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SUBMISSION FROM AES WIND GENERATION  

We warmly welcome NPF3's headline focus on sustainable economic growth and a 
pro-renewables position. However, we were alarmed when reading the first draft by 
the dissonance between the declaration that Scotland's planning system should play 
a positive role in ensuring the country is recognised as being 'open for business' and 
the significant additional restrictions that were suggested to be imposed upon the 
renewables energy industry in part 2 of the draft NPF3 text as well as the draft SPP. 
This previous iteration of NPF3 presented significant potential negative impacts for 
business due to unnecessary additional restrictions on developments in the onshore 
wind sector. These draft suggestions would have had a negative impact on 
investment and impair Scotland's potential to reach the 2020 targets outlined, 
particularly the ability to reach 100% of electricity demand from renewable energy by 
2020 due to the rigid constraints inherent in the proposed spatial strategy for onshore 
wind.  

We are therefore pleased to see that the NPF3 document laid before Parliament 
focuses on the ongoing “significant contribution” that onshore wind will make to 
national energy supplies, and leaves the details of spatial frameworks to SPP 
including on the matters of wild land and separation distances. 

We further note that, whilst environmental protection is enshrined in the planning 
system through statutory consultation with SNH, SEPA and Historic Scotland, there is 
no statutory consultee with a remit to promote sustainable economic growth. 

The use of the Core Areas Wild Land mapping produced by Scottish Natural 
Heritage as a key tool to inform future planning for wind farm development and 
to more clearly identify areas to be protected.  

We welcome the clarity brought by the designation of Group 1 areas where wind 
farms will not be acceptable, and are pleased to see protection of NSAs and National 
Parks reiterated in NPF3 3.22. 

AES Wind Generation has grave concerns about the content and proposed use of the 
SNH mapping. We appreciate the Minister’s decision to hold a further consultation on 
the maps and refer the Committee to the detailed criticism of SNH methodology 
contained in AES Wind Generation’s consultation response. At a policy level, we do 
not believe that Scottish Government’s draft use of SNH maps has achieved the right 
balance between supporting onshore wind development whilst protecting the natural 
environment and managing visual impact on communities. Instead, the proposals 
would create a planning situation in which viable developments are locked out due to 
overly prescriptive restrictions, without the chance to allow for good design or 
mitigation.  

The previous Search Areas for Wild Land supported local authorities and decision 
makers in identifying wild land within their own spatial frameworks’ and defined a total 
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of 13% of Scotland’s land mass as  areas that could be ‘wild land’.  SNH’s new 
mapping increases the land coverage to 20% and explicitly defines those areas as 
‘core areas of wild land’. Whilst the Minister has insisted that Group 2 does not 
represent a new designation, we would counter that as it currently stands Groups 2 
amounts to a set of areas on a map with a line around them and will be treated as a 
designation in practice. We believe that significant changes need to be made to the 
Group 2 category mapping (not least the factual errors in the GIS mapping data) in 
order to find a balance between the need to protect genuine wild land (which we 
support) and the need to develop renewable energy projects.  

The gap between the laudable headline support for renewable energy developments 
and sustainable economic growth, and the additional restrictions imposed on the 
industry in draft SPP is extremely worrying. For example, there is a discord between 
the statement that "Spatial frameworks should not impose additional zones of 
protection around areas designated for their landscape or natural heritage value" and 
the acceptance of SNH methodology regarding those areas identified as “class 5 and 
6” using the Jenks scoring system, which advises that “areas of lower wildness… 
surrounding the identified areas of highest wildness are an essential contributor to the 
whole”. This effectively introduces additional zones of protection around the core 
areas that has the effect of diluting the integrity of the true core areas, the imposition 
of which is discouraged by the currently adopted SPP. 

SPP proposes to use the SNH maps to inform the geographical application of Group 
2 areas, the definition of which states that wind farms will only be appropriate in these 
areas where it can be shown that any significant effects on the qualities for which the 
area is identified can be substantially overcome by siting, design or mitigation. We are 
suspicious of the use of the maps to inform this approach as: 

 There is very little in the way of explanation available as to the methodology by 
which the Core Areas have been identified. In the brief explanation entitled 
“Phase II and III – mapping areas of wild land – Description of Methodology” 
dated March 2013, SNH describe the process followed in arriving at the 
delineation of Core Areas. It is clear that an important factor in SNH’s thinking 
was a desire to provide protection to a minimum area (para. 6) although as SNH 
note, the size of the minimum area which they consider requires protection “has 
not previously been defined”.  Clearly a judgement has been made by SNH as to 
what would be appropriate. 

 Paragraph 8 makes it clear that in defining Core Areas, areas of wild land which 
were not identified in the 2002 mapping exercise as having characteristics of 
highest wildness, but which surround those areas (i.e. those identified as “class 5 
and 6” using the Jenks scoring system discussed earlier in the methodology), 
were to be included. Paragraph 8 notes “including both Class 5 and 6 captures a 
very extensive area”, but then goes on to note that in Phase III “selecting and 
defining potential areas of wild land” the potential contribution of these areas of 
“lower wildness” will be considered. The decision to include these areas was 
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apparently taken “on balance” but no explanation is given as to what factors were 
considered.  

 Despite the heading “Phase III – selecting and defining potential areas of wild 
land” paragraphs 10 – 12 do not explain how the final decision as to where the 
Core Areas should be was arrived at. Indeed in several places the document 
suggests a subjective judgement has been made by SNH, based on the views of 
SNH area staff. Certain factors which apparently influenced that exercise of 
judgement are listed in paragraphs 11 i) – 11v). It is not explained to what extent 
those areas having lower wildness score were deemed to contribute to the wild 
land block as a whole, other than the sweeping statement that “wildness is a 
quality whose intensity strengthens as you move into/across an area”.  It appears 
from the resulting maps that most if not all of the areas defined as Class 5 and 6 
were included in the Core Areas with the result that the Core Areas are 
considerably larger in extent than the Search Areas for Wild Land (SAWLs) 
identified in 2002. There is no meaningful explanation in the methodology 
explaining the rationale for including areas which are recognised by SNH as 
having a lower wildness ‘score’ in the Core Areas. 

The difficulty with the information presently available as to how the “Core Areas” have 
been defined is that it does not explain, for any given Core Area, which of the factors 
expected to contribute to a sense of ‘wildness’ were present, and where, and to what 
extent, nor does it specify what other factors, including those listed in the 2013 
methodology (e.g. changes since the Phase 1 mapping, approval  / construction of 
existing development, other detracting features etc.) have been taken in to account.  

It is also notable that the methodology defines Phase III as an exercise in identifying 
“potential” areas of wild land. If it is in fact the case that the Core Areas are simply 
meant to be more refined “Search Areas”, i.e. areas where wild land characteristics 
may be present (or even, are likely to be present) then the terminology in SPP needs 
to be clearer to that effect.  

The current draft of SPP makes a broad statement that development will not be 
acceptable if it cannot demonstrate that any significant effects on the qualities for 
which the area is identified can be substantially overcome by siting, design or 
mitigation. This implies a presumption against development. Instead the approach 
taken to these areas should be guidance that on a case by case basis, proposed 
developments in Core Areas should be require to provide an assessment against the 
specific characteristic and qualities of the area in question, using transparent and 
accepted methodology (such as that contained in the 2007 guidance published by 
SNH on preparing Wild Land assessments). Otherwise it is impossible for developers 
to know what it is about a given Core Area that has led to it being identified as such, 
or indeed what qualities it is that need to be protected.  

The proposed mapping of Core Areas has the potential to amount to a blanket ban on 
development. This is contrary to the spirit of the present SPP and indeed the revised 
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draft SPP and NPF3, both of which make it clear that development should be 
permitted where environmental constraints can be satisfactorily addressed. In effect, 
the absence of proper methodology and explanation as to the basis for the 
identification of the Core Areas has the potential to elevate the protection of these 
areas to the same level as National Parks and National Scenic Areas.  The danger is 
that development within Core Areas will be deemed unacceptable without any proper 
assessment of the extent to which there is an impact on any wild land characteristics 
which may (or may not)  be present. 

We encourage the Scottish Government to revise the presentation of wild land within 
the current draft of SPP and are pleased to see its removal as a specific issue in NPF 
3. This should include referring to the mapped areas of wild land as ‘Areas of  Search 
for Wild Land’ or 'Areas of Detailed Assessment', removing wild land from Category 2 
restrictions and providing greater clarity that onshore wind and all other forms of 
development can be taken forward on areas of wild land where there are no 
unacceptable impacts.   

The proposal to extend the boundary between settlements and areas of search 
for wind farms from 2km to 2.5km.  

We strongly oppose the proposed increased community separation distance. We 
disagree with both the increase in distance to 2.5km and the apparent change of 
emphasis from the current usage as a positive policy tool that helps developers to 
identify where wind farms will be acceptable to a proposed separation distance 
"guideline" to be used to help decide individual applications. 

We encourage Scottish Government to retain the current usage, with a clear direction 
that the 2km separation distance should not be used as a tool for development 
management decisions and that wind farms should be determined on their own 
merits. We have grave concerns that the semantic implications of the proposed 
"guidelines" alongside other impacts which are "subject to separate development 
management considerations"  suggest that the separation distance is a development 
management tool. If this is not Government's intention then the language in SPP must 
be more rigorous so as not to cause unintentional rejection of viable developments on 
erroneous planning grounds.    

The text recommends a separation of 2.5km from “wind farms”. It is not clear if this is 
intended to be from the centre of a proposed wind farm, or from the nearest turbine. 
Logically it must be the latter but this is not clearly set out. Given that there is 
currently no statutory definition of a town or village and the negative policy position 
towards onshore wind in certain local authorities, we believe that the proposed 
community separation distance of 2.5km as an area of significant protection will 
provide an opportunity to prescribe against development of a large proportion of 
Scotland’s available land area. 
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The SPP consultation document clearly sets out that the purpose of the separation 
distance is to protect communities from unacceptable visual impacts. “Advances in 
wind turbine technology have led to larger tower heights and turbine blade sweeps, 
increasing the prominence of wind farms in open landscapes. Visual impact is an 
important consideration in developing spatial frameworks. The consultation seeks to 
establish the level of separation required to protect communities from unacceptable 
visual impacts.”  Whilst we agree that visual impact is an important consideration in 
developing spatial frameworks we suggest that the application of this principle is a 
matter for judgement based on the individual merits of each proposed development, 
rather than a fixed measurement handed down by national Government.  

We urge the Scottish Government to remove the ‘community separation distance’ 
from the group 2 constraints in SPP and revert to the current approach of using a 
separation distance as a positive policy tool to inform areas of search.   

The proposal to develop the capacity for storage of energy to be exported. 

We welcome Scottish Government’s proposal in 6.10.14 “to take forward a study to 
explore the potential role, technology options, and impacts on the energy system of 
an increase in energy storage capacity” as a key action to deliver “significant progress 
over the next 5 years”. The development of energy storage is crucial to the support of 
the development of the renewable energy sector as a whole. With Scotland's higher 
renewable energy targets, our need for energy storage is higher than the rest of the 
UK. If Scotland had in place a more advantageous framework than England and 
Wales we would be more likely to invest in energy storage here. 

We question whether existing trading structures properly incentivise the development 
of energy storage facilities and call on the proposed study to bring forward proposals 
to accelerate deployment of fully commercial energy storage facilities. A key 
bottleneck to market is the lack of a clear mechanism for remuneration for energy 
storage e.g. bilateral contracts directly with the system operator. 

AES Wind Generation  
January 2014 


