV), and comparative visualisations based on the 
‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (see Section 2). 

Do you agree with the proposed approach to comparing effects? Can you suggest a better alternative 
on how to present comparative visualisations? 

We believe that the approach set out in the draft guidance is inconsistent and creates uncertainty, as it calls 
for the EIA baseline position to be a decommissioned site, while in the approach to LVIA operational turbines 
are a material consideration and should be included in comparative ZTVs and visualisations. 

The experience of our members is that in recent years local councils have taken differing views on landscape 
and visual impact, including photomontage standards. The ambiguity in the current guidance could lead to 
certain council areas strictly imposing the ‘no turbines baseline’ while others may emphasise existing turbines 
as a material consideration, leaving assessors in a difficult position. 

Existing guidance 

We agree with SNH’s draft guidance stating that “developers should use current landscape and visual impact 
assessment guidance.” However, it also goes on to state that “the existing turbines should be digitally 
removed from the baseline panorama.” We would argue that to exclude the existing turbines from the LVIA 
baseline represents a fundamental departure from current landscape and visual impact assessment (LVIA) 
methodology. The current Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3), the key 
reference document for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment for all types of developments, clearly 
define baseline as the current situation. Therefore, excluding the existing wind farm for future LVIAs for 
repowered wind farms would not be in accordance with GLVIA3. Any changes to current LVIA methodology 
would need to be ratified by the authors of the document, namely the Landscape Institute (LI) and the Institute 
of Environmental Management & Assessment (IEMA). 

Additionally, under the EIA regulations the baseline scenario or “current state of the environment” for a 
repowering application will in the vast majority of cases be a site with an existing wind farm. Therefore, any 
assessment should be based on the likely significant effects of a repowering proposal on the current state of 
the environment. We therefore disagree with the proposed approach to comparing the likely significant effects 
of a repowering proposal with the significant effects of the existing scheme where those effects have both 
been assessed against a "no scheme" baseline. Further, if it is accepted by SNH that the current state of the 
environment is the appropriate baseline for the assessment of the repowering proposals, requiring applicants 
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to conduct two assessments (one for the existing scheme with no wind farm as a baseline and one for the 
repowered scheme with the existing wind farm as a baseline) is overly onerous and counter to the Scottish 
Government’s ambitions to streamline the planning system and make it more proportionate. We therefore 
suggest that only one assessment should be required, with the current state of the environment (i.e in most 
cases with the existing wind farm) as the baseline scenario, in line with the EIA regulations and GLVIA3. 

In order to illustrate the evolution of the development, we would recommend that the following sequence of 
visualisation drawings accompany the LVIA: 

 Baseline (i.e. including the existing wind development) at 90° HFOV, an additional figure not 
currently specified in the current SNH visualisation guidance 

o Photo of existing scenario (baseline for LVIA: including existing wind development) 
o Cumulative wireline of existing cumulative scenario (baseline for CLVIA: including existing 

wind development) 
 

 Baseline (i.e. including the existing development) and Proposal (i.e. including the proposed 
wind development) at 90° HFOV, as per current SNH visualisation guidance 

o Photo of existing scenario (baseline for LVIA: including existing wind development) 
o Cumulative wireline of the proposed cumulative scenario (assessed scenario for CLVIA)  

 
 Proposal (i.e. including the proposed wind development) at 53.5° HFOV, as per current SNH 

visualisation guidance 
o Wireline of the proposed scenario (assessed scenario for LVIA) 

 
 Proposal (i.e. including the proposed wind development) at 53.5° HFOV, as per current SNH 

visualisation guidance 
o Photomontage of the proposed scenario (assessed scenario for LVIA) 

The landscape and visual impact assessment would reflect the current baseline where the existing turbines 
are present. An outline of the evolution of the site with the existing turbines removed (i.e. to cover the “likely 
evolution” “do nothing” scenario) could be included in the Planning Statement. This would recognize that the 
decommissioned site is a material consideration, but is not the LVIA baseline. 

We agree with SNH that a comparative ZTV (overlaying the proposed site ZTV with the existing site ZTV) 
would be an important illustration to accompany the LVIA assessment, since the baseline should include the 
existing site. However, we disagree with SNH that a comparative wireline should be included (whereby the 
existing and proposed wind farms are overlaid in a wireline in different colours) since this would be 
misrepresentative and misleading of effects. 

Cumulative landscape and visual comparisons with existing adjacent smaller scale turbines, with smaller rotor 
sizes, should not be determinative and restrict the drive towards use of the latest larger turbine technology, 
prohibiting progress and the economic viability of schemes since subsidies have been removed. As 
recognised in the Scottish Government’s OWPS, “fewer but larger wind turbines may... present an opportunity 
for landscape improvement, as well as increasing the amount of electricity generated.”10 

Scottish Government position 

SNH’s proposed approach appears to run counter to the Scottish Government’s current approach to 
repowering and the assessment of visual impacts. For example, as part of the LVIA work on one particular 
Section 36 application to repower a wind farm in Scotland (which is due to be submitted this year) the 
developer and consultants have had extensive discussions with the relevant local authority, the Energy 
Consents Unit (ECU) and SNH about the appropriate methodology for the LVIA for repowered sites. 
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For this development, we understand that the view that the baseline for the assessment of a repowered wind 
farm site should be the current situation (i.e. including the operational turbines) was shared by both the 
council and ECU. In its Scoping Response to the proposed development, SNH requested that the baseline for 
the LVIA should assume that the turbines have been removed. However, the ECU disagreed with SNH’s 
approach and stated clearly in its Scoping Opinion that “the baseline for the purpose of assessment should be 
the operational... wind farm” (i.e. including the existing operational turbines). 

3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the restored 
site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely due to 
displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new desk-based 
assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3). 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

We are concerned that the approach set out in the draft guidance will not provide a robust assessment. 
Furthermore, we are concerned that the guidance assumes that existing windfarms are causing displacement 
impacts on bird populations as a generalisation, when the evidence that displacement has occurred post-
development remains limited. 

Because wind farm sites are likely to differ widely in the data available, relevance of the data, and potential 
impact on target bird species, an ornithological scoping report should be produced to determine where 
significant effects are likely and the proposed approach to the assessment at the site. Some projects may not 
have the potential to cause significant effects, and as such a desk based assessment may be sufficient. 

Regardless of the EIA baseline that is used, for projects where significant effects are likely, relevant 
contemporary ornithological data will be important in informing an impact assessment or Habitat Regulations 
Appraisal. It will be important to use any relevant historical data to focus any new surveys and assessment 
towards species for which significant effects are likely. The data from surveys can be used to carry out all 
necessary assessments and to inform any outline of the "do nothing" scenario. 

The type and extent of survey data required to inform an assessment will vary widely between sites 
depending on the likely ornithological interests. For example, where historic data indicates a site is of lower 
sensitivity with target species (for which a likely significant effect is possible) only present during the breeding 
period, then new targeted surveys may only be required during the breeding season to understand the current 
status of these target species. Alternatively, where historic data indicate target species present at the site all 
year round (for which a likely significant effect is possible) then up to a full year of survey data may be 
required. As suggested above, there may also be potential (albeit rarer) scenarios where existing data 
indicate no likely significant effects and in these circumstances ornithology could feasibly be scoped out of an 
EIA. 

Ultimately the approach to an assessment of repowering projects on birds would not differ from any other 
development project. The formal process of scoping, consultation and assessment would be followed with the 
required level of information gathered accordingly and, as required, based on receptor sensitivity and 
magnitude of impact.  

4. We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New habitat 
survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply with the latest 
peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any implemented restoration/ 
management associated with the original scheme, and look for opportunities to improve upon this. 

Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

We understand that SNH will be publishing new guidelines on bats imminently. There is concern amongst our 
membership that these are likely to be more onerous and expensive than previous survey requirements. This 
will need to be taken into consideration in developing any new repowering guidelines. 



 

   

We agree with the guidance stating that “if good post-construction monitoring data exists then new surveys 
may be unnecessary.” We suggest that the guidelines should allow for desk-based assessments for terrestrial 
ecology and bats where there is sufficient existing information to draw on. Detailed surveys should only be 
necessary where desk-based analysis indicates the potential for a likely significant effect. 

Changes to peat survey methodology do not necessarily mean that new peat surveys will be necessary as, as 
stated in the draft guidance, “original peat survey information may still be relevant, i.e. where conditions 
haven’t changed.” Peat profiles will not have changed as a result of new guidance being developed. It is 
important to point out that these surveys are expensive and reassessment should only be undertaken in cases 
where this will result in a likely significant effect being identified that could not otherwise be identified with 
existing data. The onus should be on statutory consultees to justify the need for further surveys through the 
scoping process. 
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Dear Brendan, 

Please see below the response from the Heads of Planning Scotland to the consultation on 

“Assessing the Impact of Repowered Wind Farms in Nature” 

 

Q1. We advise that the formal baseline for EIA should be the expected restored state of the site, 
excluding the existing turbines. We set out our reasoning at Annex A of this draft guidance. 
  
Do you agree with this approach? If not, why not? 

 In agreement with this approach; the baseline should be the restored site. The reasoning in 
Annex A is accepted, especially the comments regarding there being no planning 
entitlement to maintain the land use after the expiry of the planning permission. The 
comments regarding the current use being a material consideration are however 
acknowledged and this would be given due weight as part of the determination of a 
repowering proposal.  
 
Assessment should also include consideration of impacts which arise explicitly from 
construction phase impacts following hard on the heels of decommissioning phase impacts 
from the previous development.  
 
While the guidance explicitly excludes ‘applications to change a consented, but unbuilt, 
scheme’, there is also a need for clarity on the identification of the appropriate assessment 
baseline for such applications. At present the field is muddied by the widespread habit of 
parties of describing such ‘alternative development applications’ as ‘repowering 
applications’. 

Q2. We think it could also be helpful for decision-makers to see information comparing the full 
likely significant effects of the new proposal with the effects of the existing scheme. For 
example, we suggest that the application information should include a table comparing 
likely significant effects, a comparative ZTV, and comparative visualisations based on the 
‘baseline panorama and wireline’ type format (see Section 2). Do you agree with the 
proposed approach to comparing effects?  
 
Can you suggest a better alternative on how to present comparative visualisations? 

 Generally agreed.  
 
The comparative wireline would be essential to understand the change in effects between 
an existing and proposed scheme. Comparison in the form of a table showing the likely 
significant effects of existing and proposed turbines and a comparative ZTV would also be 
very useful tools.  
 

https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2018-06/Guidance%20-%20Assessing%20the%20impact%20of%20repowered%20wind%20farms%20on%20nature%20-%20consultation%20draft%20-%20June%202018.pdf
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However, direct comparison at this scale - in a baseline panorama - is perhaps not possible, 
particularly if existing turbines are simply ‘greyed out’. While comparative wireline based on 
this would be useful, in order for visualisations to be clear there are two potential options 
suggested:  
 

1. 3 separate and distinct visualisations: - a) the baseline (with existing turbines 
digitally removed) b) the existing situation (with the original turbines included); & c) 
the proposed situation (with the new repowered scheme shown but the existing 
turbines removed). This would allow a better understanding of the difference 
between the baseline, the current scheme and the proposed scheme (including, 
where appropriate, the ability to make a ‘gap analysis’ between the existing and 
proposed schemes), by viewing them side-by-side rather than overlaid on the same 
visualisation. OR 

 
2. 2 separate visualisations: - a) the baseline (with existing turbines digitally removed); 

b) the existing situation with the original turbines included in one colour & the 
proposed situation with the new repowered scheme shown in a contrasting colour. 
This is an approach adopted successfully by The Highland Council in its visualisation 
standards. It is also useful for images used in on screen presentation via the 
‘viewer’.  

 
It is recognised that it can be difficult to make colours truly distinctive where relatively small 
images closely overlap - this needs carefully managed (this would particularly be the case 
with use of the baseline panorama).  
 
In re-powering it is also likely that the proposed turbines will be larger or more numerous 
than the existing, so it should be assumed that the existing development is the ‘top layer’ in 
any combined wireline to prevent its being ‘lost’ behind the proposed.  
 
While it is standard procedure to show turbines in wireframes with one blade vertical, this 
contributes to making differences in rotor diameter difficult to perceive. It would be worth 
considering allowing the blades to be slightly rotated on the comparative image to allow 
differentiation. Something like a 3 degree offset from vertical for each rotor, existing in a 
positive direction and proposed in a negative, would make only nominal difference to 
perception of blade tip height while allowing difference in rotor diameter to be more clearly 
distinguished. 

Q3. Because of the existing wind farm, standard bird surveys will give a skewed picture of the 
restored site’s likely bird activity and the related impacts of the new proposal. This is largely 
due to displacement effects. We therefore advise that there should normally only be a new 
desk-based assessment drawing upon a range of information (see Section 3). Do you agree 
with this approach?  
 
If not, why not? 

 Generally agreed. New assessments should be made due to displacement.  
 
In this instance, it is considered that the only realistic option is to recognise the baseline for 
bird activity as the existing situation and then try to calculate the difference between the 
existing and proposed scenarios. Unlike visualisations (where it is digitally possible to create 
different scenarios), it is unlikely that a desk-based study could accurately reset the position 
to a ‘no turbines’ baseline. Even assuming that it was still available, any data from the time 
of the original EIA would be very out-of-date and may have been affected by the cumulative 
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impacts from other nearby wind farms developed since the initial wind farm. There are 
however some concerns about how accurately a desk–based assessment could model the 
proposed situation from the existing situation too.  
 
A suggestion is that rather than the baseline Bird Assessment being a wholly qualitative 
exercise it should also include further bird surveys at control sites (of similar habitat 
composition to the predicted restored site) in the local area or Natural Heritage Zone to 
provide a more quantitative assessment of predicted post-restoration bird populations on 
the site. Such control areas might in some instances be able to be found within the red-line 
boundary of large wind farm sites in areas beyond displacement distances for birds. 

Q4.  We advise that new terrestrial species and bat surveys should typically be undertaken. New 
habitat survey is also likely to be required and new peat survey may be necessary to comply 
with the latest peat survey guidance. Developers should review the success of any 
implemented restoration/ management associated with the original scheme, and look for 
opportunities to improve upon this. Do you agree with this approach?  
 
If not, why not? 

 Agreed. New surveys should be undertaken as set out in the consultation.  
 
Bat activity might also be affected by the existing wind farm (although the current evidence 
is equivocal). Again, it may be prudent to include control sites in the local area of similar 
habitat composition to the post-restoration site, to supplement the assessment carried out 
on the existing site 

 

 

David Mudie 

Chair of the Energy and Resources Sub-committee, Heads of Planning Scotland 

 

 

 




