SR Repowering Risk Register
Scottish Renewables is the voice of Scotland’s renewable energy industry. Our vision is for Scotland to lead the world in renewable energy. We work to grow Scotland’s renewable energy sector and sustain its position at the forefront of the global clean energy industry. We represent over 360 organisations that deliver investment, jobs, social benefit and reduce the carbon emissions which cause climate change. 
Our members work across all renewable technologies, in Scotland, the UK, Europe and around the world, ranging from energy suppliers, operators and manufacturers to small developers, installers, and community groups, as well as companies throughout the supply chain. In representing them, we aim to lead and inform the debate on how the growth of renewable energy can provide solutions to help sustainability heat and power Scotland’s homes and businesses.
Repowering Onshore Wind in Scotland
Repowering Scotland’s existing onshore wind fleet is critical to maintaining and increasing renewable electricity generation as early projects reach the end of their operational life. Repowering offers substantial strategic benefits over new greenfield development, including the reuse of optimal sites, retention of existing grid infrastructure, and reduced pressure on undeveloped landscapes. 
Despite policy support in principle, SR members consistently highlight that repowering faces distinct and material risks across planning, environmental assessment, grid, and route to market. These risks threaten the efficient sequencing of decommissioning and construction, increasing costs, and, in some cases, may result in the loss of generation capacity when projects cannot progress.
Purpose of the Repowering Risk Register
This risk register sets out the key barriers to onshore wind repowering identified by Scottish Renewables members, alongside the consequences of inaction and suggested actions to mitigate risk. It is intended to provide a focused tool to guide engagement with Scottish and UK Governments, planning authorities, statutory consultees, and owner-operators over the next 6-12 months. The register will be reviewed regularly to reflect progress, policy developments, and emerging risks.
Repowering sites vs greenfield sites
· The windiest sites are developed. Onshore wind is fast becoming a mature technology. With many optimal sites built over the past thirty years, greenfield sites are becoming increasingly difficult and costly to develop. Many of the sites with optimal wind speeds and load factors have been identified and developed. 
· Increasingly difficult access routes. Due to the advances in modern technology that have resulted in longer blades, more oversail and overrun agreements are being required to clear viable access routes. Police Scotland's resourcing is a bottleneck to transporting components. As such, longer blades exacerbate existing issues with access routes, and the average number of oversail and overrun agreements per development is increasing.  
· Grid connections. As the grid connections queue is reformed, developers will soon have clarity on when they are connected and at what cost. In Scotland, many projects will not receive a gate 1 offer, stalling development for many greenfield sites. Repowering, especially at the same megawatt installed capacity (MWIC), offers the opportunity to maintain the current system capacity with minimal grid upgrades.
As UK-wide onshore wind capacity nears the caps set by the Clean Power 2030 Action Plan, strategic prioritisation of repowering sites will allow for efficient maintenance of the UK's MWIC, leaving more room in the planning system for greenfield sites to respond quickly to short and medium-run changes to electricity demand. The strategic benefits of repowering sites include:
· Maintaining generation on the most optimal sites. Keeping operational windfarms on the windiest sites is the most efficient way to use Scotland’s limited land resource
· Efficient grid spend. Amidst increasing TNUoS charges and an entire overhaul of the connections queue designed to support an efficient grid, prioritising sites which require marginal grid upgrades supports Ofgem’s requirement to build an efficient grid; and
· Minimise disruption to communities and the environment. An improved policy for repowered sites could consider: existing habitat management plans to ensure their continuation, community consultation, community benefit arrangements, and local supply chains currently in place. 
Creating a clear policy that recognises the growing challenges with greenfield sites and the strategic benefits of repowering sites is a necessary step towards delivering a time and cost-efficient energy system. 


Risk Register Timeline:


Update meeting scheduled for Q3 2026
Between Q2 – Q3 2026
Adoption in Q2 2026
Meeting to be scheduled for Q2 2026
Responses due by April 20, 2026
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	Repowering Risk Register

	Category
	Risk
	Consequence
	Priority
	Options
	Actions required
	Comments

	Strategic planning
	The SSEP isn’t clear on how repowering will be treated in subsequent policy and strategic prioritisation.  
	Prioritising greenfield sites risks a loss of renewable generation, grid inefficiencies and increased project costs. 
	
	· Lobby for consideration of repowering in SSEP pathways.
· NESO should consider repowering projects to be treated as a “zero-MW change” in strategic planning, not as new capacity. 
	· Lobby through SSEP engagement with NESO.
	

	Planning system

	Repowering is supported equally as much as greenfield development in NPF4, which risks ignoring the relative impacts and benefits from the incumbent development.  

	Disproportionate assessment, increased refusal risk, and slower consenting compared to repowering’s system benefits. Lack of consideration around the existing site and its impacts/management. 

	
	· The default policy position could be a presumption in favour of the repowering application in principle. Update to NPF4 to be considered. 
· Policy could further recognise the previous/current investment, consultation and mitigation made on sites to date.

	· Work with SR Planning T&F group to determine SR position
· Scottish Government would consult on updating NPF4.
· Other guidance or a  Chief Planners letter could be considered.
· Update to Onshore Wind Policy Statement to emphasise repowering support. 
	What other parts of planning guidance could be updated? What might we ask the Chief Planner to say in a letter?

	Planning system 
	Long consenting timescales for repowering (all) projects.
	Risk of gaps between decommissioning and reconstruction, leading to fallow periods of no generation. 
	
	· Promote dedicated fast-track determination queues with faster target timelines for strategically aligned repowering projects. 

	· Would require a reform of ECU internal processes, avenue unclear. 
	Comparison with 6-month consenting targets in Germany. 

The option may hinge on SSEP's treatment of repowering. Need strategic alignment to justify a fast track. 

	Phased repowering
	Some projects may need to repower in phases. Under current CfD rules, a repowered project must have all turbines reach end-of-life before entering a delivery year. Phased repowering also poses consenting uncertainty.

	The commercial viability of phased repowering is at risk. Projects ineligible for CfD may not reach FID.
	
	· Lobby for more flexible delivery year requirements. 
	· DESNZ/LCCC would need to update CfD rules.
	

	EIA
	Requirement for full new EIAs for repowering sites regardless of the current windfarm or previous environmental mitigation. 
	Duplication of surveys, higher costs, delays, and resource pressure on planning authorities.
	
	· A repowering-specific scoping process which focuses on the marginal changes between the current and repowered development. 
	· Update of EIA regs may be required. 
· Use of EOR to be investigated.
	

	EIA
	Inconsistent use of baselines in EIAs, often assessing repowering against greenfield conditions
	Overstatement of net impacts, inconsistent decisions and increased PLI risk.
	



	· Nature Scot guidance on repowering. Could state that the current development is accepted as the baseline for assessment. 
	· Update of EIA regs may be required. Input from SR Ecology T&F group needed.
	Some member evidence that most statutory consultees already agree that the existing project is the baseline.

	EIA
	Uncertainty in LVIA guidance and treatment of fewer, taller turbines

	Risk of mixed LPA interpretation of LVIA.
	
	· Clearer LVIA guidance for repowering.
	· Updated Nature Scot guidance required.
	Some members believe Nature Scot’s guidance for LVI is clear enough as is. 
Synergy with S36C.

	Ecology / HMPs
	Existing Habitat Management Plans can constrain turbine layout and project efficiency

	Good historic environmental management and mitigation becomes a planning barrier.
	
	· Securing land for off-site habitat restoration could be considered.
· Existing HMP goals could be extended with new project.
	· TBD following input from SR Ecology T&F.
	Ties into wider challenges with offsite peatland restoration. 

	Peatland
	NatureScot peatland guidance applied to repowering without allowance for existing infrastructure or restoration
	Objections to repowering on sites with high-quality restored peatland. Limited capacity to do further onsite restoration. Risk of penalising good restoration. 
	


	· Repowering proposals could have modified Nature Scot guidance.
	· Updated Nature Scot guidance required.
	Ties into wider challenges with offsite peatland restoration. 

	Peatland
	Unclear on the treatment of previous peatland restoration in repowering applications.
	1:10 compensation ratio becomes even less viable on repowering sites. 
	
	· Previously restored and monitored peatland should be accounted for in considering a lower compensation ratio.
	· Nature Scot would need to consider previous restoration work in deciding an alternate restoration ratio.
	

	Grid

	Repowering projects are subject to Transmission Impact Assessment (TIA) regardless of whether they would use the current grid connection. 

	Projects with the same MWIC (grid connection) will face unnecessary delays. 
	
	· No requirement or modified expectations for TEAs on repowering sites with the same MWIC.
	· Ofgem CUSC modification would be required.
	

	Market / CfD

	CfD rules may struggle to facilitate phased repowering.
	Large repowering projects have a phased end-of-life/decommissioning process. CfD structure requires that projects must entirely reach end-of-life before the CfD delivery year is due. 
	
	· More flexibility is required on CfD eligibility and delivery years for repowering projects which may require phased construction. 
	· DESNZ/LCCC would need to update CfD rules.
	Review changes made to AR7 with respect to repowering. 

	Land leasing
	Increasing land costs incurred by the broader market and competition for optimal repowering sites. 
	The market for land on repowering sites may be difficult to model amid other uncertainties, which could lead to decreased financial viability of projects. 
	
	· New business models evolve in the market.
· No clear proposal yet. BiGGAR Economics proposal on leasing public land based on socioeconomic value can be considered. 
	· Developers progress sites for repowering
· Public land-owning bodies could lead on repowering-specific land valuation considerations. 
	Incumbent project owners and new bidders may diverge here. 

	Aviation
	Taller turbine heights are increasing the aviation (IFP) and radar mitigation required. Smaller turbines (same size as current ones) are not commercially available. 
	Increased mitigation costs and significant time delays while studies and designs are undertaken. In some cases, projects are blocked entirely. Few options to buy smaller turbines. 
	
	· Engage with DESNZ/MoD/CAA to facilitate transparent assessment of fair mitigation options.
· Sector deal outputs to be used.  
	· Engage with DESNZ/MoD/CAA.
	Does this already align with wider work with DENSZ/MOD/CAA on aviation issues. Or are new considerations required?


.
SR members provide comments on Risk Register


Group Meeting to discuss comments and finalise wording


Adoption of Risk Register and related Focus Areas


SR take forward advocacy work based on Focus Areas


Meeting to report on progress
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