
1 

 

SUBMISSION FROM FALCK RENEWABLES WIND 

Increased community separation distance of up to 2.5km 

We have significant concerns about the proposed increase in the buffer distance, and to its 
inclusion as a Group 2 constraint. 

There is no reasoned justification for increasing the buffer from 2km to 2.5km. 

Including the 2.5km buffer as a Group 2 constraint gives the buffer more importance than 
the existing 2km recommendation.  By ranking the buffer as equivalent to statutorily 
designated sites this separation distance will be given more weight when selecting and 
designing sites.  It would be hard to see how the Scottish Government target for renewable 
energy could be achieved if the area available for search for on-shore wind farms is 
reduced by the extent that this proposal would create. 

This designation would create a perception that wind farms built within this separation 
distance would be unacceptable at Planning, whereas there are existing wind farms that 
have been considered acceptable to local communities and have been built within 2.5km 
of settlements.  For example this buffer would restrict development on many brownfield or 
industrial/commercial premises that could have greater public acceptability than other 
more rural locations.  

The application of a blanket buffer across Scotland takes no account of the varying 
acceptability of wind farms to local communities, or the varying landscape and visual 
capacity for turbines.  The straight line distance of a wind farm from a settlement does not 
determine the impact it has on a community.  Rather this is influenced by factors such as 
existing land uses, topography and prevailing weather.  We believe that the imposition of 
any buffer that is subject to local circumstances is unnecessary since this constraint would 
be assessed proportionately and appropriately in the EIA and through public consultation.   

We believe spatial frameworks that are not based on scientific data are overly prescriptive 
and based on inadequate evidence.  Designations applied at the national level do not 
allow local authorities or communities to determine the relative merits of different sites.  
We strongly support the inclusion of and emphasis that spatial frameworks should not 
impose additional zones of protection around areas designated for their landscape or 
natural heritage. 

Proposed system of Grouping Planning Constraints for On-shore wind development 

The system of grouping constraints places too much emphasis on prevention of visual 
impacts on communities and if implemented would significantly frustrate onshore wind 
farm development. The introduction of a four-layer grouping system gives certain 
constraints unnecessary weight that would normally be discussed and mitigated on a site-
by-site basis through EIA and public consultation.  These include Wild Land, the proposed 
2.5km buffer from residential areas, and other technical areas that are development 
management considerations.  There are several issues in the proposed Group 2 where 
there is existing or emerging mitigation for some of the constraints listed.  Issues that may 
arise in an initial objection to a scheme may be overcome through consultation or a 
technical solution.  For example aviation mitigation can be provided through radar infill; 
and there are examples of development taking place within MOD High Priority Low Flying 
Zones after consultation and agreement with the MOD.   

The policy fails to recognise the positive socio-economic impacts that wind farms bring to 
communities in the form of financial contribution, planning gain and employment.  Wind 
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development would benefit if the planning system and decision process recognised the 
benefits provided by projects to local communities. 

 
Wild Land 

We have significant concerns about the inclusion of Core areas of Wild Land as a Group 2 
constraint ‘Area of significant protection’.  We do not oppose a ‘Wild Land’ designation in 
principle.  We recognise the value of Scotland’s landscape character and welcome the 
inclusion of areas of Wild Land in national Planning Policy as a step towards greater clarity 
of the Scottish Government’s position, and one that we hope will aid planning decision-
making.  However, ranking wild land as equivalent to statutorily designated sites would 
cause significant weight to be applied to it at Planning.   

Para 129 requires LPAs to identify and safeguard wild land areas in their spatial plans.  
Local Authorities will have the means to extend the core areas identified by SNH to 
constrain larger swathes of land.  The only section of the SPP to refer to Wild Land as a 
development constraint is the section on Onshore Wind Farms.  We believe this approach 
is irrational as the ‘Wildness’ of land would be affected by many different types of 
development, including utilities infrastructure, house building and tourism.  Greater clarity 
is required on the type, scale and development design that would be acceptable in Wild 
Land, to aid developers. 

The extent of the Core Areas of Wild Land leaves very little unconstrained land for further 
development of on-shore wind farms.  Combined with a 2.5km buffer from settlements the 
effect is to constrain future on-shore wind development into a very small area.  Onshore 
wind is the most mature and financially viable renewable energy technology in the UK and 
will make a significant contribution towards renewable energy production in the future. It 
will be very hard for the Scottish Government to reach its renewable energy targets (100% 
by 2020) within the area of land left unconstrained if Wild Land and 2.5km buffers are 
imposed.   

Response to the Scottish Natural Heritage consultation on the proposed Core Areas 
of Wild Land  

In our response to the Scottish Natural Heritage consultation on the proposed Core Areas 
of Wild Land we argued against the concept of a single map of wild areas in view of the 
great variation in the results for the individual criteria on which the combined map is based, 
and the judgement needed to define some boundaries. 

A more reasonable approach would be a set of maps of the individual criteria for 
‘Wildness’ that could be used to inform case-by-case analysis of individual development 
proposals. 

‘Wildness’ as a concept is a matter for each individual’s experience, perceptions and 
preferences for landscapes of this kind.  It is difficult to identify wildness and wild land, and 
‘Wildness’ cannot be measured.  ‘Wildness’ therefore cannot be reliably mapped and used 
as an instrument of planning policy, although it may be an aspect of landscape quality.  
We agree with SNH that consideration of individual proposals in relation to areas of wild 
land will require field survey work on a case-by-case basis. 

We requested that SNH, in its advice to the Government, recognise that some of the most 
viable onshore wind locations are among areas with ‘wild’ characteristics.  A strong 
presumption against development applied to the map of wild land would be over 
prescriptive given the difficulties with the concept of ‘wildness’ and setting boundaries, and 
the rejection of a designation by SNH and the Government.  We agree with the SNH and 
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the Government that wild areas should not be designated.  It is our strong contention that 
the map of Core Areas of Wild Land 2013 should not define where policy objection to 
development will apply. 

We agree with the Government that wild areas should not be included with National Parks 
and National Scenic Areas for planning policy purposes, and that a blanket restriction on 
wind farm development in wild areas is not appropriate.  We believe that the statutory 
status of national and international designations (including World Heritage Sites, NATURA 
200, RAMASR, SSSI, NNR) require a higher justification for development than wild areas. 

Falck Renewables Wind 
January 2014 
 

 

 


