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Term Definition
Applicant Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited.
Aspen Array Area The area in which the generation infrastructure for Aspen, including Wind

Turbine Generators (WTGs), Intra-array Cables and Offshore Substation
Platforms (OSPs) will be located.

Aspen Lease Area

The site which Cerulean Winds Ltd was awarded an Exclusivity
Agreement. The Aspen Lease Area totals 333 km?in which the Aspen
Array Area will be sited.

Competent Authority

The Competent Authority is the public body or organisation legally
responsible for ensuring compliance with the Habitat Regulations. For this
consent application, the Competent Authority is the Scottish Ministers,
represented by the Marine Directorate Licensing Operations Team (MD-
LOT).

European Protected
Species (EPS) Licence

Licence granted under the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.)
Regulations 1994 and/or the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats
and Species Regulations 2017.

Habitats Regulations

A term commonly used to refer to the Conservation (Natural Habitats,
&c,) (as amended) Regulations 1994, the Conservation of Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017; and the Conservation of Offshore Marine
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, which transpose the EU Habitats
and Birds Directives into Scots law. These Regulations provide the legal
framework for the protection of European sites, including Special Areas of
Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas (SPAs), and underpin
the Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA) process. The Regulations apply
to both terrestrial and offshore areas under Scottish jurisdiction and are
particularly relevant to assessing the impacts of developments such as
offshore wind farms.

Habitats Regulation
Appraisal (HRA)

A process required under the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c,) (as
amended) Regulations 1994, the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017; and the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and
Species Regulations 2017, (commonly known as the Habitat Regulations),
which helps determine likely significant effects and (where appropriate)
assesses adverse impacts on the integrity of European conservation sites
and Ramsar sites. The process consists of up to three stages of
assessment: screening, appropriate assessment and derogation.

Inter-array Cables
(IACs)

Cables which link the Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) to each other and
to the Offshore Substation Platforms (OSPs) within the Aspen Array Area.

Inter-link Cables

Cables that will link Offshore Substation Platforms (OSPs) either within an
array area or between other array areas.

Landfall

The area between Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS) and Mean High
Water Springs (MHWS) where the Offshore Transmission Cable (OTC) will
connect onshore to offshore.

Likely Significant Effect
(LSE)

In the context of Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). A Likely
Significant Effect (LSE) refers to the result of the screening exercise that
determines if the proposed development “would be likely to have a
significant effect” on a European site.
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Definition

Marine Directorate
Licensing Operations
Team (MD-LOT)

The Marine Directorate responsible for Section 36 Consents, and marine
licensing within the Scottish inshore region (between 0 and 12 nautical
miles (nm)) and in the Scottish offshore region (between 12 and 200 nm).
MD-LOT acts on behalf of the Scottish Ministers.

Marine Recovery Fund

The Scottish Marine Recovery Fund is a government-led initiative that
enables offshore wind developers to contribute to a central fund used for
delivering strategic environmental compensation where direct mitigation
is not possible. It supports coordinated marine biodiversity recovery
aligned with national conservation priorities.

National Site Network

A network of protected sites across the UK established post-Brexit,
equivalent to the former Natura 2000 network.

Offshore Transmission
Cable (OTC)

The area within which the OTCs will be installed.

Offshore Substation
Platform (OSP)

Offshore platform consisting of High Voltage Alternating Current (HVAC)
substations or High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) substations.

Offshore Wind Farm

The proposed generation infrastructure comprising of WTGs and

(OWF) associated, OSPs, foundations and substructures and Intra-array Cables.

Project Aspen Offshore Wind Farm — comprises the wind farm and all associated
offshore and onshore components.

Proposed The offshore components of the Proposed Development (Aspen Offshore

Development

Wind Farm) which include all offshore infrastructure associated with
Aspen Array Area and the Offshore Transmission Cables.

Qualifying Features

A specific element or attribute of the European site that has been
recognised as nationally or internationally important and forms a basis for
the site’s legal protection and designation.

Wind Turbine The wind turbine that generates electricity consisting of tubular towers
Generator (WTG) and blades attached to a nacelle housing mechanical and electrical

generating equipment.
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Acronyms

Term Definition

AA Appropriate Assessment

AEO0SI Adverse Effect on Site Integrity

ANS Artificial Nesting Structures

AOB Apparently Occupied Burrow

HPAI Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza

HRA Habitat Regulations Appraisal

IAC Inter-array Cables

IMP Implementation and Monitoring Plan

IROPI Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest

Km Kilometres

Km? Kilometres squared

LSE Likely Significant Effect

MCP Mink Control Protect

MD-LOT Marine Directorate — Licensing Operations Team

MHWS Mean High Water Springs

MLWS Mean Low Water Springs

MRF Marine Recovery Fund

NTS National Trust for Scotland

NEEOG North-East and East Ornithology Group

NSN National Site Network

OsP Offshore Substation Platform

oTC Offshore Transmission Cable

OWF Offshore Wind Farm

PVA Population Viability Analysis

RIAA Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

SISI Scottish Invasive Species Initiative

SPA Special Protection Area

SMEEF Scottish Marine Environmental Enhancement Fund

SNCB Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies
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SPEA Portuguese Society for the Study of Birds
SSC Scottish Seabird Centre
WTGs Wind Turbine Generators
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Executive Summary

This document presents the Applicant’s (Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited) without-prejudice plan
for delivery of compensation measures addressing impacts on seabirds. Should such compensation be
required, the methods of calculating the scale of compensation and identification of appropriate
pathways for delivery are presented within this document. These are based on the Applicant’s impacts
on each species at each Special Protection Area (SPA) as a result of the proposed Aspen Offshore
Windfarm.

The Applicant, should the option be available, intends to deliver a strategic compensation approach
through contribution to the Scottish Marine Recovery Fund (MRF). However, if this is not available,
delivery of compensation through another strategic option will be prioritised, such as (but not limited
to) the Scottish Marine Environmental Enhancement Fund (SMEEF) or a regional initiative such as
North-East and East Ornithology Group (NEEOG).

If a strategic approach through the use of existing mechanisms cannot be implemented, the Applicant
aims to deliver an appropriate compensation measure collaboratively. The process for identifying
suitable potential partners has been refined, narrowing the Proposed Development's initial longlist
down to a final shortlist.

Should Project-led delivery of compensation be required, the measures described within the shortlist
will be refined further as required into a compensation measure or a suite of measures that deliver the
required level of compensation. These include bycatch management to deliver compensation for
gannet, and habitat enhancement to deliver compensation for kittiwake and guillemot.

This document also discusses the implementation and governance of the required compensation
measures.
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1.1 Project Background

1.1.1  Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited (hereafter referred to as the ‘Applicant’) is proposing to
develop the Aspen Offshore Wind Farm (OWF) (hereafter ‘the Project) located approximately
84 kilometres (km) east of Peterhead, Aberdeenshire. The Project includes both onshore and
offshore components, with the offshore infrastructure associated with the Project located
seaward of Mean High Water Springs (MHWS), hereafter referred to as the ‘Proposed
Development’. The Proposed Development consists of the Aspen Array Area (covering an area
of approximately 333 kilometres squared (km?)) and the Offshore Transmission Cable Corridor
(OTC Corridor) to Landfall (Stonehaven). The Proposed Development is located within the
Aspen Lease Area which lies entirely within Scottish Territorial Waters. The offshore
infrastructure of the Proposed Development includes Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) and
associated Floating Foundations, Offshore Substation Platform(s) (OSP(s)) and associated
foundations, the Inter-link Cables, Inter-array Cables (IACs), Offshore Transmission Cables
(OTCs) and Landfall.

1.2 Background to Derogation

1.2.1 The Habitats Regulations establish the process for assessment of designated sites, which is
referred to in Scotland as a Habitat Regulations Appraisal (HRA), and is accepted to be a three-
stage process as follows:

=  Stage One: Screening - Determination of potential for Likely Significant Effect (LSE);
= Stage Two: Appropriate Assessment (AA); and
=  Stage Three: Derogation.

1.2.2  Where Stage Two cannot rule out an Adverse Effect on Site Integrity (AEoSI), the derogation
process must be undertaken as Stage Three of the HRA process. A project can be allowed to
proceed following a conclusion that there will be an AEoSI in respect of any European site(s) if
the Competent Authority is satisfied that the following tests are met:

= There are no ‘alternative solutions’ to the project; and
= The project must proceed for Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI).

1.2.3 If both these tests are met and compensatory measures can be secured that will ensure that
the overall coherence of the National Site Network (NSN) is protected then the Proposed
Development may proceed.

1.2.4  This Compensation Plan is part of the Derogation Case (Habitats Regulations Appraisal: Without
Prejudice Derogation Case) and has been produced to support Stage 3 of the HRA. Within these
documents the no alternative solutions, IROPI and the means to compensate for any impacted
European sites are presented.
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1.2.5 This document represents the compensation plans for the Proposed Development, describes
the delivery pathways that the Applicant is pursuing, and the options for measures that are
being considered and progressed to deliver compensation for the Proposed Development
impacts to SPAs.

1.3 Purpose and Scope of Compensation Plan

1.3.1 Pending the Scottish Ministers AA conclusions, the Applicant is submitting this ‘without
prejudice’ compensation plan as part of the derogation case for the Proposed Development.
The rationale for the approach and background information relating to the compensation plan
(as part of the derogation case (Habitats Regulations Appraisal: Without Prejudice Derogation
Case)) are presented herein.

1.3.2 The compensation plan has been developed based on the impacts and assessment presented
within the Offshore Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (Offshore RIAA) (Offshore RIAA,
Chapter 3: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology). Within the Offshore RIAA, the Applicant’s
Approach and the Guidance Approach have been presented for all species, with the relevant
impacts from each summarised in section 1.4. The Applicant considers that its bespoke
approach (i.e., the Applicant Approach) is suitably precautionary, is based upon the best
available evidence, and gives a more realistic assessment of impact than the Guidance
Approach, which applies a precautionary approach that in certain circumstances can lead to an
unrealistic overestimation of potential impacts.

1.3.3 The RIAA concludes no AEoSI for any species or European sites, alone and in-combination with
other plans and projects. The Applicant has however provided a ‘without prejudice’ derogation
case for the European sites and species where the Applicant's RIAA concludes no AEoSI, but in
the event the Scottish Ministers conclude there is a risk of AEoSI. The derogation case and
compensation plan are, therefore, presented "without prejudice" to the Applicant's RIAA
conclusions.

1.3.4 The decision to include specific sites and species in this compensation plan was informed by
previous HRA conclusions and representations from NatureScot and the Marine Directorate
Licensing Operations Team (MD-LOT) in relation to other offshore windfarm developments.
The following relevant species are considered to be the ones most likely for MD-LOT and the
Scottish Ministers to conclude an AEoSI for (see Section 1.4 for relevant sites):

= Black-legged kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) (hereafter kittiwake);
= Northern gannet (Morus bassanus) (hereafter gannet);
= Common guillemot (Uria aalge) (hereafter guillemot); and
= Atlantic puffin (Fratercula arctica) (hereafter puffin).
1.3.5 This document is presented as set out below:

= Section 1: Introduction. Summary of Proposed Development-specific impacts outlined in
the RIAA and the purpose of the document;
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= Section 2: Delivery Pathways for Compensation. The Applicant’s preferred mechanisms of
delivering compensation, and prioritised alternative options, if required;

=  Section 3: Strategic Compensation. An overview of the potential strategic compensation
options;

= Section 4: Identification and Assessment of Collaborative Measures. A review of the
ornithology compensation proposed by Scottish OWF projects, and the potential for
delivering collaborative compensation;

= Section 5: Identification and Assessment of Proposed Development-led Compensation
Options. Details on the potential options available to deliver project-led compensation;

= Section 6: Implementation and Governance. An outline of the Implementation and
Monitoring Plan, which will be submitted post-consent;

= Section 7: Conclusion. Summary of the conclusions of the plan above; and

=  Section 8: References.

1.4 Summary of Impacts and Compensation Requirements

1.4.1 The RIAA concludes no AEoSI for any species or European sites, either alone or in-combination
with other plans and projects. However, should Scottish Ministers disagree with the
conclusions of the RIAA and determine that compensation is necessary, Table 1.1 identifies the
sites and species that may be subject to an AEoSl. These correspond to the Proposed
Development impacts (i.e., mortalities of adult birds that have been apportioned to specific
SPA colonies) that contribute to in-combination effects on Special Protection Areas (SPAs), for
which NatureScot or MD-LOT have previously been unable to rule out an AEoSI. Only impacts
contributing more than one seabird to the in-combination total (when following the most
precautionary NatureScot scenario) have been included in Table 1.1, with impacts below this
considered sufficiently low that there is no potential for AEoSI as a result of the Proposed
Development both alone and in-combination with other projects and plans.
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Table 1.1 Predicted Impacts Under the Guidance and Applicant Approaches

Species Nature of Guidance Applicant
Impact Approach Approach
Impact Impact

Kittiwake Buchan Ness to Combined 1.18-1.31 0.32

Collieston Coast distributional

SPA responses and

Fowlsheugh spA | collisionmortality |79 53 71 14 0.28
Gannet Forth Islands SPA | Combined 7.52-10.98 3.60

distributional
responses and
collision mortality

Guillemot Buchan Ness to Distributional 25.6 - 65.64 16.68
Collieston Coast responses
SPA
Puffin Forth Islands Distributional 2.05-3.66 0.67
responses

1.4.2 The measures aim to compensate for predicted mortalities of adult seabirds in one of two ways;
either by directly targeting a reduction in adult mortality, or through creating conditions
through which an increased number of fledglings may be produced by a given population
(subject to natural variation). This would, over time, lead to an increase the number of birds
reaching maturity and joining the adult breeding population (subject to natural variation). An
increase in the number of fledglings can be achieved via either the creation of additional
nesting spaces, or through increasing productivity rates.

1.4.3 For compensation measures which aim to increase the adult population size (e.g., seabird
bycatch reduction), the scale of the measure is based on how many adult deaths are prevented
by the measure. In situations where the measure can save both adults and juvenile seabirds
(e.g., bycatch reduction preventing bycatch death of both adults and sub-adults), the
proportion of adults in the population also needs to be taken into consideration. Adult
proportions can be obtained from stable age models such as those presented in Furness (2015).
For instance, if a hypothetical bycatch reduction measure for guillemot reduces bycatch by 100
seabirds per year, the actual adult seabird compensation (or “compensation output”) delivered
is calculated at least 57 adult guillemots per year, based on the fact that Furness (2015) stable
age ratios calculated the guillemot adult proportion at 57% of the population. To this, the
number of juveniles and immatures reaching maturity as a result of the bycatch reduction can
be summed. Assuming all non-adult seabirds are juveniles, this means 43 juveniles are retained,
of which at least 34% will survive to adulthood. Therefore, at least 14 additional juveniles will
survive to adulthood, making the overall contribution 71 seabirds.
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1.4.4 For compensation measures which aim to increase the number of fledglings (e.g., reduction of
nest predation), survival to adulthood should be taken into consideration in order to ensure
the measure can deliver sufficient additional adults into the population. In other words, the
measure needs to be delivered at a sufficient scale to provide sufficient compensation output
in line with the predicted adult mortalities, taking into account age-specific mortality rates of
the fledglings produced by the compensation measure.

1.45 Scaling requirements where additional juveniles are generated through increases in
productivity also requires knowledge of the current productivity of the colony where the
measure will be implemented. Any increases in productivity, and therefore increases in
numbers of young generated by the colony, are considered as the compensation output of the
measure. The compensation output is the original output (i.e. number of breeding units
multiplied by productivity), subtracted from the new colony output under the influence of the
measure. This is calculated as presented below.

1.4.6 A colony of 100 breeding pairs of guillemot has a productivity rate (breeding success) of 0.5
young per pair and, therefore, the colony produces 50 juveniles. Following the implementation
of the measure, the productivity rises to 0.7 young per pair and, therefore, the colony produces
70 juveniles. The compensation output is based upon the old productivity subtracted from the
new, i.e., 50 subtracted from 70. Therefore, the compensation measure generates 20 juveniles.
To calculate the number of these young surviving to adulthood, the number of juveniles is
multiplied by 0.34 (the proportion surviving to adulthood) to give a compensation output of
6.8 guillemot per year.

1.4.7 Where the measure results in the colony growing, in addition to the productivity increasing,
the compensation output considers the step outlined above. This uses the original colony size
when calculating the output, which is added to the new breeding output (i.e., the new,
additional breeding pairs multiplied by the new productivity under the measure). This would
be calculated as presented below.

1.4.8 As with the previous example, a colony of 100 pairs of guillemot has a productivity of 0.5
juveniles per pair. After implementation of the measure, the productivity rises to 0.7 juveniles
per pair, and the colony also grows to 110 pairs. As with the example above, the output is
calculated based on the change in productivity rate. However, this scenario also needs to
consider the additional young produced as a result of the colony growth. As such, on top of the
20 juveniles calculated above, this measure would also contribute an additional seven juveniles
to the compensation output, based on the added ten breeding pairs and the productivity rate
of 0.7 young per pair. As such, the number of additional juveniles from this measure would
total 27 per year. To calculate the number of these young surviving to adulthood the number
of juveniles is multiplied by 0.34, resulting in a compensation output of 9.2 guillemot per year.

14 of 52 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@ @ @ Revision: 01



A7\ CERULEAN ORe
N WINDS G B

1.4.9 Where compensation is delivered through increases in breeding pairs, the requirement (in
breeding pairs) has to be calculated from the project impact (in breeding adults). Hornsea
Project Four Offshore Wind Farm (hereafter ‘Hornsea Four’) developed the following method
in order to calculate compensation requirements for impacts on kittiwake and guillemot
(APEM, 2022). The Hornsea Four calculation first considers the productivity of the species,
multiplying the number impacted by the productivity rate, taken from Horswill and Robinson
(2015), to determine the number of pairs required to deliver the required number of juveniles.
This number is then multiplied by the annual survival to adulthood rates of the species being
considered. Through this process, a number of pairs has been determined that will deliver the
number of young that will survive to adulthood and thus replenish the number lost through the
Proposed Development’s predicted impacts. This would be calculated as presented below.

1.4.10 A measure with 100 new pairs of guillemot would use the national productivity rate of 0.67
juveniles per pair (or a regional rate, if available) to calculate the colony output, which would
be 67 juveniles in this scenario. To calculate the number of these young predicted to survive to
adulthood, the number of juveniles is multiplied by 0.34 to give a compensation output of 22.8
guillemot.

1.5 Consultation

1.5.1 Consultation with relevant stakeholders is a key part of the HRA process. This includes
consultation with statutory nature conservation bodies (SNCBs) in relation to the development
of compensatory measures, should compensation be required.

1.5.2 The Applicant has consulted with SNCBs and other stakeholders to ensure all interested parties
are aware of the Proposed Development and are able to provide their advice and guidance.
Further detail on consultation can be found in the Offshore HRA RIAA: Chapter 3 Offshore and
Intertidal Ornithology, consultation relevant to the Compensation plan can be found in Table
1.2.
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Table 1.2 Consultation

Date Consultee Comment Received How and Where Addressed in This
Document

July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant presented its preferred strategic approach to The Applicant notes this and has produced
consultation compensation, with second preference for collaboration with other | the Compensation Plan to provide NatureScot
meeting developers and if no collaborative opportunities arose then the with further detail regarding the

Applicant would pursue project ‘alone’ compensation. Regarding Compensation measures proposed by the
compensation the Applicant noted reservations from NatureScot Applicant which includes, strategic,
around the timings of the availability of the Scottish MRF. collaborative and project ‘alone’ measures.

NatureScot acknowledged some issues could be resolved post-
consent, but need further information pre-application to provide

advice.

July 2025 NatureScot virtual NatureScot acknowledged ecological benefits are greater through The Applicant notes this and has developed
consultation strategic compensation, though noted there is not enough the Compensation Plan to provide NatureScot
meeting information available at this stage to appropriately assess this. with the necessary information at this stage.

The Applicant agrees with NatureScot that
NatureScot welcomes developers collaborating on compensation appropriate capacity for all developments is

measures, provided there is sufficient capacity in these measures for | key to collaborative discussions.
all developments and advised depending on the measures proposed,
surveys may be required to assess the relevant sites and the scale of
compensation required.

NatureScot welcomed further discussions on compensation
measures and requested a list of proposed compensation measures

to review.

July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant queried whether NatureScot had a position on The Applicant notes this response and
consultation delayed delivery of compensation, e.g., delayed delivery of recognizes the active consultations under way
meeting compensation that accounts for harm occurring beforehand. The by DEFRA and Scottish Government with

Applicant asked if Scottish Ministers were able to provide regards to the delivery of compensation.

confidence in the MRF implementation, would NatureScot be open
to considering this as viable compensation. NatureScot advised they
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Consultee Comment Received How and Where Addressed in This
Document

will not consider the MRF as viable compensation at this stage as
there is nothing tangible available. NatureScot advised when
considering delayed compensation implementation, the Applicant
should be aware increased compensation measures may be
required to offset this time delay.

July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant queried if NatureScot has an updated position on non- | The Applicant notes this response and intends
consultation like for like compensation. NatureScot confirmed that in line with to deliver compensation targeting the
meeting Scottish regulations, primary focus is on like for like compensation. effected species.

The NatureScot preference is for compensation to be close to target
species, and as relevant to target species as possible.

July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant queried whether NatureScot would consider The Applicant welcomes this response.
consultation measures not implemented by operation, which would have However, note that the Applicant received
meeting benefits following this period. NatureScot confirmed this is contradictory advice from MD-LOT.

something that NatureScot could consider, the principle is that if a
known measure cannot be in place at the time of the impact it may
be scaled up to balance the delay in implementation. There is
currently no set example for this scaling ratio, NatureScot are open
to further discussions.

July 2025 MD-LOT virtual The Applicant requested an update with regard to timelines for the | The Applicant notes this response.
consultation Scottish MRF. MD-LOT outlined that delivery of the sMRF is
meeting currently being carried out on two different workstreams (one on

the delivery of the sMRF itself, and the other on the development of
viable measures). These workstreams are not aligned. Public
consultation began in summer 2025, but it is considered likely that
operational sSMRF will not be available until well into 2026.

July 2025 MD-LOT virtual The Applicant enquired whether measures that were taken forwards | The Applicant notes this response and
consultation on a Project-led basis could then be adopted by the sMRF. MD-LOT | welcomes an option to access better options
meeting confirmed that this could happen where measures were through the sSMRF should they arise.

appropriate. Project-led measures may not necessarily be the final
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How and Where Addressed in This
Document

Consultee Comment Received

SMRF measure due to suspensive conditioning on MRF measures.
MD-LOT advised that Derogation Cases should acknowledge that
strategic measures can be available. This adds flexibility. Effectively,
the sMRF cannot currently be used so the project must develop
other options, but if better options then arise through the MRF, the
Project can access them.

July 2025 MD-LOT virtual The Applicant enquired as to whether compensation debt accrued The Applicant notes this response, noting the
consultation due to delayed uptake of a SMRF measure could be offset through active consultations under way by DEFRA and
meeting overcompensation. MD-LOT confirmed that this would not be Scottish Government considers it appropriate

possible, and that measures would need to be in place at the point to deliver compensation that is not fully
impact commenced. Impact commencement would be considered functional at time of impact under certain
to be at the start of any construction associated with offshore or circumstances, sch as measures which are
landfall elements of the Proposed Development. MD-LOT outlined more likely to deliver greater, more

that, depending on the measure, a measure may be considered to sustainable benefits for the feature.

be in place if it was implemented and had clear success criteria and

adaptive management in place.

July 2025 MD-LOT virtual The Applicant introduced a Project-led measure to reduce gannet The Applicant notes this response and has
consultation bycatch from longline fisheries in Scottish waters. MD-LOT contacted the relevant department of Scottish
meeting responded that this was not an area that they were involved in and Government to progress this potential

that the relevant department of Scottish Government should be measure.
contacted.

July 2025 MD-LOT virtual The Applicant introduced a Project-led measure to create additional | The Applicant notes this response.
consultation nesting space at an existing colony in the City of Aberdeen. MD-LOT
meeting confirmed that they would defer to the advice from NatureScot on

this measure.
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2 Delivery Pathways for Compensation

2.1 Summary

2.1.1 To determine the suitable compensation measures that the Applicant should explore, a
prioritisation process has been developed as presented in Figure 2.1. The four options are

discussed in the following sections, in order of preference (sections 2.2 to 2.5).

Strategic Other strategic Collaborative Project-led
compensation measure  Negotiate joint compensation
* Marine Recovery * E.g. Scottish delivery of * Define
Fund (MRF) Marine suitable appropriately
contribution. Enhancement compensation scaled
¢ |f MRF not Environmental measure. compensation
available or Fund (SMEEF); | ™| e Ifthe measures measure for the
suitable, Option regional are not viable, Project, if
2 will be initiative. then the final Option 1-3
considered. ¢ |f financial Option (4) will measures are
contribution to be developed. unsuitable.
funds are not
available,
Option 3 will be
explored.

Figure 2.1 Prioritisation Process for Compensation Options

2.2 Option 1: Strategic Compensation through MRF

2.2.1 The Applicant’s preferred compensation pathway for delivering ornithological compensation
through strategic mechanisms, is through contribution to the Scottish MRF. Recognising that
this may not be feasible due to potential constraints in MRF availability, suitability for the
Proposed Development (e.g. due to the measures proposed or targeted species), or timing
relative to the Proposed Development’s schedule, the Applicant has also explored alternative

delivery pathways, including collaborative initiatives with other offshore wind projects.

2.2.2  Contributing to the MRF enables the coordination of compensatory measure with an oversight
from governmental bodies and aligns with national conservation priorities. This compensation
measure enables large-scale impact, reduces duplication of effort across other OWF projects

and ensures the delivery of measures beyond the responsibility of an individual developer.

2.2.3 The Applicant current preferred method for delivery of compensation (if required, feasible and
suitable) is through a contribution to the MRF, subject to timeline alignment and availability.

Further detail is presented in section 3.3.
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2.3 Option 2: Other Strategic Compensation Measures

2.3.1 Incase the MRF is unavailable or unsuitable, the Applicant has and is pursuing other strategic
compensation options. For instance, these could be delivered by providing financial support to
existing frameworks such as the Scottish Marine Enhancement Environmental Fund (SMEEF),
or regional initiatives (see section 3.3 for further details).

2.3.2 The Applicant considers that non like-for-like compensation should be considered within both
Options 1 and 2, noting the active consultations under way by DEFRA and Scottish Government
propose the enablement of wider compensation measures that target a similar feature to the
feature impacted or large-scale pressures on the protected site network.

2.3.3 Guillemot and Gannet both show stable and growing regional populations respectively, with
limited impacts predicted from the Proposed Development. Likewise, the predicted impacts
from the Proposed Development on Kittiwake are very small. The Applicant considers that
contributions to strategic measures that can be rolled out to compensate for NatureScot’s
highest conservation priority species or sites could be more valuable than similar investment
in a collaborative or Proposed Development alone approach, to compensate small impacts on
species or sites under less direct pressure than others.

2.4 Option 3: Collaborative Measures

2.4.1 Collaborative opportunities with other OWF developers are being sought. If strategic delivery
through existing mechanisms proves infeasible, the Applicant will instead progress
compensation delivery with other developers. If progressed, plans would be consulted upon
with relevant stakeholders, developed in close collaboration with a Steering Group, and set out
in the Compensation Implementation Monitoring Plan which will be drawn up should Option 3
be necessary. This approach allows for expansion of an existing compensation measure, where
impacts and objectives align.

2.4.2 To ensure that any collaborative compensation is ecologically robust and deliverable, the
Applicant is applying the following criteria when assessing potential partners and
opportunities®:

= Target Species Alignment: the collaboration would preferably address the same species or

functional groups for which the Proposed Development has a compensation requirement;

= Geographic Relevance: the location of predicted impacts (e.g. SPA, breeding colonies)
must align with the proposed compensation measures;

= Stakeholder Endorsement: measures would preferably be developed and delivered with
the support of relevant stakeholders, including Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies
(SNCBs); and

1 The criteria set out here aligns with current guidance and expectations from SNCBs. The Applicant notes the
current consultations on compensation delivery, and the final Compensation Implementation and Monitoring
Plan will be developed in line with the relevant law, policy and guidance at the point of drafting of the final
plan.
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=  Scalability: a measure must demonstrate it has sufficient capacity to accommodate the
required compensation volumes.

2.4.3 The approach to identifying potential collaborative measures considered a longlist of potential
options (presented in section 4), which is then refined into a shortlist based on the feasibility
of the measure to deliver the required compensation. Where multiple options are available,
the Applicant will engage in consultation with regulators and stakeholders to refine the
selection and ensure alignment with broader conservation objectives.

2.5 Option 4: Proposed Development-led Measures

2.5.1 Inthe event that a suitable collaboration cannot be identified, either due to lack of alignment
with the Proposed Development’s compensation requirements or the absence of willing and
eligible partners, the Applicant is progressing Proposed Development-led compensation
measures. Such Proposed Development-led measures are developed and delivered
independently, ensuring that the Applicant’s obligations are met in full.

2.5.2 Ashort-list of these options is determined through the process defined in section 5. While this
is the option ranked fourth in preference, the Applicant remains committed to fulfilling its
compensation responsibilities through the most effective and deliverable means available.

2.5.3 The approach to identifying potential Proposed Development alone measures considers a
longlist of potential options, which is then refined into a shortlist based on the feasibility of the
measure to deliver the required compensation.

2.5.4 The Applicant notes that Proposed Development-led measures, if appropriate, may be adopted
by the MRF, and if this occurs, that the final measure may be an adaptation of the measure
proposed by the Applicant. This will be set out in more detail in the detailed Compensation
Implementation and Monitoring Plan, at the appropriate stage and based on the latest policy
position.
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3 Strategic Compensation

3.1 Overview of Strategic Compensation

3.1.1 Traditionally, compensatory measures for offshore wind farms have been delivered on a
project-by-project basis. In this report, Proposed Development-led measures are considered as
an alternative option and have been identified in Section 5. However, recent legislative
developments, particularly the UK Energy Act 2023 (Part 13, Chapter 1, Section 292), recognise
that in certain circumstances, strategic compensation is a more appropriate and effective
approach.

3.1.2 These changes underscore the importance of securing compensatory measures that address
adverse ecological effects and maintain the coherence of the National Site Network. Strategic
compensation is often delivered with the involvement of government bodies, enabling
implementation of measures that may be beyond the direct control of individual developers
(e.g. policy changes or national-scale interventions).

3.2 Review of Strategic Compensation Opportunities in Scotland

3.2.1 The Scottish Government has commissioned a review of potential strategic ornithological
compensation measures suitable for the Scottish marine environment (Tapia-Harris and Evans,
2024). These measures were assessed based on ecological feasibility and practical
deliverability. From an initial list of 12 options, the following were identified as feasible:

= Mammalian predator eradication and/or management;

= Bycatch mitigation in longline fisheries;

= Ending the Gannet harvest at Sula Sgeir;

=  Fishery closure or enhanced management of prey fisheries;
= Sandeel fishery closure;

= Avian predator management; and

= Reduction of disturbance at seabird colonies.

3.3 Emerging Strategic Mechanisms

3.3.1 To streamline decision-making within the planning and consenting process, several strategic
workstreams are being developed. These include:

* MRF:

= A proposed mechanism enabling developers to financially contribute to strategic
compensatory measures. The MRF offers an alternative to Proposed Development-
led delivery and supports coordinated action across multiple developments. A
Scottish MRF is currently in planning, designed to align with Scotland’s distinct legal
and sectoral frameworks. This fund is in early development and subject to
consultation before finalisation.
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= SMEEF:

= An established fund supporting marine enhancement projects across Scotland,
including seabird conservation. SMEEF is overseen by a Steering Group comprising
the Marine Directorate, Crown Estate Scotland, and NatureScot. Offshore wind
developers are among its contributors. An example of a current notable project
supported for seabirds is the Craigleith Invasive Species Project led by the Scottish
Seabird Centre (SSC).

=  Regional Measures:

= Regional compensation plans, such as those being developed by the North-East and
East Ornithology Group (NEEOG) of ScotWind developers, offer another avenue for
strategic delivery. Note that the Applicant acknowledges that the proposed Aspen
Offshore Windfarm is not currently part of this group. Membership will be pursued
should the MRF not be a viable option for compensation delivery.

3.3.2 The Applicant’s current preferred pathway to delivering compensation is through strategic
mechanisms, particularly via financial contributions to a recognised compensation fund, should
it be feasible and suitable. This approach acknowledges the potential for additional ecological
benefits by delivering compensation in a strategic manner, at scale.
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4 |dentification and Assessment of Non-strategic Measures

4.1 Overview

4.1.1 Should it not be feasible to deliver compensation through strategic measures, or the applicant
concludes the measure unsuitable, the Applicant has sought and is seeking further
opportunities to collaborate with other OWF projects in the delivery of compensation. A review
of the existing measures, which have been proposed or are in development in Scotland, has
been undertaken and is presented in Table 4.1. From this, the Proposed Development’s longlist
of measures with the potential for collaborative delivery has been identified. Note that
inclusion of a project or measure in Table 4.1 and a conclusion that there is potential to
collaborate is based on the potential scalability of the measure set out by the other developer,
with information on the extent of discussions on collaboration also set out. Through review of
these measures, and application of criteria, the Proposed Development’s shortlist of preferred
collaborative measures has been refined. The shortlist of Proposed Development-led measures
is derived from the longlist but refined to include only general types of measures (e.g. predator
control), rather than specific existing interventions.

4.1.2 The review focused on recent Scottish OWF applications, identifying the compensation
measures proposed, the target species and the predicted benefit from each measure.
Consultation responses from MD-LOT and NatureScot were reviewed to understand the
stakeholders’ perspectives. This has led to identifying measures with potential for collaboration
based on ecological alignment, regulatory support and scalability. Berwick Bank measures were
disregarded from the collaborative longlist based on their large compensation requirements
and MD-LOT concluding they were, at the point of consent, not suitable in compensating for
the Berwick Bank Project.

4.1.3 The Applicant is in discussions with other developers about collaborating on compensation
measures where there is scope to expand currently proposed measures. This is being
progressed for measures which present opportunities for expansion, but which could be
delivered independently if collaboration proves unfeasible or is concluded to be unsuitable for
the proposed development.
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Table 4.1 Summary of Scottish Project’s Proposed Compensatory Measures and the Potential Collaboration Option

Scottish OWF

Consultation Response

Is the Measure Scalable?

Green Volt

(Initial discussions around
the potential to collaborate
have been held)

‘ Compensation Measure

Drainage management

Species

Kittiwake, guillemot, razorbill

MD-LOT are supportive of
this measure and agree
there is reasonable
likelihood the measure will
deliver the required level of
compensation?

Limited potential — measure
is specific to identified sites
at East Caithness Cliffs SPA,
though there is potential to
look at drainage
management across other
sites.

Disturbance reduction (path
realignment, visitor screens
and signage)

Kittiwake, guillemot,
razorbill, gannet

MD-LOT are supportive of
this measure and agree
there is reasonable
likelihood the measure will
deliver the required level of
compensation?

Yes — though specific to
sites, this measure could be
expanded across other sites
for kittiwake, guillemot, and
razorbill. For gannet this
measure is not considered
scalable on the east coast of
Scotland, but there may be
potential at sites further
afield.

Removal of tree mallow
(Forth Islands)

Puffin

MD-LOT are supportive of
this measure and agree
there is reasonable
likelihood the measure will
deliver the required level of
compensation?

Yes — this measure is being
developed in partnership
with the SOS Puffin project,
through which it is
considered feasible to scale
up this measure.

West of Orkney

Predator eradication/
removal and predator proof
fencing

Kittiwake, guillemot, puffin

MD-LOT are in agreement
the measure has the
potential to deliver the

Yes — expansion to further
sites is possible — Four sites
are identified as having high

2 https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/240419 - green volt - eia application - annex e - derogation case.pdf
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Is the Measure Scalable?

(Initial discussions around
the potential to collaborate
have been held)

‘ Compensation Measure

Species

Consultation Response

required compensation to
seabirds, though note a
need for more information
to reduce uncertainty in the
measure?

likelihood of success for
predator reduction, with one
(Rousay) put forward as the
preferred location.

Disturbance Reduction

Gannet

NatureScot is supportive of
disturbance reduction as a

measure, however request
further site-specific

information on the measure*

Limited potential for
scalability owing to a low
number of gannet sites
where the measure can be
implemented

Ossian

(Initial discussions around
the potential to collaborate
have been held)

Mink Control (through SISI
mink control project)

Kittiwake, razorbill

NatureScot and Royal
Society for the Protection of
Birds (RSPB) are supportive
of this as a measure though
highlight a lack of direct
evidence on predation of
cliff-nesting seabirds by mink
in Scotland and request
further evidence.®

Yes — expansion through the
existing SISI mink control
project may be possible

Bycatch mitigation in
Portuguese waters

Razorbill, gannet

NatureScot and RSPB agree
with bycatch mitigation as a
measure but prefer the
location to be in Scotland
and note concerns over a
lack of connectivity to
Scottish colonies®.

Yes — expansion to include
further vessels should be
possible

3 https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/west of orkney windfarm - derogation assessment - annex g - final - redacted.pdf
4 https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/250325 - west of orkney windfarm - additional information consultation - representations - updated 2 redacted.pdf
5 https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/all responses - 25 november 2024 redacted.pdf
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‘ Consultation Response

Is the Measure Scalable?

Caledonia (North and South)

(Initial discussions around
the potential to collaborate
have been held)

Reduction in disturbance

Species

Kittiwake, guillemot, puffin,
gannet

No representation

Yes — expansion to other
sites may be possible

Bycatch mitigation

Guillemot, gannet

No representation

Yes — potential for expansion
to include further vessels

Mammal predator
management

Kittiwake, guillemot, puffin,
gannet

No representation

Yes — expansion to other
sites may be possible

Management of supporting
habitat

Puffin

No representation

Yes — expansion to other
sites may be possible

Non-lethal avian predator
control

Kittiwake, guillemot, puffin,
gannet

No representation

Yes — evidence of predation
from seabirds (e.g., large
gulls), and corvids is well
documented across
numerous colonies.

Cenos

(Initial discussions around
the potential to collaborate
have been held)

Compensation options are to be delivered collaboratively with Green Volt, see above for details on proposed measured

Salamander

(Initial discussions around
the potential to collaborate
have been held)

Compensation options are to be delivered collaboratively with Ossian, see above for details on proposed measured

Muir Mhor

(Dscussions around the
potential to collaborate have
been held. A draft letter of

ANS ‘Hammocks’

Kittiwake

NatureScot is unsupportive
of this measure, as nesting
habitat is not considered a
limiting factor for kittiwake
in Scotland.®

Yes — measure can be
expanded to include more
hammocks at the identified
site, and/or inclusion of
more sites.

6 https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/muir mhor section 36 application consultation - consultee responses 24-04 redacted.pdf
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Species

Consultation Response

Is the Measure Scalable?

intent has been shared
between parties)

‘ Compensation Measure

Predator eradication

Kittiwake, guillemot, puffin

NatureScot is supportive of
the measures proposed and
agree that there is potential
for compensation of the
predicted impacts, though
note a need for more
information to determine
effectiveness and
timescales.’

Yes — expansion to further
sites may be possible.

Disturbance reduction

Kittiwake, guillemot, puffin,
gannet

NatureScot is supportive of
the measures proposed and
agree that there is potential
for compensation of the
predicted impacts, though
note a need for more
information to determine
effectiveness and
timescales’.

Yes — though specific to
sites, this measure could be
expanded across other sites
for kittiwake, guillemot, and
razorbill. For gannet this
measure is not considered
scalable on the east coast of
the UK, but there may be
potential at sites further
afield.

7 https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/muir_ mhor section 36 application consultation - consultee responses 24-04 redacted.pdf
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4.2 Shortlisting of Collaborative Measures

4.2.1 A shortlist of potential measures has been refined from the longlist presented in Table 4.1.
Measures were taken forward to the shortlist if are considered viable measures supported by
relevant stakeholders, and are considered sufficiently scalable to meet the compensation
requirements of the Proposed Development. An overview of shortlisted measures is provided
in Error! Reference source not found.Table 4.2 below.

Table 4.2 Shortlist of Collaborative Measures

Measure Projects considering Relevant species
measure

Disturbance reduction GreenVolt, Cenos, Muir Mhor, Kittiwake, guillemot, razorbill,
Caledonia gannet

Predator reduction/control Ossian, Caledonia, Salamander, | Kittiwake, guillemot, razorbill,
Muir Mhor puffin, gannet

Bycatch mitigation in Ossian Razorbill, gannet

Portuguese waters

Bycatch mitigation Caledonia, Ossian, Salamander | Gannet, guillemot, razorbill

Management of supporting Green Volt, Cenos, Caledonia Puffin

habitat (e.g., tree mallow

removal)

Non-lethal avian predator Caledonia Kittiwake, guillemot, puffin,

control gannet

4.2.2  From the current shortlist of potential collaborative compensation measures, the Applicant is
particularly interested in collaborating with other developments that are working to similar
timeframes and focusing on the same target species. Of the projects with submissions and
information on compensation measures in the public domain and other developers not listed
above, the Applicant has led discussion on establishing and signing Letters of Intent with two
other developers, and is seeking agreement with them currently. Further information on Muir
Mhoér proposed measures can be found in the section below.

4.2.3 The Applicant recognises that the wider compensation landscape is evolving, with multiple
offshore wind projects still refining their final impact assessments and associated
compensation requirements. In response, we are actively engaging with other developers to
build a clearer picture of potential collaborative opportunities. While the situation remains
fluid, we have strong confidence in the scalability and deliverability of shared measures—
particularly given the relatively low compensation requirement for the Proposed Development.
For example, The Applicant is seeking letters of intent with developments which are
progressing scalable compensation options that could accommodate additional contributions.
This collaborative approach offers a flexible and efficient pathway to securing robust ecological
outcomes across the sector.

4.2.4  Options for collaborative delivery will continue to be pursued with stakeholders and other OWF
developers. Suitable options will be identified, and the full detail will be provided in the IMP.
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4.3 Summary

4.3.1 While the wider compensation landscape remains dynamic, the Applicant has proactively
engaged with other offshore wind developers to understand and align with emerging
opportunities. The Applicant is seeking letters of intent with developers where their proposed
compensation demonstrates strong scalability and offers a high potential for delivering
effective compensation, especially in light of the modest requirement for compensation from
the Proposed Development. Compensation options are expected to come forward from
projects, several of which the Applicant has already engaged with, reinforcing confidence in the
sector’s collective ability to secure robust and deliverable ecological outcomes.
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|dentification and Assessment of Proposed Development-led
Compensation Options

5.1 Summary

5.1.1 Proposed Development-led compensation measures have been identified in case it is not
feasible to deliver compensation through either strategic or collaborative approaches. This
follows a stepwise process, considering an initial longlist of potential options, which are refined
down into a shortlist based on the feasibility of potential measures.

5.1.2 To streamline this process and avoid duplicating feasibility assessments of potential

compensation measures which have already been considered by other projects, the longlisting
process drew on measures put forwards by other Scottish projects, as outlined in Table 4.1.
The resulting list of potential measures includes:

= Disturbance reduction;

= Predator control (including non-lethal avian predator control);
= Bycatch reduction;

= Creation of nesting space; and

= Management of supporting habitat.

5.2 Proposed Development-led Compensation Options

521

This section expands the list of potential Proposed Development-led compensation options
presented in paragraph 5.1.2, and presents proposed measures for gannet, kittiwake and
guillemot, along with an approach to identify appropriate locations and measures to deliver
puffin compensation. The measures discussed were selected because they offer the highest
likelihood of success and are proportionate to the scale of the Proposed Development’s impact
on the relevant species.

5.2.2 Gannet bycatch mitigation in Scottish waters

Introduction

5.2.3

Bycatch, or incidental capture of non-target species (i.e., where birds are accidently caught and
often injured or killed by commercial fisheries), can impact seabirds where the utilisation of
specific gear types overlaps with the distribution of sensitive species. Fisheries bycatch
represents one of the greatest threats to seabirds globally (Dias et al., 2019). Across European
waters, the seabird families most impacted by seabird bycatch have been identified as
Anatidae, Alcidae, and Procellariidae, with guillemot, fulmar and gannet being the most
bycaught species (Ramirez et al., 2024).
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5.2.4  Bycatch can be reduced by minimising the likelihood of seabird interactions with fishing gear.
This includes the use of deterrents - such as bird-scaring lines - to keep birds away from specific
gear types, and the promotion of mitigation devices like Hookpods, which prevent birds
(particularly Procellariiformes) from becoming hooked on longlines. While some of these
measures may not reduce interactions entirely, they can significantly lower the risk of capture
and mortality. Other measures around changing fishing practices are also available to reduce
seabird bycatch, such as time and area closures, night setting, and safe handling of caught birds
(Anderson et al., 2022).

5.2.5 Gannet, which are the focus of this measure, are considered highly vulnerable to mortality from
bycatch in surface fishing gear (Bradbury et al., 2017), partly driven by their tendency to feed
on fisheries discards, bringing them into regular contact with fishing vessels and associated
fishing gear (Le Bot et al., 2019).

Literature Review: Evidence supporting bycatch of gannet as a viable compensation measure
and available mitigation measures

Evidence of gannet bycatch

5.2.6  Evidence of gannet bycatch is well documented, with an estimated annual bycatch rate of over
18,000 individuals per annum in Europe (Ramirez et al., 2024). This is also evidenced across
several jurisdictions, with studies showing unsustainable levels of gannet bycatch in Portuguese
waters (predominantly through longlines and static nets) (Araujo et al., 2022), and bycatch
being linked to gannet population declines in France (Gremillet et al., 2020).

5.2.7 In UK waters, gannet bycatch is also well documented. Northridge et al. (2020) estimated that
several hundred gannets are caught each year, primarily in static net and demersal longline
fisheries. Longline sampling in this study focused mainly on the greater North Sea, where a
demersal longline fishery operates targeting hake, ling, tusk, haddock, and cod. This fishery
alone is estimated to result in around 200 gannet deaths annually (Miles et al., 2020). More
recent analysis by Kingston et al. (2023) places the estimate at between 50 and 150 gannets
bycaught annually in UK longline fisheries targeting hake.

5.2.8 Gannet bycatch is also evident in static net fisheries. Between 1996 and 2018, Northridge et al.
(2020) estimated a bycatch rate of 1.83 gannet per 1000 hauls in gillnet vessels over 10m, and
0.17 gannet per hauls in gillnet vessels under 10m. Bycatch was predominantly observed in
English waters, though a hotspot of gannet bycatch around Shetland has been identified
(Northridge et al., 2020). Evidence is also available off the coast of Cornwall, with monitoring
of 333 hauls (gillnets, trammel nets, wreck nets and tangle nets) recording 28 bycaught gannet
(Orsted, 2025). Some bycatch is also observed within the aquaculture industry, with small
numbers of gannets (tens of individuals) becoming entangled in nets covering Scottish salmon
farms (NatureScot, 2020). Anecdotal evidence suggests that gannet bycatch is predominantly
occurring as nets are being hauled (Orsted, 2022).
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5.2.9 It should be noted that actual bycatch rates in UK waters have the potential to be considerably
higher than those discussed above. Current UK-wide bycatch estimates hold considerable
uncertainty due to monitoring only covering a small proportion of the whole fleet. Within
Scottish waters, bycatch monitoring is ongoing via the UK Bycatch Monitoring Programme
(BMP), though sampling is effort is low, equating to ~0.5% of the annual UK fishing effort
(Furness et al., 2024).

Bycatch mitigation approaches and feasibility
5.2.10 W.ithin their report on potential actions to support recovery of seabird populations in Scotland,
NatureScot note that there is scope to reduce bycatch of gannet in longline fisheries in Scottish

waters (Furness et al., 2024). Based on this and the evidence outlined above, mitigation will
predominantly be considered in the context of longline fisheries.

5.2.11 Within longline fisheries, bycatch is predominantly linked to birds scavenging on bait as lines
are being set (Furness et al., 2024) Several mitigation measures are available and well
evidenced to reduce mortality. Mitigation measures predominantly focus on deterring birds
from fishing gear (e.g., visual deterrents), or from minimising access to fishing gear (e.g., using
weighted lines to increase sink speed, reducing the time hooks are accessible to gannets).
Furness et al. (2024) identify the following measures as potential bycatch reduction actions for
longline fisheries:

= Deployment of bird-scaring plastic streamer lines over the longline;

= Setting lines through an underwater tube so that hooks are deployed too deep for most
scavenging seabirds to reach;

= Use of a line shooter;

= Use of water cannon to deter seabirds from approaching;

= Setting lines only at night to avoid attention from diurnally-active seabirds;

= Avoiding discharge of offal so that scavenging seabirds are not attracted in the first place;
= Adding weights to lines to increase sinking speed;

= Use of hook designs that reduce risk of snagging seabirds; and

= Deployment of baited hooks in a capsule that only opens once the line has reached a specific
depth.

5.2.12 Of these, line weighting and bird-scaring lines (alongside brickle curtains which function
similarly by creating a visible barrier to deter birds) have been identified as proven measures
for demersal longline fisheries, though a combination of measures is considered best practice
(Anderson et al., 2022).
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5.2.13 Line weighting works to move baited hooks out of the range of feeding seabirds as fast as
possible during line setting, with experiments suggesting that 3 kg of weights every 100 m is
optimal for the hake longline fishery (Anderson et al., 2022). The Agreement on the
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP) consider that the longline sink rate should be
minimum 0.3 m/s as best practice to reduce seabird bycatch. Specific to Scottish waters, Rouxel
et al. (2022) have undertaken monitoring on the demersal longline hake fishery, and found that
currently the fishery sink rate is, on average, two to nine times slower than this
recommendation in non-weighted parts of the gear down to 10m depth, representing a clear
bycatch risk.

5.2.14 Both bird-scaring lines and brickle curtains are designed to act as a physical deterrent, with
bird-scaring lines deterring birds from the area where baited hooks are sinking, while brickle
curtains cover the hauling bay of the vessel to deter birds from becoming hooked as gear is
retrieved. Night setting is also considered highly effective by avoiding key gannet foraging
times. Previously, the use of bird scaring measures, night setting, and weighted lines has been
defined as best practice in the southern hemisphere, reducing bird mortalities to zero in a tuna
fishery in the South African EEZ (Melvin et al., 2014). This is also mirrored by a review by the
Marine Directorate, highlighting bird-scaring lines, offal management, and line weighting as
well evidenced measures (Marine Directorate, 2023).

5.2.15 Engagement with Scottish fisheries has already occurred through the Marine Directorate, and
respondents have provided the following responses with respect to potential measures in the
hake longline fishery:

= Reducing deck lighting during line setting — all respondents agree this is a suitable approach;
=  Bird scaring lines during line setting — all respondents agree this is a suitable approach;

= Increase sink rates — some concerns over health and safety if sink rates are increased and
feasibility;

= Change where discards and offal exit the vessel — predominantly agreed suitable by
respondents; and

= Keep birds away from the line hauling area — all respondents agree this is a suitable approach.

5.2.16 Similar measures outlined above for longlines are also considered relevant for trawls, with key
measures aimed around scaring birds away from at risk areas, reducing time nets are at the
surface, and reducing attraction for seabirds to the area (Parker, 2017).

5.2.17 Mitigation measures for static nets are also evidenced, with key measures generally focusing
on deterring birds (e.g., through visual or acoustic deterrents). Available evidence suggests that
measures such as high visibility panels on static nets, and acoustic pingers are effective at
reducing bycatch of diving birds (Anderson et al., 2022), though research on gannet specifically
is comparatively limited.
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Quantification of potential benefit / compensation requirement

5.2.18 Within UK fisheries, the use of bycatch mitigation measures for seabirds is not mandated by
law, and the use of deterrents is voluntary. Though some longline fisheries in Scotland are
already using measures such as bird-scaring lines, night-setting and offal management, use of
measures is patchy and largely driven by individual initiative (Furness et al., 2024).

5.2.19 Bycatch of gannet is well documented as outlined above, including specifically in the demersal
longline hake fishery operating in Scottish waters. The maximum number of gannet that may
need to be compensated for by the Proposed Development is 11 (10.98) individuals per annum.
As outlined above, the number of gannet bycaught in the in Scottish waters is highly likely to
far exceed this requirement.

5.2.20 Ifthe proposed measure were fully secured, then it is highly likely it would return compensation
credit given the relatively low compensation requirement of the Proposed Development.
Consequently, it is considered likely this measure will deliver the required compensation for
the lifetime of the Proposed Development, and probably within a shorter amount of time.

Additional benefits

5.2.21 Additionally, the proposed measure would be highly beneficial to several other seabird species.
Within longline fisheries considered within Northridge et al. (2020), fulmar made up 90% of the
observations of bycaught species, with a rough estimate of between 2,200 and 9,100
individuals being bycaught per annum. Gull species were also recorded as bycaught within
longline fisheries, though in comparatively lower numbers.

5.2.22 Therefore, if delivered on behalf of the Proposed Development, this measure is expected to
have significant benefits which are not limited only to gannet.

Roadmap to delivery

5.2.23 To deliver this measure, the Applicant has reached out to specific fisheries working in the
longline hake fishery operating in Scottish waters, with the goal of better understanding levels
of current bycatch, and the feasibility of implementing bycatch mitigation measures. The
Applicant will also continue to research trawls and static gear alongside this as a potential
further or alternative measure.

5.2.24 Following agreement to implement mitigation, monitoring will be undertaken to determine the
success of the measure and estimate any reductions in gannet bycatch. The success of the
measure will be estimated through a comparison with non-mitigated fisheries which will be
determined through either pre-implementation monitoring, or through a treatment vs control
study. The specific mitigation measures to be implemented will be dependent on discussions
with skippers, though it is expected this is likely to include a combination of bird-scaring lines,
weighted lines, night setting and/or offal management based on existing evidence and
stakeholder feedback as outlined within the literature review.
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5.2.25 Post-consent, the Applicant will create a steering committee to discuss and advise on the
details of fishing vessel identification, implementation, monitoring, reporting, and any other
measures deemed necessary for the successful implementation of the gannet bycatch
mitigation compensation measure. Core members are predicted to include SNCBs, fishing
vessels/fisheries groups and local council(s). These discussions will inform the detailed
Compensation Implementation and Management Plan (CIMP) and support the implementation
of the measure.

5.2.26 Onshore Creation of Nesting Space Evidence and Roadmap

Background

5.2.27 The Applicant proposes to enhance habitat through vegetation clearance, drainage
management or the placement of metal ledge “hammocks” into the cliffs at an existing non-
SPA colony along the Scottish east coast to optimise guillemot and kittiwake productivity. At
the time of writing, NatureScot do not support this measure, as reflected in their response to
a recent application for Muir Mhor. Nesting habitat is not generally considered a limiting factor
for guillemot and kittiwake in Scotland. Nonetheless, given the extremely low level of impact
anticipated for kittiwake in the current project, there remains merit in progressing this
measure. With regard to similar proposals for kittiwake, NatureScot state that there are other
factors causing the decline in kittiwake populations and have previously recommended
progressing alternative compensation measures which will be of wider benefit to the kittiwake
populations impacted by offshore wind farm plans and projects.

5.2.28 NatureScot have previously stated that more detail would be required to consider onshore ANS
for kittiwake as a viable compensation measure on the Scottish east coast, and it is assumed
that the same would apply for guillemot. Via feedback on a recent project, the regulator stated
that further detail regarding the proposed monitoring of productivity success, as well as site-
specific evidence demonstrating that nesting space is a limiting factor at the chosen site(s),
would be required for the measure to be considered a viable option by NatureScot..
Furthermore, consideration would need to be given to geodiversity/ coastal habitat SSSI
features, or historic environment designations, both of which could be barriers to deploying
metal ledges in a cliff face.

5.2.29 During previous consultations for a similar project, the RSPB queried the relevance of onshore
ANS hammocks for kittiwake in east Scotland. Reference by the RSPB was made to the
successful work that the charity has done regarding hammocks on Coquet Island. However, the
RSPB stated that while there was a lack of nesting opportunities on that island as evidenced by
quick uptake of nest sites, in their view and as indicated by the Seabird Monitoring Report
(SMP) 2023, the major driver in the decline of kittiwake is a reduced prey availability, likely due
to changes in sea temperatures and increased fishing efforts prior to the introduction of the
restrictions on sandeel harvest. The RSPB do not believe that there is evidence of a lack of
nesting opportunities along the stretch of coast where the locations for ANS are suggested.

5.2.30 These concerns from both NatureScot and the RSPB are noted, and are addressed below.
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Introduction

5.2.31 While nesting space is not generally a limiting factor across the whole east coast of Scotland, it
can be at particularly successful colonies. The Applicant has located one of these such colonies
and the proposed measure is intended to draw in birds that may currently be non-breeders or
associated with unsuccessful colonies elsewhere into a successful, highly productive colony
through providing additional nesting space.

5.2.32 Additional nesting space can be created through enhancement of available habitat, either the
provision of artificial platforms for nesting (such as bespoke structures like standalone
‘kittiwake towers’, either onshore or offshore), the use of onshore ‘hammocks’ to create
nesting ledges on cliffs at existing colonies, or through habitat management such as the
removal of non-native plant species that may obstruct successful breeding, for example the
removal of tree mallow from puffin colonies. A literature review was undertaken to support the
use of habitat enhancement to increase kittiwake and guillemot productivity, presented below.

5.2.33 The Applicant presents evidence to support the proposal of onshore artificial nesting structures
(ANS) in the form of hammocks with the aim of increasing kittiwake and guillemot productivity
at an existing colony. It is considered that this will provide a compensation quantum of at least
2.45 additional adult birds per annum for kittiwake and 65.6 birds per year for guillemot (Table
1.1) to be recruited into the existing regional population, as discussed further below. The
measure aims to combat the overall low productivity of colonies in the region by providing
additional nesting space at a successful, thriving sub-colony.

5.2.34 ANS can be optimised to reduce the potential for negative pressures resulting from predation
(for example, one or more sheltered sides on the hammock to deter nest predation by avian
predators), weather (by installing the hammock on a sheltered aspect), and disturbance (by
selecting a location away from roads, footpaths and anthropogenic structures). These
customisation options serve to ensure the success of such a measure in providing the low level
of compensation required for this species as a result of predicted impacts from the Proposed
Development.

5.2.35 Implementation of hammocks requires evidence that a colony is being limited by the lack of
additional available space. This is a key issue for this measure, as NatureScot and other
stakeholders generally do not consider that lack of breeding habitat is a limiting factor.
Therefore, a review of colonies with the potential to be expanded was undertaken, providing a
strong evidence base with regard to space being limited, and a clear plan for the creation of a
sufficient amount of additional nesting space is provided.
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Measure justification

5.2.36 Kittiwake and guillemot declines in Britain are thought to be driven primarily by two factors:
low breeding productivity and adult mortality (Coulson, 2017). For kittiwake, there is strong
evidence that low productivity is a key driver, with long-term data showing a decline in the
number of chicks fledged per breeding pair (Coulson, 2011). Specifically, Coulson (2017) notes
that at many sites in recent years, fewer than 0.8 chicks per pair have been fledged which is
insufficient to maintain population levels. In contrast, adult mortality appears to be a less
significant factor. Coulson (2017) reports that adult survival rates between 1985 and 2015
remained relatively stable, suggesting that increased mortality is unlikely to explain the
observed population declines. Low productivity is likely linked to reduced prey availability at
certain colonies. However, this limitation can be addressed by enhancing breeding success at
colonies where prey availability is not a concern, for example, by installing hammocks at already
productive sites.

5.2.37 High-density kittiwake colonies are less susceptible to predation pressure, meaning that
increasing colony density can lead to improvements in breeding success, in part due to mob
response to avian predators (Massaro et al., 2001). Low levels of productivity have been
reported from small, low-density colonies, which can result in long-term impacts on levels of
recruitment (Massaro et al., 2001). Indeed, kittiwake are more likely to move to a different
colony if pairs around them have low productivity rates (Boulinier et al., 2008; Ponchon et al.,,
2015).

5.2.38 Furthermore, social effects are reportedly strong in kittiwake, with evidence suggesting that
pairs that nest in the centre of a colony or sub-colony are more likely to exhibit higher rates of
both survival and productivity, although this effect is not density dependent (Ruffino et al.,
2020).

Compensation Requirement

5.2.39 The maximum predicted impact of the Proposed Development is 2.45 adult kittiwake and 65.6
adult guillemot (Table 1.1). For a measure to compensate at a 1:1 ratio for the largest Proposed
Development impact using NatureScot guidance, a minimum of seven (6.57) additional
breeding pairs would be sufficient to recruit 2.45 adult kittiwakes into the adult population
every year and 360 additional breeding pairs of guillemot would generate 65.6 adults per year.
This compensation requirement was calculated using the Hornsea Four Calculation Method
(APEM, 2022) using demographic rates presented in Horswill and Robinson (2015). This method
calculates the number of breeding pairs required to generate a given number of adult birds,
considering age specific survival rates to calculate how many juveniles are needed, and then
productivity rates to calculate the number of nests needed to produce the required number of
juveniles. Benefit will be measured through uptake of improved habitat and overall colony size
and productivity.
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5.2.40 A significant benefit of the onshore ANS compensation measure is the continuation of colony
growth year-on-year, as well as an opportunity for an expansion in range and density. Given
the relatively low compensation quantum to offset predicted impacts from the Proposed
Development, the measure could be designed to far exceed the compensation requirement.
The proposed location of the habitat enhancement or hammocks will serve to attract birds
from nearby colonies and, in doing so, will further increase the productivity of the target colony
by allowing for higher density nesting areas.

Site Selection: Location

5.2.41 The site selection process focussed on the east coast of Scotland due to the location of the
Proposed Development, circa 84 km off the Aberdeenshire coast, meaning that the highest
predicted impacts on both species were apportioned to SPAs in this area due to their relative
proximity to the Aspen Array Area in terms of kittiwake and guillemot connectivity — namely
Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA and Fowlsheugh SPA (Table 1.1). Due to active
management programmes in place at SPAs, site selection was targeted at non-SPA colonies in
the region. The longlist was narrowed to a shortlist of colonies situated between Buchan Ness
to Collieston Coast SPA and Fowlsheugh SPA, which were then assessed for occupancy and
productivity.

5.2.42 Athriving sub-colony at Cove Bay on the southern coast of the City of Aberdeen was identified
as having potential to benefit from habitat enhancement. There are several locations within
the section of cliff, that are currently unoccupied by nesting kittiwake or guillemot due to
geology (i.e., inappropriate areas of cliff face) and vegetation encroachment. It is considered
that there is potential to recruit more breeding pairs to this successful sub-colony through the
provision of additional nesting habitat. Given the low impacts predicted on both species, the
Applicant suggests that these will be able to be compensated for using a small number of
hammocks.

5.2.43 Two of several potential hammock locations are proposed for an area of sheer cliff and an area
subject to vegetation encroachment, located centrally within the colony and suitably distant
from both the top and bottom of the cliff face. All potential areas within the cliff face that could
also be utilised will be subject to review by botany and geology experts in order to ensure that
the conditions of the designated features of the Cove SSSI (Dickie's bladder-fern Cystopteris
dickieana and maritime cliff) are maintained.

Site Selection: Design Criteria

5.2.44 Kittiwake and guillemot typically nest in dense colonies and sub-colonies on narrow ledges
along steep cliffs (Coulson, 2011; Eveillard-Buchoux et al., 2019). Nesting ledges tend to be a
minimum of 8 x 8 centimetres (cm), but ledges approximately 20 x 20 cm are preferred, with
larger ledges (50 cm+) avoided by kittiwake (Olsthoorn and Nelson, 1990).
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5.2.45 On larger cliffs, usually those over 100 metres (m) in height, kittiwake nest sites are often
situated in the central to lower sections of the cliff (Coulson, 2011; Eveillard-Buchoux et al.,
2019), likely to avoid predation from rats and other predators near the clifftop where access to
the colony is easier. Conversely, on smaller cliff faces, the species tends to utilise a higher
proportion of the available space, with the exception of a small gap at both the top (circa 6 m)
and bottom (c. 5 m) to prevent nest washout from large waves and exposure to predation risk
(Coulson, 2011; Eveillard-Buchoux et al., 2019). Guillemot tend to utilise higher parts of the cliff
face where these afford suitable habitat.

5.2.46 Both species tend to avoid nesting sites with overhangs or ceilings, although they have been
recorded nesting inside coastal caves (Coulson, 2011; Eveillard-Buchoux et al., 2019) as well as
under small overhangs on anthropogenic structures such a building facades for kittiwake.
Despite their general preference for uncovered nest sites, both species shows a preference for
sites with one or more sheltered sides, which can offer some protection from avian predators
(Massaro et al., 2001), although fully enclosed nest sites are avoided by the species (Olsthoorn
and Nelson, 1990).

In the UK, kittiwake nests are typically located in areas that can withstand extreme weather
conditions (Coulson, 2011). Exposure to adverse weather, particularly wind (Christensen-
Dalsgaard et al., 2018) and rain (Alvestad, 2015) can negatively impact kittiwake breeding
success. Sheltered ledges have been recorded as having higher success rate than those that are
exposed to direct sunlight (@rsted, 2020).

5.2.47 The hammock will be designed to conform with the preferred nest site requirements detailed
above in terms of size and shelter in order to provide optimal conditions for breeding success.
Consultation on the feasibility, location and design specifications will be undertaken with
relevant stakeholders as required, including NatureScot, the RSPB, and the City of Aberdeen
Council.

5.2.48 Post-consent, the Applicant will create a steering committee to discuss and advise on the
details of location, implementation, monitoring, maintenance, reporting, and any other
measures deemed necessary for the successful implementation of the onshore ANS
compensation measure. Core members are predicted to include SNCBs, the RSPB, landowners
and local council(s). These discussions will inform the Compensation Implementation and
Management Plan (CIMP) and support the implementation of the measure.

5.2.49 Should the habitat enhancement measure proposed for guillemot not be deemed suitable or
feasible, a similar process to that outlined for puffin (see section 5.2.51 below) will be utilised
to determine an appropriate measure for guillemot.

Confounding and External Influences

5.2.50 Itis anticipated that prey availability in the area is sufficient to support an uplift in the number
of both species due to the low compensation requirements in comparison with the existing
large colony present at the proposed site. Similarly, the location is anticipated to be adequately
sheltered from extreme weather given the breeding success of the existing colony. This will be
confirmed as part of the implementation monitoring plan (see Section 6)
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5.2.51 Provision of Proposed Development-led Puffin Compensation

5.2.52 Provision of puffin compensation will be delivered by the following process. Suitable sites for
compensation will be established through;

= |dentification of key pressures on puffin;

= |dentification of puffin colonies where key pressures are exerting sufficient stress to limit the
population;

= Assessment of the feasibility of delivering mitigation against the pressure at a given colony;
= Assessment of the scale at which the measure would be required at the identified site; and
= Implementation in partnership with key stakeholders and land-owners.

5.2.53 Given the low predicted impacts on puffin (3.66 birds) it is likely that a measure can be
implemented at a relatively small scale. A measure that aims to reduce encroachment of non-
native or even native plants within a puffin colony, such as that proposed for Project Puffin in
the Forth Islands SPA could be implemented at any island or mainland colony where vegetation
encroachment occurs. Project Puffin implements control of tree mallow (an invasive plant
species) that restricts puffin breeding by limiting access to nesting burrows. On Craigleith (an
island in the Firth of Forth, and part of the Forth Islands SPA), the puffin population declined
from 12,100 apparently occupied burrows (AOB) in 2003 to 2,640 AOB on 2018. Since the
implementation of tree mallow control, the population has risen to 5,135 AOB in 2024. If a
suitable colony with vegetation encroachment cannot be found, the potential for puffin
breeding success to be limited by anthropogenic disturbance will be investigated. Key colonies
such as the Isle of May and Noss are visited by large numbers of people during the breeding
season, with footpaths running alongside breeding areas. Investigation of breeding success in
parts of the colony that suffer from anthropogenic disturbance would determine to what
degree areduction in that disturbance, through either re-routing or closing the footpath, would
increase productivity, and therefore to what extent the measure would need to be
implemented to deliver the required number of birds.

5.2.54 It is possible for puffin that the presence of humans may enhance breeding prospects. Large
gulls predate young seabirds and the presence of humans next to puffin colonies may prevent
this from occurring. This would also be investigated by the Applicant, and if found to be
appropriate, may form the measure to be implemented.
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6 Implementation and Governance

6.1.1 As discussed throughout this document, the Applicant has four potential approaches to
delivering compensation, with the preferred option being a contribution to the MRF. The
finalised compensation approach will be confirmed post-consent and agreed within the
Steering Group.

6.1.2 A detailed plan of compensation delivery is provided within the draft CIMP see Appendix A).
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7 Conclusion

7.1.1 This document presents a ‘without prejudice’ compensation plan and approach by the
Applicant for the development of the compensatory measures proposed for the Proposed
Development for impacts to the following sites/features:

= Kittiwake for Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA and Fowlsheugh SPA,
= Gannet for Forth Islands SPA;

= Guillemot for Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; and

= Puffin for Forth Islands SPA.

7.1.2 The document has provided a summary of impacts and possible compensation requirements
should the Scottish Ministers disagree with the Applicant’s conclusions in the RIAA of no AEoSI.

7.1.3 The document has provided an overview of the different types of compensation measure
available to the Applicant, including strategic, collaborative and Applicant led. The plan has
detailed the Applicant’s approach to the development of the long-list and short-list of measures
to be explored, as well as the reasoning for the subsequent progression or rejection of
measures. It also provides some background on relevant strategic workstreams in which the
Applicant is engaged. The Applicants preferred compensation pathway to deliver ornithological
compensation is through strategic mechanisms with a preference on contributing to the
Scottish MRF. However, in case this preferred route is not feasible or suitable, alternative
delivery pathways have been identified and are being progressed. Collaborative options are
being explored, and Proposed Development-led measures for gannet, kittiwake and guillemot
are outlined, along with an approach to identify appropriate locations and measures to deliver
puffin compensation.

7.1.4 A compensation implementation and monitoring plan to deliver any required compensation
for these sites/features will be prepared based on the strategy set out in the final version of
this Plan.

7.1.5 This plan alongside the ‘without prejudice’ derogation case provides the information needed
to reassure the Scottish Ministers that the Applicant is able to secure compensation should
they find an AEQSI in their AA.

43 of 52 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@ @ @ Revision: 01



CERULEAN O e
VWINDS G APEroup

8 References

Allbrook, D.L. and Quinn, J.L. (2020), 'The effectiveness of regulatory signs in controlling human
behaviour and Northern gannet (Morus bassanus) disturbance during breeding: an experimental test’,
Journal for Nature Conservation, Volume 58: 125915.

Anderson, O.R.J., Thompson, D. & Parsons, M. 2022. Seabird bycatch mitigation: evidence base for
possible UK application and research. JNCC Report No. 717, JNCC, Peterborough. ISSN 0963-8091

Almeida, A., Alonso, H., Oliveira, N., Silva, E. and Andrade, J. (2023), 'Using a visual deterrent to
reduce seabird interactions with gillnets', Biological Conservation, 285, 110236.

Allbrook, D. and Quinn, J.L. (2020) ‘The effectiveness of regulatory signs in controlling human
behaviour and Northern gannet (Morus bassanus) disturbance during breeding: an experimental test’,
Journal for Nature Conservation, 58:1381-1617.

Alvestad, R. J. (2015). ‘Effects of climate on chick growth in the black-legged kittiwake (Rissa
tridactyla)’. Master's thesis: NTNU.

APEM. (2022), 'Hornsea Project Four, G1.41 Calculation Methods of Hornsea Four’s Proposed
Compensation Measures for Features of the FFC SPA".
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010098/EN010098-001040-Hornsea%20Project%20Four%20-
%20G1.41%20Calculation%20Methods%200f%20Hornsea%20Fours%20Proposed%20Compensation%
20Measures%20for%20Features%200f%20the%20FFC%20SPA.pdf [Accessed June 2025].

Araujo, H., Correia-Rodrigues, P., Debru, P., Ferreira, M., Vingada, J. and Eira, C. (2022). Balearic
shearwater and northern gannet bycatch risk assessment in Portuguese Continental Waters.
Biological Conservation, 267, pp. 109463

Ardoin, N.M., Bowers, A.W. and Gaillard, E. (2020) ‘Environmental education outcomes for
conservation: A systematic review’, Biological Conservation, 241:108224.

Beale, C.M. and Monaghan, P. (2005), 'Modeling the Effects of Limiting the Number of Visitors on
Failure Rates of Seabird Nests', Conservation Biology, 19/6: 2015-2019.

Beale, C. M. (2007). ‘Managing visitor access to seabird colonies: a spatial simulation and empirical
observation’, IBIS 149, 102-111.

Bergamo, P.J. Rito K.F., Viana B.F., Garcia E., Lughadha E.N., Maués M.M., Rech A.R,, Silva F.D.S.,
Varassin |.G., Agostini K., Marques M.C.M., Maruyama P.K., Ravena N., Garibaldi L.A., Knight T.M.,
Oliveira P.E.A.M., Oppata A.K., Saraiva A.M., Tambosi L.R., Tsukahara R.Y., Freitas L., Wolowski M.
(2023) ‘Integrating public engagement to intensify pollination services through ecological restoration’,
iScience, 26/8:107276.

Blanchard, K.A. and Monroe, M.C. (1990) ‘Culture and conservation: strategies for reversing
population declines in seabirds’, Endangered Species Update, 7:1-5.

44 of 52 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

Revision: 01


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010098/EN010098-001040-Hornsea%20Project%20Four%20-%20G1.41%20Calculation%20Methods%20of%20Hornsea%20Fours%20Proposed%20Compensation%20Measures%20for%20Features%20of%20the%20FFC%20SPA.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010098/EN010098-001040-Hornsea%20Project%20Four%20-%20G1.41%20Calculation%20Methods%20of%20Hornsea%20Fours%20Proposed%20Compensation%20Measures%20for%20Features%20of%20the%20FFC%20SPA.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010098/EN010098-001040-Hornsea%20Project%20Four%20-%20G1.41%20Calculation%20Methods%20of%20Hornsea%20Fours%20Proposed%20Compensation%20Measures%20for%20Features%20of%20the%20FFC%20SPA.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010098/EN010098-001040-Hornsea%20Project%20Four%20-%20G1.41%20Calculation%20Methods%20of%20Hornsea%20Fours%20Proposed%20Compensation%20Measures%20for%20Features%20of%20the%20FFC%20SPA.pdf

O fmen GoBe

Boulinier, T., McCoy, K.D., Yoccoz, N. G., Gasparini, J., and Tveraa, T. (2008). ‘Public information
affects breeding dispersal in a colonial bird: Kittiwakes cue on neighbours’. Biology Letters 4, 538—
540.

Bradbury, G., Shackshaft, M., Scott-Hayward, S., Rexstad, E., Miller, D. and Edwards., D. (2017) ‘Risk
assessment of seabird bycatch in UK waters’. WWT Consulting report to Defra.

Brown, A. & Price, D. & Slader, P. & Booker, H. & Lock, L. & Deveney, D.. (2011). Seabirds on Lundy:
Their current status, recent history and prospects for the restoration of a onceimportant bird area.
British Birds. 104. 139-158.

Byers, B.A. (2003) ‘Education, Communication and Outreach (ECO) — Success Stories: Solving
Conservation Problems by Changing Behavior’. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Conservation
Training Center Division of Education Outreach Report.

Christensen-Dalsgaard, S., May, R. F., Barrett, R. T., Langset, M., Sandercock, B. K. and Lorentsen, S. H.
(2018). ‘Prevailing weather conditions and diet composition affect chick growth and survival in the
black-legged kittiwake’. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 604, pp.237-249.

Coulson, J.C. (2011) ‘The Kittiwake’. London: A & C Black.

Coulson, J.C. (2017) ‘Productivity of the Black-legged Kittiwake Rissa tridactyla required to maintain
numbers’. Bird Study, 64(1), pp.84-89.

Curti, M. and Valdez, U. (2009) ‘Incorporating Community Education in the Strategy for Harpy Eagle
Conservation in Panama’, The Journal of Environmental Education, 40/4:3-16.

Dias, M.P., Martin, R., Pearmain, E.J., Burfield, I.J., Small, C., Phillips, R.A., Yates, O., Lascelles, B.,
Borboroglu, P.G., and Croxall, J.P. Threats to seabirds: A global assessment, Biological Conservation,
Volume 237, 2019, Pages 525-537, ISSN 0006-3207, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.06.033.

Dalrymple, S.A. (2023), ‘Predator exclusion fencing improves productivity at a mixed colony of Herring
Gulls Larus argentatus, Lesser Black-backed Gulls L. fuscus and Great Black-backed Gulls L. marinus’,
Seabird 35: 31-46.

Dias, M.P. et al. (2019), ‘Threats to Seabirds: A global assessment’, Biological Conservation, 237, pp.
525-537.

Donnelly, R.E., Prots, A. and Donnelly, C.A. (2021) ‘Better educational signage could reduce
disturbance of resting dolphins’, PloS ONE, 16/4:€0248732.

Eveillard-Buchoux, M., Beninger, P. G., Chadenas, C., and Sellier, D. (2019). 'Small-scale natural
landscape features and seabird nesting sites: the importance of geodiversity for conservation’.

Landscape Ecology, 34:2295-2306.

Furness, R.W., MacArthur, D., Trinder, M. and MacArthur, K. (2013), 'Evidence review to support the
identification of potential conservation measures for selected species of seabirds', Report to Defra.

Furness, R.W., Goodship, N., Raveh, S. and Philip, E. (2024), ‘Potential actions to support recovery of
seabird populations in Scotland’, NatureScot Research Report 1370.

45 of 52 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@ @ @ Revision: 01



A7 CERULEAN O
\ W WINDS G LE%

Gobe Consultants Ltd. (2024), 'Muir Mhor Offshore Wind Farm, Derogation Case— Appendix A:
Ornithological Compensation Plan'. https://muirmhor.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/MMH-
GBE-A004-ENV-0006-602-Derogation-Case-Appendix-A-Ornithological-Compensation-Measures.pdf
[Accessed: June 2025]

Grémillet, D., Péron, C., Lescroél, A,, Fort, J., Patrick, S.C., Besnard, A. and Provost, P. (2020), ‘No way
home: collapse in northern gannet survival rates point to critical marine ecosystem perturbation’.
Marine Biology 167: 189

Horswill, C. and Robinson, R.A. (2015), 'Review of seabird demographic rates and density
dependence', INCC Report No. 552, Joint Nature Conservation Committee, Peterborough.

Howe, C., Obgenova, O. and Milner-Gulland, E.J. (2012) ‘Evaluating the effectiveness of a public
awareness campaign as a conservation intervention: the saiga antelope Saiga tatarica in Kalmykia,
Russia’, Oryx, 46/2:269-277.

Kingston, A., Northridge, S., Paxton, C. G. and Buratti, J. P. F. (2023), ‘Improving understanding of
seabird bycatch in Scottish longline fisheries and exploring potential solutions’, Scottish Government.

Kihn, E. et al. (2008) ‘Getting the public involved in butterfly conservation: Lessons learned from a
new monitoring scheme in Germany’, Israel Journal of Ecology & Evolution, 54:89—-103.

Le Bot, T. et al. (2019) ‘Fishery discards do not compensate natural prey shortage in northern gannets
from the English Channel’, Biological Conservation, 236, pp. 375—384.
doi:10.1016/j.biocon.2019.05.040.

Lépez, R. Clapperton, B. K. and Medina-Voguel, G. (2023), 'A global review of the American mink
(Neovison vison) removal techniques—Patagonia as a case study for their potential application’,
Gayana, 87/1; 43-62.

MacLeod, I. (2023), 'Hebridean Mink Project', [online] NatureScot.
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-
wildlife/hebridean-mink-project [Accessed: June 2025].

Marine Directorate (2023). Improving understanding of seabird bycatch in Scottish longline fisheries
and exploring potential solutions. Available at: https://www.gov.scot/publications/improving-
understanding-seabird-bycatch-scottish-longline-fisheries-exploring-potential-solutions/pages/1/
[Accessed: July 2025].

Massaro, M., Chardine, J. W., and Jones, I. L. (2001). ‘Relationships between black-legged kittiwake
nest-site characteristics and susceptibility to predation by large gulls’. The Condor, 103/4:793-801.

Melvin, E. F., Guy, T.J. and Read, L. B. (2014), ‘Best practice seabird bycatch mitigation for pelagic
longline fisheries targeting tuna and related species’, Fisheries Research, 149, 5-18.

Morrison, P. and Allcorn, R. (2006), ‘The effectiveness of different methods to deter large gulls Larus
spp from competing with nesting terns Sterna spp on Coquet Island RSPB reserve, Northumberland,
England’, Conservation Evidence 3: 84-87.

46 of 52 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

Revision: 01


https://muirmhor.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/MMH-GBE-A004-ENV-0006-602-Derogation-Case-Appendix-A-Ornithological-Compensation-Measures.pdf
https://muirmhor.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/12/MMH-GBE-A004-ENV-0006-602-Derogation-Case-Appendix-A-Ornithological-Compensation-Measures.pdf
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-wildlife/hebridean-mink-project
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-wildlife/hebridean-mink-project

CERULEAN O e
WINDS G APEroup

NatureScot. (2020), ‘Pole-mounted top nets and birds at finfish farms’, NatureScot Interim Technical
Briefing Note.

NatureScot (2023), 'Hebridean Mink Project’, [online] NatureScot.
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-
wildlife/hebridean-mink-project [Accessed: June 2025].

NIRAS. (2024), 'Salamander Offshore Wind Farm — Volume RP.A.3, Report 2: HRA Derogation Case,
Compensation Plan Roadmap'.

https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/rp.a.3.2 hra derogation case compensation plan roadm
ap.pdf [Accessed: June 2025].

Northridge S., Kingston, A. and Coram, A. (2020), ‘Preliminary estimates of seabird bycatch by UK
vessels in UK and adjacent waters’, Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC), Peterborough.

Oliveira, N., Almeida, A., Alonso, H., Constantino, E., Ferreira, A., Gutierrez, |. and Andrade, J. (2020),
'A contribution to reducing bycatch in a high priority area for seabird conservation in Portugal', Bird
Conservation International, 31/4: 553-572.

@rsted. (2020). ‘Response to the Secretary of State’s Minded to Approve Letter Annex 2 to Appendix
2: Kittiwake Artificial Nest Provisioning: Ecological Evidence’. Available online: https://nsip-
documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN010109-001007-
13.1%20Gateshead%20Kittiwake%20Tower%20Modification%20Quantification%200f%20Productivity
%20Benefits%20Technical%20Note.pdf [Accessed: July 2025].

Olsthoorn, J. C. M. and Nelson, J. B. (1990). ‘The availability of breeding sites for some British
seabirds’. Bird Study, 37/3: 145-164.

Orsted. (2022), ‘Hornsea Project For: Compensation measures for FFC SPA: Gannet Bycatch
Reduction: Ecological Evidence’, March 2022.

Orsted. (2025), ‘Hornsea Project Four: Executive Summary — Offshore Bycatch Monitoring’, April
2025.

Parker, G. C. (2017), ‘Stocktake of measures for mitigating the incidental capture of seabirds in New
Zealand commercial fisheries’, Report to Southern Seabird Solutions Trust by Parker Conservation,
Dunedin.

Ponchon, A., Chambert, T., Lobato, E., Tveraa, T., Grémillet, D., and Boulinier, T. (2015). ‘Breeding
failure induces large scale prospecting movements in the black-legged kittiwake’. Journal of
Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 473, 138—145.

Ramirez, I., Mitchell, D., Vulcano, A., Rouxel, Y., Marchowski, D., Almeida, A., Arcos, J.M., Cortes, V.,
Lange, G., Morkunas, J., Oliveira, N. and Paiva, V.H. (2024), ‘Seabird bycatch in European waters’,
Animal Conservation, 27(6), pp. 737-752.

Rice, W.L. et al. (2023) ‘The impact of graphic design on attention capture and behavior among

outdoor recreationists: Results from an exploratory persuasive signage experiment’, Journal of
Outdoor Recreation and Tourism, 42:100606.

47 of 52 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@ @ @ Revision: 01


https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-wildlife/hebridean-mink-project
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-wildlife/hebridean-mink-project
https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/rp.a.3.2_hra_derogation_case_compensation_plan_roadmap.pdf
https://marine.gov.scot/sites/default/files/rp.a.3.2_hra_derogation_case_compensation_plan_roadmap.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN010109-001007-13.1%20Gateshead%20Kittiwake%20Tower%20Modification%20Quantification%20of%20Productivity%20Benefits%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN010109-001007-13.1%20Gateshead%20Kittiwake%20Tower%20Modification%20Quantification%20of%20Productivity%20Benefits%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN010109-001007-13.1%20Gateshead%20Kittiwake%20Tower%20Modification%20Quantification%20of%20Productivity%20Benefits%20Technical%20Note.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN010109-001007-13.1%20Gateshead%20Kittiwake%20Tower%20Modification%20Quantification%20of%20Productivity%20Benefits%20Technical%20Note.pdf

CERULEAN O e
WINDS G Apéiroup

Rouxel, Y., Crawford, R., Buratti, J.P., Cleasby, I.R. (2022), ‘Slow sink rate in floated-demersal longline
and implications for seabird bycatch rate’, PLOS One 17(4), e0267169.

Ruffino, L., Thompson, D., O’'Brien, S. (2020) ‘Black-legged kittiwake population dynamics and drivers
of population change in the context of offshore wind development’. INCC Report No. 651
(Peterborough: INCC).

Scottish Government. (2024), 'Update on delivery of an updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore
Wind Energy. (SMP-OWE)', Letter issued 4 March 2024. https://www.parliament.scot/-
/media/files/committees/net-zero-energy-and-transport-committee/correspondence/2024/sectoral-
marine-plan-update-offshore-wind-4-march-2024.pdf [Accessed: June 2025].

Scottish Government. (2024), The Scottish Seabird Vulnerability Report. Scottish Seabird
Conservation Action Plan - Vulnerability Report [Accessed: July 2025].

Stanbury, A., Thomas, S., Aegerter, J., Brown, A., Bullock, D., Eaton, M., Lock, L., Luxmoore, R., Roy, S.,
Whitaker, S. and Oppel, S. (2017). ‘Prioritising islands in the United Kingdom and crown dependencies
for the eradication of invasive alien vertebrates and rodent biosecurity’. European Journal of Wildlife

Research, 63, 31.

Tapia-Harris, C. and Evans, T. (2024), ‘Feasibility of strategic ornithological compensatory measures in
the Scottish context’, RSPB Science, Scottish Government.

Watson, H., Bolton, M. and Monaghan, P. (2014), 'Out of sight but not out of harm’s way: Human
disturbance reduces reproductive success of a cavity-nesting seabird’, Biological Conservation, 174:
127-133.

Wrobel, S. (2021), 'Handy hammocks — Getting creative for kittiwakes'.
https://community.rspb.org.uk/ourwork/b/natureshomemagazine/posts/handy-hammocks---getting-
creative-for-kittiwakes [Accessed: June 2025].

Zonfrillo, B. (2001), ‘Ailsa Craig before and after the eradication of rats in 1991’, Ayrshire Bird Report
2000: 4-1.

48 of 52 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@ @ @ Revision: 01


https://www.parliament.scot/-/media/files/committees/net-zero-energy-and-transport-committee/correspondence/2024/sectoral-marine-plan-update-offshore-wind-4-march-2024.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/-/media/files/committees/net-zero-energy-and-transport-committee/correspondence/2024/sectoral-marine-plan-update-offshore-wind-4-march-2024.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/-/media/files/committees/net-zero-energy-and-transport-committee/correspondence/2024/sectoral-marine-plan-update-offshore-wind-4-march-2024.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/consultation-paper/2024/12/scottish-seabird-conservation-action-plan-vulnerability-report/documents/scottish-seabird-vulnerability-report/scottish-seabird-vulnerability-report/govscot%3Adocument/scottish-seabird-vulnerability-report.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/consultation-paper/2024/12/scottish-seabird-conservation-action-plan-vulnerability-report/documents/scottish-seabird-vulnerability-report/scottish-seabird-vulnerability-report/govscot%3Adocument/scottish-seabird-vulnerability-report.pdf
https://community.rspb.org.uk/ourwork/b/natureshomemagazine/posts/handy-hammocks---getting-creative-for-kittiwakes
https://community.rspb.org.uk/ourwork/b/natureshomemagazine/posts/handy-hammocks---getting-creative-for-kittiwakes

A

S GoBe

APEMGroup

Appendix A: Draft Compensation

Implementation Monitoring Plan

A.l

8.1.1

8.1.2

A.2

8.13

8.1.4

Introduction

This Appendix provides details on the draft Implementation and Monitoring Plan (IMP) that
will be developed by the Applicant post-consent. The CIMP will be developed in accordance
with the Compensation Plan, and is relevant to strategic, collaborative, and/or Proposed
Development-led compensation measures outlined in the Compensation Plan.

This document outlines information that will be provided, including:
Consultation;
Scale and location;
Delivery Mechanism;
Delivery timeline;
Monitoring and adaptive management; and

Reporting.
Consultation

The Applicant will establish a Steering Group to support the implementation, monitoring,
reporting, adaptive management, and other relevant aspects of the compensation measures.
The group will:

Monitor progress to ensure compensation objectives are defined and met;

Provide expert input on ecological, technical, and analytical matters;

Advise on key decisions, targets, and implementation timelines;

Recommend corrective actions where objectives are not achieved;

Conduct scheduled reviews to support delivery and discharge of consent conditions;
Promote transparency and maintain a clear audit trail; and

Share regular updates with a wider stakeholder audience

Membership will be confirmed post-submission and is expected to include representatives
from the Applicant, NatureScot, Marine Directorate — Licensing Operations Team (MD-LOT),
RSPB, local wildlife trusts, local authorities, and other relevant stakeholders (e.g. commercial
fisheries for bycatch-related measures).
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8.1.5 This section will also summarise consultation undertaken via the Steering Group during CIMP
development. It will include details on membership, meeting schedules, delivery timelines,
review periods, and a record of key decisions, agreements, outstanding issues, and plans for
continued engagement.

A.3 Scale and Location

8.1.6  This section will outline the scale and location of compensation measures required, as
determined by the relevant ecological assessments. The scale of compensation will be
informed by appropriate calculation methodologies and confirmed through the consent
decision. It will apply to both Proposed Development-led, collaborative and/or strategic
compensation measures as appropriate. Where compensation measures refer to a specific
location, this section will also identify the location(s) where compensation measures will be
delivered, supported by evidence of site suitability. Site selection will be refined through
stakeholder consultation, further research, and any relevant on-site monitoring. Information
on securing the necessary rights and permissions for implementation at the chosen
location(s) will also be included.

A.4 Delivery Mechanism

8.1.7 This section will describe the delivery process for implementing compensation measures,
encompassing Proposed Development-led, collaborative and strategic approaches. It will
outline the roles and responsibilities of key stakeholders and delivery partners involved in
implementation. Additionally, it will present the nature and current status of all required
consents and other relevant approvals necessary to secure delivery of the proposed
measures.

A.5 Delivery Timeline

8.1.8 This section will set out the implementation programme for the proposed compensation
measures, including anticipated timescales for delivery. It will detail any lead-in periods and
the expected phasing of compensation quanta throughout the operational timeline of the
Proposed Development. Timing considerations will reflect project-led, collaborative and
strategic delivery pathways, where applicable.

A.6 Monitoring and Adaptive Management

8.1.9 This section will outline the objectives, plans, and schedules for monitoring the proposed
compensation measures, including how the approach aligns with measure-specific goals.
Monitoring will be informed by relevant guidance and will include protocols, indicator design,
data collection and analysis methods, and justification of surveyor expertise. Indicators will
assess implementation, success, early signs of failure, and potential causes.
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8.1.10 Any assumptions and uncertainties underlying the monitoring approach will be described.
The section will also present the adaptive management process, including evaluation
intervals, success criteria, and thresholds for triggering corrective actions. Data analysis will
inform whether measures are effective, in line with Marine Directorate guidance (DTA, 2021),
and a suite of potential adaptive options will be outlined.

A.7 Reporting

8.1.11 This section will set out the reporting requirements for the implementation, monitoring, and
performance of the compensation measures, as agreed with the Steering Group. It will confirm
reporting objectives and timescales, and provide an overview of the expected content of the
reports.
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