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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited (the Applicant) is proposing to develop the Aspen 

Offshore Wind Farm (hereafter ‘the Project’). The Project is made up of both offshore and 

onshore components. The subject of the Offshore Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

(Offshore EIAR) is the offshore infrastructure of the Project seaward of Mean High Water 

Springs (MHWS) which is hereafter referred to as ‘the Proposed Development’. 

 The Aspen Project is a sister project to two other projects: Beech and Cedar, which will be 

developed separately subject to separate applications in due course. All three projects are 

located in the central North Sea, covering a total area of approximately 999 square kilometres 

(km2) (approximately 333 km2 each). The parent company of the Applicant (Cerulean Winds 

(UKCS) Ltd.) intends to build out the three floating Offshore Wind Farms (OWF), Aspen OWF, 

Beech OWF and Cedar OWF, connecting them together via High Voltage Alternating Current 

(HVAC) cables, and a HVAC connection to Scotland, with a possible High Voltage Direct Current 

connection south, together forming the North Sea Renewables Grid (NSRG). 

 The Aspen Array Area covers an area of approximately 333 km2 and is located approximately 

84 km east of Peterhead on the east coast of Scotland (as shown in Figure 1.1). 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, Inter-array Cables (IACs), Inter-link Cables, Offshore Transmission Cables (OTCs) 

and Landfall. 

 An Offshore EIAR has been prepared to fully assess the potential environmental effects 

resulting from the Proposed Development on the receiving environment. The Offshore EIAR 

supports the Section 36 consent and Marine Licence applications being sought by the 

Applicant. 

 The purpose of this Non-Technical Summary (NTS) is to introduce the Proposed Development 

and explain the likely significant environmental effects of the construction, operation and 

maintenance and decommissioning of the Proposed Development, and the measures proposed 

to protect the environment, in accessible and non-technical language. This document will 

ensure the outcomes of the Offshore EIAR are clearly communicated and understood by the 

public, stakeholders and decision makers. For more detailed information, the full Offshore EIAR 

should be referred to (see Volumes 1 - 4). 

 The NTS is structured as follows: 

▪ Introduction; 

▪ Policy and Legislative Context; 

▪ Project Description; 

▪ Site Selection and Alternatives; 

▪ Consultation Process; 
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▪ Environmental Impact Assessment Methodology; and 

▪ Offshore Environmental Effects. 

1.2 The Applicant 

 Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited is a Special Purposed Vehicle (SPV) wholly owned by 

Cerulean Winds (UKCS) Limited, established to develop the Project. Cerulean Winds (UKCS) 

Limited is a UK-based green energy infrastructure and transmission developer dedicated to 

enabling the FLOW sector at scale. Cerulean Winds (UKCS) Limited is committed to developing 

local skills and capability and supporting the UK’s ambition to seize this once-in-a-generation 

opportunity to invigorate a new sector and drive the transition to net zero. Leveraging the 

INTOG leasing round, Cerulean Winds (UKCS) Limited is advancing the NSRG through exclusivity 

agreements over three strategically located sites in the Central North Sea (Aspen Lease Area, 

Beech Lease Area, and Cedar Lease Area).  

Consortium  

 To support a highly efficient development process for the Project, the Applicant has selected 

world class delivery partners for their technical expertise, strategic desire to be leaders in FLOW 

and commitment to participate in the proposed collaborative Alliance consortium. Current 

delivery partners include:  

▪ Siemens Energy (transmission system);  

▪ Worley (systems engineers);  

▪ Haventus (Scotland logistics base)  

▪  NOV (Floating foundation and mooring system design and supply);  

▪ Ocean Installer (transport and installation); and  

▪ Bilfinger (O&M Partner).  

 The delivery partners have worked together during the development phase such that design 

efficiencies and cost-out have been incorporated, logistics and construction optimisation have 

been achieved, and interfaces are properly addressed. It is the intention that the same delivery 

consortium partners seamlessly move onto the construction phase of the project with all the 

benefits of being on the journey as active partners through the whole development phase. 

 The pre-consent involvement of these partners, with their extensive experience in the offshore 

construction sector, has informed the Project design and key project parameters (i.e. number 

of WTGs, OSSs, cables, and, in particular, the floating foundation design and anchoring 

systems). This approach ensures that the EIA can be based on this advanced design, enabling a 

more detailed assessment of the likely significant effects of the Project, and consequently 

enabling stakeholders to have confidence in the assessments undertaken and any relevant 

mitigation measures proposed. 
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2 Key Planning Policy and Legislation 

2.1 Overview 

 As demonstrated through a number of international policies and legislation such as the United 

Nation’s Framework Convention on Climate Change, the Paris Agreement and the Kyoto 

Protocol, there is a global focus on the development and implementation of offshore 

renewable energy sources, such as offshore wind developments. In the UK, there is a growing 

need for domestic electricity generation, not only as a result of the need for low-carbon 

generation sources, but for providing energy security during a time of increasing geo-political 

risk.  

 The UK has introduced its own policies and legislation in order to set ambitious targets with 

regards to the reduction of greenhouse gases, including a target of net zero emissions by 2050 

(2045 in Scotland). The Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 

establish the marine planning framework in Scotland, which includes the requirements for a 

National Marine Plan (which details strategic policies for the sustainable development of 

Scotland’s marine resources) and Regional Marine Plans (which address localised issues). 

 The updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy (INTOG), published as part of the 

Scottish Government’s Sectoral Marine Plan 2, provides a strategic framework specifically for 

offshore wind development that supports innovation and decarbonisation of oil and gas 

infrastructure. INTOG (Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas decarbonisation) is distinct from 

previous planning rounds, as it facilitates smaller-scale innovation projects and projects that 

enable the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from existing oil and gas activities. The plan 

identifies Plan Options considered most suitable for these targeted offshore wind 

developments, based on environmental, technical, and socio-economic considerations. At the 

time of drafting, the Scottish Government’s draft updated Sectoral Marine Plan 2025 is under 

public consultation, and its outcomes may inform future iterations of the framework. 

 As part of the INTOG leasing round, Crown Estate Scotland announced in March 2023 that 13 

projects had received initial exclusivity agreements. These projects fall within Plan Options 

identified under the INTOG framework and represent a combined opportunity to deliver both 

innovation in offshore wind technologies and tangible reductions in emissions from oil and gas 

operations. The Proposed Development is one such project that was awarded an exclusivity 

agreement under the INTOG process, subject to subsequent marine planning and consenting 

processes overseen by the Scottish Government. 
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2.2 Consenting Process 

 Under the EIA process, an EIAR is required to be prepared and submitted to support 

applications for a Section 36 consent, together with a Marine Licence or planning permission 

relating to offshore renewable energy developments if the Proposed Development is likely to 

have a significant effect on the environment due to factors such as the size, nature and location 

of the proposal. Therefore, the Offshore EIA Report (which presents the findings from the EIA 

including measures to avoid, prevent or reduce any likely significant adverse effects on the 

environment), and this NTS, have been prepared to support the Section 36 consent and Marine 

Licence applications for the Proposed Development. Both the Offshore EIA Report and this NTS 

have been prepared in accordance with the following: 

▪ Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017; 

▪ Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017; and 

▪ Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2007. 

 Council Directive (92/43/ECC) (the Habitats Directive) was adopted in 1992, supplying a means 

by which the EU could meet its obligations under the Bern Convention. The Habitats Directive 

ensures the conservation of natural habitats and wild flora and fauna, including in offshore 

waters. This protection is granted through the designation of European Protected Species (EPS) 

and European sites.  

 In accordance with the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994  which apply from 

0 to 12 nm and the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 

which apply from 12 to 200 nm, a Habitats Regulation Appraisal (HRA) has been prepared for 

the Proposed Development. This HRA assesses potential impacts on European Sites that form 

part of the UK Network (including Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), candidate SACs and 

proposed SACs, Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and proposed SPAs, Sites of Community 

Importance, and Ramsar sites (where also designated as one of the previously mentioned 

sites)). This process assesses the potential for the Proposed Development to cause Likely 

Significant Effects (LSE), and where these cannot be disregarded the HRA assesses the potential 

for Adverse Effects on Site Integrity (AEoSI), which is presented in the Report to Inform 

Appropriate Assessment (RIAA). 

 Under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, the 

consenting authority is required to consider whether a licensable activity can affect (other than 

insignificantly) a protected feature of a Nature Conservation Marine Protected Area (NC MPA), 

or any protected ecological or geomorphological process on which any protected feature is 

dependent. Therefore, a Marine Protected Areas Assessment has been prepared and 

submitted as part of the EIAR for the Proposed Development.
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3 Description of the Proposed Development 

3.1 Proposed Development Overview 

 The Proposed Development will be located in the North Sea, with the Aspen Array Area 

positioned approximately 84 km due east of the Peterhead coastline, as shown in Figure 1.1.  

 The Proposed Development is split into the following distinct areas: 

▪ Aspen Array Area: the offshore energy generating site, where the following key 

infrastructure is located: 

▪ Up to 72 WTGs on floating foundations compromising a tower section, nacelle, hub, 

three blades, and associated floating foundations (Figure 3.2); 

▪ Foundation anchors and foundation moorings for each floating foundation, to 

maintain the position of the WTGs and foundations;  

▪ Up to 300 km of IACs, which connect the individual WTGs to each other and then to 

the OSPs, and inter-link cables, which connect the OSPs; and  

▪ Up to three OSPs to transform and export power generated by the WTGs, where the 

IACs transition to the OTCs. 

▪ OTC Corridor: This is the offshore area containing the OTCs which connect the Aspen Array 

Area to the grid connection point on mainland Scotland and contains the following 

infrastructure:  

▪ Up to four OTCs, each up to 155 km in length or 620 km when combined.  

▪ Intertidal Area: This is the area between MHWS and Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS), 

where the OTCs transition towards Landfall and the onshore infrastructure. The OTCs will 

cross the intertidal area via Horizontal Direction Drilling. 

 

Figure 3.1 Indicative Project Overview 
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Figure 3.2 Wind Turbine Generator Overview 

 The operational lifetime of the Proposed Development is anticipated to be up to 35 years. 

 The Applicant’s approach to project design is notably advanced at this stage of development, 

underpinned by early supplier selection and the delivery model and early optimisation of key 

design parameters. As a result, the Project is being progressed with a higher than usual 

(compared to other OWF developments at a similar stage) degree of technical confidence in 

many core components. This depth of early design definition allows for greater confidence in 

the likely scale of impacts assessed within the Offshore EIAR. 

 However, necessary flexibility where required is intentionally maintained through the design 

envelope to accommodate future refinements ahead of final design confirmation. This ensures 

the Project can remain responsive to ongoing site investigations, technological advancements, 

regulatory and stakeholder input and commercial considerations. The defined envelope allows 

for controlled variation within identified maximum parameters while preserving the ability to 

refine elements in a way that does not materially alter the overall environmental conclusions. 

3.2 Site Preparation Activities 

Pre-construction Surveys 

 Prior to the planned four-year construction phase, a number of activities will be undertaken: 

▪ Pre-construction surveys, which will be conducted across the Aspen Array Area and OTC 

Corridor and are expected to have a duration of six months. These surveys will inform the: 

▪ Seabed conditions and morphology; 

▪ Presence/absence of any potential obstructions or hazards; and  

▪ To inform detailed project design work. 
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▪ Site preparations, including: 

▪ Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Clearance, with the preferred method for UXO 

clearance being a low order technique. 

▪ Boulder clearance along the IAC routes, inter-link cable routes, the OTC Corridor and 

within the vicinity of foundation locations, using techniques such as a boulder grab or 

plough/trenching. 

3.3 Construction Phase 

 Construction of the Proposed Development will comprise of: 

▪ WTG foundation installation; 

▪ OSP foundation and topside installation; 

▪ IAC cable installation; 

▪ OTC and Inter-link cable installation; and 

▪ Phased WTG commissioning following testing. 

 The floating foundation and WTG are expected to be assembled in a large-scale construction 

port. The integration of the WTGs onto the foundations is expected to occur onshore at the 

port rather than at the Aspen Array Area (although, alternatively a jack-up vessel could be used 

to complete integration along the quay). Where possible, early-stage commissioning will be 

carried out at the port to reduce the scope of commissioning activities offshore. The final phase 

is to tow out the integrated WTGs to the Aspen Array Area and hook up to the pre-laid mooring 

lines. The IAC pull in and connection, commissioning and energisation will then follow once 

hook up of WTG and floating foundation is complete. 

 The construction programme is expected to last up to four years. Although construction 

activities typically occur sequentially, there are expected to be periods where selection 

activities occur concurrently.  

3.4 Operation and Maintenance Phase 

 It is expected that the Proposed Development will have an operational lifetime of 

approximately 35 years. The overall O&M strategy will be finalised once the O&M base location 

is known, alongside finalised technical specifications of the Proposed Development.  

 During the operational lifetime of the Proposed Development, regular maintenance will be 

required. Major maintenance activities will likely require the WTG and floating foundation to 

be disconnected from the mooring lines and towed to shore. In cases where large-scale 

component replacement is required, and floating units are brought to shore, the suitability of 

the main operations port will depend on its capacity to accommodate the size and draft of the 

floating structures. If necessary, a larger port may be used. A range of maintenance vessels will 

be utilised over the lifetime of the Proposed Development. 
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3.5 Decommissioning Phase 

 At the end of the operational lifetime of the Proposed Development, it is expected that the 

WTGs, floating foundations, and mooring lines will be removed in the reversal of their 

installation process. The removal of fully embedded anchors may not be possible, in this 

instance piled anchors will be cut at an agreed depth below seabed and the buried sections left 

in place. The OSP topside and foundations will be fully removed from the site. As the 

decommissioning programme is finalised at a later date, it may be decided closer to the time 

that full removal will result in greater environmental impacts than leaving offshore components 

buried in place. The appropriate decommissioning strategy will be in accordance with best 

practice guidance and regulations at that time. 

 The decommissioning sequence will generally be the reverse of the construction sequence and 

involve similar types and numbers of vessels and equipment, and it expected to take 

approximately three years. 

3.6 Embedded Commitments 

 The design envelope includes various embedded commitments, which the Applicant has 

committed to deliver as part of the Proposed Development design. In accordance with the 

Environmental Management and Assessment Guide to Delivering Quality Development (IEMA, 

2016), these commitments types include: 

▪ Primary (inherent) Commitment: Changes to the location or design of the development 

made during the pre-application phase that are an inherent part of the project, and do not 

require additional action to be taken; 

▪ Secondary (foreseeable) Commitment: Actions that will require further activity to 

accomplish the anticipated result. These may be imposed as part of the planning consent, 

or through inclusion in the EIA; and 

▪ Tertiary (inexorable) Commitment: Actions that would occur with or without input from the 

EIA feeding into the design process. These include actions that will be undertaken to meet 

other existing legislative requirements, or actions that are considered to be standard 

practices used to manage commonly occurring environmental effects. 
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4 Site Selection and Consideration of Alternative 

4.1 Approach to Site Selection 

 The approach to site selection for the Proposed Development included: 

▪ Stage 1: Development of the Sectoral Marine Plan and INTOG Leasing Round; and  

▪ Stage 2: Offshore Site Selection. 

▪ Identification of the lease area; 

▪ Identification of the study area for the transmission assets; 

▪ Identification of the Landfall; and 

▪ Identification of the OTC corridor. 

 A summary of these stages is presented below.  

Stage 1 

 In 2021, the North Sea Transmission Deal (NSTD) was announced, which includes targets to 

reduce CO2 emissions in line with Scottish and UK targets. The NSTD will facilitate the 

development of new and emerging technologies such as hydrogen production, CCS, and 

offshore wind, while also supporting ongoing decommissioning efforts. The CES worked with 

NSTA to identify regions most suitable to support OWF development for the purpose of 

decarbonisation of energy used in the operation of O&G platforms and infrastructure in the 

North Sea. These areas were subsequently the focus of the INTOG Leasing Round which opened 

in August 2022. A total of 13 projects were awarded Option Agreements, five innovation 

projects and eight TOG projects (with one TOG project having subsequently fallen away, with 

seven TOG projects remaining in development).  

Stage 2 

Identification of the lease area 

 During the leasing application, a rigorous site selection process was undertaken to identify 

areas with the lowest environmental and consenting risk. This process involved utilisation of 

desk-based assessments to identify the initial potential Proposed Development options, with 

the Applicant seeking to verify this desk-based information through consultation with 

stakeholders where relevant. Identified constraints were mapped to identify a long list of 

locations, which was then refined by comparison against the aims of the TOG leasing round.  

Identification of the study area for transmission assets 

 A study area for the purpose of the development of the OTC corridor was defined based on the 

principles in the National Planning Statement EN-5. Whilst the Applicant notes the current 

review being undertaken by the Electricity System Operator (ESO) of grid connections, the 

Applicant understands that the previous connection location within the “Feterreso area” 

remains valid for the Project for the purposes of planning. 
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Identification of the Landfall 

 The possible Landfall location site selection for the Proposed Development was driven by 

onshore grid connection options. An initial search area was defined based on high-level 

constraint analysis, avoiding key urban areas whilst minimising onshore cable route length. A 

Black, Red, Amber, Green analysis was undertaken on key constraints at potential Landfall 

locations to assess suitability.  

Identification of the OTC Corridor 

 The OTC Corridor has undergone multiple iterations since the awarding of the lease. An initial 

Demand Cable and Landfall constraints analysis was undertaken during the scoping phase to 

investigate potential OTC Corridor options to Landfall. The constraints for the identification of 

the OTC Corridor included those relating to marine mammals and other megafauna, benthic 

ecology, fish and shellfish, and ornithology receptors. Therefore, each potential cable route 

was appraised with respect to these receptors to determine the optimal route to minimise 

environmental effects. 

4.2 Consideration of Alternatives 

 Since the submission of the Offshore Scoping Report, several refinements have been made to 

the design envelope presented in the Offshore EIAR. These changes reflect the evolving 

understanding of site-specific conditions, stakeholder feedback, and continued design 

progression. The key refinements are detailed in the following sections and represent a 

narrowing of options in response to new data, feasibility assessments, and environmental 

considerations. These refinements include: 

▪ Proceed with semi-submersible foundation for WTGs; 

▪ Up to 72 WTGs (up to 67 WTGs at Scoping stage); 

▪ Increased maximum blade tip height to 310 m (283 m at Scoping stage); 

▪ Reduction in IAC cable length to 300 km (325 km at Scoping stage); and 

▪ Refinement of OTC area near Landfall. 
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5 Stakeholder Engagement and Consultation 

5.1 Good Practice in Public Engagement 

 The Applicant has sought to engage stakeholders throughout the pre-application phase, in 

accordance with MD-LOT advice. The Applicant has reviewed and considered all feedback 

received, as documented in the relevant Chapters of the EIAR. The Applicant is committed to 

stakeholder engagement throughout all phases of the Proposed Development, consulting on 

proposals at key stages throughout the development process. This engagement, including with 

statutory and non-statutory stakeholders and the general public, has been undertaken 

continually throughout the development stages.  

5.2 Public Engagement 

 Key groups of public stakeholders have been engaged throughout the pre-application phase of 

the Proposed Development. This includes: 

▪ Strategic engagement: focussed on local and national government bodies, including local 

authority councillors; 

▪ National engagement: focussed on statutory stakeholders and non-statutory bodies with 

particular interest in offshore activities; and 

▪ Local engagement: focussed on local organisation, local communities, and members of the 

general public.  

Pre-application Consultation 

 During the development of the Offshore EIAR, one formal offshore PAC event was held, in 

compliance with the requirements of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and the Larine Licensing 

(Pre-Application Consultation) Scotland Regulations 2013. This PAC event was held in June 

2025, over one day, and was hosted at The Hut in Chapelton, Stonehaven. The event allowed 

members of the public and key stakeholders to view the Proposed Development and provide 

feedback and comments on the proposals. Questionnaires, physical and online feedback forms 

were made available to attendees to promote feedback and discussion. 

Project Awareness/Sharing of Information 

 The Applicant hosts a specific website for sharing information on the Proposed Development 

(https://aspen.ceruleanwinds.com/) which contains contact information, including a general 

inquiries email (info@ceruleanwinds.com), in addition to a library which hosts a digital version 

of the Offshore Scoping Report and will include the forthcoming Offshore EIAR, Report to 

Inform Appropriate Assessment, and other relevant supporting materials. This website is 

actively maintained to provide key Proposed Development updates, information on community 

consultation events and virtual exhibition rooms, and supply chain information.  

 An extensive opt in-opt out mailing list also exists for the Project, to further raise awareness for 

key milestones, project updates and upcoming consultation events.

https://aspen.ceruleanwinds.com/
mailto:info@ceruleanwinds.com
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Fisheries Liaison Officer 

 The Applicant used Blackhall and Powis Ltd to act as Fisheries Liaison Officer (FLO) for the 

Proposed Development. They have been critical to the offshore PAC process, attending the PAC 

events alongside the Applicant, and supporting discussions with local fisheries groups to 

provide an accurate understanding of potential fisheries effects and required mitigation. 

5.3 Feedback and Reporting 

 The Applicant has actively encouraged and sought feedback, and specialist input from all levels 

of stakeholders during preparation of the Offshore EIAR. Feedback received regarding technical 

topics are addressed in the relevant Chapters. 

 The consultation and feedback process for the Proposed Development is ongoing and will 

continue post-application, in compliance with good practice and legislative requirements. 
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6 Environmental Impact Assessment Methodology 

6.1 Key Principles of the Assessment 

 This Section outlines the EIA methodology used for the assessment of LSE on physical, 

biological, and human environment receptors. The Offshore EIAR has been prepared in 

accordance with the EIA Regulations and relevant policy and legislation. 

 Each relevant topic Chapter generally aligns with the following structure: 

▪ Identification of the study area(s) for the topic-specific assessments; 

▪ Description of the planning policy and guidance context; 

▪ Summary of consultation activity, including comments received in the Offshore Scoping 

Opinion and formal Pre-application Consultation (PAC) Event and responses to those 

comments;  

▪ A description of the environmental baseline conditions within the defined study area(s) is 

presented for each topic; and 

▪ A description of the impact assessment and findings for each topic. 

▪ Identification of potential impacts; 

▪ Identification of the worst case design scenario per impact; 

▪ A description of the commitments adopted as part of the Proposed Development; 

▪ Assessment of the LSE arising from the potential impacts (considering commitments 

adopted); 

▪ Identification of any further mitigation measures, considered alongside residual 

effects; 

▪ Consideration whether it is appropriate to include proportionate monitoring 

measures; 

▪ Cumulative effects, considering other plans or projects (proposed or existing); 

▪ Assessment of any transboundary effects; and  

▪ Inter-related effects. 

Design Envelope 

 The design envelope approach has been adopted for this assessment, in accordance with 

current good practice and the “Rochdale Envelope principle”. The concept of the design 

envelope allows for some flexibility in design options, where the full details of the projects are 

not necessarily known at the time of application submission.  

 Each technical assessment within this Offshore EIAR considers the design scenario which would 

result in the greatest potential impact (hereafter the ‘worst case design scenario’). 
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Identification of Impacts and Significance of Effect 

 The Proposed Development has the potential to create a range of impacts and effects, for both 

coastal and marine receptors.  

 For the purposes of this Offshore EIAR, the term ‘impacts’ is defined as a change resulting from 

a specific action. For instance, the installation of an inter-array cable (action) may cause seabed 

disturbance (impact). Impacts can be either positive or negative, and their relationships are not 

always straightforward. 

 An 'effect' refers to the consequence of an impact. Continuing with the previous example, the 

laying of an inter-array cable (action) leads to seabed disturbance (impact), which could 

potentially disrupt benthic habitats and species (effect). 

 The significance of an effect is determined by evaluating the magnitude of the impact alongside 

the sensitivity of each receptor or receptor group. To provide a consistent framework and 

system of common tools and terms, a matrix approach has been used to frame and present the 

judgements made on magnitude of impact, sensitivity of receptor, and final effect significance 

(presented in Table 6.1). 

Table 6.1 Significance of Effect 

Se
n

si
ti

vi
ty

 o
f 

R
ec

ep
to

r 

 Magnitude of Impact 

Negligible Low Medium High 

Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible 

Low Negligible Minor Minor Minor 

Medium Negligible Minor Moderate Moderate 

High Minor Minor Moderate Major 

 A level of effect significance of Moderate or Major is considered a 'significant' effect for the 

purposes of the EIAR. A level of effect of Minor or less is considered 'not significant' 

 Where topics use alternative EIA methods, including specific topic-based guidance and 

alternative significance matrices, these are clearly presented in the relevant Chapters. 

Mitigation 

 Where the initial assessment concluded potential LSE after the application of embedded 

commitment, secondary mitigation measures are proposed (see Section 3.6). 
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 Following initial assessment, if the effect does not require additional mitigation (or where none 

is possible) the residual effects will remain the same. If additional mitigation measures are 

found to be required, impacts are re-assessed, and all residual effects clearly stated in the 

Offshore EIAR. 

Cumulative Effect Assessment 

 Alongside consideration of impacts from the Proposed Development alone, the EIA Regulations 

require consideration of impacts that could occur cumulatively with other plans, projects, and 

activities. Cumulative impacts are assessed by considering other plans or projects (proposed or 

existing, where sufficient information is available) which in conjunction with the Proposed 

development may have a LSE on a receptor due to common impact pathways, spatial, and/or 

temporal overlap. 

 Each topic Chapter provides a Cumulative Effect Assessment (CEA) with regards to their 

respective receptors. 

 A comprehensive list of plans, projects, and activities that may contribute to cumulative effects 

alongside the Proposed Development has been identified. The assessment incorporates the 

most up-to-date publicly available project parameters to ensure accuracy. 

 Where sufficient information is available, the assessment also considers projects from various 

industries that could contribute to cumulative impacts on the surrounding environment. 

However, it is recognised that some proposed projects may not proceed as currently described, 

introducing a degree of uncertainty in predicting cumulative effects. To address this, a tiering 

system is applied to reflect the relative certainty and status of each proposed project. 

 The assessment also accounts for the development phase of each project when drawing 

conclusions on cumulative effects. Projects that are already built and operational, as well as 

ongoing licensed activities, are considered part of the existing baseline conditions, as receptors 

would have already adapted to them. Any effects from these projects will be reflected in the 

baseline characterisation used to inform the impact assessment. However, some operational 

projects may still have ongoing effects, such as collision risk, which will be incorporated into 

the CEA as necessary.  

Inter-related Effects 

 The EIA Regulations require the inter-relationships between EIA topics are considered. Inter-

related effects arise when the impacts assessed in different topic-specific chapters interact. For 

example, effects on fish and shellfish could indirectly impact commercial fisheries.  

 The Offshore EIAR evaluates these inter-related effects across all phases of the Proposed 

Development, considering: 

▪ Project Lifetime Effects: Effects that persist across multiple phases of the Project 

(construction, O&M, decommissioning), potentially amplifying their impact on a receptor 

when considered together rather than in isolation; and 
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▪ Receptor-Led Effects: Effects that overlap in space and/or time, leading to cumulative 

impacts on a single receptor. For instance, multiple sources of subsea noise may combine 

to create a greater overall effect on marine mammals than when considered separately. 

These effects can be short-term and temporary or longer-term and persistent. 

 Where relevant, inter-relationships with other topic assessments are identified at the 

beginning of each impact assessment chapter. 

 An Ecosystem Level Effects Assessment was undertaken, and concluded the Proposed 

Development is unlikely to result in significant negative ecosystem-level effects, however there 

are potential positive ecological benefits that could arise. There is potential for the Proposed 

Development to enhance local biodiversity, support prey species populations (including 

commercially important species), and contribute to the overall productivity of marine 

ecosystems. The North Sea is a region that is facing increasing anthropogenic driven pressure 

in the future which will require well informed and strategic management, to mitigate against 

ecosystem level impacts. The development of OWFs is part of this increased pressure on the 

marine environment. However, OWFs can provide positive ecosystem benefits and will help 

tackle the broader impacts of climate change which will indirectly benefit marine ecosystems. 

Transboundary Effects 

 Transboundary effects arise when impacts from a development within one European Economic 

Area (EEA) state's territory significantly affects the environment or interests of another EEA 

state(s). The EIA Directive, and thus the relevant EIA Regulations, requires the assessment of 

transboundary effects.  

 If an EIA project is considered to have significant effects on the environment of another EEA 

state, then the Scottish Ministers must engage with that EEA state to allow consultation if that 

state wishes to participate (Marine Scotland, 2018). 

 To assist with this process, each technical chapters includes a screening exercise for potential 

transboundary impacts. 
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7 Offshore Environmental Effects 

7.1 Marine and Coastal Processes 

 The Marine and Coastal Processes Chapter considers the following: 

▪ Hydrodynamics: including tidal/non-tidal influences and waves; 

▪ Morphology: including bathymetry, geology, surficial sediments, and seabed form; and 

▪ Sediment transport: including bedload, littoral and suspended sediment transport. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including geophysical and benthic data), in addition to publicly 

available information gathered to inform the construction and operation of nearby wind farms. 

 The study area has been determined based on the Proposed Development location and 

proposed infrastructure, alongside spring tidal excursions and expert judgement. The Proposed 

Development is located in water depths up to 112 m below Lowest Astronomical Tide (LAT) in 

the Aspen Array Area and 120 m below LAT in the OTC Corridor. The Proposed Development is 

primarily under the control of the wave regime, with tidal currents that are relatively benign. 

Surficial sediments are primarily composed of sands, with mobile bedforms in discreet locations 

indicating an active sediment transport regime along the OTC Corridor. 

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Increase in Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) and changes to seabed levels; 

▪ Potential impacts to seabed morphology; 

▪ Modifications to littoral transport and coastal behaviour, including at Landfall; 

▪ Seabed scouring; 

▪ Modifications to the tidal regime, and associated impacts to morphological features; and 

▪ Modifications to water column structure and processes (mixing and stratification). 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to minimise 

changes to hydrodynamics, sediment transport, and seabed morphology during all phases of 

the Proposed Development. These include the use of scour protection around infrastructure 

where necessary, careful cable route planning and burial to reduce seabed disturbance, and 

the implementation of a Cable Burial Risk Assessment to guide protection methods. 

Construction activities will follow an approved Construction Method Statement and Cable Plan, 

supported by monitoring to confirm seabed stability and sediment behaviour. Where feasible, 

infrastructure will be micro-sited to avoid sensitive morphological features, and operational 

practices will be designed to minimise long-term alteration of sediment transport processes. 

Collectively, these commitments aim to protect the natural marine and coastal processes that 

underpin the stability and health of the surrounding environment. 
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 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects, which is not significant in EIA terms. 

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in negligible or minor adverse effects, which 

are not significant in EIA terms. No additional mitigation is considered necessary, as the initial 

impact assessment concluded non-significant effects. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were assessed, and no likely significant effects were predicted.  

7.2 Marine Water and Sediment Quality 

 The Marine Water and Sediment Quality Chapter considers the following: 

▪ Marine quality: including surface temperature, salinity, dissolved oxygen, and suspended 

sediment); 

▪ Sediment quality: including sediment type and contamination; and  

▪ Water Framework Directive (WFD) designated waterbodies and protected areas: including 

coastal and transitional waterbodies, bathing waters, shellfish waters, and nutrient sensitive 

areas. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including Particle Size Analysis, sediment contaminant, 

geophysical, and seawater profiling), in addition to publicly available information gathered to 

inform the construction and operation of nearby wind farms. 

 Data shows that surficial sediments are primarily composed of sands, with mobile bedforms in 

discreet locations indicating an active sediment transport regime along the OTC Corridor. The 

salinity, temperature, SSC, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and pH profiles of the water column 

were all typical for the region. Sediment contaminants are below relevant guideline levels, and 

toxic effects to fauna are not anticipated.  

  A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Deterioration of water quality due to re-suspension of sediments; 

▪ Release of sediment bound contaminants resulting from disturbed sediments; 

▪ Deterioration in water quality due to release of drilling fluids; 

▪ Deterioration in status of designated bathing waters; and 

▪ Deterioration in status of WFD coastal/transitional waterbodies. 
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 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include a range of measures to 

protect marine water and sediment quality during construction, operation, and 

decommissioning. These include implementing an Environmental Management Plan with 

robust pollution prevention, spill response, and waste management procedures, supported by 

a dedicated Marine Pollution Contingency Plan. Cable installation will follow a Cable Plan and 

Cable Burial Risk Assessment to minimise seabed disturbance, with scour protection used only 

where necessary and micro-siting applied to avoid sensitive habitats. Vessel operations will be 

managed under a Vessel Management Plan, and a Wet Storage Plan will be used where 

offshore storage of components is required. Additional measures include controls to prevent 

the introduction and spread of invasive non-native species, prompt reporting and recovery of 

dropped objects, and protective measures at cable crossings. Together, these commitments 

aim to maintain good water quality, safeguard sediment integrity, and protect the ecological 

health of the marine environment. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

effects, which is not significant in EIA terms. 

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed, and are predicted to result in negligible effects, which are not 

significant in EIA terms. No additional mitigation is considered necessary, as the initial impact 

assessment concluded non-significant effects. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were scoped out of further assessment, as there is no pathway for effects. 

7.3 Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology 

 The Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology Chapter considers the following: 

▪ Benthic habitats found in the benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology study area; 

▪ Benthic flora and fauna distribution, abundance and diversity in the benthic subtidal and 

intertidal ecology study area; and 

▪ Sensitive and protected species present in the benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology study 

area. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including geophysical and benthic data), in addition to publicly 

available information gathered to inform the construction and operation of nearby wind farms. 

 To characterise the features, geophysical surveys were undertaken in December 2024. A 

subtidal benthic ecology survey also undertaken in December 2024, with biological and 

physicochemical samples collected with a combination of grab sampling and drop-down video. 

 The Proposed Development is characterised by sand dominated surficial sediment with mobile 

bedforms in discreet locations indicating an active sediment transport regime along the OTC 

Corridor. Sediment contaminants are below relevant guideline levels, and toxic effects to fauna 

are not anticipated.  
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 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Temporary increase in SSC and sediment deposition; 

▪ Direct and indirect seabed disturbance leading to release of sediment contaminants;  

▪ Temporary habitat disturbance;  

▪ Increased risk of introduction and/or spread of marine Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS);  

▪ Permanent and/or long-term habitat loss/alteration due to the addition of infrastructure to 

the area; 

▪ Colonisation of hard substrates; 

▪ Changes in physical processes resulting from the presence of subsea infrastructure (e.g., 

scour effects, changes in wave/tidal current regimes and resulting effects on sediment 

transport); 

▪ Electromagnetic field (EMF) effects generated by cables; 

▪ Permanent and/or long-term habitat loss/alteration due to the removal of infrastructure; 

and 

▪ Cumulative temporary increases in SSC and sediment deposition. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to avoid and reduce 

impacts on benthic habitats and associated species. These include micro-siting infrastructure 

to avoid sensitive seabed habitats, such as Annex 1 habitats and Priority Marine Features, and 

using cable burial wherever practicable to reduce physical disturbance and electromagnetic 

fields. Where protection is needed, scour protection will be installed in a targeted manner, and 

over-trawl surveys will be undertaken to assess safe coexistence with demersal fishing 

activities. Construction and vessel activities will follow approved management plans, including 

an Environmental Management Plan, Vessel Management Plan, and Entanglement 

Management Plan, with additional controls to prevent the spread of invasive non-native 

species. Wet storage of components will be managed under a dedicated plan, and protective 

measures will be applied at cable crossings. Collectively, these commitments aim to safeguard 

seabed integrity, maintain habitat function, and minimise long-term ecological change in the 

benthic environment. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects, which is not significant in EIA terms. 

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed, and are predicted to result in minor adverse effects, which are not 

significant in EIA terms. No additional mitigation is considered necessary, as the initial impact 

assessment concluded non-significant effects. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were scoped out of further assessment, as there is no pathway for effects. 
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7.4 Fish and Shellfish Ecology 

 The Fish and Shellfish Ecology Chapter considers fish and shellfish behaviour and how they 

interact with the environment, such as species moving between freshwater and marine 

environments.  

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including benthic data and eDNA sampling), in addition to 

regional datasets and monitoring studies, and publicly available information gathered to inform 

the construction and operation of nearby wind farms. 

 To characterise the features, geophysical and benthic surveys were undertaken in December 

2024. These surveys involved grab sampling, drop-down video, eDNA water sampling, and 

seabed imagery sampling. 

 The study area has been determined based on the Proposed Development location and 

proposed infrastructure, alongside spring tidal excursions and underwater noise (UWN) 

modelling. The Proposed Development is characterised by sand dominated surficial sediment 

with mobile bedforms in discreet locations indicating an active sediment transport regime 

along the OTC Corridor. Sediment contaminants are below relevant guideline levels, and toxic 

effects to fauna are not anticipated. Receptors identified include both designated sites with 

qualifying fish and shellfish ecology features, and non-designated sites.  

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Mortality and mortal injury arising from UWN; 

▪ Recoverable injury from UWN; 

▪ Temporary threshold shift from UWN; 

▪ Behavioural impacts arising from UWN; 

▪ Noise and vibration arising from UXO clearance;  

▪ Noise and vibration arising from other noise sources; 

▪ Temporary increase in SSC and deposition; 

▪ Direct and indirect seabed disturbance leading to release of sediment contaminants; 

▪ Temporary habitat disturbance; 

▪ Increased risk of introduction of and/or spread of marine INNS; 

▪ Operational UWN; 

▪ Long-term habitat loss; 

▪ Colonisation of hard substrates; 

▪ EMF effects arising from cables; 
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▪ Mortality, injury, behavioural impacts and auditory masking arising from noise and vibration 

during the decommissioning phase;  

▪ Cumulative mortality, injury and behavioural changes resulting from UWN; 

▪ Cumulative temporary increase in SSC and sediment deposition; 

▪ Cumulative long-term habitat loss; and 

▪ Decommissioning CEA. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include a range of measures to avoid 

or reduce impacts on fish and shellfish ecology throughout all phases of the Proposed 

Development. These include careful micro-siting of infrastructure to avoid sensitive seabed 

habitats, the use of cable burial where practicable to reduce electromagnetic fields and seabed 

disturbance, and the implementation of scour protection where required. Construction 

activities will follow agreed environmental management procedures, including measures to 

minimise underwater noise during piling and UXO clearance, and the appointment of a 

Fisheries Liaison Officer to maintain engagement with the fishing industry. Additional 

commitments include ongoing monitoring of seabed conditions, over-trawl surveys to ensure 

safe fishing activity near cables, and the timely reporting of relocated boulders or dropped 

objects to minimise snagging risks. Collectively, these measures are designed to protect 

habitats, reduce disturbance, and support coexistence between the Proposed Development 

and fishing activities. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects (which is not significant in EIA terms) or moderate adverse effects 

(which is significant in EIA terms). Relevant secondary mitigation is presented in full in Volume 

4, Appendix 14: In Principle Fish Mitigation Plan. Following the application of secondary 

mitigation measures on moderate adverse effects, no significant residual effects are 

anticipated, with no further monitoring proposed.  

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in negligible or minor adverse effects (which 

is not significant in EIA terms) or moderate adverse effects (which is significant in EIA terms). 

Relevant secondary mitigation is presented in full in Volume 4, Appendix 14: In Principle Fish 

Mitigation Plan. Following the application of secondary mitigation measures on moderate 

adverse effects, no significant residual effects are anticipated, with no further monitoring 

proposed. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were scoped out of further assessment, as there is no pathway for effects. 

7.5 Marine Mammals and Other Megafauna 

 The Marine Mammals and Other Megafauna Chapter considers the marine mammal 

communities within the vicinity of the Proposed Development. The northern Noth Sea is known 

to support many cetacean species and two species of seal. The distribution of marine mammals 

is strongly influenced by the distribution of their prey; however, their mobile nature makes it 

difficult to predict their occurrence.  
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 The key species informing this assessment were: 

▪ Harbour porpoise (Phocoena Phocoena); 

▪ Bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus); 

▪ White-beaked dolphin (Lagenorhynchus albirostris); 

▪ Risso’s dolphin (Grampus griseus); 

▪ Atlantic white-sided dolphins (Lagenorhynchus acutus); 

▪ Minke whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata); 

▪ Humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae); 

▪ Grey seal (Haliochoerus grypus); 

▪ Harbour seal (Phoca vitulina) and  

▪ Basking sharks (Cetorhinus maximus); 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including Digital Aerial Survey (DAS) data), in addition to 

regional datasets and monitoring studies, and publicly available information gathered to inform 

the construction and operation of nearby wind farms. 

 Site-specific DAS were undertaken monthly between March 2023 – February 2025. These 

surveys involved 17 survey transects with 2 km spacing of the Aspen Array Area plus a buffer. 

 The study area has been considered at two separate scales: a broader regional scale (defined 

by the appropriate species Management Units) and a site-specific scale (Aspen Array Area plus 

4 km buffer). The Proposed Development does not directly overlap with any SPAs or MPAs 

designated for marine mammals, although there are numerous in the vicinity. 

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Injury from UWN from piling; 

▪ Disturbance from UWN from piling; 

▪ Injury from UWN from UXO clearance; 

▪ Disturbance from UWN from High Order UXO clearance; 

▪ Disturbance from UWN from Low Order UXO clearance; 

▪ Injury from UWN from geophysical surveys; 

▪ Disturbance from UWN from geophysical surveys; 

▪ Injury from UWN from other construction activities; 

▪ Disturbance from UWN from other construction activities;  

▪ Vessel disturbance; 

▪ Vessel collision risk; 
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▪ Changes to prey; 

▪ Primary entanglement risk with mooring lines and cables; 

▪ Secondary entanglement risk with mooring lines and cables; 

▪ Noise related impacts associated with floating foundations; 

▪ Collision risk with floating foundations; 

▪ Habitat loss/change; 

▪ Physical barrier effects; and 

▪ EMF impacts on other megafauna. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to reduce 

underwater noise, physical disturbance, and the risk of injury or entanglement to marine 

mammals and other megafauna. These include developing and implementing a Piling Strategy 

with soft-start and ramp-up procedures, the use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices where 

appropriate, and a dedicated Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan. Marine Mammal Observers will 

be deployed during key noisy activities to record sightings and confirm mitigation is applied. 

Vessel operations will follow the Scottish Marine Wildlife Watching Code and Basking Shark 

Code of Conduct, supported by an Entanglement Management Plan to reduce the risk of gear 

or debris interactions. Additional measures include careful micro-siting of infrastructure to 

avoid sensitive habitats, targeted use of scour protection, and cable burial where practicable. 

Pollution prevention, invasive non-native species control, and clear communication with the 

fishing community will further minimise indirect pressures. Together, these commitments aim 

to safeguard marine mammal populations and promote safe coexistence with offshore 

activities. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects, which is not significant in EIA terms. 

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in negligible or minor adverse effects, which 

are not significant in EIA terms. No additional mitigation is considered necessary, as the initial 

impact assessment concluded non-significant effects. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were assessed, and are predicted to result in negligible effects, which is not significant 

in EIA terms.  

7.6 Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology 

 Offshore ornithology receptors occur naturally at sea and have potential to be affected by 

offshore renewable energy developments. This includes the species classed as ‘seabirds’ (e.g., 

birds that spend a significant amount of time out at sea), alongside migratory species (e.g., 

geese, swans, waders, raptors, and passerines).  
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 Intertidal ornithology typically relates to coastal species occurring between MLWS and MHWS, 

including waders, wildfowl, and other waterbirds. Offshore ornithology refers to birds that may 

interact with the Proposed Development, such as seabirds and migratory birds which pass 

through or near the Aspen Array Area. 

 The potential significance of the effect upon ornithological receptors is determined by 

considering both the sensitivity of the receptor and the magnitude of the impact. The matrix 

approach (Table 6.1) has been used to frame and present how the magnitude of impact and 

the receptor sensitivity interact to make a judgment of final effect significance. A level of effect 

significance of Moderate or Major is considered a 'significant' effect for the purposes of the 

Offshore EIAR, with impacts below this assessed as ‘not significant’ 

 The key species for this assessment were: 

▪ Black-legged kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla), hereafter ‘kittiwake’; 

▪ Herring gull (Larus argentatus); 

▪ Great black-backed gull (Larus marinus); 

▪ Common Guillemot (Uria aalge), hereafter ‘guillemot’; 

▪ Razorbill (Alca torda); 

▪ Atlantic puffin (Fratercula arctica), hereafter ‘puffin’; 

▪ Northern gannet (Morus bassanus), hereafter ‘gannet’; and 

▪ Northern fulmar (Fulmarus glacialis), hereafter ‘fulmar’. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including DAS data), in addition to publicly available information 

gathered to inform the construction and operation of nearby wind farms. 

 Site-specific DAS were undertaken monthly between March 2023 – February 2025. These 

surveys involved 17 survey transects with 2 km spacing of the Aspen Array Area plus a buffer. 

 The study area has been considered at two separate areas: offshore ornithological study area 

(Aspen Array Area plus 4 km buffer, and the OTC Corridor seaward of MHWS) and intertidal 

ornithological study area (coastal habitat between MHWS and MLWS for the OTC Corridor, plus 

a 500 metre (m) buffer either side of the potential OTC Corridor Landfall Sites along the coast 

and seaward of MHWS). 

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Direct temporary habitat loss/disturbance; 

▪ Direct temporary intertidal habitat loss/disturbance/displacement; 

▪ Changes in prey availability; 

▪ Entanglement with mooring lines; 

▪ Impacts from artificial lights;  
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▪ Distributional response; 

▪ Collision risk; 

▪ Combined distributional response and collision risk; 

▪ Cumulative distributional response; 

▪ Cumulative collision risk; and 

▪ Cumulative combined distributional response and collision risk. 

 The significance criteria used for ornithological receptors are described in Section 6.1. A level 

of effect significance of Moderate or Major is considered a 'significant' effect for the purposes 

of the ornithological assessment, as described in Section 6.1. Where significant adverse effects 

have been identified, the mitigation hierarchy has been applied. Mitigation measures have first 

been implemented to avoid adverse impacts. Where impacts could not be avoided, measures 

have been taken to minimise them as far as practicable. If significant residual impacts remain 

after both avoidance and minimisation, remedial and offsetting measures have been 

incorporated to address those effects. 

 Commitments that have been made to mitigate effects include design and operational 

measures to reduce the risk of collision, disturbance, and habitat loss for offshore and intertidal 

birds. These include optimising turbine layout and dimensions to manage collision risk, micro-

siting infrastructure to avoid sensitive habitats, and following a Lighting and Marking Plan to 

minimise light attraction while meeting navigational safety requirements. Construction and 

vessel activities will be managed under approved plans to control noise, lighting, and pollution, 

supported by the use of guard vessels, safety zones, and advance communication to other sea 

users. Scour protection and cable burial will be applied in a targeted manner to reduce habitat 

change, and pollution prevention measures will safeguard prey resources and foraging areas. 

Collectively, these commitments aim to limit disturbance, avoid unnecessary habitat alteration, 

and reduce collision risk to bird species during all phases of the project. 

Table 7.1 A Summary of Annual Mortality for Relevant Species 

Species Applicant Approach Guidance Approach 

Collision risk 

Great black-backed gull 1.02 9.72 

Herring gull 2.31 3.84 

Distributional Responses 

Guillemot 27.52 38.59 – 104.63 

Razorbill 0.70 1.79 – 3.47 

Puffin 2.33 2.68 – 17.02 

Combined collision risk and distributional responses 

Kittiwake 4.38 11.78 – 13.32 

Gannet 11.3 22.7 – 33.77 
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 Table 7.1 summarises the predicted annual mortality for the relevant offshore and intertidal 

bird species assessed, presented for both the Applicant’s approach and the approach set out 

in current guidance. Two approaches are shown to reflect differences in assessment 

methodology: the Applicant’s approach uses project-specific data and assumptions agreed 

during consultation, while the Guidance approach applies precautionary parameters set out in 

industry guidance. Presenting both enables comparison between a site-specific assessment 

and a more conservative, standardised method. 

 All impacts for offshore and intertidal ornithology are concluded as not significant in EIA terms, 

and therefore no additional mitigation is considered necessary for the Proposed Development. 

 Given the low magnitude of impact arising from the Proposed Development, it is not 

considered appropriate or necessary to propose specific monitoring measures at this stage. the 

Applicant will continue to engage with MD-LOT, NatureScot, and other relevant stakeholders. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development resulting from distributional 

responses and collisions on EEA states were assessed, and are predicted to result in negligible 

effects, which is not significant in EIA terms. 

7.7 Commercial Fisheries 

 Commercial fisheries refers to any form of fishing activity legally undertaken and sold for 

taxable profit.  

 The commercial fishing sleets operating across the local study area and wider regional study 

area include: 

▪ UK demersal otter trawl (targeting nephrops, haddock, monkfish, squid); 

▪ UK pelagic trawl (targeting mackerel, haddock); 

▪ UK potting (targeting brown crabs, lobsters, velvet crabs); 

▪ UK dredge (targeting king scallop); 

▪ UK demersal seine (targeting haddock and whiting); 

▪ UK jigging (hook and line) (targeting mackerel); and 

▪ EU pelagic trawl (Denmark, Netherlands, Germany, France, Lithuania, and Sweden) 

(targeting herring). 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including marine traffic data), available information gathered 

to inform the construction and operation of nearby wind farms, and consultation with the 

industry. 

 The study area has been considered at two separate areas: commercial fisheries local study 

area (defined by overlap with International Council for the Exploration of the Seas (ICES) 

rectangles) and commercial fisheries regional study area (surrounding ICES rectangles that do 

not directly overlap with the Proposed Development).  

 The key species landed from the commercial fisheries local study area include: 
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▪ Norway lobster, langoustine or prawn, hereon referred to as nephrops (Nephrops 

norvegicus); 

▪ Haddock (Melanogrammus aeglefinus); 

▪ Lobster (Homarus Gammarus); 

▪ Herring (Clupea harengus); 

▪ Brown crab (Cancer pagurus); 

▪ King scallop (Pecten maximus); 

▪ Monkfish (Lophius species); and 

▪ Whiting (Merlangius merlangus). 

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Reduction in access to, or exclusion from, established fishing grounds within the Aspen 

Array Area; 

▪ Reduction in access to, or exclusion from, established fishing grounds within the OTC 

Corridor; 

▪ Displacement leading to gear conflict and increased fishing pressure on adjacent grounds;  

▪ Disturbance of commercially important fish and shellfish resources leading to displacement 

or disruption of fishing activity; 

▪ Increased vessel traffic associated with the Proposed Development within fishing grounds 

leading to interference with fishing activity; 

▪ Additional steaming to alternative fishing grounds for vessels that would otherwise fish 

within he Proposed Development; 

▪ Increased snagging risk, which could result in loss or damage to fishing gear; 

▪ Cumulative reduction in access to, or exclusion from, established fishing grounds; 

▪ Cumulative displacement leading to gear conflict and increased fishing pressure on adjacent 

grounds; and 

▪ Cumulative disturbance of commercially important fish and shellfish resources leading to 

displacement or disruption of fishing activity. 



  

 

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM 

Revision: 01 
34 of 53 

 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to reduce 

disruption to fishing activities, minimise gear snagging risks, and support ongoing 

communication with the fishing industry. These include appointing a dedicated Fisheries 

Liaison Officer, developing and implementing a Fisheries Mitigation, Monitoring & 

Communication Plan, and participating in a Regional Commercial Fisheries Working Group. 

Cable burial will be prioritised wherever practicable, with over-trawl surveys used to confirm 

safe fishing over protected cables, and relocated boulders will be reported promptly to the 

fishing industry. Construction and decommissioning plans will be shared in advance, supported 

by dropped object reporting, targeted scour protection, and micro-siting to avoid sensitive or 

high-use fishing grounds. Vessel operations will be coordinated to reduce interference, and 

safety information will be communicated through established channels such as Notices to 

Mariners. Collectively, these measures aim to maintain safe access to fishing grounds, minimise 

economic impacts, and promote coexistence between the project and commercial fisheries. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects (which is not significant in EIA terms) or moderate adverse and major 

adverse effects (which is significant in EIA terms). Following the application of secondary 

mitigation measures on moderate and major adverse effects, no significant residual effects are 

anticipated.  

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in minor adverse (not significant in EIA 

terms) in terms of disturbance of commercially important resources leading to displacement 

or disruption of fishing activity. Cumulative impacts in relation to reduction in access to, or 

exclusion from fishing grounds, and displacement leading to gear conflict and increased fishing 

pressure on adjacent grounds were assessed and are predicted to result in minor adverse (not 

significant in EIA terms) or moderate adverse effects (significant in EIA terms) depending upon 

the type of fishing. Alongside the commitments identified above, the Applicant supports the 

implementation of regional commercial fisheries activity monitoring and advocates for a 

consistent approach across projects, both in terms of methodology and monitoring timelines, 

to help ensure that cumulative and long-term effects on the fishing industry are appropriately 

characterised and clearly reported.   

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were assessed, with effects on biological resources considered not significant in EIA 

terms. Effects on commercial fleets were intrinsically considered within the impact assessment.  

7.8 Shipping and Navigation 

 Shipping and navigation refers to the regular activity and behaviour of surface vessels. This 

Shipping and Navigation Chapter considers the effects of the Proposed Development on 

shipping and navigation receptors identified. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the combined analysis 

of project-specific survey data (including marine traffic data), collision and allision risk 

modelling, and available information gathered to inform the construction and operation of 

nearby wind farms.  
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 Summer and winter vessel traffic surveys were undertaken in the Aspen Array Area, with each 

survey consisting of 14 full days of data collection via Automatic Identification System data, 

radar, and visual observations. 

 The study area has been determined based on the Proposed Development location and 

industry best practice buffers (as agreed with consultees). The study area is defined by the 

Aspen Array Area plus 10 nm buffer, and the OTC Corridor plus 3 nm buffer.  

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Impact on vessel routing; 

▪ Impact on risk of collision; 

▪ Impact on risk of contact/allision; 

▪ Impact on risk of grounding (and under keel clearance); 

▪ Impact on risk of interaction with moorings and cables; 

▪ Impact on result of loss of station, tow, or WTG; 

▪ Impact on emergency response and search and rescue; 

▪ Impact on marine communications, radar and position fixing systems; 

▪ Impact on O&G activities and safety; 

▪ Impact on small craft navigation and safety; and 

▪ Impact on access to ports and harbours. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include a suite of navigational safety 

measures to protect vessel movements during all phases of the project. These include the 

development of a Navigational Safety Plan detailing Safety Zones, buoyage, charting, and 

temporary lighting and marking arrangements, as well as the use of guard vessels where 

required. All vessels will comply with COLREGs, SOLAS, and relevant MCA guidance, and any 

damage to cables will be promptly reported to the appropriate authorities. Turbine and cable 

locations will be accurately marked on Admiralty and aeronautical charts, supported by an 

approved Lighting and Marking Plan. Cable routes will be designed and protected to avoid 

hazards to navigation, with crossing agreements in place for existing infrastructure. Wet 

storage areas, if used, will be managed to minimise navigational risk, and all marking and 

lighting failures will be reported and rectified quickly. Together, these measures aim to 

maintain safe navigation, reduce collision risk, and ensure clear communication with all sea 

users. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects, which is not significant in EIA terms. 
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 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in negligible or minor adverse effects, which 

are not significant in EIA terms. No additional mitigation is considered necessary, as the initial 

impact assessment concluded non-significant effects. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were assessed in the impact assessment and Navigational Risk Assessment, no further 

transboundary impacts than those intrinsically assessed were identified. The Military and Civil 

Aviation Chapter considers the effects of the Proposed Development on aviation receptors 

identified. 

7.9 Military and Civil Aviation 

 Military and civil aviation refers to the stakeholders/receptors that operate in the airspace, 

interacting with one another, air traffic management, and the relationship with the physical 

environment.  

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through the desk-based review 

of relevant data sources (such as Aeronautical Information Publications). 

 The study area has been determined based on the Proposed Development footprint together 

with the airspace between the Aspen Array Area and the UK mainland. The study area also 

considers the potential for the construction of WTGs at Ardersier Port and the towing of WTGs 

from port to the Aspen Array Area. The study area extends from Inverness Airport to the west, 

to Aberdeen International Airport to the west south-west.  

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Creation of an aviation obstacle environment; 

▪ Increased air traffic in the area related to wind farm activities; and 

▪ Impact on National Air Traffic Services (NATS) Allanshill and Remote Radar Head Buchan. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to ensure the safe 

integration of the project with military and civil aviation activities. These include marking 

turbine and substation locations on aeronautical and Admiralty charts, implementing a Lighting 

and Marking Plan in consultation with the Civil Aviation Authority, Ministry of Defence, and 

Defence Geographic Centre, and complying with relevant maritime and aviation safety 

guidance. Safety Zones will be established during construction and major maintenance, with 

guard vessels deployed where required, and advance notification of activities provided to 

relevant stakeholders. Aids to navigation, lighting, and buoyage will be maintained in line with 

best practice, with any failures rectified promptly. Together, these measures aim to safeguard 

air and sea navigation, protect defence interests, and maintain operational safety for all 

aviation users. 
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 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in minor 

adverse effects (which is not significant in EIA terms) or major adverse effects (which is 

significant in EIA terms). Relevant secondary mitigation will be agreed with NATS and the 

Ministry of Defence. Following the application of secondary mitigation measures on major 

adverse effects, no significant residual effects are anticipated.  

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in minor adverse effects (which is not 

significant in EIA terms) or major adverse effects (which is significant in EIA terms). Relevant 

secondary mitigation will be agreed with NATS and the Ministry of Defence. Following the 

application of secondary mitigation measures on major adverse effects, no significant residual 

effects are anticipated. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were scoped out of further assessment, as there is no pathway for effects. 

7.10 Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 

 This Marine Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Chapter considers the effects of the Proposed 

Development on marine historic environment assets (such as shipwrecks and aviation crash 

sites). 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through a combination of site-

specific surveys (including geophysical data) and desk-based review of relevant data sources. 

Baseline data to inform the marine archaeology and cultural heritage assessment includes 

known wreck and obstructions and examines the potential for encountering further maritime 

and aviation archaeological receptors. 

 An initial geophysical survey was undertaken in 2024. The archaeological audit of the data 

indicated that although the data for the Aspen Array Area was not suitable for archaeological 

assessment due to limited coverage, the coverage and quality of data for the OTC Corridor was 

suitable. An archaeological assessment of the initial 2024 geophysical survey data for the OTC 

Corridor will be undertaken following the submission of the Offshore EIAR and further 

geophysical survey for the Aspen Array Area and a geotechnical survey is proposed for autumn 

2025 

 The study area has been determined based on the Proposed Development (Aspen Array Area 

and OTC Corridor) plus 1 km buffer.  

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Loss of or damage to known and unknown marine heritage assets and their setting from 

direct impact; 

▪ Loss of or damage to submerged prehistoric landscapes and their setting from physical 

impacts during construction; 

▪ Loss of or damage to intertidal receptors and their setting from physical impacts; and 
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▪ Indirect disturbance to marine heritage assets and their settings caused by changes to 

sedimentation and erosion regimes during construction. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to identify, avoid, 

and protect marine archaeological and cultural heritage assets during all phases of the project. 

These include implementing an offshore Written Scheme of Investigation with a Protocol for 

Archaeological Discoveries, supported by archaeological exclusion zones and micrositing to 

avoid known features. Geophysical and geotechnical survey data will be archaeologically 

assessed before and after construction, with watching briefs carried out during intrusive works 

where necessary. A bespoke reporting protocol will ensure any unexpected finds are recorded 

promptly, with Temporary Exclusion Zones applied if appropriate. Where impacts to 

palaeogeographic features are unavoidable, further investigation will be undertaken to 

enhance the archaeological record. Collectively, these measures are designed to safeguard the 

archaeological resource, preserve cultural heritage, and ensure discoveries are handled in line 

with best practice and statutory requirements. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects (which is not significant in EIA terms).  

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in negligible effects (which is not significant 

in EIA terms). No additional mitigation is considered necessary, as the initial impact assessment 

concluded non-significant effects. 

 There is no direct impact on marine archaeology and cultural heritage receptors beyond the 

footprint of the Proposed Development. Indirect impacts are expected to be localised and 

negligible, which is not significant in EIA terms. There could be potential for transboundary 

effects, should vessels or aircraft be discovered that relates to interests of EEA States, however 

these effects will be mitigated by the embedded commitments.  

7.11 Socioeconomics, Tourism and Recreation 

 The Socioeconomics, Tourism and Recreation Chapter considers the local economies, 

populations, tourism, and recreation activities which are located in areas which may be 

affected by the Proposed Development. This includes important locations that may be used to 

support the development (such as port and harbour facilities). This assessment also considers 

how the Proposed Development might affect Scotland as a whole. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through a desk-based review 

of relevant data sources. Available statistical evidence was complemented by the study team’s 

experience in carrying out similar assessments in the east coast of Scotland. 

 The main local epicentres of socioeconomic impact are expected to be the ports used during 

the construction and O&M for the Proposed Development. Therefore, the following 

Socioeconomic study areas have been considered: 

▪ Highland; 

▪ The North of Scotland (defined as the local authorities of Highland, Aberdeenshire, and 

Moray); 
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▪ Scotland; and 

▪ The UK. 

 The Tourism and Recreation study area has been identified based on where the epicentres of 

impact would be that could impact on tourism and recreation receptors. These would mostly 

be localised around the nearshore construction activities by the Landfall area. On this basis, the 

following study area has been identified: 

▪ The electoral ward of Stonehaven and Lower Deeside in Aberdeenshire. 

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include: 

▪ Increase in employment and GVA; 

▪ Demographic changes; 

▪ Changes to housing demand; 

▪ Changes to other local public and private services; 

▪ Changes to visitor behaviour; 

▪ Changes to onshore recreation; 

▪ Changes to commercial fisheries; and 

▪ Changes to shipping and marine recreation. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to reduce 

disruption to tourism, recreation, and local economic activity, while maximising positive socio-

economic benefits. These include developing and following a Navigational Safety Plan to ensure 

continued safe access for recreational vessels, supported by Safety Zones, guard vessels, and 

clear advance communications through Notices to Mariners. Vessel operations will be 

coordinated under a Vessel Management Plan to minimise interference with coastal and 

marine leisure activities. Pollution prevention measures within the Environmental 

Management Plan will protect the quality of coastal waters used for recreation. In addition, the 

project will adhere to a Supply Chain Development Statement, promoting opportunities for 

local manufacturers and contractors. Together, these commitments aim to safeguard the 

recreational value of the marine environment and deliver socio-economic benefits to local 

communities. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

adverse effects (which is not significant in EIA terms) or moderate and major adverse effects 

(which is significant in EIA terms). The potential impacts may also result in negligible, minor, or 

moderate beneficial impacts. A worker accommodation plan will be produced to reduce 

potential strain on housing resulting from the increased population. Following the application 

of secondary mitigation measures on major adverse effects, no significant adverse residual 

effects are anticipated.  
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 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed and are predicted to result in negligible and minor adverse effects 

(which is not significant in EIA terms) or major adverse effects (which is significant in EIA terms). 

The potential impacts may also result in negligible, minor, or moderate beneficial impacts.  

 No adverse residual effects were considered significant in EIA terms; moderate beneficial 

effects were identified as significant. 

 Several residual cumulative effects were identified as significant in EIA terms, including major 

adverse effects on demographics, housing demand, and local public and private services in the 

Highland region. Moderate adverse effects on commercial fisheries and moderate beneficial 

effects related to increased employment were also identified. All other residual cumulative 

effects are minor or negligible and therefore not significant in EIA terms. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States was considered and concluded any impacts on the EEA States from spending associated 

with the Proposed Development will be beneficial in nature. Given the scale of the 

transboundary economy considered, it is expected any economic impacts from the Proposed 

Development are unlikely to result in significant effects. 

7.12 Climate 

 Climate change refers to the long-term shifts in temperatures and weather patterns that are 

driven by human activities. 

 The Climate Chapter assessment considers the impacts from the Proposed Development in two 

parts: 

▪ The effects of greenhouse gas emissions arising from the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development, which may contribute to climate change; 

and 

▪ The potential effects of the future climate on the Proposed Development. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through a desk-based review 

of relevant data sources. 

 The study area has been determined based on the various climate assessments (e.g., Climate 

Change Resilience Assessment (CCRA), In-Combination Climate Impact (ICCI) Assessment, and 

GHG Assessment).  

▪ CCRA study area – Aspen Array Area, OTC Corridor, and intertidal area seaward of MHWS; 

▪ ICCI study area – corresponds to the study areas outlined within each EIA Chapter; and 

▪ GHG study area – covers all infrastructure and activities required to construct, operate, and 

decommission the Project. 

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include those resulting from: 

▪ CCR: 
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▪ Increased heat stress or heat exhaustion; 

▪ More frequent and intense storms; 

▪ Higher wave heights;  

▪ Overall power output of WTGs reduced due to more frequent conditions above or 

below the cut-out wind speed; 

▪ Extreme winds;  

▪ Higher rainfall; 

▪ More frequent lightning storms; 

▪ Higher humidity; 

▪ Sea level rising; 

▪ Lower pH (more acidic seawater); 

▪ Higher sea temperatures; 

▪ Increased sea levels; 

▪ Higher air and sea temperatures; and 

▪ Higher ambient seawater temperatures. 

▪ ICCI: 

▪ Assessed as per technical topics. 

▪ GHG: Four scenarios have been developed to explore how quickly the Project may “pay-

back” the carbon emissions embedded in its construction and materials. All return pay-back 

times are significantly shorter than the anticipated lifetime of the Proposed Development 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to minimise 

greenhouse gas emissions and support climate resilience during all phases of the project. These 

include optimising the layout and specification of infrastructure to reduce construction and 

operational effort, implementing a Construction Programme to avoid unnecessary vessel 

movements, and managing vessel operations under a Vessel Management Plan to improve fuel 

efficiency. The Environmental Management Plan will set out measures to minimise waste, 

prevent pollution, and promote sustainable material use, while the Cable Plan will ensure 

efficient routing and protection to limit future maintenance requirements. The 

Decommissioning Programme will be designed to minimise emissions at end of life. Together, 

these commitments will help reduce the project’s carbon footprint and contribute to long-term 

climate objectives. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects (which is not significant in EIA terms).  

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were not considered within the CCRA, ICCI, or GHG assessments. 
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 GHG emissions are inherently global in nature, and their impacts cannot be directly attributed 

to a specific project or national boundaries. Therefore, transboundary impacts arising from the 

Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA States was not considered in the Offshore 

EIAR. 

7.13 Infrastructure and Other Marine Users 

 The Infrastructure and Other Marine Users Chapter considered the impact of the Proposed 

Development on the following receptors: 

▪ Offshore renewable energy (wind, wave and tidal marine infrastructure); 

▪ Subsea cables and utilities (telecommunication and subsea power cables); 

▪ Marine dredging and disposal activities; 

▪ O&G pipelines and other infrastructure;  

▪ Aquaculture; and 

▪ Recreational activities (e.g. diving clubs, Royal Yachting Association, boating clubs). 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through a desk-based review 

of relevant data sources. 

 The study area has been defined as the Proposed Development (Aspen Array Area and OTC 

Corridor) plus 10 nm buffer. This buffer is large enough to encapsulate both localised and wider 

impacts, considering the movements of other mobile marine activities.  

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include those resulting from: 

▪ Temporary obstruction to others OWFs; 

▪ Temporary obstruction to subsea cables and utilities and associated activities;  

▪ Temporary obstruction to licensed marine disposal sites and associated activities; 

▪ Temporary obstruction to O&G developments and associated activities; and 

▪ Displacement of recreational sailing and motor cruising, recreational fishing and other 

recreational activities due to infrastructure, safety zones, and construction vessels in 

relation to the Proposed Development may result in a loss of recreational resource. 
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 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to protect existing 

marine infrastructure and ensure safe coexistence with other sea users. These include 

implementing a Navigational Safety Plan with clear marking, lighting, and charting of offshore 

structures, as well as establishing Safety Zones and using guard vessels where necessary. All 

project vessels will comply with COLREGs, SOLAS, and MCA guidance, and any cable damage 

will be promptly reported to the relevant authorities. Crossing and proximity agreements will 

be put in place with existing pipeline and cable operators, and cables will be protected at 

crossings to avoid interference. Wet storage areas will be managed to minimise navigational 

risk, and all marking and lighting failures will be reported and addressed quickly. Together, 

these measures aim to maintain operational safety, minimise disruption, and protect the 

interests of other marine infrastructure users. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified result in negligible 

or minor adverse effects (which is not significant in EIA terms).  

 Cumulative impacts arising from the Proposed Development together with other plans and 

projects were assessed, and are predicted to result in minor adverse effects, which are not 

significant in EIA terms. No additional mitigation is considered necessary, as the initial impact 

assessment concluded non-significant effects. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were scoped out of further assessment, as there is no pathway for effects. 

7.14 Major Accidents and Disasters 

 The Major Accidents and Disasters Chapter considers the potential for the Proposed 

Development to cause major accidents and/or disasters, and the vulnerability of the Proposed 

Developments from such accidents/disasters. 

 A major accident is defined as an event that threatens immediate or delayed serious 

environmental effects to human health, welfare and/or the environment and requires the use 

of resources beyond those of the Applicant or its appointed representatives to manage. Whilst 

malicious intent is not accidental, the outcome (e.g., train derailment) may be the same and 

therefore many mitigation measures will apply to both deliberate and accidental events. 

 A disaster is defined as a natural hazard (e.g. earthquake) or a man-made/external hazard (e.g., 

act of terrorism) with the potential to cause an event or situation that meets the definition of 

a major accident. 

 The characterisation of the baseline environment was achieved through a desk-based review 

of relevant data sources.  

 Due to the unique structure of the major accidents and disasters document, there is no study 

area specifically defined for the assessment. Instead, the major accidents and disasters 

assessment uses the study areas defined by the individual technical specialists in their 

respective chapters and technical appendices. 

 A number of potential impacts on receptors due to the construction, O&M, and 

decommissioning of the Proposed Development were identified. These potential impacts 

include those resulting from: 
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▪ Major fire; 

▪ Vessel interaction (collision and allision risk); 

▪ Aviation collision; 

▪ Workplace accidents; 

▪ Subsea cable snagging risk (Commercial Fisheries); 

▪ Subsea anchoring cable snagging risk (Commercial Fisheries); 

▪ UXO; 

▪ Floating WTG breaking free of mooring; 

▪ Floating WTG breaking free during transit and from site for installation, component 

repair/replacement; and  

▪ Marine pollution. 

 Commitments which have been made to mitigate effects include measures to prevent and 

respond effectively to major accidents and disasters during all phases of the project. These 

include implementing an Emergency Response Cooperation Plan in line with MCA guidance, 

supported by a Navigational Safety Plan detailing Safety Zones, vessel routing, and hazard 

marking. Aids to navigation, lighting, and buoyage will be maintained, with any failures rectified 

promptly, and all vessels will comply with international maritime safety regulations. A Marine 

Pollution Contingency Plan will set out spill prevention and response measures, while the use 

of trenchless techniques at landfall will reduce onshore and nearshore construction risks. 

Additional safeguards include targeted cable protection, guard vessels during hazardous 

operations, and an Entanglement Management Plan to address risks to marine life. Collectively, 

these commitments aim to reduce the likelihood of accidents, ensure rapid response if 

incidents occur, and protect both human safety and the marine environment. 

 With the embedded commitments in place, the potential impacts identified are not expected 

to result in a major accident and/or disaster with existing control measures in place. This is not 

significant in EIA terms.  

 Effects from external Projects on the Proposed Development receptors are not treated as 

cumulative, as they would be considered a direct ‘external major accident’ and therefore not a 

cumulative effect. On the basis of the above, no ‘other developments’ are scoped into the 

major accidents and disasters assessment of cumulative effects. 

 Transboundary impacts arising from the Proposed Development on the interests of other EEA 

States were scoped out of further assessment, as there is no pathway for effects. 
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8 Summary 

 The environmental assessments undertaken for the Proposed Development have considered a 

full and comprehensive range of offshore topics, including physical processes, water and 

sediment quality, benthic habitats, fish and shellfish ecology, marine mammals, seabirds, 

commercial fisheries, shipping/navigation, cultural heritage, socioeconomics, and other 

relevant receptors. For each topic, potential impacts during construction, operation and 

maintenance, and decommissioning have been identified and assessed, with embedded 

commitments being made as part of the process to avoid, reduce, or offset these effects. 

 With these measures in place, all potential effects, with the exception of those on commercial 

fisheries, are predicted to be negligible or minor adverse and are not significant in EIA terms. 

For commercial fisheries, moderate adverse cumulative effects were identified, including 

reduction in access to, or exclusion from, established fishing grounds and cumulative 

displacement leading to gear conflict and increased fishing pressure on adjacent grounds. 

Further secondary mitigation and monitoring commitments have been applied, including 

support for the implementation of regional commercial fisheries activity monitoring and 

advocacy for a consistent approach across projects to ensure cumulative and long-term effects 

are appropriately characterised and reported. With these measures in place, no significant 

residual effects are predicted for any offshore topic. Cumulative and transboundary effects 

have been considered and are also assessed as not significant. 

 Overall, the assessment has concluded that the Proposed Development can proceed without 

giving rise to any significant adverse effects on the offshore environment, while delivering 

renewable energy generation in support of climate change objectives. 

Table 8.1 Summary of Residual Effect Significance and Monitoring Proposals for Offshore Topics 

Offshore Topic Residual Effect Significance Monitoring Proposed? 

Marine and Coastal 
Processes 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

Marine Water and 
Sediment Quality 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

Benthic Subtidal and 
Intertidal Ecology 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

Fish and Shellfish Ecology Not significant in EIA terms (after 
secondary mitigation) 

No 

Marine Mammals and 
Other Megafauna 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

Offshore and Intertidal 
Ornithology 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

Commercial Fisheries Significant in EIA terms - Moderate 
adverse (cumulatively) 

Yes 

Shipping and Navigation Not significant in EIA terms No 

Military and Civil Aviation Not significant in EIA terms No 

Marine Archaeology and 
Cultural Heritage 

Not significant in EIA terms No 
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Offshore Topic Residual Effect Significance Monitoring Proposed? 

Socioeconomics, Tourism 
and Recreation 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

Climate Not significant in EIA terms No 

Infrastructure and Other 
Users 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

Major Accidents and 
Disasters 

Not significant in EIA terms No 

 The assessments demonstrate that, with the identified embedded commitments, secondary 

mitigation measures, and specific monitoring proposals for commercial fisheries, all offshore 

environmental topics result in residual effects that are not significant in EIA terms. Commercial 

fisheries is the only topic where residual effects (moderate adverse, cumulatively) and 

monitoring are proposed. No other additional monitoring is proposed, although the Applicant 

will continue to engage with relevant stakeholders throughout the development lifecycle. 
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Defined Terms 

Term Definition 

Applicant  Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited.  

Aspen Array Area  The area in which the generation infrastructure for Aspen Offshore Wind 
Farm (OWF), including Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) and Offshore 
Substation Platforms (OSPs) will be located.  

Cumulative Impacts  Impacts that result from changes caused by other past, present or 
reasonably foreseeable actions together with the Proposed 
Development.  

Design Envelope  A description of the range of possible elements that make up the 
Proposed Development’s design options under consideration, as set out 
in detail in the project description. This envelope is used to define the 
Proposed Development for Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and 
Habitats Regulation Appraisal (HRA) purposes when the exact engineering 
parameters are not yet known. This is also known as the “Rochdale 
Envelope” approach.  

EIA Directive  European Union Directive 85/337/EEC.  

EIA Regulations  The collective term used to refer to the following:  
The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2017;  
The Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2017; and  
The Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
2007.  

Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA)  

A statutory process whereby planned projects must be assessed before a 
formal decision to proceed can be made. It involves assessment 
requirements outlined in the EIA Regulations, including the collection and 
consideration of environmental information, which fulfils the publication 
of an Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR).  

European Protected 
Species (EPS)  

Species of plants and animals (other than birds) that are protected under 
Annex IV of the EU Habitats Directive (Directive 92/43/EEC) due to their 
rarity or threatened status across Europe. These species are afforded 
strict protection within all EU Member States, including prohibitions on 
deliberate capture, killing, disturbance, or destruction of their breeding 
sites or resting places.  

Floating Foundations  The foundations on which the Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) are 
installed.  

Foundation Anchors  The structure which anchors the moorings to the seabed.  

Foundation Moorings  The chains/synthetics that connect the Floating Foundations to the 
Foundation Anchors to maintain floater station.  

Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG)  

A gas that absorbs and emits radiant energy at thermal infrared 
wavelengths causing the greenhouse effect.  

High Voltage 
Alternating Current 
(HVAC)   

Refers to where the flow of electric current reverses direction in a regular 
frequency. HVAC supports bulk power flow over short to medium 
transmission distances.   
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Term Definition 

High Voltage Direct 
Current (HVDC)   

Refers to high voltage electricity in direct current form where current 
flows in one direction only. HVDC supports longer transmission 
infrastructure due to not experiencing reactive losses.   

Horizontal Directional 
Drilling (HDD)  

A method of cable installation where the cable is drilled beneath a 
feature without the need for trenching.  

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) within the 
Aspen Array Area.  

Intertidal Area  The area located between Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS) and Mean 
High Water Springs (MHWS).  

Landfall   The area between Mean Low Water Spring (MLWS) and Mean High Water 
Spring (MHWS) where the Offshore Transmission Cables (OTCs) will 
connect onshore to offshore.  

Marine Licence  Licence granted under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and/or the Marine 
and Coastal Access Act 2009 where relevant.  

Non-statutory 
Consultee  

Organisations that the Local Authorities and/or Marine Directorate may 
choose to engage (if, for example, there are planning policy reasons to do 
so) who are not designated in law but are likely to have an interest in the 
Proposed Development.  

North Sea Renewables 
Grid (NSRG)  

Comprises three Offshore Wind Farms (OWFs) (Aspen, Beech and Cedar) 
and all associated offshore components and the NSRG transmission 
system.  

North Sea Transition 
Deal (NSTD)  

A UK government framework supporting the transition of the offshore 
energy sector from oil and gas to low-carbon energy, including offshore 
wind, while promoting investment, reducing emissions, and safeguarding 
jobs in the industry.  

Offshore 
Environmental Impact 
Assessment Report 
(Offshore EIAR)  

The published report of the EIA that will be undertaken for the Proposed 
Development.  

Offshore Substation 
Platform (OSP)   

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

Offshore Transmission 
Cable Corridor (OTC 
Corridor)  

The area within which the Offshore Transmission Cables (OTCs) will be 
installed.  

Offshore Transmission 
Cables (OTCs)  

The subsea electricity cables running from Landfall in the region of 
Stonehaven to the Offshore Substation Platform(s) (OSP(s)) in Aspen 
Array Area. The OTCs will act as both a demand and supply cable. The 
OTCs will provide both traditional supply of power to grid but also 
ensures robust secure power supply to oil and gas assets when the Aspen 
Array Area is not generating sufficient renewable power to support their 
demand.  

Offshore Wind Farm 
(OWF)  

The proposed generation infrastructure comprising of Wind Turbine 
Generators (WTGs) and associated, Offshore Substation Platform(s) 
(OSP(s)), foundations and substructures and Inter-array Cables (IACs).  

Project  Aspen Offshore Wind Farm (OWF) - comprises the wind farm and all 
associated offshore and onshore components.  
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Term Definition 

Proposed 
Development  

The offshore components of the Project (Aspen Offshore Wind Farm) 
which include all offshore infrastructure associated with Aspen Array Area 
and the Offshore Transmission Cables (OTCs).  

Section 36 Consent  Consent under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the construction, 
or extension, and operation of electricity generating stations.  

Wind Turbine 
Generator (WTG)  

The wind turbine that generates electricity consisting of tubular towers 
and blades attached to a nacelle housing mechanical and electrical 
generating equipment.  

Worst-case Design 
Scenario  

The maximum design parameters of each offshore asset of the Proposed 
Development considered to be a worst case for any given assessment.  
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Abbreviations 

Abbreviation Definition 

CCRA Climate Change Resilience Assessment  

CCS Carbon Capture Storage 

CES Crown Estate Scotland 

CIA Cumulative Impact Assessment  

COP Conference of Parties 

DAS Digital Aerial Survey  

EEA European Economic Area 

EIAR Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

EMF Electromagnetic field 

EPS European Protected Species 

EU European Union 

FLO Fisheries Liaison Officer 

GHG Greenhouse gas 

HVAC High Voltage Alternating Current 

IAC Inter-Array Cable 

ICCI In-Combination Climate Impact 

ICES International Council for the Exploration of the Seas 

INNS Invasive Non-Native Species 

INTOG Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas  

LAT Lowest Astronomical Tide 

LSE Likely Significant Effect 

MHWS Mean High Water Springs 

MLWS Mean Low Water Springs 

NATS National Air Traffic Services 

NC MPA Nature Conservation Marine Protected Area 

NSRG North Sea Renewables Grid 

NSTD North Sea Transition Deal 

NTS Non-Technical Summary 

O&G Oil and Gas 

O&M Operation and Maintenance 

OSP Offshore Substation Platform 
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Abbreviation Definition 

OTC Offshore Transmission Cable 

OWF Offshore Wind Farm 

PAC Pre-application Consultation 

PMF Priority Marine Feature 

RMP Regional Marine Plan 

SAC Special Areas of Conservation 

SEM Stakeholder Engagement Manager 

SMP Sectoral Marine Plan 

SPA Special Protection Area 

SPV Special Purpose Vehicle 

SSC Suspended Sediment Concentration 

UKCS Cerulean Winds  

UWN Underwater Noise 

UXO Unexploded Ordnance 

WFD Water Framework Directive 

WTG Wind Turbine Generators 

 

Units 

Unit Definition 

GW Gigawatt 

km kilometre 

m metre 

nm nautical mile 



 

 

 

GoBe Consultants Ltd     
Suites B2 & C2, Higher Mill 
Higher Mill Lane 
Buckfastleigh 
Devon 
TQ11 0EN 
 

 

GoBe Consultants Ltd     
Suites B2 & C2, Higher Mill 
Higher Mill Lane 
Buckfastleigh 
Devon 
TQ11 0EN 

www.gobeconsultants.com  

 

 

www.gobeconsultants.com 

 

http://www.gobeconsultants.com/

