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Defined Terms

Applicant Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited.

Applicant Approach A scenario developed and applied by the Applicant for several
species, in which available evidence was critically evaluated to inform
a more proportionate and evidence-led assessment of potential
impacts. This approach aims to maintain an appropriate level of
precaution while avoiding excessive conservatism.

Appropriate Assessment A specific part of the Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA) process,

(AA) evaluating whether a plan or project may affect the integrity of a
European Site.

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.

Aspen Lease Area The site for which Cerulean Winds (UKCS) Ltd was awarded an

Exclusivity Agreement. The Aspen Lease Area totals 333 kmz2 in which

the Aspen Array Area will be sited.

Competent Authority The Competent Authority is the public body or organisation legally

responsible for ensuring compliance with the Habitat Regulations.

For the Proposed Development’s Offshore Habitats Regulation

Appraisal (HRA) Screening Report, the Competent Authority is the

Scottish Ministers.

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 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 A statutory process whereby planned projects must be assessed

Assessment (EIA) 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 Site Protected sites, originally established under EU legislation, including

Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), candidate Special Areas of

Conservation (cSACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs), proposed

Special Protection Areas (pSPAs) and Ramsar sites.

Exclusivity Agreement Exclusivity Agreements in the Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas

(INTOG) leasing round give successful applicants sole offshore wind
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development rights over the site while the planning processes for
the INTOG Sectoral Marine Plan (SMP) are completed. If the project
is in the final INTOG SMP, an Option Agreement can be awarded

once its terms are agreed.

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.

Guidance Approach

A scenario in which assessment parameters and methodologies were
applied in line with advice issued by NatureScot. This approach
reflects the use of precautionary values and assumptions as
recommended in published guidance or formal consultation
responses.

Habitats Regulation
Appraisal (HRA)

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

Habitats Regulations

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

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.

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.

In-combination Assessment

The in-combination assessment assesses whether potential impacts
from other plans or projects, proposed or current, when combined
with the Proposed Developments potential impacts, will result in
adverse effects on the integrity of the designated site.
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The combined effect of the Proposed Development in combination

with the effects from a number of different projects or plans, on the
same single receptor/resource.

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.

Likely Significant Effect
(LSE)

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

Marine Directorate

The Directorate responsible for the integrated management of
Scottish waters. Acts on behalf of the Scottish Ministers.

Marine Directorate -
Licensing Operations Team
(MD-LOT)

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

Marine Licence

Licence granted under the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and/or the
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 where relevant.

National Site Network

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

Offshore Environmental
Impact Assessment Report
(Offshore EIAR)

The published report of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
that will be undertaken for the Proposed Development.

Offshore Scoping Opinion

The document issued by MD-LOT on 12 May 2025 to the Applicant
under the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(Scotland) Regulations 2017, the Marine Works (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2007 and the Marine
Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations
2017, setting out the Scottish Ministers’ opinion on the content of
the Offshore Environmental Impact Assessment Report (Offshore
EIAR) including those issues that will or will not need to be addressed
in the Offshore EIAR.

Offshore Substation
Platform (OSP)

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

Offshore Transmission
Works

The proposed transmission infrastructure comprising: Offshore
Substation Platform(s) (OSP(s)) and associated foundations and
substructures; the Offshore Transmission Cables (OTCs); and the
Landfall area up to mean MHWS.

Offshore Transmission
Cable Corridor (OTC
Corridor)

The area within which the Offshore Transmission Cables (OTCs) will
be installed.
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Offshore Transmission
Cables (OTCs)

‘ Definition

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).

Option Agreement

The property agreement that gives the tenant specific and exclusive
development rights within the awarded area for a fixed period. An
Option Agreement can be granted if the applicant’s proposed project
is in the final Innovation and Targeted Qil and Gas Sectoral Marine
Plan (INTOG SMP). If any proportion (up to ten percent 10%) of the
proposed project is out with the final INTOG SMP, an Option
Agreement may still be awarded but only for an area consistent with
marine planning considerations and the final INTOG SMP.

Project

Aspen Offshore Wind Farm (OWF) - comprises the wind farm and all
associated offshore and onshore components.

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).

Qualifying Feature

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

Ramsar Site

Wetlands of international importance designated under the Ramsar
Convention.

Scottish Ministers

Ministers of the devolved Scottish Government, who exercise
statutory functions transferred from the UK Government. The
Scottish Ministers support the First Minister in leading the Scottish
Government.

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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AA Appropriate Assessment

AON Apparently Occupied Nests

BDMPS Biologically Defined Minimum Population Scales
BTO British Trust for Ornithology

CBRA Cable Burial Risk Assessment

CEMP Construction Environmental Management Plan
Cl Confidence Interval

CJEU Court of Justice of the European Union

CRM Collision Risk Modelling

DAS Digital Aerial Surveys

DEFRA Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
DP Decommissioning Programme

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment

EIAR Environmental Impact Assessment Report

EU European Union

HAT Highest Astronomical Tide

HDD Horizontal Directional Drilling

HPAI Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza

HRA Habitats Regulations Appraisal

HVAC High Voltage Alternating Current

HVDC High Voltage Direct Current

INTOG Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas

IROPI Imperative Reasons of Over-Riding Public Interest
JNCC Joint Nature Conservation Committee

LMP Lighting and Marking Plan

LSE Likely Significant Effect

MD-LOT Marine Directorate Licensing Operations Team
MHWS Mean High Water Springs

MLWS Mean Low Water Springs

MMF Mean Max Foraging Range

MPA Marine Protected Area
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MPCP Marine Pollution Contingency Plan

MS Marine Scotland

NE Natural England

NS NatureScot

O&M Operation and Maintenance

OA Option Agreement

OMP Operation and Maintenance Programme
OsP Offshore Substation Platform

oTC Offshore Transmission Cable

OWF Offshore Wind Farm

PEMP Project Environmental Management Plan
PVA Population Viability Analysis

QF Qualifying Feature

RIAA Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment
RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
sCRM Stochastic Collision Risk Model

SD Standard Deviation

SMP Seabird Monitoring Programme

SNCB Statutory Nature Conservation Body
SNH Scottish Natural Heritage

SPA Special Protection Area

UK United Kingdom

UXo Unexploded Ordnance

VMP Vessel Management Plan

WSP Wet Storage Plan

WTG Wind Turbine Generator

Zol Zone of Influence
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Unit ‘ Definition
km Kilometres
km?2 Kilometres squared (measure of area)
m Metre
nm Nautical Miles
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3 Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology

3.1 Executive Summary

3.11

3.1.2

3.13

3.14

17 of 393

Following the HRA Screening Report (Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited, 2025), submitted
in January 2025, this Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) presents the findings the
assessment for Designated Sites related to Ornithology to inform the second stage of the
Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA).

A total of 41 SPAs or Ramsar sites have been taken forward for Offshore Ornithology Proposed
Development Alone Appropriate Assessment, seven sites progressed for Migratory Ornithology
and three sites progressed for Intertidal Ornithology Proposed Development Alone
Assessment, respectively.

Where predicted impacts on relevant Offshore Ornithology qualifying features have exceeded
the defined thresholds, Proposed Development Alone Population Viability Analysis has been
undertaken. Where relevant, qualifying features have also been progressed to In-combination
Appropriate Assessment (inclusive of In-combination Population Viability Analysis).

A conclusion of no Adverse Effect on Site Integrity has been reached for all sites and qualifying
features assessed herein. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant designated sites
are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the sites; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures that they remain viable components of the sites.
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3.2 Introduction to Chapter

3.2.1 This chapter represents findings of the RIAA for Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology receptors.
Building on the conclusions of the screening stage, this chapter provides an assessment of
Adverse Effects on the Site Integrity (AEoSI) for those receptors that were identified as having
Likely Significant Effects (LSE) in relation to the sites listed in Table 3.2 and Table 3.3.

3.2.2 The assessment focuses on qualifying features of the sites that are sensitive to potential
impacts from the Proposed Development. All receptors are considered in relation to their
Conservation Objectives (COs), sensitivity to impact pathways, and the potential for AEoSI as a
result of the impacts associated with the Proposed Development as shown in Section 3.5.
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3.3 Consultation

33.1 Consultation is ongoing for the Proposed Development, with the HRA Screening Report
(Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited, 2025) submitted on the 31 January 2025 and feedback
received from Marine Directorate - Licensing Operations Team (MD-LOT) on 14 May 2025 (see
Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 6.2: Offshore Scoping Opinion).

3.3.2 Comments received have been taken into consideration and actioned where appropriate and
practicable during the development of this RIAA, with consultation of relevance to ornithology
features presented in Table 3.1. Note that only consultation that affects the HRA Appropriate
Assessment is included within this table. For a complete summary of consultation related to all
aspects of the EIA, please see Offshore EIAR Volume 2, Chapter 12: Offshore and Intertidal
Ornithology, Table 12.3.
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Table 3.1 Consultation Responses for Ornithology

BERA Consultee Comment Received How and Where Addressed in This Document
Document
May 2025 Scottish Ministers - The Applicant presents Approach to baseline characterisation in Section 12.7 of the Scoping Report, A full 24 months of DAS data has been used to inform the HRA assessments.
Offshore Scoping including its intention to submit the EIA Report with 18 months of DAS data with amendments made post- | All data are presented in Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 3.1: Offshore and
Opinion (via MD-LOT) | submission to incorporate further data once this is available. The Scottish Ministers strongly advise that the | Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline Report following NatureScot Guidance
Applicant does not take this Approach and instead follows the NatureScot Guidance Notes and submits the | Note 2 (NatureScot, 2023a).
EIA Report once a full 24 months of DAS is complete. This is in line with the NatureScot representation and
the NatureScot advice dated 15 March 2024. The Scottish Ministers expect to see a full DAS report to
inform the EIA Report in line with NatureScot Guidance Note 2. The Scottish Ministers highlight paragraph
1.1.4 above and note that the EIA Report must be based on this Scoping Opinion.
May 2025 Scottish Ministers - Moreover, the Scottish Ministers direct the Applicant to the NatureScot advice on baseline characterisation | NatureScot Guidance Note 2 (NatureScot, 2023a) was fully considered when
Offshore Scoping specifically regarding designated sites, receptors, and gannet. The Scottish Ministers advise that this must characterising the Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline.
Opinion (via MD-LOT) | be fully considered and implemented in the EIA Report, specifically the use of NatureScot Guidance Note 3
to use foraging ranges to establish connectivity in the breeding season, the use of Wade et al. (2016) for In addition, connectivity to designated sites during the breeding season was
Scottish-specific sensitivities to offshore wind, and running Collision Risk Modelling with reduced densities | established following NatureScot Guidance Note 3 (NatureScot 2023c). Both
to account for macro-avoidance in the breeding season. Bradbury at al. (2014) and Wade et al. (2016) have been considered when defining
Scottish-specific sensitivities to offshore wind, and where appropriate, collision risk
modelling (CRM) outputs were adjusted to account for reduced densities due to
macro-avoidance in the breeding season throughout this RIAA. Full details can be
found in Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 2.3: Collision Risk Modelling Report.
In one instance, a custom apportioning method was used because the standard
NatureScot approach was deemed unsuitable for the designated site. The approach
taken was discussed with NatureScot in July 2025, and although a full agreement
was not finalised at the time, the applicant believes they have presented an
appropriate approach based on evidence presented by NatureScot. Full details are
provided in the Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology
Apportionment Report.
May 2025 Scottish Ministers - The Natural England and RSPB ornithology advice differs in some respects from the NatureScot advice as Two Approaches have been followed in the RIAA, comprising of the Guidance
Offshore Scoping detailed in the Natural England and RSPB representations. The Scottish Ministers do not expect the Approach and the Applicant Approach, as set out in paragraph 3.5.8 for collision
Opinion (via MD-LOT) | Applicant to carry out three separate offshore ornithological assessments and expect that the NatureScot risk and 3.5.18 for distributional responses.
guidance is followed. However, if the Applicant chooses to undertake supplementary ornithological
assessments in addition, following the RSPB and Natural England representations, this must be clearly NatureScot advice was followed and presented clearly as the Guidance Approach
labelled. Additionally, the Scottish Ministers highlight the Natural England advice that there may be (using parameters advised by NatureScot) throughout the assessments. In addition,
instances where a different assessment is needed to be able to adequately assess in-combination effects a second scenario was presented for several species within which evidence was
on English seabirds. Any differences in Approaches between Natural England, RSPB and NatureScot should | scrutinized by the Applicant resulting in a more proportional assessment, whilst
be acknowledged when compiling the EIA Report. maintaining an appropriate level of precaution (termed the Applicant Approach).
This is particularly appropriate because the location of the Proposed Development
(circa 84 km offshore), means that the Guidance Approach over-estimates the
potential impacts on several key species.
Impacts to English seabirds are considered throughout Offshore EIAR Volume 2,
Chapter 12: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology because English birds are included
in breeding and non-breeding reference populations.
May 2025 NatureScot - Offshore | NatureScot request that the assessment should be based on a full 24 months of surveys, rather than the A full 24 months of DAS data has been used to inform the EIA and HRA
Scoping Opinion proposed use of 18-months worth of data. NatureScot expect to see a full DAS report to inform the assessments.
Offshore EIAR in line with NatureScot Guidance Note 2. NatureScot will not accept Screening or Scoping All data is presented in Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 3.1: Offshore and
out sites or species based on uncomplete surveys. Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline Report following NatureScot Guidance
Note 2 (NatureScot, 2023a).
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Document
May 2025

NatureScot - Offshore
Scoping Opinion

Comment Received

NatureScot recommend the use of NatureScot Guidance Note 3 foraging ranges to establish connectivity in
the breeding season, rather than a 200km distance.

NatureScot Guidance Note 3 (NatureScot, 2023b) was fully considered when
characterising the Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline.

May 2025

NatureScot - Offshore
Scoping Opinion

NatureScot disagree with the proposed approach to scope out distributional response due to construction,
installation and decommissioning for the export cable corridor (OTC Corridor) and instead advise that this
must be scoped in for assessment in Offshore EIAR. NatureScot also note that disturbance may also arise
from vessels transiting between ports/harbours and the array area.

The Applicant acknowledges NatureScot’s position with regard to the EIAR. With
the exception of Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA, there are no
National Site Network sites designated for divers or seaduck species have been
identified as having functional connectivity to the OTC corridor. Eider are a feature
of Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA and have potential
connectivity to the OTC Corridor. However, while the species reportedly has a
moderate sensitivity to ship traffic (Garthe and Huppop, 2004), given that the
Aberdeenshire coast is a busy shipping route, with the Port of Aberdeen located
adjacent to the southern boundary of the SPA, it is assumed that eider in the area
will be suitably habituated to anthropogenic activities such as vessel movements.
Any additional vessel traffic associated with the Proposed Development is not
anticipated to significantly increase baseline vessel activity levels within the area.
As such, there is no pathway for Likely Significant Effect (LSE) on designated
features of any European site via distributional response during construction,
installation, or decommissioning of the export cable. Consequently, these activities
have been scoped out of the RIAA.

May 2025

NatureScot - Offshore
Scoping Opinion

NatureScot note that in most cases, the clear distinction is not possible between displacement and barrio
effects and accept the inclusion of barrier effect in the assessment of displacement effects.

Barrier effects and displacement impacts have been combined into distributional
responses and have been assessed together throughout Section 3.6.

May 2025

NatureScot - Offshore
Scoping Opinion

With regards to the approach to assessment described in Section 12.13 of the Scoping Report (Volume 2,
Appendix 6.1: Offshore Scoping Report), NatureScot presents advice regarding MRSea; seasonal guidance;
reference populations; species demographic; distributional responses for kittiwake, gannet and fulmar;
SeabORD; CRM; population viability analysis; and highly pathogenic avian influenza.

For MRSea, NatureScot request that the Applicant runs this where there are suitable data points and that
the Applicant considers whether the model fit if appropriate. NatureScot accept the use of design-based
methods if the number of data points are less than 10.

The NatureScot representation has been fully considered in relation to the

following points:

= MRSea (see Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.5: Offshore Ornithology
MRSea Technical Report);

= Seasonal guidance (see Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.1: Offshore and
Intertidal Ornithology Baseline Report);

= Reference populations Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.1: Offshore and
Intertidal Ornithology Baseline Report;

= Species demographics (see Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.1: Offshore
and Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline Report);

= Distributional responses for kittiwake, gannet and fulmar (see Offshore EIAR
Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Report);

= SeabORD was not used to quantify the effects of distributional responses after
agreement with NatureScot. The Proposed Development is situated beyond the
MMF+1SD for almost all guillemot and razorbill colonies along the North-east
coast of Scotland, the species for which the model was developed to assess.
This means the prediction power of SeabORD is limited to determine
displacement and barrier effects. In addition, issues with the current version of
SeabORD prevented completion of the required model runs. Error codes
generated were traced to issues previously identified which indicated the
model was getting stuck in a loop while determining foraging areas from key
colonies. Therefore, it was not feasible to complete SeabORD. The standard
Matrix Approach was used within the assessments as required by the relevant
guidance.

= Collision risk modelling (see Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.4:
Ornithology Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report);

= Population viability analysis (see Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.6:
Offshore Ornithology Population Viability Analysis Report); and
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For context in relation to HPAI see Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.1:
Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline Report.

May 2025 NatureScot - Offshore | With regards to cumulative impacts, NatureScot advise that the Applicant engages with NatureScot if age Site-specific age data has not been incorporated into the assessments due to the
Scoping Opinion ratios are inferred from site-specific DAS. inherent limitations of DAS data for accurately ageing birds. The data does not
provide a representative reflection of the true age distribution of birds using the
site.
Crucially, distinguishing between juvenile and immature birds — and particularly
between 3™ and 4" calendar year individuals or adult birds — is extremely
challenging using aerial survey methods. As a result, there is a systematic bias
towards classifying birds as ‘adult-like’, inflating the adult proportion.
Given the significant distance between the Aspen Array Area and known breeding
colonies, it is reasonable to assume that the proportion of breeding adults present
will reflect the stable age distribution of the wider population and not be elevated.
Therefore, the use of adult proportions from Furness (2015) is considered both
appropriate and precautionary for the impact assessment.
July 2025 NatureScot virtual Regarding SeabORD, the Applicant noted reservations around the use of SeabORD for the Proposed A concise justification for the exclusion of SeabORD from the assessments is
consultation meeting Development consent application due to the distance of the Array Area in relation to the coastline and provided in paragraph 3.5.13.
SPAs. NatureScot confirmed that they are aware of the MATLAB versions issues and acknowledges that the
R version will not be available in time for application submission. NatureScot were in agreement that
SeabORD not be utilised for the application submission for the Proposed Development, and instead the
matrix approach be used. NatureScot also confirmed that an R version of SeabORD should be available by
Autumn 2025 but that there will be no request to undertake SeabORD analysis retrospectively post-
application from NatureScot, and that such a request from the Marine Directorate Licensing Operations
Team (MD-LOT) is considered unlikely.
July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant expressed concerns regarding the differing distributions of great black-backed gull, herring Offshore ornithology assessments are presented for relevant sites and features in
consultation meeting | gull, fulmar and gannet around finishing vessels in the DAS data. The Applicant considers that the presence | Section 3.6, Section 3.7, and Section 0.
of fishing vessels significantly inflated densities of these species at the time of survey. NatureScot stated
that they typically exclude data where there is evidence of anomalous attraction, although query whether
vessels present post-construction could lead to the same attraction. The Applicant noted that the exclusion
zone around the Aspen Array Area would mean that fishing vessels would not be able to pass through the
Array and thus would not lead birds through the WTG field. NatureScot requested that this be provided
within a written note by the Applicant for further consideration. However, given time constraints, the
Applicant confirms all data will be incorporated into the assessments, with no exclusions associated with
the presence of fishing vessels. The presence of these vessels will be discussed qualitatively within the
assessment, where relevant.
July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant sought approval on the thresholds put forward for in-combination assessment within this A concise in-combination assessment is presented for features with impacts of
consultation meeting RIAA. Impacts on sites assessed were screened into in-combination assessment if impacts on species at an | between 0.2 and 1.0 birds for relevant sites in Section 3.6.
SPA are greater than one bird, or greater than 0.02% decrease in survival rate. NatureScot advised on the
reduction of the threshold from one bird to 0.2 birds, as is supported by English casework, although were
content to retain the decrease in survival rate of 0.02% or less threshold. The Applicant confirms an in-
combination assessment will be included for all sites with impacts greater than 0.2 birds.
July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant queried the NatureScot Guidance Approach to apportioning for guillemot as, due to the The assessment of guillemot at Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA is presented in
consultation meeting location of the Aspen Array Area, this would result in 100% of guillemots being apportioned to the Buchan | Section 3.6. The Guidance Approach presented conforms fully with the published
Ness to Collieston Coast SPA despite not all of the Array Area being within foraging range of the SPA NatureScot guidance. In addition, the Applicant Approach presents impacts based
colony. Consequently, the Applicant sought agreement from NatureScot on two alternative approaches, as | on evidenced non-breeding season connectivity using tracking data from
follows: Buckingham et al. (2022).
1) Apportion birds within the proportion of the Array Area intersecting with foraging range; or
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2) Assess birds within the intersection between the Array Area and foraging range only.

For the non-breeding season, the Applicant proposed to apportion using the contribution of guillemots
from Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA to the Furness (2015) BDMPS population.

NatureScot expressed their preference for using the Fair Isle foraging range instead of the Applicant’s
suggested approaches — this would likely cover more SPAs but is considered more biologically accurate by
NatureScot. However, the Applicant stated that this methodology would over-inflate the number of birds
from breeding colonies, noting the distance of the Array Area from the shore. NatureScot confirmed that
there are ongoing projects considering this issue but that none are available yet.

As an alternative, NatureScot advised the Applicant to check the timings of the July DAS and stated that if
the July surveys were undertaken after young guillemot fledged from Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA
then the July results can be considered to be in the non-breeding season. NatureScot would also apportion
to account for immature and non-breeding birds.

The Applicant then queried whether, if it can be demonstrated that birds are breeding on offshore
structures and that there is evidence to support this, this be considered in the apportioning. Moreover, the
Applicant queried whether such evidence must be site-specific or whether wider North Sea data could be
used in a justification. NatureScot stated that any justification would comprise of a recent census of a
relevant colony.

NatureScot confirmed that they do not typically recommend the BDMPS approach, and if wider foraging
ranges were utilised from the breeding season this would also apply to the non-breeding seasons.
NatureScot also noted the difficulty associated with attempting to maintain consistency between
applications to ensure comparability between assessments, and recent advice has been to use the Fair Isle
foraging ranges. The Applicant confirmed that this will be investigated further.

July 2025 NatureScot virtual The Applicant presented an alternative approach to determining guillemot population sizes and sought Offshore ornithology assessments are presented for relevant sites and features in
consultation meeting approval from NatureScot on the approach. NatureScot stated that using the Fair Isle foraging range was Section 3.6, Section 3.7, and Section 0.
also applicable in this case. However, given the time constraints, the Applicant proposes to utilise the mean
max foraging range excluding Fair Isle in the EIA and RIAA.
May 2025 RSPB - Offshore RSPB encourage the adoption of a precautionary approach to the identification of relevant protected sites | This is noted. The Applicant has adopted an appropriately precautionary approach
Scoping Opinion for seabirds with clear methodology on the exclusion of sites and species. to determining connectivity following NatureScot guidance.
May 2025 RSPB - Offshore RSPB has outstanding issues with the manner in which the bio-seasons definitions from Furness (2015) This is noted. The Applicant has followed NatureScot guidance when defining
Scoping Opinion have been defined for gannet and kittiwake. seasons for these species.
May 2025 RSPB - Offshore RSPB welcome the use of Woodward et al. (2019) foraging ranges to determine connectivity with SPA Connectivity to designated sites during the breeding season was established
Scoping Opinion colonies. following NatureScot Guidance Note 3 (NatureScot, 2023b) which uses Woodward
etal. (2019).
May 2025 RSPB - Offshore RSPB agree with most of NatureScot advice for avoidance rates, but recommends the use of a 98% This is noted by the Applicant. Though in line with NatureScot Guidance Note 7
Scoping Opinion avoidance rate for breeding gannets is more appropriate. This is because the figures used for the (NatureScot 2023g), a 98% avoidance rate has not been used in the breeding
calculation of avoidance rates advocated by the SNCBs are largely derived from the non-breeding season season.
for gannet and there is evidence that the foraging movements and behaviour of gannets will vary in
relation to stage of the breeding season and between the breeding and non-breeding season.
May 2025 RSPB - Offshore RSPB consider the ‘Most Likely Scenario’ to be the likely outcome based on reasonable and commonly This is noted by the Applicant.
Scoping Opinion accepted assumptions/parameters whereas a worst-case scenario would use the most negative set of
assumptions.
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Impacts Scoped out of the Assessment

3.3.3 The impacts previously scoped out of the offshore and intertidal assessment with associated
justifications are presented in the HRA Screening Report (Cerulean Winds Aspen Project
Limited, 2025). MD-LOT stated in the Offshore Scoping Opinion that the Scottish Ministers are
broadly content with the impacts scoped into the assessment (Table 3.1) and, therefore, it can
be assumed that they are also content with the impacts scoped out.
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3.4 Screening Summary, Design Parameters and Project Commitments

Introduction

3.4.1

3.4.2

3.4.3

3.4.4

This chapter of the RIAA provides information to inform conclusions as to whether the
Proposed Development will have an AEoSI with regard to offshore and intertidal ornithological
qualifying features. Also provided herein consideration of the potential for a LSE on SPA and
Ramsar sites screened into the RIAA and presented in the associated HRA Screening Report
(Cerulean Winds Aspen Project Limited, 2025) is updated where relevant.

In order to produce a concise document, qualitative assessments for designated sites and
qualifying features screened in for assessment have been combined, where appropriate, for
potential impact pathways and development phases. For example, for distant sites with weak
connectivity (as evidenced via the level of predicted apportioned impact presented in Offshore
EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report), assessments for
each receptor are presented together for all relevant designated sites.

The Proposed Development consists of the Aspen Array Area and the Offshore Transmission
Cable Corridor (OTC Corridor) to Landfall (Stonehaven). The OTC Corridor lies entirely within
Scottish Territorial Waters.

The Proposed Development’s parameters as a whole are defined within Offshore EIAR Volume
1, Chapter 3: Project Description.

Proposed Development Alone Assessment Methodology

Apportionment of Impacts

3.4.5

3.4.6

3.4.7

25 of 393

Quantitative  impacts on  designated European sites (offshore  ornithology
disturbance/displacement and collision risk) were derived from impacts presented in the
following associated documents:

= Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.2 Offshore Ornithology Displacement Assessment
Technical Annex;

= Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Technical
Annex; and

= Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology Migratory Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

These impacts were then apportioned to designated site colonies using the methodology
presented in Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology HRA
Apportionment Report. Note that this report does not detail apportionment for migratory CRM,
with this process detailed in the assessment in Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.4:
Ornithology Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Each European site has been given a weighting based on the results of the apportioning
assessment. This assessment uses those weightings to calculate the potential impacts on
seabird populations at each site. These impacts were calculated using the overall collision
and/or displacement impacts for each species and the specific site weighting.
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The apportionment process also considers the proportion of mortalities that are attributed to
breeding adult birds. The proportion of the population made up of adult birds is based on the
stable age distribution of the population derived from the demographic rates in Horswill and
Robinson (2015) and Furness (2015). Additionally, each year it is assumed that a proportion of
the adult population will not breed, often as a result of population-specific constraints (for
example, limited prey availability or extreme weather). However, in order to represent a
precautionary approach, the proportion of birds that undertake a breeding sabbatical in any
given year is not factored into the assessment, with the assumption being that all adult birds
are breeding. This process is precautionary as it assumes that a greater number of mortalities
are breeding adults (i.e., the impact is expected to be an overestimate).

Bespoke Apportionment

3.4.9

The processes endorsed by the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) for breeding and
non-breeding season apportionment are described in the Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix
12.7: Offshore Ornithology HRA Apportionment Report. However, in some cases, bespoke
approaches to apportionment may be more appropriate. Limitations of the approach
advocated by SNCBs, and details regarding NatureScot’s preferred bespoke apportioning for
guillemot, as well as the Applicant's preferred bespoke apportioning for herring gull, are
presented in the Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology HRA
Apportionment Report. The Applicant has consulted with Nature Scot (Table 3.1) and agreed
approaches, where possible, inclusive of Quantitative Assessment Thresholds and In-
combination Assessment Methodology. Where approaches were not agreed the Applicant has
clearly presented both a Guidance Approach and an Applicant Approach.

Quantitative Assessment Thresholds

3.4.10 The assessment of quantitative impacts was undertaken relative to the designated site

population sizes. This was undertaken based on both the citation count and the most recent
available count. Initially, the assessment considered the impact at the impacted site in relation
to the percentage change in both the citation and recent counts, with the recent count result
prioritised as the most relevant population size. A key threshold within this assessment was
whether the impact exceeded a 0.02% decrease in adult survival rates, as per NatureScot
Guidance Note 11 (NatureScot, 2023c). Any impact below this threshold was considered to be
negligible in scale of impact and, therefore, will not have a measurable effect on population
dynamics and can be concluded as having no AEoSI. Consequently, further consideration was
not required. Impacts above this threshold required further consideration to inform the
assessment conclusions, for example in the form of Population Viability Analysis (PVA). This
Approach is in line with NatureScot Guidance Note 11 (NatureScot, 2023c).
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3.4.11 When considering PVA, the Counterfactual of Population Growth Rate (CPGR) was considered

as a key metric. Any impact that resulted in a less than (<) 0.5% reduction in population growth
rate is generally considered to be indistinguishable from natural fluctuations in the population
growth rate (i.e., where the natural variations in population growth rates are significantly
greater than the predicted effects of OWF impacts. As a result, any potential effects caused by
OWFs would fall within this natural variability and will, therefore, be undetectable). However,
the impacts were also considered on a case-by-case basis in relation to the conservation
objectives and considering colony-specific long- and short-term population trends at the
designated site in question.

In-combination Assessment Methodology

3.4.12

3.4.13

The potential effects of the Proposed Development on protected sites were also assessed in-
combination with the effects from other plans or projects. These effects may occur during all
phases. Sites from the project alone assessment were included in the in-combination
assessment if predicted impacts on the site in question were considered to be material.

Effects on a population were considered to be immaterial if they resulted in a predicted impact
of a <0.02% decrease in the adult survival rate of a relevant species at a screened in designated
site, or a predicted annual mortality of <0.2 birds per annum (Table 3.1) under the highest
impact scenario. Therefore, any impacts under this threshold were not considered for in-
combination assessment. Impacts greater than 1.0 bird were taken through for a full in-
combination assessment, while impacts between 0.2 and 1.0 birds have, been assessed using
results available from recently submitted applications to inform reliable conclusions. Further
information on in-combination assessment is presented in section 3.5 of this report.
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3.5 Environmental and Ecological Site Baseline

Screening Outcomes

3.5.1 Sites were screened in based on both their connectivity to the Proposed Development and
relevant impact pathway, as defined in the associated HRA Screening Report (Cerulean Winds
Aspen Project Limited, 2025). These pathways allowed for identification of designated sites
with potential for LSE on their qualifying seabird species as a result of the Proposed
Development. The Screening outcomes for offshore ornithology are presented in Table 3.2,
while the outcomes for intertidal ornithology are provided in Table 3.3. SPAs and Ramsar sites
within 300 km of the Aspen Array Area are presented in Figure 3.1. This list has been updated
based on the conclusions within the screening updates clarified in Sections 3.5.3, 3.5.4 and
Table 3.4. All species scientific names are presented in Appendix B.
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Table 3.2 Screening Outcomes for Offshore Ornithology

Relevant Qualifying Feature Season Screened in for

Designated Site

Breeding

Non-breeding

Construction

Project Phase

O&M

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Decommissioning

Buchan Ness to Collieston Guillemot Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; entanglement; Distributional responses; changes
Coast SPA availability changes in prey availability in prey availability
Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Herring gull Y Y Changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability; Collision risk Changes in prey availability
Troup, Pennan and Lion's Razorbill Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; entanglement; Distributional responses; changes
Heads SPA availability changes in prey availability in prey availability
Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability; Distributional Changes in prey availability
responses
Ythan Estuary, Sands of Eider N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
gs;\//lsaa;;ial;/lelkle Loch Redshank N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Lapwing N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Fowlsheugh SPA Razorbill N Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement in prey availability
Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
East Caithness Cliffs SPA Cormorant N Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement in prey availability
Razorbill N Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement in prey availability
Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Herring gull N Y Changes in prey availability Collision risk; changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability
North Caithness Cliffs SPA Puffin Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement. in prey availability
Razorbill N Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement. in prey availability
Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Copinsay SPA Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Great black-backed gull N Y Changes in prey availability Collision risk; changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability
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Relevant Qualifying Feature

Season Screened in for

Project Phase

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Breeding Non-breeding Construction O&M Decommissioning
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability; Distributional Changes in prey availability
responses
Outer Firth of Forth and St Common scoter N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
And Bay C lex SPA
narews Bay Lomplex Long-tailed duck N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Red-throated diver N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Slavonian grebe N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Velvet scoter N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Red-breasted merganser N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Eider N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Goldeneye N Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Auskerry SPA Storm-petrel Y Y Disturbance from artificial light; Disturbance from artificial light; distributional Disturbance from artificial light;
distributional responses; changes in prey responses; changes in prey availability distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability
Hoy SPA Puffin Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability ; entanglement. in prey availability
Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability. in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Great black-backed gull N Y Changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability; collision risk Changes in prey availability
Fair Isle SPA Gannet Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability ; in prey availability ; entanglement. in prey availability
Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
Kittiwake Y Y availability in prey availability in prey availability
Puffin Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement. in prey availability
Great skua Y Y Changes in prey availability Collision risk; changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Forth Islands SPA Gannet Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability; entanglement. in prey availability
Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability. in prey availability
Herring gull N Y Changes in prey availability Collision risk; changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability
Puffin Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability ; entanglement in prey availability
Razorbill N Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability ; entanglement in prey availability
Calf of Eday SPA Kittiwake Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
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Relevant Qualifying Feature

Season Screened in for

Project Phase

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Breeding Non-breeding Construction O&M Decommissioning
Rousay SPA Kittiwake Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
St Abb's Head to Fast Castle | Kittiwake Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
SPA availability in prey availability in prey availability
Razorbill Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability ; entanglement. in prey availability
West Westray SPA Kittiwake Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses, collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Razorbill Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; entanglement; Distributional responses; changes
availability changes in prey availability. in prey availability
Marwick Head SPA Kittiwake Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Sumburgh Head SPA Kittiwake Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Farne Islands SPA Seabird assemblage: Kittiwake Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses;, collision risk; Distributional responses; changes
availability changes in prey availability in prey availability
Seabird assemblage: Puffin Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability ; entanglement. in prey availability
Mousa SPA Storm-petrel N Disturbance from artificial light; changes in | Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light;
prey availability prey availability changes in prey availability
Fala Flow SPA Pink-footed goose Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Noss SPA Gannet Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses, collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability; entanglement in prey availability
Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses, collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
Kittiwake Y availability in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Puffin Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement in prey availability
Coquet Island SPA Seabird assemblage: Puffin N Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement. in prey availability
Gladhouse Reservoir Pink-footed goose Y N/A Migratory collision risk N/A
Ramsar
Sule Skerry and Sule Stack Gannet Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
SPA availability in prey availability; entanglement in prey availability
Storm-petrel N Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial
prey availability prey availability light;changes in prey availability
Leach's petrel N Disturbance from artificial light; changes in | Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light;
prey availability prey availability changes in prey availability
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Relevant Qualifying Feature Season Screened in for Project Phase

Breeding

Non-breeding

Construction

O&M

Decommissioning

Cape Wrath SPA Fulmar Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Kittiwake Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Foula SPA Fulmar Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Kittiwake Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes

availability

in prey availability

in prey availability

Leach's petrel

prey availability

Disturbance from artificial light; changes in

Disturbance from artificial light; changes in
prey availability

Disturbance from artificial light;
changes in prey availability

Razorbill Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; entanglement; Distributional responses; changes
availability changes in prey availability in prey availability
Westwater Ramsar Pink-footed goose N/A Migratory collision risk N/A

Handa SPA Fulmar Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Fetlar SPA Fulmar Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Hermaness, Saxa Vord and | Gannet Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; Distributional responses; changes
Valla Field SPA availability entanglement; changes in prey availability in prey availability
Fulmar Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
availability
Puffin Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes

availability

availability; entanglement

in prey availability

Castle Loch, Lochmaben
Ramsar

Pink-footed goose

N/A

Migratory collision risk

N/A

North Rona and Sula Sgeir Fulmar Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
SPA availability
Gannet Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; Distributional responses; changes

availability

entanglement; changes in prey availability.

in prey availability

Leach's petrel

prey availability

Disturbance from artificial light; changes in

Disturbance from artificial light; changes in
prey availability

Disturbance from artificial light;
changes in prey availability

Shiant Isles SPA

Fulmar

Changes in prey availability

Distributional responses; changes in prey
availability

Changes in prey availability

Loch Ken and River Dee
Marshes SPA

Pink-footed goose

N/A

Migratory collision risk

N/A

Flamborough and Filey Gannet Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
Coast SPA availability in prey availability; entanglement in prey availability
Kittiwake Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; collision risk; changes | Distributional responses; changes
availability in prey availability in prey availability
Seabird assemblage: puffin Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement in prey availability
Razorhbill Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; entanglement in prey availability
Flannan Isles SPA Fulmar Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability

availability

32 of 393

POLO®®

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS APEMGroup

Designated Site Relevant Qualifying Feature Season Screened in for

Project Phase

Breeding Non-breeding Construction O&M Decommissioning
Leach's petrel Y N Disturbance from artificial light; changes in | Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light;
prey availability prey availability changes in prey availability
Mingulay and Berneray Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Distributional responses; changes in prey Changes in prey availability
SPA availability
Rathlin Island SPA Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Collision risk; changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability
St Kilda SPA Fulmar Y Y Changes in prey availability Collision risk; changes in prey availability Changes in prey availability
Leach's petrel Y N Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light;
prey availability prey availability changes in prey availability
Manx shearwater Y N Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light; changes in Disturbance from artificial light;
prey availability prey availability changes in prey availability
Gannet Y Y Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes in prey Distributional responses; changes
availability availability; collision risk; entanglement in prey availability
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Table 3.3 Screening Outcomes for Intertidal Ornithology

Season Screened in for

Project Phase

Designated Site Relevant Qualifying Feature
Breeding Non-breeding Construction O&M Decommissioning
Ythan Estuary, Sands of Pink-footed goose N Y Direct temporary intertidal habitat loss; N/A Direct temporary intertidal
Forvie and Meikle Loch Eider N v Disturbance/displacement habitat loss;
SPA/Ramsar Disturbance/displacement
Common tern Y N
Sandwich tern Y N
Redshank N Y
Lapwing N Y
Loch of Skene SPA/Ramsar Greylag goose N Y Direct temporary intertidal habitat loss; N/A Direct temporary intertidal
Disturbance/displacement habitat loss;
Disturbance/displacement
Forth Islands SPA Lesser black-backed gull Y Y Direct temporary intertidal habitat loss; N/A Direct temporary intertidal
Disturbance/displacement habitat loss;
Disturbance/displacement
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3.5.2 Survey methodology, results and constraints for both offshore and intertidal ornithology are
detailed in the associated Offshore EIAR Volume 3, Appendix 12.1: Offshore and Intertidal
Ornithology Baseline Report.

Screening Updates Based on Baseline
Offshore Ornithology Apportionment

3.5.3 HRA Apportionment methods and results are presented in the associated Offshore EIAR
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Screening Updates

3.5.4 With regards to Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology the following updates have been made to
the HRA Screening since submission of the initial HRA Screening Report (Cerulean Winds Aspen
Project Limited, 2025). Sites/features that have been added or removed are presented in Table
3.4 along with justifications for their exclusion or inclusion from the assessment.

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

36 0f 393
Revision: 01



CERULEAN GOBe

WINDS APEMGroup

Table 3.4 Offshore, Migratory and Intertidal Ornithology Screening Updates

‘ Qualifying Feature Justification Screened In or Screened Out
Buchan Ness to Shag (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
Collieston Coast SPA
Loch of Skene Pink-footed goose (Non-br) It is concluded that there will be no overlap between Screened out
SPA/Ramsar the feature’s migration path and the Aspen Array Area

(see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology
Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Report).

Ythan Estuary, Sands of | Pink-footed goose (Non-br) It is concluded that there will be no overlap between Screened out
Forvie and Meikle Loch the feature’s migration path and the Aspen Array Area
SPA/Ramsar (see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology
Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Report).

Hoy SPA Great skua (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
Outer Firth of Forth Common scoter (Non-br) Added due to potential overlap between the feature’s | Screened in
and St Andrews Bay : migration path and the Aspen Array Area (see EIAR,
Complex SPA Long-tailed duck (Non-br) Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology Migratory

Red-throated diver (Non-br) Collision Risk Modelling Report).

Slavonian grebe (Non-br)

Velvet scoter (Non-br)

Red-breasted merganser (Non-
br)

Eider (Non-br)

Goldeneye (Non-br)

Forth Islands SPA Lesser black-backed gull (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
Lesser black-backed gull (Br) Added for intertidal ornithology assessment due to Screened in
overlap with foraging range.
Cormorant (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
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Screened In or Screened Out

Justification

‘ Qualifying Feature

Calf of Eday SPA Cormorant (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
Noss SPA Great skua (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
Foula SPA Great skua (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
Handa SPA Great skua (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out
Fetlar SPA Great skua (Br) None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out

Hermaness, Saxa Vord
and Valla Field SPA

Great skua (Br)

None recorded in DAS dataset.

Screened out

St Kilda SPA

Great skua (Br)

None recorded in DAS dataset.

Screened out

Ronas Hill - North Roe
and Tingon SPA

Great skua (Br)

None recorded in DAS dataset.

Screened out

Sule Skerry and Sule
Stack SPA

Storm petrel

None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out for
distributional responses.

Screened out

Mousa SPA Storm petrel None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out for Screened out
distributional responses.
Auskerry SPA Storm petrel None recorded in DAS dataset. Screened out for Screened out

distributional responses.

Fala Flow SPA/Ramsar

Pink-footed goose (Non-br)

It is concluded that there will be no overlap between
the feature’s migration path and the Aspen Array Area
(see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology
Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Report).

Screened out

Gladhouse Reservoir

Pink-footed goose (Non-br)

It is concluded that there will be no overlap between

Screened out

SPA/Ramsar the feature’s migration path and the Aspen Array Area
(see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology
Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Report).
Westwater SPA/Ramsar | Pink-footed goose (Non-br) It is concluded that there will be no overlap between Screened out

the feature’s migration path and the Aspen Array Area
(see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology
Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Report).

@OLE®®

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01



CERULEAN
WINDS

‘ Qualifying Feature

Justification

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Screened In or Screened Out

Castle Loch,
Lochmaben
SPA/Ramsar

Pink-footed goose (Non-br)

It is concluded that there will be no overlap between
the feature’s migration path and the Aspen Array Area
(see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology
Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Report).

Screened out

Loch Ken and River Dee
Marshes SPA/Ramsar

Greenland white-fronted goose
(Non-br)

Greylag goose (Non-br)

It is concluded that there will be no overlap between
the feature’s migration path and the Aspen Array Area
(see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology
Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Report).

Screened out

Screened out

Bowland Fells SPA

Lesser black-backed gull (Br)

None recorded in DAS dataset.

Screened out

Northumberland
Marine SPA

Guillemot (Br)

Puffin (Br)

Seabird assemblage (Br): Fulmar

This is a marine SPA not designated for breeding
seabirds. Features are assessed separately as part of
their respective colony sites. The Proposed
Development does not have a direct or indirect
pathway that could result in a likely significant effect
on the European site.

Screened out

Carlingford Lough SPA

Light-bellied brent goose (Non-
br)

As this is an Irish site it is considered that there will be
no overlap between the feature’s migration path and
the Aspen Array Area.

Screened out

Dundalk Bay SPA

Bar-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Black-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Curlew (Non-br)

Dunlin (Non-br)

Golden plover (Non-br)

Great crested grebe (Non-br)

Grey plover (Non-br)

Greylag goose (Non-br)

Despite theoretical connectivity, due to the distance of
the site from the Aspen Array Area, any impacts
apportioned to this SPA will be negligible.

Screened out
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Qualifying Feature Justification Screened In or Screened Out
Knot (Non-br)

Lapwing (Non-br)

Mallard (Non-br)

Oystercatcher (Non-br)

Red-breasted merganser (Non-
br)
Pintail (Non-br)

Redshank (Non-br)

Ringed plover (Non-br)
Shelduck (Non-br)

Teal (Non-br)

Stabannan- Greylag goose (Non-br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out

braganstown SPA Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Rockabill SPA Purple sandpiper (Br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Lambay Island SPA Fulmar (Br) Despite the large foraging range of the species, it is Screened out

considered that fulmar from colonies in the Irish Sea
are will not consistently forage off the east coast of
Scotland with rich resources available to the west of
the UK. Indeed, even fulmar from Orkney were
documented undertaking foraging trips out to the
North Atlantic Ridge (Edwards et al., 2013).

Greylag goose (Non-br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Horn Head to Fanad Fulmar (Br) Despite the large foraging range of the species, it is Screened out
Head SPA considered that fulmar from colonies in the Irish Sea
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Qualifying Feature

Justification Screened In or Screened Out

are will not consistently forage off the east coast of Screened out

Scotland with rich resources available to the west of

the UK. Indeed, even fulmar from Orkney were Screened out

documented undertaking foraging trips out to the

North Atlantic Ridge (Edwards et al., 2013). Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Tory Island SPA Fulmar (Br)
West Donegal Coast Fulmar (Br)
SPA

Duvillaun Islands SPA Fulmar (Br)
Saltee Island SPA Fulmar (Br)
Clare Island SPA Fulmar (Br)
High Island, Inishshark | Fulmar (Br)
and Davillaun SPA

Cliffs of Moher SPA Fulmar (Br)
Kerry Head SPA Fulmar (Br)
Dingle Peninsula SPA Fulmar (Br)
Iveragh Peninsula SPA Fulmar (Br)
Blasket Islands SPA Fulmar (Br)
Beara Peninsula SPA Fulmar (Br)
Deenish Island and Fulmar (Br)
Scariff Island SPA

Puffin Island SPA Fulmar (Br)
Skelligs SPA Fulmar (Br)

Screened out

Rogerstown Estuary
SPA

Redshank (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out

Greylag goose (Non-br)

Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.
Screened out

Shelduck (Non-br)

Screened out

Oystercatcher (Non-br)

Screened out
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Qualifying Feature

Ringed plover (Non-br)

Justification

Grey plover (Non-br)

Knot (Non-br)

Dunlin (Non-br)

Black-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Screened In or Screened Out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Malahide Estuary SPA

Great crested grebe (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array

Shelduck (Non-br)

Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Pintail (Non-br)

Goldeneye (Non-br)

Red-breasted merganser (Non-
br)

Oystercatcher (Non-br)

Golden plover (Non-br)

Grey plover (Non-br)

Knot (Non-br)

Dunlin (Non-br)

Black-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Bar-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Redshank (Non-br)

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Baldoyle Bay SPA

Shelduck (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array

Ringed plover (Non-br)

Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Screened out

Screened out

@OLE®®

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS

APEMGroup
Qualifying Feature Justification Screened In or Screened Out
Golden plover (Non-br) Screened out
Grey plover (Non-br) Screened out
Bar-tailed godwit (Non-br) Screened out
North Bull Island SPA Shelduck (Non-br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out

Teal (Non-br) Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Pintail (Non-br)

Shoveler (Non-br)

Oystercatcher (Non-br)

Golden plover (Non-br)

Grey plover (Non-br)

Knot (Non-br)

Sanderling (Non-br)

Dunlin (Non-br)

Black-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Bar-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Curlew (Non-br)

Redshank (Non-br)

Turnstone (Non-br)

South Dublin Bay and Bar-tailed godwit (Non-br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
River Tolka Estuary SPA Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Oystercatcher (Non-br)
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Qualifying Feature

Ringed plover (Non-br)

Grey plover (Non-br)

Knot (Non-br)

Sanderling (Non-br)

Dunlin (Non-br)

Redshank (Non-br)

Justification

Screened In or Screened Out

Lough Derravaragh SPA

Whooper swan (Non-br)

Pochard (Non-br)

Tufted duck (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Screened out

Screened out

Screened out

Poulaphouca Reservoir
SPA

Greylag goose (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Screened out

Lough Owel SPA

Shoveler (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Screened out

Lough Ennell SPA

Pochard (Non-br)

Tufted duck (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Screened out

Screened out

Slieve Bloom
Mountains SPA

Hen harrier (Br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Screened out

River Little Brosna
Callows SPA

Whooper swan (Non-br)

Wigeon (Non-br)

Teal (Non-br)

Pintail (Non-br)

Shoveler (Non-br)

Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Screened out
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Qualifying Feature Justification Screened In or Screened Out

Golden plover (Non-br)

Lapwing (Non-br)

Black-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Slievefelim to Hen harrier (Br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
Silvermines Mountains Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

SPA

Stack's to Hen harrier (Br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
Mullaghareirk Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Mountains, West
Limerick Hills and
Mount Eagle SPA

Killarney National Park | Merlin (Br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
SPA Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.
Castlemaine Harbour Wigeon (Non-br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
SPA Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.

Mallard (Non-br)

Pintail (Non-br)

Scaup (Non-br)

Oystercatcher (Non-br)

Ringed plover (Non-br)

Sanderling (Non-br)

Bar-tailed godwit (Non-br)

Redshank (Non-br)

Greenshank (Non-br)

Turnstone (Non-br)
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Qualifying Feature Justification Screened In or Screened Out
Chough (Br)

Beara Peninsula SPA Fulmar (Br) Despite the large foraging range of the species, it is Screened out
considered that fulmar from colonies in the Irish Sea
are will not consistently forage off the east coast of
Scotland North Sea with rich resources available to the
west of the UK. Indeed, even fulmar from Orkney were
documented undertaking foraging trips to the North
Atlantic Ridge (Edwards et al., 2013).

Chough (Br) Due to the distance of the site from the Aspen Array Screened out
Area, there is no pathway to effect for this Irish site.
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Impacts Assessed

355

A number of impacts were screened into the offshore and intertidal ornithology assessment.
This section summarises the information used to assess the potential impacts on the relevant
qualifying species of the screened in designated sites. A more detailed analysis is presented in
EIAR, Volume 2, Chapter 12: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology.

Offshore Ornithology: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.56

3.5.7

3.5.8

There is a risk of seabirds in flight colliding with operational WTG blades. The susceptibility of
the receptors to collision risk depends upon morphological and behavioural characteristics of
the receptor group, as well as the Proposed Development design specifications. This impact will
solely occur within the Aspen Array Area during the operation and maintenance (O&M) phase.

Species and SPAs screened in for this impact are presented in Table 3.2. Further discussion on
the sensitivity of individual bird species to collision risk is presented in EIAR, Volume 3, Chapter
12: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology and the associated EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2:
Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Impacts have been assessed and are presented in this RIAA using parameters advised by
NatureScot (herein termed the Guidance Approach) and also using an Applicant Approach
bespoke to the Proposed Development. The Applicant has presented its own Approach as it
considers that some parameters comprising the advised Guidance Approach will have led to
the overestimation of impacts. In addition, the use of multiple highly precautionary parameters
will compound the overall level of precaution in any model outputs. The parameters informing
both approaches are presented and evidenced in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore
Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report. Note that, for clarity, where the
Guidance Approach incorporates a range, the Guidance Approach lower range is referred to as
‘NS Low’, with the upper range termed ‘NS High’.
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Offshore Ornithology: Migratory Collision Risk (O&M)

359

3.5.10

There is a risk of non-seabirds migrating through the Aspen Array Area colliding with
operational WTG blades. The susceptibility of receptor groups to collision risk depends upon
morphological and behavioural characteristics of the receptor group, in addition to the
Proposed Development design specifications. This impact will solely occur within the Aspen
Array Area during the O&M phase.

Species and SPAs screened in for this impact are presented in Table 3.2. Further discussion on
the sensitivity of individual bird species to collision risk is presented in EIAR, Volume 3, Chapter
12: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology and the associated EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4:
Ornithology Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Offshore Ornithology: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.5.11

3.5.12

3.5.13

48 0of 393

During the construction and decommissioning phases, direct distributional responses
(comprising of both disturbance/displacement and barrier effects) on sensitive seabird species
may occur due to disturbance resulting both from construction/decommissioning activities, as
well as from the presence of offshore infrastructure as it is installed/removed within the Aspen
Array Area and OTC Corridor.

Construction activities such as seabed preparation works, unexploded ordnance (UXO)
clearance, WTG installation, OTC installation, and OSP Constructions, as well as vessel
movements facilitating Construction activities, can disturb or displace sensitive seabird species
utilising the Aspen Array Area and OTC Corridor and areas around both for foraging, roosting,
loafing and/or moulting. During decommissioning, activities are anticipated to be a reversal of
the WTG, OTC and OSP installation process. Species and SPAs screened in for this impact are
presented in Table 3.2. Further discussion on the sensitivity of individual bird species to
distributional responses is presented in EIAR, Volume 3, Chapter 12: Offshore and Intertidal
Ornithology and the associated EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report.

Note that SeabORD has not been used to assess displacement due to known issues with the
MATLAB version as the time of assessment, with an R version not projected to be available until
post-submission. Consultation with NatureScot on 7™ July 2025, as per Table 3.1, confirmed
regulator approval for the use of the matrix approach only for the Proposed Development
consent application.
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Vessel Disturbance (all phases)

3.5.14 Arange of vessels will be present during the construction and decommissioning phases within

3.5.15

3.5.16

both the Aspen Array Area and OTC Corridor, with an estimated maximum of 54 predicted to
be present simultaneously, and a maximum of 1,442 return trips predicted throughout the
construction phase. Even at these predicted levels, vessel activity associated with the Proposed
Development would not add significantly to the Automatic Identification System (AIS) baseline
for this area, and is expected to remain within the range of natural variability in existing vessel
traffic patterns. (EIAR, Volume 2, Chapter 14: Shipping and Navigation). As the impacts during
the decommissioning phase are predicted to be in-line with those predicted for the
construction phase, for the purposes of assessment, the worst-case parameters defined for the
construction phase can also apply to decommissioning.

During the construction and decommissioning phases, activities that could result in
disturbance/displacement of sensitive seabird species will be restricted to the Aspen Array
Area, OTC Corridor and associated vessel routes. These impacts will be temporary, and
construction and decommissioning activities will be undertaken intermittently. Furthermore,
the vessels to be utilised during construction and decommissioning of the Proposed
Development will transit to the works areas via existing and pre-defined shipping corridors,
where practicable, in order to reduce the size of the area subject to potential impacts.
Furthermore, construction activities will be managed through the adoption and
implementation of the Construction Program (CoP, C-OFF-8), the Project Environmental
Management Plan (PEMP, C-OFF-10), provision of a Vessel Management Plan (VMP, C-OFF-12),
and adherence to guidelines laid out in the Scottish Marine Wildlife Watching Code (C-OFF-45),
all proposed as embedded commitment measures in Table 3.6. Distributional responses could
occur during the O&M phase as sensitive seabird species could potentially be disturbed by
maintenance activities and associated vessel movements, although the frequency of these
activities is considered to be less than during the Construction and Decommissioning phases
and, therefore, the assessment is based on these phases as a worst-case scenario.

There is no connectivity to wintering diver species from either the Aspen Array Area or OTC
Corridor. Furthermore, other species such as gulls, fulmar and gannet are known to be actively
attracted to vessels due to their habits of feeding on discards from fishing boats. Therefore,
potential impacts arising from vessel movements during all phases of the Proposed
Development are concluded to be negligible within the Aspen Array Area when considering the
offshore ornithological receptors present within the Aspen Array Area baseline DAS dataset.
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Offshore Infrastructure and Associated Activities (all phases)

3.5.17

3.5.18

3.5.19

Impacts through distributional responses also consider displacement and barrier effects during
the O&M phase which can cause birds to avoid or have their behaviour altered through their
response to operational WTGs. It is generally difficult to distinguish between
disturbance/displacement and barrier effects in resident birds, as tracking data cannot always
define intended routes of travel within or beyond the OWF. Therefore, both impacts are
considered together. Note that while an array is under construction, the footprint causing
displacement or a barrier is smaller than the fully constructed array, as not all WTGs are
present, and this footprint will be substantially reduced in size at the commencement of
construction. Over the entire duration of the construction phase, the array will, on average, be
half-built. As such, distributional impacts from this period should be considered to be half of
the impacts assessed for the fully constructed array. This is the standard approach taken within
other OWF applications in the UK.

This impact pathway can be associated with reductions in available habitat in either the short-
or long-term through displacement and has the potential to increase mortality rates in sensitive
species. Impacts have been assessed using displacement and mortality rates advised by
NatureScot (the ‘Guidance Approach’) and also using an Applicant Approach. Further details,
including the rates that were used to inform both approaches, are presented EIAR, Volume 3,
Chapter 12, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report. Note that, for clarity, where the Guidance Approach incorporates a range, the
Guidance Approach’s lower range is referred to as ‘NS Low’, with the upper range termed ‘NS
High'.

Given the levels of compounded precaution through the baseline setting, assessment,
apportioning, and potentially the defining of compensation levels should this be required, (see
Section on ‘Assessment Precaution’) the Applicant considers that the displacement and
mortality rates used in the Applicant Approach are suitably precautionary and more likely to
provide a realistic assessment than the input parameters advised by SNCBs.

Assessment Precaution

3.5.20

50 of 393

A precautionary approach to every input parameter leads to compounded potential for
overinflated impacts. For example, precaution within the baseline (e.g., coming from use of the
means of peaks to define the seasonal population, and a precautionary application of
seasonality). This may be further amplified by precaution within the apportioning process (for
example through tenuous connectivity to SPAs through use of the MMFR+1SD), over-
apportioning of adult birds (by assuming that all adult-like individuals identified in DAS data are
breeding adults). These approaches may not account fully for the presence of immature birds
with similar appearance, nor does it consider that a proportion of adult birds may be on
breeding sabbaticals and, therefore, not associated with a colony during the survey period. The
result of this assumes that a higher number of adult birds are apportioned to SPAs.
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35.21

3.5.22

3523

Precaution in assessment parameters are discussed in full within the relevant Appendices. For
example, a full justification of the Applicant’s Approach to CRM parameters can be found in
Section 2.2 of the EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

When interpreting the results of PVA, any decreases in adult survival rates may be mitigated
through increases in other demographic rates through, for example, decreased competition for
food. This regulation through density dependence is well established in large seabird
populations. The PVA models used in this assessment do not consider density dependence (the
model used here is preferred due to uncertainties regarding how density dependence is
expressed, and due to the more precautionary outputs). As such, changes in demographic rates
predicted by the PVA assessment should be considered precautionary, and colonies should be
considered able to recover from any predicted losses.

Given the levels of compounded precaution through the baseline setting, technical
assessments, and the apportioning of impacts to designated sites, the Applicant considers that
the CRM input parameters used in the Applicant’s Approach are suitably precautionary and
more likely to provide a realistic assessment than the input parameters advised by SNCBs.

Offshore Ornithology: Entanglement (all phases)

3.5.24

3.5.25

Derelict/lost fishing gear could get caught up in mooring lines leading to the potential for diving
seabirds to become entangled.

It is considered that the effects during the construction and decommissioning phases from
entanglement within mooring lines is far lower than that of the operation and maintenance
(O&M) phase, primarily due to the increased number of mooring lines and comparatively longer
duration of operation. Therefore, the assessment for entanglement with mooring lines, from
the O&M phase is applicable to the Construction and Decommissioning phases, and the O&M
phase is the only phase assessed, as it is the worst-case scenario. The assessment of this impact
is suitable for Qualitative assessment and is therefore assessed within Section 3.9.

Offshore Ornithology: Changes in Prey Availability (Construction and Decommissioning):

3.5.26
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During the Construction phase there is the potential for impacts from the Proposed
Development to change the availability of prey species to offshore ornithological receptors.
Construction activities (e.g., turbine anchoring in the Aspen Array Area) may result in direct and
indirect mortality to prey species (e.g., due to underwater noise, including that from UXO
clearance) alongside indirectly reducing prey availability through displacement of prey from the
area and reducing the ability of seabirds to locate prey due to increased turbidity in the water
from suspended sediment.
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3.5.27

3.5.28

The sensitivity of offshore ornithological receptors to changes in prey availability is variable,
though in general seabirds are not specialist foragers and are able to target a range of prey
items in a number of locations (Del Hoyo et al.,, 1992). Considering those species assessed
herein, none are considered to have high habitat specialisation. Bradbury et al. (2014) provides
scores of habitat specialisation of seabirds ranging from one (low specialisation) to five (high
specialisation), with the highest score of the species assessed in this RIAA being three out of
five for auk species (guillemot, razorbill and puffin). As detailed in EIAR, Volume 2, Chapter 12:
Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology, while the maximum vulnerability is considered to be
medium, the maximum conservation value of offshore ornithological receptors is high.
Therefore, there was deemed to be potential for LSE, although noting this is precautionary and
not reflective of the sensitivity of all receptors.

The assessment of this impact is suitable for Qualitative assessment and is therefore assessed
within Section 3.9.

Offshore Ornithology: Disturbance from Artificial Light (all phases)

3.5.29

3.5.30

3.5.31

Artificial light may result in behavioural changes in seabirds that exhibit nocturnal behaviour
(i.e., Manx shearwater, storm-petrel and Leach’s petrel) based on evidence presented in Deakin
et al. (2022). For the purposes of assessment, it is considered that artificial lighting
requirements during the construction and decommissioning phases of the Proposed
Development will be analogous.

Light sources during the construction phase will primarily come from navigational lights on the
offshore infrastructure as it is installed, as well as lights on vessels associated with the
Construction process. Artificial lights associated with the Proposed Development have the
potential to act as an attractant for or disorientate some species of sensitive seabirds, or to
otherwise alter their natural behaviour (Deakin et al. 2022). Attraction to vessels of seabirds
that exhibit nocturnal activity may also increase the risk of collision with the vessel or
infrastructure in the area, and/or raise levels of energy expenditure when investigating or
pulled off course by the artificial light source (Fischer et al., 2021).

The assessment of this impact is suitable for Qualitative assessment and is therefore assessed
within Section 3.9.

Intertidal Ornithology: Direct Temporary Habitat Loss; Disturbance/Displacement

3.5.32
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The construction and decommissioning of the OTC at the Landfall may directly result in
temporary habitat loss, as well as disturbance and/or displacement of sensitive ornithological
receptors. Due to the nature of the proposed works, impacts are predicted to be temporally
and spatially limited within and around the intertidal environment. There is considered to be
no pathway of effect during the O&M phase as cables will be subterranean.
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A typical installation scenario would be to do a direct first end pull in at the Landfall with an
assumed horizontal directional drill (HDD) punch out at a minimum 10 m water depth. When
considering that this will bypass the entire intertidal area, it can be concluded that no
temporary habitat loss will result from the proposed works and, therefore, a conclusion of no
AEO0SI can be reached for all sites/features. Consequently, direct temporary habitat loss within
the intertidal area will not be discussed further within this RIAA.

However, there is potential to disturb/displace sensitive bird species from the area of works
and immediate surrounding habitat out to a distance of up to 500 m. This distance has been
based on professional judgement, as well as on information presented in Cutts et al. (2013) and
Goodship and Furness (2022). Displacement of sensitive bird species can result in increased
energy expenditure and reduced foraging opportunities, leading to potential mortalities. This
effect can be particularly pronounced for migratory species that have recently completed, are
preparing to embark on, or are in the midst of a migration journey (classified as passage birds).
Displacement can also lead to reductions in reproductive success for birds in the breeding
season.

Parameters Assessed

3.5.35

In order to allow flexibility in potential design options, a design envelope approach to impact
assessment has been taken (also known as a ‘Rochdale Envelope’) (see EIAR, Volume 2, Chapter
3: Project Description).

3.5.36 The Design Envelope for offshore and intertidal ornithology are shown in Table 3.5. This

identifies the ‘worst-case design scenario’ for each impact pathway and European site receptor
assessed. This represents the ‘worst case’ or highest level of potential impact from the
Proposed Development to offshore and intertidal ornithology and all other design options
should lie within this limit. Impacts that have been scoped out from assessment above are not
presented in Table 3.5.

Table 3.5 Design Envelope Assessed for Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology

Impact Worst-case Design Scenario Justification

Construction

Distributional responses; | Aspen Array Area of 333 km? The maximum predicted

Artificial light (Aspen Offshore Construction phase schedule | number of vessels within the

Array Area and of three years Aspen Array Area during the

applicable buffer) Maximum number of construction Construction phase. Scale of
vessels round trips: 1,442 impact is dependent on the
= Up to nine round trips for pre- factors listed.

Construction surveys;

= Up to eight round trips for
Construction Support and Site
Preparation, including Boulder
Clearance and Pre-Lay Grapnel
Runs;

= Up to one round trip for UXO
Clearance;
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‘ Justification

= Upto 216 round trips for Anchor
and Mooring Installation;

= Up to 360 round trips for WTG
Integration (at port);

= Up to 360 round trips for Tow-out
and Hook-up of WTGs and
Floating Foundations;

= Up to 72 for OSP Installation;

= Upto 120 for IAC Installation;

= Up to 20 for OTC Installation;

= Up to three for rock placement;

= Upto 65 for cable protection and
miscellaneous (commissioning,
energisation, Balance of Plant);
and

= Up to 208 helicopters.

=  Maximum number of vessels
estimated to be present at the site
at any one time during
Construction: 8 to 10.

Disturbance/displaceme
nt at OTC Landfall

Total duration per cable is 20 days, 80

days in total

= (Cable type: HVAC static/dry

= Number of OTCs: 4

= Number of vessels on site for
cable installation: 5

= Maximum length of infill /export
cables: 155 km each

= Total offshore cable length: 620
km

= Maximum trench width per OTC: 3
m

= Maximum cable trench depth: 5
m

= Cable burial will be trenched,
where possible

=  Maximum target burial depth: 1.5
m

The maximum predicted
number of vessels, and the
associated cable installation
methodology and parameters
for the activities in the
intertidal area during the
Construction phase. Scale of
impact is dependent on the
factors listed.

O&M

Distributional responses;
Artificial light (Aspen
Array Area and
applicable buffer)

Aspen Array Area of 333 km?

= Upto 72 floating WTGs;

= Maximum number of vessels
round trips per year: 375

= Maximum number of vessels
estimated to be present at the site
at any one time during O&M: 13.

Offshore ornithological
receptors have been assessed
within the wider zone (2 km?)
of the Aspen Array Area which
accounts for impacts further
than the development
footprint. The scale of impact is

! While the Study Area is comprised of the Array Area plus a 4 km buffer, the Zone of Influence (Zol) for seabird distributional responses is 2

km.
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‘ Justification

dependent on the maximum
number of vessels on site along
with size of the Aspen Array
Area. Assessment details in
EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3:
Offshore Distributional
Responses Technical Report.

Collision risk;
Entanglement (Aspen
Array Area)

Aspen Array Area of 333 km?

Up to 72 floating WTGs;

Latitude of Proposed
Development: 57.8°

Tidal offset (m): 0

Number of blades: 3

Maximum rotor radius (m): 140
Air gap above HAT (m): 23
Maximum swept area per WTG:
62,000 m

Minimum spacing between WTGs
(centre point): 1,600 m
Maximum blade width (m): 8
Average pitch (°): 10 £ 0 SD
Rotation speed (rpm): 7,+ 0 SD
Wind availability (%): 89.6 to 96.0
per month

Mean downtime (%): O each
month + 0 SD

This represents the maximum
total swept area considered for
collision risk. The scale of
impact is dependent on the
WTGs parameters which has
been modelled to determine
the greatest collision morality
estimate (see EIAR, Volume 3,
Appendix 12.4: Offshore
Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report)

Decommissioning

Distributional responses;
Artificial light (Aspen
Array Area and
applicable buffer)

The worst-case scenario is expected
to be equal or less than the
Construction phase. See the
Construction section within this
table.

The maximum predicted
number of vessels within the
Aspen Array Area during the
Decommissioning phase will be
equal to or less than
Construction. Scale of impact is
dependent on the factors listed
in the Construction section of
this table.

Disturbance/displaceme
nt at OTC Landfall

The worst-case scenario is expected
to be equal or less than the
Construction phase. See the
Construction section within this
table.

The maximum predicted
number of vessels within the
intertidal area during the
Decommissioning phase will be
equal to or less than
Construction section of this
table.
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3.5.37 As part of the Proposed Development design process, several designed in avoidance measures
have been included to reduce the potential for impacts on environmental receptors, these are
provided in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 4.2: Commitment Register. The embedded mitigation
measures, which comprise avoidance techniques, best practice procedures, and design
commitments, are integral to the design of the Proposed Development. Accordingly, they have
been taken into account in for Stage Two. These measures are considered standard industry
practice for this type of development. The mitigation relevant to offshore and intertidal
ornithology receptors is presented in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6 Embedded Commitment Measures of Relevance for Offshore and Intertidal Ornithological
Receptors

Code Commitment Type Method of Securing
Commitment

C-OFF-01 The number of Wind Turbine Generators Primary Secured through
(WTGs) will not exceed 72. Section 36 and/or
Marine Licence
conditions. Details to
be provided in the
Design Statement.
C-OFF-02 Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) will have Primary Secured through
a maximum blade tip height of 310 m Section 36 and/or
above Highest Astronomical Tide (HAT), the Marine Licence
rotor diameter will not exceed 280 m and conditions. Details to
have a minimum blade clearance of 23 m be provided in the
above HAT. Design Statement.
Development of and adherence to a Cable Tertiary Secured through
Plan (CaP). The CaP will confirm planned Section 36 and/or
cable routing, burial and any additional Marine Licence
protection and will set out methods for conditions. Details to
post-installation cable monitoring as be provided in the
secured by Section 36 and Marine Licence Cable Plan.
C-OFF-04 . .
consent conditions. The CaP will be
supported by a Cable Burial Risk
Assessment (CBRA), which will outline how
external cable protection shall be used
and/or reduced, should cable burial be
practicable.
C-OFF-05 Development of and adherence to a Tertiary Secured through
Development Specification and Layout Plan Section 36 and/or
(DSLP). The DSLP will confirm layout and Marine Licence
relevant design parameters. conditions. Details to
be provided in the
Development
Specification and
Layout Plan.
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Commitment Type Method of Securing
Commitment

C-OFF-08 Development of and adherence to a Tertiary Secured through
Construction Programme (CoP) to confirm Section 36 and/or
the timeline for construction. Marine Licence

conditions. Details to
be provided in the
Construction
Programme.

C-OFF-10 Development of and adherence to an Tertiary Secured through
Outline Environmental Management Plan Section 36 and/or
(Outline EMP) as part of the consent Marine Licence
application and finalisation of the EMP prior conditions. Details to
to the start of construction. This will set out be provided in the
mitigation measures and procedures Final Environmental
relevant to environmental management, Management Plan.
including but not limited to chemical usage,
invasive and non-native species, pollution
prevention and waste management.

C-OFF-11 Development of and adherence to a Tertiary Secured through
Decommissioning Programme (DP). The DP Section 36 and/or
will outline measures for the Marine Licence
decommissioning of the Proposed conditions. Details
Development and will be communicated to provided in the
the fishing industry. Decommissioning

Programme.

C-OFF-12 Development of and adherence to a Vessel Tertiary Secured through
Management Plan (VMP). The VMP will Section 36 and/or
confirm the types and numbers of vessels Marine Licence
that will be engaged on the Proposed conditions. Details to
Development and consider vessel be provided in the
coordination including indicative transit Vessel Management
route planning. Plan.

C-OFF-21 Development of a Construction Tertiary Secured through
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) Section 36 and/or
to identify the project management Marine Licence
structure roles and responsibilities with conditions. Details to
regard to managing and reporting on the be provided in the
environmental impact of the construction Construction
phase. Environmental

Management Plan.

C-OFF-22 Development of and adherence to an Tertiary Secured through
Operation and Maintenance Programme Section 36 and/or
(OMP) to safeguard environmental Marine Licence
interests during operation and conditions. Details to
maintenance, which will be communicated be provided in the
to the fishing industry. Operation and

Maintenance
Programme.
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Commitment Type Method of Securing
Commitment

C-OFF-29 Aids to navigation (marking and lighting) Tertiary Secured through
will be deployed in accordance with the Section 36 and/or
latest relevant available standard industry Marine Licence
guidance and as advised by Northern conditions. Details
Lighthouse Board (NLB), MCA and Civil provided in the
Aviation Authority (CAA) and MoD as Navigational Safety
appropriate. This will include a buoyed Plan and Lighting and
construction area around the array area in Marking Plan.
consultation with NLB.

C-OFF-45 Adherence by vessels to guidelines laid out Tertiary Secured through
in the Scottish Marine Wildlife Watching Section 36 and/or
Code. Marine Licence

conditions. Details to
be provided in the
Vessel Management
Plan.

C-OFF-46 Development of and adherence to a Tertiary Secured through
Lighting and Marking Plan (LMP). The LMP Section 36 and/or
will confirm compliance with legal Marine Licence
requirements with regards to shipping, conditions. Details
navigation and aviation marking and provided in the
lighting. Lighting and Marking

Plan.

C-OFF-47 Development of and adherence to an Tertiary Secured through
Entanglement Management Plan to reduce Section 36 and/or
the potential entanglement risk to marine Marine Licence
life. conditions. Details to

be provided in the
Entanglement
Management Plan.

C-OFF-49 Development of and adherence to a Wet Tertiary Secured through
Storage Plan (WSP) to provide details on Section 36 and/or
requirements (if applicable) for assembled Marine Licence
WTGs and cabling. WTGs to be held at a conditions. Details to
nearshore wet storage location before be provided in the
being transported to site. Wet Storage Plan.

C-OFF-52 Development of and adherence to a Marine | Tertiary Secured through
Pollution Contingency Plan (MPCP). The Section 36 and/or
MPCP will identify potential sources of Marine Licence
pollution and associated spill response and conditions. Details
reporting procedures. provided in the

Marine Pollution
Contingency Plan.
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In-combination Projects and Plans Screening

3.5.38

3.5.39

3.5.40

3541

3.5.42
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The Habitat Regulations require the Competent Authority to carry out an Appropriate
Assessment in respect of the likely significant effects of a plan or Proposed Development Alone
and in-combination with other plans or projects.

The following list has been applied to the Proposed Development when identifying plans and
projects for in-combination. This approach has been derived from relevant advice, including
the UK Planning Inspectorate’s “Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects: Advice on
Habitats Regulations Assessments” (United Kingdom Government, 2024), which is considered
relevant to any major project, including those based in Scottish offshore waters, to the degree
relevant and applicable. The advice addresses which plans and projects to include, with the
addition of relevant projects in operation:

= Projects in operation (that do not form part of the baseline or have an ongoing impact);
= Projects that are under construction;

= Permitted application(s) not yet implemented;

= Submitted application(s) not yet determined,

= All refusals subject to appeal procedures not yet determined,

= Projects on the MD-LOT database programme of projects; and

= Projects identified in the relevant development plans for Scotland (and emerging
development plans - with appropriate weight being given as they move closer to adoption)
recognising that much information on any relevant proposals will be limited and the degree
of uncertainty which may be present.

A full review of plans and projects was conducted for the Proposed Development and compiled
within a long list (Offshore EIAR, Volume 3, Chapter 4.1: Offshore Cumulative Effects). This
review also included the onshore part of the Project, as well as the sister projects, Beech OWF
and Cedar OWF. Screening distances were then applied to the long list to include only projects
with connectivity to relevant SPAs and Ramsar sites (i.e., in addition to the Proposed
Development, SPAs and Ramsar sites that also lie within MMF+1SD for relevant qualifying
features).

For breeding seabirds, projects were considered based on species foraging ranges as presented

in Woodward et al. (2019) for each relevant species from a screened in designated site. In the
non-breeding season, projects within the relevant Biologically Defined Minimum Population
Scale (BDMPS) region as defined in Furness (2015) for each species were considered.

Following screening for in-combination, the screened-in projects were allocated into three
tiers. This tiering system allowed each project to be classified by the development stage and
the degree to which its parameters have been finalised. In doing so, the tiering system provided
a greater qualitative understanding about the certainty of any in-combination data. The tiering
system was comprised of the categories presented in Table 3.7 and associated signifiers for
each category.
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Table 3.7 Tiers Applied for Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology

Tier
Tier 1

Description

Plans /projects which are either operational (with an ongoing impact of relevance,
e.g., operational collision risk) or which have become operational since baseline
characterisation of the Proposed

Development, plus those under Construction or that are consented and yet to be
constructed. Data is available and can be included in a quantitative assessment, i.e.,
impact modelling (collision risk /distributional response) and population modelling
(i.e., PVA).

Tier 2

Plans /projects at application stage (pending determination) for which data is
available and can be included in a quantitative assessment.

Tier 3

Plans /projects that have submitted a Scoping Report and are in the planning
process, but for which there is limited or no data available to be able to inform a
guantitative assessment.

3.5.43

3.5.44

3.5.45
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Based on this tiering system, projects with the potential to be screened in for in-combination
effects will be at different stages of their development. Therefore, while some projects may
have apportioned their impacts to individual designated sites, not all projects have completed
this stage at the time of writing. Only projects that have already apportioned individual impacts
to designated sites were assessed quantitatively alongside the potential impacts from the
Proposed Development (i.e., Tier 1 and Tier 2).

Those plans and projects considered in this assessment are presented in Table 3.8. On the basis
of effect-receptor pathway, data confidence and the temporal and spatial scales involved (i.e.,
those within MMF£1SD with data in the public domain). A tiered approach has been applied to
the in-combination assessment to reflect the different levels of uncertainty associated with the
Proposed Development design and timeframes for the projects screened into the assessment.

Several of the in-combination tables include a row titled “UK North Sea Projects up to the point
of Berwick Bank,” which represents the cumulative in-combination impact for the relevant
species from all consented projects up to the date of the Berwick Bank Section 36 application
submission (9" December 2022).
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Development Type Project Tier Designated Site(s) Considered in Assessment

OWF Berwick Bank 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Caledonia North 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA; Distributional responses; collision risk
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Caledonia South 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA; Distributional responses; collision risk
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Cenos 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Dogger Bank South 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Five Estuaries 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Greenvolt 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Hywind 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA Distributional responses

OWF Inch Cape 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA Distributional responses

OWF Kincardine 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA Distributional responses

OWF Moray West 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA Distributional responses

OWF Muir Mhor 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Neart na Gaoithe 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA Distributional responses

OWF North Falls 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Ossian 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Outer Dowsing 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Pentland Floating 2 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF Rampion 2 1 Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA Distributional responses; collision risk

OWF Salamander 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF SEP&DEP 1 Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA Distributional responses; collision risk

OWF West of Orkney 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk
Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA

OWF UK North Sea projects | 1 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Forth Islands SPA; Farne Islands SPA; Fowlsheugh SPA; Noss SPA; Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Distributional responses; collision risk

up to the point of Valla Field SPA; Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA
Berwick Bank
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Assessment Methodology

3.5.46 The RIAA appropriately relies on the technical appendices prepared to support the EIA,
including the PVA and associated ornithological assessments. These appendices have been
developed using methodologies consistent with current best practice and regulatory guidance,
and their use within the RIAA does not result in any conflation of assessment regimes or
techniques. The information has been interpreted within the context of the Habitats
Regulations, ensuring that the conclusions drawn are robust, legally compliant, and ecologically
meaningful for the purposes of informing an Appropriate Assessment.

3.5.47 Throughout this RIAA all assessments are underpinned by the following EIAR Appendices:
= Volume 3, Appendix 12.1: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology Baseline Technical Report

= This report provides appropriate baseline populations of SPA colonies as well as
regional populations.

= Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report
= Provides collision mortalities for the Proposed Development.
= Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical Report

= Provides the abundances from which mortalities from distributional responses can
be derived.

= Volume 3, Appendix 12.4: Ornithology Migratory Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report
= Provides migratory species collision mortalities for the Proposed Development.
= Volume 3, Appendix 12.5: Offshore Ornithology MRSea Technical Report

= Provides model-based abundances and distribution within the Aspen Array Area plus
4 km buffer, where appropriate.

= Volume 3, Appendix 12.6: Offshore Ornithology PVA Technical Report

= Provides PVA results for all relevant population modelling to inform the conclusions
of the RIAA, where applicable.

= Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Technical Report

= This Appendix is the most relevant to this RIAA and provides details regarding the
apportionment of impacts to SPA colonies. In addition, this provides information on
regional populations, adult proportions, and bespoke apportioning approaches.

Seasons

3.5.48 In line with the NatureScot Guidance (NatureScot, 2020), assessments have been undertaken
on a seasonal basis for all relevant species, as presented in Table 3.8. Seasonal impacts have
been summed to calculate annual impacts.
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Table 3.9 Seasonal Definitions for Relevant Species

GOBe

APEMGroup

Season Guillemot Razorbill Puffin Kittiwake SIESERIEES Herring gull Gannet
backed gull
Breeding Apr to mid-Jul Apr to mid-Aug Apr to mid-Aug Mid-Apr to Aug | APrtoAug Apr to Aug Mid-Mar to Sep
Post-breeding | N/A Mid-Aug to Oct | N/A Sep to Dec N/A N/A Oct to Nov
Non-breeding | Mid-Jul to Mar Nov to Dec Mid-Aug to Mar | N/A Aug to Feb Aug to Feb N/A
Pre-breeding N/A Jan to Mar N/A Jan to mid-Apr Mar Mar Dec to mid-May
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3.6 Appropriate Assessment: SPA Features with Breeding and Non-breeding

36.1

3.6.2

Season Connectivity

All SPAs and relevant qualifying features with breeding season connectivity to the Proposed
Development are assessed quantitatively below, with conclusions tabulated in Appendix A for
clarity.

Where applicable, features have also been assessed for non-breeding season impacts. SPAs and
relevant features that require quantitative non-breeding assessment only are presented in
Section 3.8.

Designated Site Conservation Objectives

3.6.3

364

3.6.5

65 of 393

Only conservation objectives that are considered to have a pathway to effect with regard to
the impacts being assessed for offshore ornithology will be discussed further in a site-specific
context, denoted by bold text below. Those objectives relating to the distribution of species
and habitats within the site, as well as supporting processes of habitats, are not considered
further as there is no overlap between the Proposed Development Zone of Influence (Zol) (up
to 2 km for distributional responses) and any designated site. Therefore, the Proposed
Development will not directly impact any birds within the boundary of any designated sites or
functionally linked habitat.

With the exception of Foula SPA and St Kilda SPA, conservation objectives for the designated
sites assessed within this section are summarised as follows:

“To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to the
qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained; and

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:

e Population of the species as a viable component of the site

Distribution of the species within site

Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species

Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species

No significant disturbance of the species.”

Foula SPA and St Kilda SPA both have draft conservation objectives, as follows:

“1) To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

2) To ensure that the integrity of the SPA is restored in the context of environmental changes by
meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c for each qualifying feature:

2a) The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the SPA.
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2b) The distributions of the qualifying features throughout the SPA are maintained by
avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

O

2c) The supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey/food resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.”

3.6.6 The Conservation Objectives for the Farne Islands SPA and the Flamborough and Filey Coast
SPA are as follows:

“Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or restoring;

e The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features

The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features

The supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely

The population of each of the qualifying features, and,

The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.”
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Quantitative Assessment Outcomes

3.6.7

3.6.8

Only impacts brought forward for quantitative assessment are presented below. Changes in
prey availability and entanglement are assessed qualitatively for all relevant site and features,
as well as distributional responses on fulmar, in Section 3.9. This is the general approach taken
by other ScotWind projects and has been agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1).

For each of the impacts assessed in Section 3.9, a conclusion of no AEoSI has been drawn as
these impacts will not adversely affect the population of the species as a viable component of
the site, the distribution of the species within the site, the distribution and extent of habitats
supporting the species or the structure, function and supporting processes of habitats
supporting the species. None of these impact pathways will create any significant disturbance
for the species protected at the SPA.

Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA

Features

3.6.9

3.6.10

3.6.11

3.6.12

67 of 393

Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding features of Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA:

= Guillemot (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases)

= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases)
= Collision risk (O&M)

The SPA is 84.88 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 18.02 km distant from the OTC
Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-edge and at-sea (i.e., around
the coast, where applicable).

Relevant conservation objectives for Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

No negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast
SPA for either qualifying feature listed above (NatureScot, 2024). Population conditions of the
features listed above are as follows:

= Guillemot: Favourable, maintained

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, no change
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3.6.13

3.6.14

Note that impacts from distributional responses in the Construction and Decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% of those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

As well as the individual qualifying features screened in for assessment in Table 3.2, this SPA is
also designated for its breeding seabird assemblage. As all assemblage features at this site are
also individual qualifying SPA features, the assemblage feature itself has not been taken
forward for Proposed Development Alone or in-combination assessment. It should be assumed
that all individual qualifying feature assessment conclusions presented also extend to the
assemblage feature.

Appropriate Assessment

Guillemot

3.6.15

3.6.16

Status

The Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA population of guillemot was cited as 17,280 individuals
(IND) in 2009, while the most recent count data from the Seabird Monitoring Programme
database (SMP) report a population of 30,420 IND in 2023. However, the population trend
remained stable overall between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-
2021) censuses, with an annual mean change of -0.0% and an overall -0% change reported in
Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (O&M)

The potential level of impact apportioned to Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA for all seasons
with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.10 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Guillemot data from surveys carried out in
mid-July 2023 were considered to be more representative of post-breeding season behaviour
rather than breeding season behaviour. Within the 4 km buffer, population estimates for
guillemot during the core breeding season were consistently low, with estimates of 402, 104,
and 467 in April, May and June 2023 respectively. However, in July 2023, the estimate rose to
1,520 birds, indicating that substantial post-breeding dispersal was influencing numbers of
birds within the study area. Although lower than the estimate for August (4,703 birds), the
estimate of 1,520 s in line with that from September (1,762 birds) which along with August and
mid to late July forms the core period of post-breeding dispersal. Given the timing and that the
population estimates are aligned with post-breeding dispersal estimates and are substantially
higher than breeding season estimates, guillemot data from July 2023 have been treated as
non-breeding data rather than breeding season data. This approach was agreed with
NatureScot in consultation in July 2025 (Table 3.1). Details of the apportionment of individuals
to Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7:
Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report and Table 3.10.
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3.6.17 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 16.70 (Applicant Approach) to a
range of 25.60 to 65.64 (Guidance Approach). These scenarios all result in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate greater than 0.02% and, therefore, population viability
analysis (PVA) has been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.18 Asthe predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts are >1.0 birds per annum they exceed
the thresholds defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1).
Consequently, in-combination assessment has also been undertaken for this feature.
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Table 3.10 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Guillemot Distributional Responses
easo Ad Appo ed ated Mortalitie % Decrea Ad 3 % Decrea Ad 3
0 SPA (Aspe 3 Rate 0 0 Rate 0
Area p Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS
Butte Approach High Approach High Approach High
Breeding 464.5 1.32 476-7.93 0.008 0.028 - 0.046 0.004 0.016-0.026
Breeding LCI 314.0 0.89 3.22-5.36 0.005 0.019-0.031 0.003 0.011-0.018
Breeding UCI 700.3 1.99 7.18-11.96 0.012 0.042 - 0.069 0.07 0.024-0.039
Non-breeding 2,872.4 11.6 17.23-51.70 0.067 0.100 - 0.299 0.047 0.057-0.170
Non-breeding LCl | 2,369.4 9.57 14.22 - 42.65 0.056 0.082 - 0.247 0.032 0.047-0.140
Non-breeding UCI | 3,501.1 14.14 21.01-63.02 0.082 0.122-0.365 0.047 0.069 - 0.207
Annual total 3,336.9 12.9 21.99-59.64 0.075 0.127-0.345 0.042 0.072-0.196
Annual total LCI 2,680.4 11.47 17.43-48.01 0.061 0.101-0.278 0.034 0.057-0.158
Annual total UCI 4,201.5 16.14 28.18-74.98 0.093 0.163-0.434 0.053 0.093-0.246
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3.6.19

3.6.20

3.6.21

3.6.22

3.6.23

3.6.24

71 0f 393

For the guillemot feature of Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA the Applicant considers that
there is considerable precaution involved in the baseline setting, assessment, and apportioning
processes, with each additional level of precaution amplifying those introduced before them.
As such, the Applicant considers impacts predicted by the processes used here to be highly
precautionary.

Baseline populations used to inform distributional response assessments are comprised of the
means of peak seasonal counts. The Applicant considers that this over-estimates site use across
the breadth of each season and, consequently, overestimates impacts resulting from
displacement or other distributional responses.

Use of the MMF+£1SD may suggest that connectivity with distant sites is stronger than in reality.
This metric takes the mean of the maximum foraging ranges from a suite of studies. By doing
so it will have defined a foraging range that is already larger than that used by the vast majority
of the birds across the suite of studies. The addition of one standard deviation (1SD) doubles
this foraging range in many cases. As such, connectivity is defined by a metric that describes
the extremes of foraging potential in the species (and almost certainly beyond the extremes of
foraging potential for the species at many individual colonies), and yet the metric is utilised as
a definition for the bounds of normal behaviour.

This is illustrated using the foraging data collected for guillemot (Woodward et al., 2019). The
MMF+1SD for guillemot is 153.7 km. However, of 110 birds sampled, at least 92 (84%, i.e., birds
from six of the seven studies) foraged within 65.1 km (and many of the remaining 18
substantially within the MMF+1SD, as the mean foraging range for these birds was 145.4). The
mean foraging ranges for these 92 birds ranged between 2.9 and 32.4 km.

As distance from Buch Ness SPA to the Aspen Array Area is at the extent of the MMF+1SD
(Figure 3.3), the Applicant considers it highly likely that a considerable proportion of birds
recorded on DAS surveys during the breeding season are either non-breeding adults or
immature birds, given that most adults would forage much closer to their colonies. Although
apportioning can consider a sabbatical rate and a proportion of adult birds, it would do so
uniformly across the foraging range described. As such this would not capture the likely higher
proportions of non-breeding birds further from colonies, which would contribute to the over-
estimation of the level of connectivity between a development area and a breeding SPA.

With the boundary of the SPA 84.4 km from the Aspen Array Area, the Applicant therefore
considers that although some connectivity is possible, apportioning of 100% of birds in the
breeding season to the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA is highly precautionary. Particularly
because the majority of birds within the Aspen Array Area are beyond the MMF+£1SD from the
Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA (see Figure 3.3). It is also important to note that the
overlap between the Aspen Array Area and the foraging area available to guillemots from
Buchan Ness is only 0.57%, and this tiny proportion lies at the very outer limit of their potential
foraging range. As such, the Applicant considers it likely that only a small proportion of breeding
birds will be present within the Aspen Array Area during the breeding season.
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3.6.25

3.6.26
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The methods used to assess the impacts of distributional response on birds introduce further
precaution. Flying birds are included in the densities used for displacement assessment (in
order to capture any potential barrier effects). With the Aspen Array Area 84.4 km from the
colony, barrier effects in the breeding season will not occur, with the vast majority of breeding
birds likely to be foraging well within 84.4 kms of the colony. Likewise, sabbatical rates are not
considered. Use of published sabbatical rates would see reductions in apportioned impacts of
approximately 8%.

The Applicant has used a bespoke evidence-based non-breeding regional population to
contextualise non-breeding impacts. Tracking studies such as Buckingham et al. (2022) and
Dunn et al. (2022) demonstrate that guillemot breeding in colonies on North Sea coasts in
Scotland disperse widely in the non-breeding season, with birds from colonies from Orkney to
Southern Scotland likely to be interacting with the Proposed Development. As such the
Applicant considers that the regional non-breeding population should include all colonies
within an area between (including) Orkney to the Farne Islands SPA. Using non-SPA populations
for the UK North Sea from Furness (2015), it can be calculated that 19.2% of the birds from
within this regional population have come from non-SPA colonies, and as such, the level of
impact apportioned to the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA has been reduced by 19.2%.
Given the proximity of the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA to the Proposed Development,
remaining SPA impacts have all been apportioned to the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA
as a precautionary approach.
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Meta-analyses of displacement calculated for built offshore wind projects suggest that a
displacement rate of 50% and mortality rate of 1% should be considered sufficiently
precautionary for guillemot (APEM 2022, Lamb et al., 2024, Trinder et al., 2024).

The results from the PVA should be considered within the context of this highly precautionary
Approach to impact assessment. As shown in Table 3.11, with the Buchan Ness to Collieston
Coast SPA guillemot population stable and impacts at this colony low, the reduction in growth
rates as a result of the Proposed Development are lower than 0.3% in comparison to an
unimpacted scenario. Given that the baseline population is considered stable, this level of
reduction is well within the range of natural variability and is not expected to result in a
biologically meaningful change to the long-term viability of the population.

Table 3.11 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Guillemot Proposed Development Alone PVA Results

Assessment Mortalities CGR Difference in Difference in
Approach CGR (%) CPS (%)

Applicant 12.92 1.000 0.983 0.048 1.712
NS Low 21.99 0.999 0.971 0.082 2.933
NS High 59.64 0.998 0.924 0.221 7.627
Conclusion
3.6.29 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on guillemot

3.6.30

3.6.31

3.6.32

74 of 393

from distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Buchan Ness to
Collieston Coast SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of avoiding deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to the qualifying species, ensuring
the population is maintained to a level where the species is a viable component of the site, and
avoiding significant disturbance of the species (at the site) are not compromised.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

In-combination: Distributional Responses (O&M)

Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, combined impacts
resulting from distributional responses and collisions on guillemot at Buchan Ness to Collieston
Coast SPA have been considered for in-combination assessment.

Plans and projects to be considered for this in-combination assessment are presented in Table
3.12, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or project. All projects that apportion
impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been screened in. These impacts are
summed to inform the total in-combination impact for guillemot at Buchan Ness to Collieston
Coast SPA, and this impact is assessed against the most recent population count.
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Table 3.12 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Guillemot In-combination Plans and Projects
(Distributional Responses)

Adults Apportioned to SPA (Aspen Array Area Plus 2 km
Project buffer)

Breeding Season Non-breeding Annual Total
Season

Muir Mhor 0.0 3,458.0 3,458.0
Pentland Floating 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenvolt 951.0 3,460.0 4411.0
Berwick Bank 314.0 653.0 967.0
Hywind 161.0 0.0 161.0
Inch Cape 103.0 48.0 151.0
Kincardine 35.0 0.0 35.0
Moray West 70.0 210.0 280.0
Neart na Gaoithe 32.0 43.0 75.0
Cenos 0.0 0.0 0.0
West of Orkney 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ossian 0.0 0.0 0.0
Salamander 2,736.0 2,586.7 5,322.7
Proposed Development 464.5 2,872.4 3,336.9
Total including Proposed Development | 4,866.5 13,331.1 18,197.6

3.6.33 The results of the in-combination assessment on distributional response impacts on guillemot
at Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA are presented in Table 3.13. The changes in adult
survival rate are assessed against both the citation population count and the most recent
population count from mortalities predicted using both the Applicant Approach and Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional
Responses Technical Report. In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken
on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9.
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Table 3.13 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Guillemot In-combination Distributional Responses (Total)

Season

Adults Apportioned
to SPA (Aspen Array

Estimated Mortalities

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (citation count)

GOBe

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

APEMGroup

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS

Buffer) Approach High Approach High Approach High
Breeding 4,866.5 24.33 87.60-146.00 0.141 0.507-0.845 0.080 0.288 - 0.480
Non-breeding | 13,331.1 66.66 79.99 - 239.96 0.386 0.463 -1.389 0.219 0.263-0.789
Annual total 18,197.6 90.99 167.58 -385.95 | 0.527 0.970-2.234 0.299 0.551-1.269
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The in-combination annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 90.99 (Applicant
Approach) to a range of 167.58 to 385.95 (Guidance Approach). This results in a decrease in
adult survival rates of between 0.299% and 1.269%, respectively, when assessing against the
latest SPA population count. The full range of results are presented in Table 3.13, while the in-
combination PVA results are presented in Table 3.14.

Table 3.14 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Guillemot In-combination PVA Results

Assessment Mortalities  CGR Difference Difference in
Approach in CGR (%) CPS (%)
Applicant 90.99 0.997 0.890 0.323 10.970
NS Low 167.58 0.994 0.803 0.606 19.679
NS High 385.95 0.986 0.601 1.406 39.932

3.6.35 The guillemot population at the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA is stable and impacts from

3.6.36

the Proposed Development on this colony are low (see 3.6.15). As shown in Table 3.14, under
the Applicant’s Approach, the reduction in population growth rate in-combination with other
Planned and consented projects is approximately 0.3% compared to an unimpacted scenario.
Using the Guidance Approaches the reduction in growth rates is higher, between 0.6% and
1.4%. Given the highly precautionary nature of the assessment for this project and for the
others that comprise this in-combination assessment, it is considered that the actual impacts
will result in a much lower CGR. Given that the baseline population is considered stable, the
level of reduction predicted under the Applicant Approaches are well within the range of
natural variability and is not expected to result in a biologically meaningful change to the long-
term viability of the population. Moreover, natural regulatory mechanisms, such as density
dependence, provide additional resilience, enabling populations to buffer small-scale
demographic impacts over time.

Conclusion

Given the conservative nature of the assessment outlined in 3.6.19 to 3.6.26, both in the
assumptions for this project and for those included in the in-combination scenario, it is
considered highly likely that actual impacts will be considerably lower than predicted.
Therefore, the expected reduction in growth rate remains below ecologically significant levels,
and there is no risk of an AEoSI on the guillemot population, either alone or in combination with
other plans or projects.

3.6.37 Assuch, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

3.6.38 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Kittiwake

3.6.39

3.6.40

3.6.41

3.6.42

Status

The Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 60,904 IND in
2009, while the most recent count data from the SMP report a population of 27,094 IND in
2023. The population trend declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds
Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -19% change and a mean annual change of -1.2%
reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

The potential level of impact apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.15 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report. In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as
per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast
SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment
Report.

The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.06 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.06 to 0.19 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and does not trigger the threshold for requiring PVA.
Therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone from
distributional responses on kittiwake at the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.15 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortality % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Buffer) Approach/NS Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low Low

Breeding 18.3 0.06 0.17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Breeding LCI 7.5 0.02 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 54.3 0.16 0.49 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002
Post-breeding 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 3.0 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 2.0 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 5.3 0.02 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 21.2 0.06 0.19 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total LCI 8.6 0.03 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 62.6 0.19 0.56 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

The potential level of impact apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.16 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach, as
set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

Conclusion

The mean annual total estimated kittiwake mortalities are predicted to be 0.37 (Applicant
Approach) to 1.12 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at the Buchan Ness to
Collieston Coast SPA.

Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.16 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

seasen Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in Adult Mortalities | % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Adult Survival Apportioned to Adult Survival Adult Survival
(Aspen Array Area Rate (citation Rate (recent SPA (Aspen Array | Rate (citation Rate (recent
Plus 2 km Buffer) count) count) Area Plus 2 km count) count)

Buffer)

Breeding 0.34 0.001 0.001 1.04 0.002 0.004

Breeding LCI 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.18 0.000 0.001

Breeding UCI 0.86 0.001 0.003 2.58 0.004 0.010

Post-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.09 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.16 0.000 0.001

Annual total 0.37 0.001 0.001 1.12 0.002 0.004

Annual total LCI 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.19 0.000 0.001

Annual total UCI 0.95 0.002 0.003 2.83 0.005 0.010
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk

Impacts

3.6.47

3.6.48

3.6.49
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The potential level of combined impact for both distributional responses and collision risk
apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.17.
Table 3.17 provides the combined impacts of distributional responses and collision risk for the
Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approaches.

Conclusion

The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are 0.43 (using the Applicant Approach)
and range from 1.18 to 1.31 (using the Guidance Approach), resulting in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches. Therefore, an AEoSI can be
ruled out for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional
responses and collision impacts on kittiwake at Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA. As such,
the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >1.0 birds threshold defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), a quantitative in-
combination assessment has been undertaken for this feature. Note that the precaution within
the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from distributional response
are discussed within 3.6.19 to 3.6.27, and the precaution within the assessment of impacts
from collisions is discussed in in the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section. As a result, the Applicant
considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be highly precautionary.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.17 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count)

Season Combined Total Mortalities

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.40 1.09 1.20 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.004 0.004
Breeding LCI 0.08 0.20 0.25 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding UCI 1.03 2.75 3.07 0.002 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.010 0.011
Post-breeding 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.04 0.09 0.11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.07 0.17 0.21 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.43 1.18 131 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.005
Annual total LCI 0.09 0.21 0.27 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total UCI 1.13 3.02 3.39 0.002 0.005 0.006 0.004 0.011 0.013
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In-combination: Distributional Responses and Collision Risk (O&M)

Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, combined impacts
resulting from distributional responses and collisions on kittiwake at Buchan Ness to Collieston
Coast SPA have been considered for in-combination assessment.

Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for kittiwake distributional
responses and collision risk at Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA are presented in Table 3.18
and Table 3.19, respectively, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or project All
projects that apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been screened in.
These impacts are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for kittiwake at Buchan
Ness to Collieston Coast SPA for each impact.

The combined mortality estimates reflect the sum of impacts from both collision and
distributional responses, with distributional responses contributing 19.70 mortalities of the
total estimated mortality using the Applicant approach and 66.80 mortalities for the Guidance
approach.

The potential level of combined in-combination impacts for both distributional responses and
collision risk apportioned to Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA for all seasons are presented
in Table 3.20 for the Applicant and Guidance Approach.

The combined mean annual total estimated kittiwake mortalities are predicted to be 110.99
(Applicant Approach) or from 111.75 to 154.84 (Guidance Approach).
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Table 3.18 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Kittiwake In-combination Plans and Projects (Distributional Responses)

Project

Breeding Season

Post-breeding

Adults Apportioned to SPA

Pre-breeding

Total Non-

APEMGroup

Annual Total

Season Season breeding Season
UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank | 0.0 877.8 1,322.2 2,200.0 2,200.0
North Falls 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dogger Bank South 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Five Estuaries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Outer Dowsing 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pentland floating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenvolt 28.4 2.7 2.0 4.7 331
Berwick Bank 221.5 330.4 201.4 531.8 753.3
West of Orkney 6.7 14.4 28.9 433 50.0
Ossian 341.7 10.2 13.9 241 365.8
Caledonia North 233 - - 5.6 28.9
Caledonia South 51.1 - - 7.8 58.9
Cenos 28.6 - - 1.9 30.5
Salamander 1,289.6 - - 3.7 1,293.3
Muir Mhor 5.2 0.0 7.4 7.4 12.6
Proposed Development 18.3 0.8 2.0 2.8 21.2
Total 2,009.3 1,236.3 1,577.8 2,833.0 4,842.3

Table 3.19 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Kittiwake In-combination Plans and Projects (Collision Risk)
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Project

Collision Mortalities

GOBe

APEMGroup

Breeding Season | Post-breeding Pre-breeding Total Non- Annual Total
Season Season breeding Season

UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank | 20.50 15.90 20.60 36.50 57.00
North Falls 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Dogger Bank South 0.00 1.40 0.70 2.10 2.10
Five Estuaries 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Outer Dowsing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10
Pentland Floating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Greenvolt 0.80 0.10 0.10 0.20 1.00
Berwick Bank 4.30 2.10 3.00 5.10 9.40
West of Orkney 0.10 0.30 0.50 0.80 0.90
Ossian 3.10 0.10 0.10 0.20 3.30
Caledonia North 0.66 - - 0.14 0.80
Caledonia South 1.43 - - 0.14 1.57
Cenos 1.10 0.10 0.00 0.10 1.20
Salamander 5.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.10
Muir Mhor 8.36 0.01 0.08 0.09 8.45
Proposed Development (Applicant Approach) 0.34 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.37
Proposed Development (Guidance Approach) 1.04 0.02 0.06 0.08 1.12
Total (Applicant Approach) 45.79 20.02 25.10 45.50 91.29
Total (Guidance Approach) 46.49 20.03 25.14 45,55 92.04
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Table 3.20 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Kittwake Combined In-combination Impacts

Season Combined Total Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)
QSEE:QE NS Low NS High :EE:E:‘:& NS Low NS High 25;"!52:& NS Low NS High
Breeding 57.02 57.72 87.86 0.210 0.213 0.324 0.094 0.095 0.144
Non-breeding 53.97 54.03 70.98 0.199 0.199 0.262 0.089 0.089 0.117
Annual total 110.99 111.75 158.84 0.410 0.412 0.586 0.182 0.183 0.261
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The likely contribution of less than one breeding adult (0.43 to 1.31 birds) from the Proposed
Development towards this in-combination impact is small (contributing, at worst, just over 1%
of the in-combination total), and the Proposed Development will not contribute to any material
change in the size of the kittiwake colony at Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA or the
underlying demographic rates. Particularly, given the inherent precaution throughout the
impact assessment for the Proposed Development and the other projects comprising this in-
combination assessment.

As shown in Table 3.21, with the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA kittiwake population
relatively stable and impacts at this colony low, the reduction in growth rates as a result of the
Proposed Development in combination with other plans and projects are lower than 0.7% in
comparison to an unimpacted scenario when considering the worst case scenario. Moreover,
when using the Applicant Approach and the NatureScot Low scenario, the predicted reduction
in growth rate is less than 0.5%. Given the highly precautionary nature of the assessment for
this project and for the others that comprise this in-combination assessment (e.g., treating
collision and displacement impacts as additive), it is considered that the true impacts, and
therefore the actual reductions in growth rate as a result of displacement impacts, will be
considerably lower.

Table 3.21 Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA: Kittiwake In-combination PVA Results

Assessment Approach

Mortalities Difference | Difference

CGR CPS

in CGR (%)

in CPS (%)

Applicant Approach 110.99 0.995 0.838 0.489 16.164

Guidance Approach

NS Low 111.75 0.995 0.838 0.488 16.228

NS High 158.84 0.993 0.778 0.696 22.223
3.6.57 The impacts predicted for kittiwake at the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA are considered

3.6.58

3.6.59
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to be highly precautionary. Elements of precaution introduced within the baseline setting,
apportioning, and assessment of impacts from distributional responses are discussed in the
Assessment Precaution section.

Conclusion

It can, therefore, be concluded that the in-combination impacts on kittiwake from collisions
and distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Buchan Ness to
Collieston Coast SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not
considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of
the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the
site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it
remains a viable component of the site.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA

Features

3.6.60

3.6.61

3.6.62

3.6.63

3.6.64
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Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding features of Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA during both the breeding and non-
breeding seasons:

= Razorbill (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases)

= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

The SPA is 105.03 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 66.55 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

Relevant conservation objectives for Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

No information on negative pressures on the qualifying features listed above at Troup, Penna
and Lions’s Heads SPA are available (NatureScot, 2024). Population conditions of the features
listed above are as follows:

= Razorbill: Favourable, recovered
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.
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Razorbill
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3.6.66

3.6.67

3.6.68

3.6.69

3.6.70

3.6.71

Status

The Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA population of razorbill was cited as 4,800 IND in 2009,
while the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 6,568 IND in
2017/20232. The population trend also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and
Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -9% change and a mean annual change
of -0.6% reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (O&M)

The potential level of impact apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.22 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report).

In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA can be
found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.11 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.38 to 0.64 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses impacts on razorbill at
Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA.

As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), an in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

Given the highly precautionary nature of the assessment of distributional response impacts
(see 3.6.19t0 3.6.27), and the very low impacts predicted, it can, therefore, be concluded that
the Proposed Development Alone impacts on razorbill from distributional responses will not
adversely affect the integrity of the population at the Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

2 This SPA is comprised of multiple sub-sites on the SMP database, with most the recent counts undertaken in
2017 for some and 2023 for others.
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Table 3.22 Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA: Razorbill Distributional Responses

Season Adults apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

Array Area Plus 2 Applicant . Applicant NS low-NS Applicant NS low-NS

km Buffer) Approach NS low-NS high Approach high Approach high
Breeding 21.3 0.11 0.38-0.64 0.002 0.008-0.013 | 0.002 0.006 - 0.010
Breeding LCI 4.8 0.02 0.09-0.15 0.001 0.002 - 0.003 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.002
Breeding UCI 39.9 0.20 0.72-1.2 0.004 0.015-0.025 | 0.003 0.011-0.018
Post-breeding 0.0 - - - - - -
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 - - - - - -
Post-breeding UCI | 0.0 - - - - - -
Non-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 -0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.4 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 21.6 0.11 0.38-0.64 0.002 0.008-0.013 | 0.002 0.006 - 0.010
Annual total LCI 4.9 0.02 0.09-0.15 0.001 0.002 - 0.003 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.002
Annual total UCI 40.6 0.20 0.72-1.21 0.004 0.015-0.025 | 0.003 0.011-0.018

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01

@OLE®®



CERULEAN GORe

v WINDS APEMGroup

Kittiwake

3.6.72

3.6.73

3.6.74

3.6.75

3.6.76

Status

The Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 63,200 IND in
1995, while the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 8,536 IND in
2017/2024. This population decline was also reflected in the trend between the Seabird2000
(1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -44% change and a
mean annual change of -3.6% reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

The potential level of impact apportioned to Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA for all seasons
with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.23 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report).

In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA can be
found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.02 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.02 to 0.07 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Troup,
Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.23 Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant . Applicant . Applicant .
Buffer) Approach/NS Low NS High Approach/NS NS High Approach/NS NS High
Low Low

Breeding 4.3 0.01 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 1.8 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 12.8 0.04 0.12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 0.9 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 35 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 2.4 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.9 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 6.3 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total 7.7 0.02 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total LCI 3.0 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 22.7 0.07 0.20 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.77 The potential level of impact apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.24 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach as
set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.78 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.11 (Applicant Approach) to
0.34 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at the Troup, Pennan and Lion’s
Heads SPA.

3.6.79 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.24 Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Season

Adult Mortalities
apportioned to SPA
(Aspen Array Area
Plus 2 km Buffer)

Applicant Approach

% Decrease in Adult
Survival Rate
(citation count)

% Decrease in Adult
Survival Rate
(recent count)

Adult Mortalities
Apportioned to SPA
(Aspen Array Area
Plus 2 km Buffer)

GOBe

Guidance Approach

% Decrease in Adult
Survival Rate
(citation count)

APEMGroup

% Decrease in Adult
Survival Rate
(recent count)

Breeding 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.25 0.000 0.003
Breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.04 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.20 0.000 0.001 0.61 0.001 0.007
Post-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCl - 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.10 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.19 0.000 0.002
Annual total 0.11 0.000 0.001 0.34 0.001 0.004
Annual total LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI 0.30 0.000 0.002 0.90 0.001 0.011
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk

Impacts

3.6.80

3.6.81
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3.6.83

3.6.84

3.6.85

96 of 393

The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is
presented in Table 3.25 for both the Applicant and Guidance Approaches for combined
distributional responses and collision assessments.

The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.14 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.37 to 0.41 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA.

The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional response are discussed within 3.6.19 to 3.6.27, and the precaution within the
assessment of impacts from collisions is discussed in in the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section. As
a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be highly
precautionary.

Conclusion

It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA
are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 birds
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.25 Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

Combined Total % Decrease in Adult
Survival Rate (citation count)

Season Combined Impact (breeding adults)

i\\gs:g:ﬁ NS Low NS High AASEE;: NS Low NS High AAESESEE NS Low NS High
Breeding 0.09 0.26 0.28 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LC| 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.24 0.65 0.73 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.004
Post-breeding 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.04 0.11 0.13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.03 0.08 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LC 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.08 0.21 0.25 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.14 0.37 0.41 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002
Annual total LC 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.37 0.97 1.11 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.005 0.006
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

The impact on kittiwake at Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Head SPA is between 0.2 and 1.0 breeding
adult mortality per annum for the NatureScot High scenario and, therefore, consideration is
given to in-combination impacts drawing on information provided by other recent Scottish
projects. A full quantitative assessment is not provided given the low scale of impact, with the
maximum impact from the Proposed Development alone being a 0.005% reduction in survival,
well below the 0.02% threshold advocated by NatureScot.

To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development at Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Head SPA, the in-combination mortalities reported
in the most recent OWF application, Cenos OWF, were used. Given that the project's
standalone mortality figures are low, they are not considered to make a material contribution
to the overall in-combination total. Therefore, the results presented in the Cenos application
are considered an appropriate proxy for this in-combination assessment.

The combined (distributional response and collision risk) total annual estimated mortalities
from Scottish and UK North Sea projects, as presented in Cenos (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm
Limited, 2024), range from 82.4 t0113.8 breeding adults per annum. These impacts exceeded
the 0.02 threshold and, as such, PVA was undertaken. The resulting reduction in the
counterfactual of population growth rate (CGR) was 0.995 and 0.996 (Cenos Offshore Wind
Farm Limited, 2024). The most recent (2017/2024) SMP population count of 8,536 IND has
been used by the Proposed Development. There has been a declining trend of this population
between the Seabird2000 count and the Seabirds Count 2015-2021, with a 44% decline in the
population (Burnell et al., 2023). The kittiwake population in Scotland has increased by 21%
post-HPAI, with a 2% increase at Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Head during this time period
(Tremlett et al., 2024).

The Proposed Development’s combined distributional response and collision risk estimated
mortalities is as low as 0.14 breeding birds with the Applicant’s Approach to CRM. As such the
impacts contribution from the Proposed Development would provide no material change to
the in-combination impacts.

Conclusion

Given the PVA outputs show a potential reduction in population growth of around 0.5%
compared to a baseline scenario and the declining status of the colony, there is a risk that in-
combination impacts will affect the rate of recovery of this feature. However, the Proposed
Development has a low scale of impact predicted (worst case 0.41 birds) and provides no
material contribution to the in-combination impact (<1% of the in-combination total).
Therefore, the Proposed Development’s contribution to the in-combination impacts on
kittiwake from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity
of the Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Head SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant
SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.
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3.6.91 Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.

3.6.92 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Fowlsheugh SPA

Features
3.6.93 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding feature of Fowlsheugh SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.94 The SPAis 137.60 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 5.23 km distant from the Proposed
Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-edge and
at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.95 Relevant conservation objectives for Fowlsheugh SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.96 Negative pressures have not been identified by NatureScot for kittiwake at Fowlsheugh SPA
(NatureScot, 2024).

3.6.97 Population conditions of the features listed above are as follows (NatureScot, 2024):
= Razorbill: Favourable, maintained
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

3.6.98 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.
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Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake

Status

3.6.99 The Fowlsheugh SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 73,300 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 40,156 IND in 2018/2023. The
population trend also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count
(2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -51% change and a mean annual change of -3.6%
reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.100 The potential level of impact apportioned to Fowlsheugh SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.26 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report).

3.6.101 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Fowlsheugh SPA can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.102 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.05 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.05 to 0.16 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Fowlsheugh
SPA.

3.6.103 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.26 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant . Applicant . Applicant |
Buffer) Approach/NS Low NS High Approach/NS NS High Approach/NS NS High
Low Low

Breeding 16.2 0.05 0.15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 6.7 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 47.9 0.14 0.43 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 0.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 2.2 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 1.5 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 4.0 0.01 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 18.3 0.05 0.16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 7.4 0.02 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 54.0 0.16 0.49 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.104 The potential level of impact apportioned to Fowlsheugh SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.27 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach, as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.105 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.32 (Applicant Approach) to
0.98 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Fowlsheugh SPA.

3.6.106 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.27 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Adult Mortalities
Apportioned to SPA
(Aspen Array Area

Plus 2 km Buffer)

Applicant Approach

% Decrease in Adult
Survival Rate
(citation count)

% Decrease in Adult
Survival Rate
(recent count)

Adult Mortalities
Apportioned to SPA
(Aspen Array Area

Plus 2 km Buffer)

GOBe

Guidance Approach

% Decrease in
Adult Survival Rate
(citation count)

APEMGroup

% Decrease in
Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

Breeding 0.30 0.000 0.001 0.92 0.001 0.002
Breeding LCI 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.16 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.76 0.001 0.002 2.28 0.003 0.006
Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCl 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.05 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.12 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.32 0.000 0.001 0.98 0.001 0.002
Annual total LCl 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.16 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.82 0.001 0.002 2.46 0.003 0.006
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.107 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional responses and collision risk
apportioned to Fowlsheugh SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table
3.28 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.108 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.38 (Applicant
Approach) or from 1.03 to 1.14 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches. Therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for
impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Fowlsheugh SPA.

3.6.109 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the thresholds defined in
paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination assessment
has also been undertaken for this feature. Note that the precaution within the setting of
baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from distributional response are discussed
in the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section. As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts
predicted for kittiwake are likely to be highly precautionary.
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Table 3.28 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count)

2EELEZ‘$ NS Low NS High AASEL'(::?; NS Low NS High AAEEESEE NS Low NS High
Breeding 0.35 0.96 1.06 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.003
Breeding LCI 0.07 0.18 0.22 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Breeding UCI 0.91 2.42 271 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.002 0.006 0.007
Post-breeding 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.05 0.13 0.15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.38 1.03 1.14 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.003
Annual total LCI 0.08 0.19 0.23 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI 0.99 2.62 2.95 0.001 0.004 0.004 0.002 0.007 0.007
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Table 3.29 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake Proposed Development Alone PVA Results

Assessment Mortalities CGR Difference in Difference in
Approach CGR (%) CPS (%)
Applicant 0.38 1.000 1.000 0.002 0.043

NS Low 1.03 0.999 0.999 0.002 0.096

NS High 1.14 0.999 0.999 0.004 0.105

3.6.110 As shown in Table 3.29, with the Fowlsheugh SPA kittiwake population relatively stable and
impacts at this colony predicted to be low, the reduction in growth rates as a result of the
Proposed Development are lower than 0.01% in comparison to an unimpacted scenario. As
such, this level of change is considered negligible and will not result in an AEoSI.

3.6.111 Any decreases in adult survival rates may be mitigated through increases in other demographic
rates through, for example, decreased competition for food. This regulation through density
dependence is well established in large seabird populations. The PVA models used in this
assessment do not consider density dependence (the model used here is preferred due to
uncertainties regarding how density dependence is expressed, and due to the more
precautionary outputs). As such, changes in demographic rates predicted by the PVA
assessment should be considered precautionary, and colonies should be considered able to
recover from any predicted losses.

Conclusion

3.6.112 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from collisions and distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Fowlsheugh SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered
to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.113 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

In-combination: Distributional Responses and Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.114 Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, combined impacts
resulting from distributional responses and collisions on kittiwake at Fowlsheugh SPA have
been considered for in-combination assessment.

3.6.115 Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for kittiwake distributional
responses and collision risk at Fowlsheugh SPA are presented in Table 3.30 and Table 3.31,
respectively, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or project. All projects that
apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been screened in. These impacts
are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for kittiwake at Fowlsheugh SPA for
each impact.
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3.6.116 The results of the assessment should be considered within the context of the highly
precautionary approach to assessing both displacement and collision impacts. The introduction
of precaution into each of these is discussed in paragraphs 3.6.19 to 3.6.27.

3.6.117 The potential level of combined in-combination impacts for both distributional responses and
collision risk apportioned to Fowlsheugh SPA for all seasons are presented in Table 3.32 for
both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.118 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 187.30 (Applicant
Approach) and from 187.95 to 314.97 (Guidance Approach).

3.6.119 The Applicant considers that the contribution towards this in-combination impact from the
Proposed Development is extremely small (contributing <0.3% of the in-combination total), and
the Proposed Development will not materially contribute to the in-combination impact, or
change in the demographic rates within the kittiwake colony at Fowlsheugh SPA. This is
especially pertinent given the inherent precaution throughout the impact assessment for the
Proposed Development and the other projects comprising this in-combination assessment.
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Table 3.30 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake In-combination Plans and Projects - Distributional Responses

Project Adults Apportioned to SPA (Aspen Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)

Breeding Season Pos’;—ebarseoe:ing PreS—:;i(e):ing ':Zg;zgeigg? Annual Total
UK North Sea projects up to the point of 3,466.7 655.6 988.9 1,644.5 5,111.2
Berwick Bank
North Falls 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dogger Bank South 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Five Estuaries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Outer Dowsing 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pentland floating 53.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 53.3
Greenvolt 16.8 2.0 1.5 3.5 20.3
Berwick Bank 3,174.4 145.5 247.8 3933 3,567.7
West of Orkney 6.7 10.0 22.2 32.2 38.9
Ossian 527.0 7.4 10.5 17.9 544.9
Caledonia North 17.8 - - 4.4 22.2
Caledonia South 375 - - 5.8 432
Cenos 41.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 415
Salamander 265.1 - - 2.7 267.8
Muir Mhor 0.0 0.3 55 5.8 5.8
Proposed Development 16.2 0.6 1.5 2.1 18.3
Total 7,622.9 821.4 1,277.9 2,112.2 9,735.2
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Table 3.31 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake In-combination Plans and Projects - Collision Risk

Project Collisions

Breeding Season | Post-breeding Season | Pre-breeding Season | Non- Annual Total
breeding
Season Total

UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank 48.80 11.80 15.40 27.20 76.00
North Falls 0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.30
Dogger Bank South 0.00 1.00 0.50 1.50 1.50
Five Estuaries 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Outer Dowsing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10
Pentland Floating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Greenvolt 0.50 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.70
Berwick Bank 60.60 1.50 2.20 3.70 64.30
West of Orkney 0.10 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.70
Ossian 4.70 0.10 0.10 0.20 4.90
Caledonia North 0.48 - - 0.10 0.58
Caledonia South 1.05 - - 0.10 1.15
Cenos 1.60 0.04 0.04 0.08 1.68
Salamander 1.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.10
Muir Mhor 4.69 0.01 0.06 0.07 4.76
Proposed Development (Applicant Approach) 0.30 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.32
Proposed Development (Guidance Approach) 0.92 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.98
Total (Applicant Approach) 123.92 14.85 19.01 34.17 158.09
Total (Guidance Approach) 124.54 14.87 19.05 34.21 158.75
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Table 3.32 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake Combined In-combination Impacts

GOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)
Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 146.79 147.41 261.75 0.2 0.201 0.357 0.366 0.367 0.652
Non-breeding 40.51 40.55 53.22 0.055 0.055 0.073 0.101 0.101 0.133
Annual total 187.30 187.95 314.97 0.256 0.256 0.43 0.466 0.468 0.784
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3.6.120 As shown in Table 3.33, the CGR are slightly below 0.995 for the Applicant Approach and NS
Low scenario. The kittiwake population at Fowlsheugh SPA is currently considered to be
relatively stable (particularly in comparison to colonies further north).

Conclusion

3.6.121 Across all assessed scenarios, the combined effects of collision risk and distributional responses
(even without accounting for macro-avoidance) remain below thresholds at which population-
level impacts would be expected. There is currently a lack of robust and consistent evidence to
justify the routine assessment of displacement effects on kittiwakes. Consequently, the
predicted impacts are not considered to be ecologically significant and do not trigger concern
for an AEoSI. As such, they do not trigger thresholds for consideration of AEoSI.

3.6.122 It can, therefore, be concluded that the in-combination impacts from collisions and
distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Fowlsheugh SPA. As such,
the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

3.6.123 Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.

3.6.124 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Table 3.33 Fowlsheugh SPA: Kittiwake In-combination PVA Results

Assessment Mortalities Difference Difference
Approach to in CGR (%) in CPS (%)

Distributional
Responses

Applicant Approach

Applicant 187.30 0.994 0.818 0.555 18.216
Approach

Guidance Approach to CRM

NS Low 187.95 0.994 0.817 0.559 18.256
NS High 314.97 0.991 0.713 0.933 28.671
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East Caithness Cliffs SPA

Features

3.6.125 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding features of East Caithness Cliffs SPA during both the breeding and non-breeding
seasons:

= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity):
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.126 The SPA is 171.74 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 153.95 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.127 Relevant conservation objectives for East Caithness Cliffs SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.128 The population condition of kittiwake at East Caithness Cliffs SPA is as follows (NatureScot,
2024):

= Kittiwake: Favourable, maintained

3.6.129 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.130 The East Caithness Cliffs SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 65,000 IND in 1987, while the
most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 36,822 IND in 2015-20243. This
population trend was reflected between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count
(2015-2021) censuses with an overall -39% change and a mean annual change of -3.1%
reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

3 This SPA is comprised of multiple sub-sites on the SMP database, with the most recent counts undertaken
during multiple years between 2015 and 2024.

112 of 393 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@ @ @ Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORe

WINDS APEMGroup

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.131 The potential level of impact apportioned to East Caithness Cliffs SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.34 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report).

3.6.132 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to East Caithness Cliffs SPA can be found in
EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.133 The annual mean total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.05 (Applicant Approach) to
a range of 0.05 to 0.15 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease
in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for
impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at East
Caithness Cliffs SPA.

3.6.134 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.34 East Caithness Cliffs SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Buffer) Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low

Breeding 7.3 0.02 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 3.0 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 21.5 0.06 0.19 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 2.5 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 9.5 0.03 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 6.6 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 2.5 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 17.2 0.05 0.15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 16.4 0.05 0.15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 6.2 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 48.3 0.14 0.43 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.135 The potential level of impact apportioned to East Caithness Cliffs SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.35 using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach, as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision
Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.136 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.22 (Applicant Approach) to
0.68 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at East Caithness Cliffs SPA.

3.6.137 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.35 East Caithness Cliffs SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count) (Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count)
Plus 2 km Buffer) Plus 2 km Buffer)

Breeding 0.14 0.000 0.000 0.41 0.001 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.34 0.001 0.001 1.02 0.002 0.003

Post-breeding 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.28 0.000 0.001

Pre-breeding 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.20 0.000 0.001

Pre-breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.04 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.17 0.000 0.000 0.51 0.001 0.001

Annual total 0.22 0.000 0.001 0.68 0.001 0.002

Annual total LCI 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.11 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.61 0.001 0.002 1.81 0.003 0.005
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.138 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to East Caithness Cliffs SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented
in Table 3.36 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.139 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.27 (Applicant
Approach) or from 0.72 to 0.82 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at East Caithness Cliffs SPA.

3.6.140 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional response are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section. As a result,
the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be highly
precautionary.

Conclusion

3.6.141 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
East Caithness Cliffs SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not
considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of
the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the
site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it
remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.142 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 bird
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

3.6.143 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.36 East Caithness Cliffs SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts from Collision and Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.16 0.43 0.48 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.03 0.08 0.10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.41 1.09 1.22 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.003
Post-breeding 0.03 0.07 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCl 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.12 0.31 0.36 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.08 0.22 0.26 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.23 0.56 0.67 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002
Annual total 0.27 0.72 0.82 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002
Annual total LCI 0.05 0.13 0.16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.75 1.96 2.25 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.005 0.006
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.6.144 The impact on kittiwake at East Caithness Cliffs SPA is between 0.2 and one breeding adult
mortality per annum, and therefore consideration is given to in-combination impacts drawing
on information provided by other recent Scottish projects. A full quantitative assessment is not
provided given the low scale of impact, with the maximum impact from the Proposed
Development alone being a 0.002% reduction in survival, well below the 0.02% threshold
advocated by NatureScot.

3.6.145 To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development at East Caithness Cliffs SPA, the in-combination mortalities reported in the most
recent OWF application, Cenos OWF, were used. Given that the project's standalone mortality
figures are low, they are not considered to make a material contribution to the overall in-
combination total. Therefore, the results presented in the Cenos application are considered an
appropriate proxy for this in-combination assessment.

3.6.146 The combined (distributional response and collision risk) total annual estimated mortalities
from Scottish and UK North Sea projects, as presented in Cenos (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm
Limited, 2024), range from 305.3 to 428.2 breeding adults per annum. These impacts exceeded
the 0.02 threshold as such PVA was completed and a reduction in the counterfactual growth
rate (CGR) is 0.990 (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). The 2015-2024 SMP population
count of 36,822 individuals has been used by the Proposed Development, whereas Cenos OWF
used the 2015 SMP population of 48,958 breeding adults. There has been a declining trend of
this population between the Seabird2000 count and the Seabirds Count 2015-2021, with a 39%
decline in the population (Burnell et al., 2023). The kittiwake population in Scotland has
increased by 21% post-HPAI (Tremlett et al., 2024). Despite limited information regarding the
impacts of HPAI on kittiwake at East Caithness Cliffs SPA, evidence suggests that there have
been both increases and decreases in populations across the site, suggesting that the effects
of HPAI are highly localised for kittiwake colonies (Tremlett et al., 2024).

Conclusion

3.6.147 The Proposed Development’s combined distributional response and collision risk mortalities
are as low as 0.27 breeding birds for the Applicant Approach and, at most, 0.82 using the
Guidance Approach. Although the PVA results do suggest that there is a risk that in-combination
impacts will affect the rate of recovery of this feature, the impact contribution from the
Proposed Development is just 0.27% of the in-combination total, which would provide no
material change to these in-combination impacts. Therefore, it is concluded that the in-
combination impacts on kittiwake from distributional responses and from collisions will not
adversely affect the integrity of the East Caithness Cliffs SPA. As such, the conservation
objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be
no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant
disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species
will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.
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3.6.148 Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.

3.6.149 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

North Caithness Cliffs SPA

Features
3.6.150 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding features of North Caithness Cliffs SPA:
= Puffin (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases)
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.151 The SPA is 177.69 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 169.44 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.152 Relevant conservation objectives for North Caithness Cliffs SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.153 No negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at North Caithness Cliffs SPA for the
features listed above (NatureScot, 2024). Population conditions of the relevant features listed
are as follows (NatureScot, 2024):

= Puffin: Unfavourable, declining
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, no change

3.6.154 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.
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Appropriate Assessment

Puffin
Status

3.6.155 The North Caithness Cliffs SPA population of puffin was cited as 4,160 IND in 2009, while the
most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 3,383 IND in 2016-2024. The
population trend also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count
(2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -56% (complete dataset) and -21% (comparable dataset)
change and a mean annual change of -1.4% (comparable dataset) reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (O&M)

3.6.156 The potential level of impact apportioned to North Caithness Cliffs SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.37 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report).

3.6.157 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to North Caithness Cliffs SPA can be found in
EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.158 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.03 to 0.05 (Guidance Approach). The Guidance Approach results in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate of <0.02% and, therefore, PVA has not been undertaken
for this feature. It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts
on puffin from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity
of the North Caithness Cliffs SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are
not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats
of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the
site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it
remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.159 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.160 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.37 North Caithness Cliffs SPA: Puffin Distributional Responses

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

Array Area Plus 2 Applicant NS Low-NS High | Applicant NS Low-NS High | Applicant NS Low-NS High

km Buffer) Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 1.6 0.01 0.03-0.05 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Breeding LCI 1.0 0.00 0.02-0.03 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Breeding UCI 2.3 0.01 0.04 -0.07 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI | 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 1.7 0.01 0.03-0.05 0.000 0.001-0.001 0.000 0.001-0.001
Annual total LCI 1.0 0.01 0.02-0.03 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.001-0.001
Annual total UCI 2.6 0.01 0.04-0.07 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.002 - 0.004
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Kittiwake
Status

3.6.161 The North Caithness Cliffs SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 26,200 IND in 2009, while
the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 18,608 IND in 2016-2024.
However, the population declined overall between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds
Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -45% change and a mean annual change of -3.7%
reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.162 The potential level of impact apportioned to North Caithness Cliffs SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.38 Table 3.38 for both the Applicant Approach and
the Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report).

3.6.163 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to North Caithness Cliffs can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.164 The annual mean total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.03 (Applicant Approach) to
a range of 0.03 to 0.08 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease
in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for
impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at
North Caithness Cliffs SPA.

3.6.165 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.38 North Caithness Cliffs SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Buffer) Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low

Breeding 6.2 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 2.6 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 18.4 0.06 0.17 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 0.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 2.4 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 1.7 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 4.3 0.01 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 85 0.03 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 3.4 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 25.2 0.08 0.23 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.166 The potential level of impact apportioned to North Caithness Cliffs SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.39 using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach.

Conclusion

3.6.167 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.10 (Applicant Approach) to
0.42 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at North Caithness Cliffs SPA.

3.6.168 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.39 North Caithness Cliffs SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count) (Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count)
Plus 2 km Buffer) Plus 2 km Buffer)

Breeding 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.35 0.001 0.002

Breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.21 0.001 0.001 0.88 0.003 0.005

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.05 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.13 0.000 0.001

Annual total 0.10 0.000 0.001 0.42 0.002 0.002

Annual total LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.25 0.001 0.001 1.08 0.004 0.006
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.169 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.40 and
Table 3.41. Table 3.40 provides both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach for
distributional responses, along with the Applicant Approach, while Table 3.41 again presents
both the Applicant and Guidance Approaches for distributional responses, along with the
Guidance Approach.

3.6.170 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.12 to 0.17
(Applicant Approach) or from 0.44 to 0.50 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can
be ruled out for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional
responses and collision impacts on kittiwake at North Caithness Cliffs SPA.

3.6.171 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional response and collision risk are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’
section. As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely
to be highly precautionary.

Conclusion

3.6.172 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from combined distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the
integrity of the North Caithness Cliffs SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant
SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.173 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 bird
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

3.6.174 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.40 North Caithness Cliffs SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts (Applicant Approach)

Season Displacement Collision Combined Total % Decrease in Adult % Decrease in Adult
Mortalities Mortalities Survival Rate (citation Survival Rate (recent
(Applicant count) count)

Applicant NS High [AYeJolgeEIg)l Applicant NS High Applicant NS High | Applicant NS High

Approach/NS Approach/NS Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Low

Low Low
Breeding 0.02 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.14 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.06 0.17 0.21 0.26 0.37 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002
Post-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Cl

ILi’Jre-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI | 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.03 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.17 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI | 0.08 0.23 0.25 0.33 0.48 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.003
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Table 3.41 North Caithness Cliffs SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts (Guidance Approach)

Season Displacement Collision Combined Total % Decrease in Adult % Decrease in Adult
Mortalities Mortalities Survival Rate (citation Survival Rate (recent
(Guidance count) count)

Applicant NS High [WAYeJolgeEIdg)l Applicant NS High Applicant NS High | Applicant NS High

Approach/NS Approach/NS Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Low

Low Low
Breeding 0.02 0.06 0.35 0.37 0.41 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002
Breeding LCI 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.06 0.17 0.88 0.93 1.04 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.006
Post-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Cl

ILi’Jre-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI | 0.01 0.04 0.13 0.14 0.17 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.03 0.08 0.42 0.44 0.50 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.003
Annual total LCI 0.01 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI | 0.08 0.23 1.08 1.15 1.30 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.007
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.6.175 The impact on kittiwake at North Caithness Cliffs SPA is between 0.2 and 1.0 breeding adult
mortality per annum and, therefore, consideration is given to in-combination impacts drawing
on information provided by other recent Scottish projects. A full quantitative assessment is not
provided given the low scale of impact, with the maximum impact from the Proposed
Development alone being a 0.003% reduction in survival, well below the 0.02% threshold
advocated by NatureScot.

3.6.176 To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development at North Caithness Cliffs SPA, the in-combination mortalities reported in the most
recent OWF application, Cenos OWF, were used.

3.6.177 The combined distributional responses and collision risk total annual estimated mortalities
from Scottish and UK North Sea projects, as presented in Cenos (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm
Limited, 2024), range from 57.9 to 74.9 breeding adults per annum. These impacts exceed the
0.02% decrease in survival rate threshold and, as such, PVA was undertaken. The resulting CGR
was 0.995 (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). The 2016-2024 SMP population count
of 18,608 IND has been used by the Proposed Development, whereas Cenos OWF used the
2023 population of 16,938 breeding adults. There has been a declining trend of this population
between the Seabird2000 count and the Seabirds Count 2015-2021 of -45% (Burnell et al,,
2023). However, this colony population has experience recent increases of +41% post-HPAI
(Tremlett et al., 2024).

3.6.178 The Proposed Development’s combined distributional responses and collision risk impacts is
less than a single bird, and as low as 0.12 breeding birds using the Applicant Approach. Cenos
OWF impacts were significantly less than a single bird (0.40-0.45) and, as a result, concluded
no AEoSI on this factor regardless of the population status or trend. As such, the impact
contribution from the Proposed Development is considered to result in no material change to
the in-combination impacts or materially influence the assessment outcome.

Conclusion

3.6.179 Based on the increasing population trend of the colony, the low level of the predicted impact,
and the non-material contribution of the Proposed Development to an in-combination impact,
it is concluded that the in-combination impacts on kittiwake from distributional responses and
from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the North Caithness Cliffs SPA. As such,
the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

3.6.180 Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.

3.6.181 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Copinsay SPA
Features

3.6.182 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding features of Copinsay SPA during both the breeding and non-breeding seasons:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.183 The SPA is 181.74 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 182.72 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.184 Relevant conservation objectives for Copinsay SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.185 Negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot for kittiwake at Copinsay SPA as follows
(NatureScot, 2024):

= Kittiwake: Climate change
3.6.186 The population condition of kittiwake at Copinsay SPA is as follows (NatureScot, 2024):
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

3.6.187 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.188 The Copinsay SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 9,550 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 670 IND in 2024. The population trend also
declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall -78% change and a mean annual change of -8.9% reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.189 The potential level of impact apportioned to Copinsay SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.42 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report).

3.6.190 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Copinsay SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume
3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.191 The annual mean total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
a range of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease
in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for
impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at
Copinsay SPA.

3.6.192 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.42 Copinsay SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS high Applicant NS high Applicant NS high
Buffer) Approach/NS low Approach/NS Approach/NS
low low

Breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.193 The potential level of impact apportioned to Copinsay SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.43 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach, as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.194 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Copinsay SPA.

3.6.195 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.43 Copinsay SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count) (Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count)
Plus 2 km Buffer) Plus 2 km Buffer)

Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.02 0.000 0.002

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.001

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Annual total 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.002

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.01 0.000 0.001 0.03 0.000 0.004
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.196 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Copinsay SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.44
for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.197 The mean annual combined total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.01 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Copinsay SPA.

3.6.198 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.199 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional response and collisions are discussed in the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section. As
a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be highly
precautionary.

3.6.200 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from combined distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the
integrity of the Copinsay SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not
considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of
the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the
site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it
remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.201 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.44 Copinsay SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts From Collision and Distributional Responses

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate (recent count)
(citation count)
Applicant Approach NS NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS NS High
Low Approach Approach Low
Breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.003
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.005 0.005
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Features
3.6.202 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding features of Hoy SPA during both the breeding and non-breeding seasons:
= Puffin (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases)
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.203 The SPA is 201.31 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 193.07 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.204 Relevant conservation objectives for Hoy SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.205 No negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at Hoy SPA for any of the features
listed above, while the population condition of the features are as follows (NatureScot, 2024):

= Puffin: Unfavourable, declining
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

3.6.206 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.
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Appropriate Assessment

Puffin
Status

3.6.207 The Hoy SPA population of puffin was cited as 7,000 IND in 2009, while the most recent count
data from the SMP reports a population of 361 IND in 2016/2017. There are no population data
available from the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) census, but the Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
reports a population of 860 IND (Burnell et al., 2023). Due to the lack of long-term counts, an
accurate population trend for puffin at this site cannot be determined.

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.208 The potential level of impact apportioned to Hoy SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.45 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report).

3.6.209 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Hoy SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3,
Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

3.6.210 The annual mean total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
a range of 0.01 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease
in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for
impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on puffin at Hoy
SPA.

3.6.211 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.212 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional response and collisions are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.213 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on puffin from
distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Hoy SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.
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Table 3.45 Hoy SPA: Puffin Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (citation count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities
to SPA (Aspen Array

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS

Buffer) Approach High Approach High Approach High
Breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.002
Non-breeding 0.5 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.003
Non-breeding LCl 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Non-breeding UCI 0.8 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.004
Annual total 0.7 0.00 0.01-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.005 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.005
Annual total LCI 0.3 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000-0.003 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.003
Annual total UCI 1.1 0.01 0.01-0.02 0.000 0.000-0.007 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.007

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01

@OLE®®



\ W \S\IIEII?\I%%EAN G ?:Eg

Kittiwake
Status

3.6.214 The Hoy SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 6,000 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 608 IND in 2016/2017. The population trend
also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall -66% change and a mean annual change of -6.1% reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.215 The potential level of impact apportioned to Hoy SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.46 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report).

3.6.216 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Hoy SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3,
Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.217 The annual mean total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
a range of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease
in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for
impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Hoy
SPA.

3.6.218 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.46 Hoy SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Buffer) Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low

Breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.5 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.219 The potential level of impact apportioned to Hoy SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.47 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach as
set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.220 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Hoy SPA.

3.6.221 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.47 Hoy SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count) (Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count)
Plus 2 km Buffer) Plus 2 km Buffer)

Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.002

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Annual total 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.01 0.000 0.001 0.02 0.000 0.003
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.222 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Hoy SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.48 for
both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.223 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.01 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Hoy SPA.

3.6.224 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.225 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional response and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.226 It can, therefore, be concluded that the combined Proposed Development Alone impacts on
kittiwake from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity
of the Hoy SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to
be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.227 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.48 Hoy SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts (Applicant Approach)

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count)

(recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.004
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Fair Isle SPA
Features
3.6.228 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
features of Fair Isle SPA:
= Puffin (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases)
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).
= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.229 The SPA is 205.46 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 215.08 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.230 Relevant conservation objectives for Fair Isle SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant

disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.231 Negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot for kittiwake only at Fair Isle SPA, as
follows (NatureScot, 2024):

= Kittiwake: Predation (great skua Stercorarius skua)

3.6.232 The SPA population conditions of the features listed above are reported as follows (NatureScot,
2024):

= Puffin: Unfavourable, declining
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining
= Gannet: Favourable, maintained

3.6.233 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and

decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.
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Puffin
Status

3.6.234 The Fair Isle SPA population of puffin was cited as 23,000 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 6,666 IND in 2015. The population trend also
declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall -56% change reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.235 The potential level of impact apportioned to Fair Isle SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.49 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report).

3.6.236 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Fair Isle SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3,
Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.237 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.02 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.06 to 0.11 (Guidance Approach). The Guidance Approach results in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate of <0.02% and, therefore, PVA has not been undertaken
for this feature. It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts
on puffin from distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Fair Isle
SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.238 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.239 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.49 Fair Isle SPA: Puffin Distributional Responses

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

Array Area Plus 2 Applicant NS Low-NS High | Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS

km Buffer) Approach Approach High Approach High
Breeding 2.9 0.01 0.05-0.09 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.001
Breeding LCI 1.8 0.01 0.03-0.05 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Breeding UCI 4.2 0.02 0.08-0.13 0.000 0.000-0.001 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.002
Non-breeding 1.5 0.01 0.01-0.03 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.7 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI | 2.6 0.01 0.02-0.05 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Annual total 4.4 0.02 0.06-0.11 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.002
Annual total LCI 24 0.01 0.04 - 0.06 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.001-0.001
Annual total UCI 6.7 0.03 0.09-0.17 0.000 0.000-0.001 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.003
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Kittiwake
Status

3.6.240 Kittiwake is a component of the seabird assemblage at the Fair Isle SPA, but not a qualifying
feature in its own right. Nevertheless, it has been fully assessed to ensure that the overall
integrity of the seabird assemblage is maintained. The Fair Isle SPA population of kittiwake was
cited as 36,320 IND in 2009, while the most recent count data from the SMP reports a
population of 896 IND in 2021. The population trend also declined between the Seabird2000
(1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -95% change and a
mean annual change of -13.5% reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.241 The potential level of impact apportioned to Fair Isle SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.50 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report).

3.6.242 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Fair Isle SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3,
Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.243 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at the Fair Isle
SPA.

3.6.244 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.50 Fair Isle SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival

Season Adults apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Buffer) Approach/NS Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low Low

Breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.245 The potential level of impact apportioned to Fair Isle SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.51 using both the Applicant and the Guidance Approach as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical
Report.

Conclusion

3.6.246 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Fair Isle SPA.

3.6.247 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

152 of 393
Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS APEMGroup

Table 3.51 Fair Isle SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

seasen Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Adult Survival Apportioned to Adult Survival Adult Survival
(Aspen Array Area Rate (citation Rate (recent SPA (Aspen Array | Rate (citation Rate (recent
Plus 2 km Buffer) count) count) Area Plus 2 km count) count)

Buffer)

Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.002

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Annual total 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.01 0.000 0.001 0.03 0.000 0.003

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01

@OLE®®



\ W \S\IIEIIIQ\I%%EAN G ?3;563

Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.248 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Fair Isle SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.52
for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.249 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.01 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Fair Isle SPA.

3.6.250 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.251 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.252 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Fair Isle SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.253 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.52 Fair Isle SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Season Combined total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.004 0.004
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Gannet
Status

3.6.254 The Fair Isle SPA population of gannet was cited as 2,332 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 11,184 IND in 2024. The population trend also
increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) census,
with an overall +165% change and a mean annual change of +5.9% reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.255 The potential level of impact apportioned to Fair Isle SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.53 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report).

3.6.256 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Fair Isle SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3,
Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.257 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.10 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.10 to 0.30 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at Fair Isle SPA.

3.6.258 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.53 Fair Isle SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Aspen Array Rate (citation count)

Area Plus 2 km Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Buffer) Approach/NS Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low Low

Breeding 7.1 0.05 0.15 0.002 0.006 0.000 0.001
Breeding LCI 3.7 0.03 0.08 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.001
Breeding UCI 17.8 0.12 0.37 0.005 0.016 0.001 0.003
Post-breeding 2.51 0.02 0.05 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCI 1.56 0.01 0.03 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 17.8 0.12 0.37 0.005 0.016 0.001 0.003
Pre-breeding 4.50 0.03 0.09 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 2.33 0.02 0.05 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 8.95 0.06 0.19 0.003 0.008 0.001 0.002
Annual total 14.10 0.10 0.30 0.004 0.013 0.001 0.003
Annual total LCI 7.61 0.05 0.16 0.002 0.007 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI 30.87 0.22 0.65 0.009 0.028 0.002 0.006
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.259 The potential level of impact apportioned to Fair Isle SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.54 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.260 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.10 (Applicant Approach) to
0.30 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at Fair Isle SPA.

3.6.261 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.54 Fair Isle SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Aspen Array Area (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Plus 2 km Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.07 0.003 0.001 0.27 0.012 0.002

Breeding LCI 0.01 0.001 0.000 0.04 0.002 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.20 0.009 0.002 0.74 0.032 0.007

Post-breeding 0.01 0.001 0.000 0.01 0.001 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.03 0.001 0.000 0.03 0.001 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.01 0.001 0.000 0.01 0.001 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.04 0.002 0.000 0.05 0.002 0.000

Annual total 0.10 0.004 0.001 0.30 0.013 0.003

Annual total LCI 0.01 0.001 0.000 0.04 0.002 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.28 0.012 0.002 0.82 0.035 0.007
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.262 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Fair Isle SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.55.

3.6.263 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.20 to 0.40
(Applicant Approach) or from 0.40 to 0.60 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate of <0.02% when assessing against the latest count and,
therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for
combined distributional responses and collision impacts on gannet at Fair Isle SPA.

Conclusion

3.6.264 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision risk are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’
section. As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for gannet are likely to
be highly precautionary.

3.6.265 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on gannet from
distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the Fair Isle
SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.266 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 bird
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

3.6.267 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.55 Fair Isle SPA: Gannet Combined Project Alone Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % decrease in adult survival rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.12 0.32 0.42 0.005 0.014 0.018 0.001 0.003 0.004
Breeding LCI 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding UCI 0.33 0.87 1.11 0.014 0.037 0.048 0.003 0.008 0.010
Post-breeding 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCl 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.003 0.003 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.04 0.04 0.11 0.002 0.002 0.005 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.11 0.11 0.23 0.005 0.005 0.010 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.009 0.017 0.026 0.002 0.004 0.005
Annual total LCI 0.07 0.10 0.20 0.003 0.004 0.009 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total UCI 0.49 1.04 1.47 0.021 0.044 0.063 0.004 0.009 0.013
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.6.268 The impact on gannet at Fair Isle SPA is between 0.2 and 1.0 breeding adult mortality per annum
and, therefore, consideration is given to in-combination impacts drawing on information
provided by other recent Scottish projects. A full quantitative assessment is not provided given
the low scale of impact, with the maximum impact from the Proposed Development alone
being a 0.003% reduction in survival, well below the 0.02% threshold advocated by NatureScot.

3.6.269 To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development at Fair Isle SPA, the in-combination mortalities reported in the most recent OWF
application, Cenos OWF, were used.

3.6.270 The combined distributional responses and collision risk total annual estimated mortalities
apportioned to the Fair Isle SPA are 12.5 to 17.7 breeding adult mortalities per annum /(Cenos
Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). Consequently, PVA was undertaken, with the results
showing a predicted CGR of up to 0.998 (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). This impact
was concluded as having no potential for AEoSI at Fair Isle SPA. Notably, Cenos undertook PVA
against a smaller 2023 colony count of 9,654 breeding adults, though a more recent 2024 count
of 11,184 IND is available and has formed the basis of the assessment for the Proposed
Development. In the long term, the Fair Isle SPA gannet population has risen by a mean of 5.9%
per year between the Gannet Census (2003 -2005), and the Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
(Burnell et al., 2023). Despite the emergence of HPAI, this upward trend has continued, with
numbers rising from 9,366 IND in 2020, to 9,654 in 2023, before exhibiting a larger increase to
11,184 in 2024,

3.6.271 Considering these population trends, the predicted in-combination impact would be
indistinguishable from annual fluctuations in the population, and the predicted impact
discussed by Cenos would be of reduced scale when considered against the more recent, larger
population. It should also be noted that the contribution from the Proposed Development to
this in-combination impact is very small at less than 1.0 bird, and as low as 0.1 mortalities per
year when using the Applicant Approach. Therefore, regardless of existing impacts on the SPA
population, the Proposed Development would not result in any material change to the in-
combination impact.

Conclusion

3.6.272 Based on the increasing population of the gannet feature at the Fair Isle SPA, the low level of
impact predicted, and the non-material contribution of the Proposed Development to an in-
combination impact, it is concluded that the combined in-combination impacts on gannet from
distributional responses and collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the Fair Isle SPA.
As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

3.6.273 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Forth Islands SPA
Features
3.6.274 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
features of the Forth Islands SPA:
= Puffin (breeding and non-breeding connectivity):
= Distributional responses (all phases)
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).
= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.275 The SPA is 209.84 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 91.59 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.276 Relevant conservation objectives for Forth Islands SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant

disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.277 Negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at the Forth Islands SPA for puffin,
kittiwake and gannet, as follows (NatureScot, 2024):

= Puffin: Climate Change, Game/fisheries management, Invasive species
= Kittiwake: Climate Change, Game/fisheries management
= Gannet: Infrastructure
3.6.278 Population conditions of the features listed above are as follows:
= Puffin: Favourable, maintained
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, no change

= Gannet: Favourable, maintained
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3.6.279 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment

Puffin
Status

3.6.280 The Forth Islands SPA population of puffin was cited as 28,000 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 117,932 IND in 2024. The population
trend also increased between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
censuses, with an overall -40% change (comparable dataset) and a -39% change (complete
dataset, with a mean annual change of -2.7% (comparable dataset) reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.281 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Forth Islands SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.56 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report).

3.6.282 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Forth Islands SPA can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.283 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.67 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 2.05 to 3.66 (Guidance Approach). The Guidance Approach results in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate of >0.02% when assessing against the most recent count
(Table 3.56) and, therefore, PVA has been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.284 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

164 of 393
Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS APEMGroup

Table 3.56 Forth Islands SPA: Puffin Distributional Responses

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS Low-NS High Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS
Approach Approach High Approach High
Breeding 104.0 0.52 1.87-3.12 0.002 0.007-0.011 | 0.000 0.002 - 0.003
Breeding LCI 63.5 0.32 1.14-191 0.001 0.004 - 0.007 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.002
Breeding UCI 150.9 0.75 2.72-4.53 0.003 0.010-0.016 | 0.001 0.002 - 0.004
Non-breeding 29.9 0.15 0.18-0.54 0.001 0.001-0.002 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 12.7 0.06 0.08-0.23 0.000 0.000-0.001 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 49.6 0.25 0.30-0.89 0.001 0.001-0.003 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Annual total 133.9 0.67 2.05-3.66 0.002 0.008-3.120 | 0.001 0.002 -3.120
Annual total LCI 76.3 0.38 1.22-2.13 0.001 0.004 - 1.905 | 0.000 0.001 - 1.905
Annual total UCI 200.6 1.00 3.01-542 0.004 0.011-4.528 | 0.001 0.004 - 4.528
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3.6.285 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional response are discussed within 3.6.19 to 3.6.27. As a result, the Applicant
considers that the impacts predicted for puffin are likely to be highly precautionary.

Conclusion

3.6.286 The results from the PVA should be considered within the context of this highly precautionary
Approach to impact assessment. As shown in Table 3.57, with impacts at the Forth Islands SPA
colony low, the reduction in growth rates as a result of the Proposed Development are equal
to or lower than 0.003% in comparison to an unimpacted scenario. As such, any change to the
population will be negligible and will not result in an AEoSI.

3.6.287 Any decreases in adult survival rates may be mitigated through increases in other demographic
rates through, for example, decreased competition for food. This regulation through density
dependence is well established in large seabird populations. The PVA models used in this
assessment do not consider density dependence (the model used here is preferred due to
uncertainties regarding how density dependence is expressed, and due to the more
precautionary outputs). As such, changes in demographic rates predicted by this PVA
assessment should be considered precautionary, and colonies would recover from any
predicted losses, should other outside influences remain constant.

3.6.288 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on puffin from
distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Forth Islands SPA. As such,
the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

3.6.289 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >1.0 birds per year
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), a
guantitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.290 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Table 3.57 Forth Islands SPA: Puffin Proposed Development Alone PVA Results

Assessment Mortality CGR Difference in Difference in
Approach CGR (%) CPS (%)

Applicant 0.67 1.000 1.000 0.001 -0.001

NS Low 2.05 1.000 0.999 0.003 0.105

NS High 3.66 1.000 0.999 0.003 0.119
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In-combination: Distributional Responses (O&M)

3.6.291 Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, impacts resulting from
distributional responses on puffin at the Forth Islands SPA have been considered for in-
combination assessment.

3.6.292 Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for puffin at the Forth
Islands SPA are presented in Table 3.58, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or
project. All projects that apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been
screened in. These impacts are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for puffin at
the Forth Islands SPA, and this impact is assessed against the most recent population count.

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

167 of 393
Revision: 01



CERULEAN
WINDS

Table 3.58 Forth Islands SPA: Puffin In-combination Plans and Projects (Distributional Responses)

Adults Apportioned to SPA (Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)

GOBe

APEMGroup

Project Breeding Season Non-breeding Season Annual Total
UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank | 7,843.3 0.0 7,843.3
Pentland Floating 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenvolt 19.3 10.9 30.2
Berwick Bank 1,006.7 0.0 1,006.7
West of Orkney 0.0 572.8 572.8
North Falls 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dogger Bank South 0.0 101.0 101.0
Five Estuaries 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ossian 383.3 0.0 3833
Salamander 127.1 0.0 127.1
Outer Dowsing 0.0 341.5 341.5
Cenos 56.6 17.9 74.5
Muir Mhor 10.2% 0.0 10.2*
Proposed Development 104.0 29.9 133.9
Total including Proposed Development 9,540.3 1,074.0 10,614.3

4 Mortalities are presented for Muir Mhor. Puffin distributional response mortalities were calculated only using SeabORD and cannot be converted into equivalent abundances alongside projects that used the matrix
approach. These mortalities are not included in the total below, but are rather added later to the total breeding season mortalities in Table 3.59 and Error! Reference source not found..
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3.6.293 The results of the in-combination assessment on distributional response impacts on puffin at
the Forth Islands SPA are presented in Table 3.59. The changes in adult survival rate are
assessed against both the citation population count and the most recent population count from
mortalities predicted using both the Applicant Approach and Guidance as set out in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical Report.

3.6.294 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9.
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Table 3.59 Forth Islands SPA: Puffin In-combination Distributional Responses

Season

Adults Apportioned
to SPA (Array Area

Estimated Mortalities

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (citation count)

GOBe

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

APEMGroup

plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS
Approach High Approach High Approach High
Breeding 9,540.3 57.90 181.93-296.4 | 2.200 6.912 - 11.262 | 0.049 0.154-0.251
Non-breeding 1,074.0 5.37 6.44 - 19.33 0.204 0.245-0.734 | 0.005 0.005 - 0.016
Annual total 10,614.3 63.27 ;?iiz i 2.404 7.157-11.996 | 0.054 0.160-0.268
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3.6.295 The in-combination annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 63.27 (Applicant
Approach) to a range of 188.37 to 315.74 (Guidance Approach). This results in a decrease in
adult survival rates of between 0.054% and 0.160% to 0.268%, respectively, when assessing
against the latest SPA population count.

Conclusion

3.6.296 The Applicant considers that the contribution towards this in-combination impact from the
Proposed Development is small (approximately 1% of the in-combination total), and the
Proposed Development will not contribute to any material change in the size of, or
demographic rates within the puffin colony at the Forth Islands SPA, given the inherent
precaution throughout the impact assessment for the Proposed Development, and the other
projects comprising this in-combination assessment.

3.6.297 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Table 3.60 Forth Islands SPA: Puffin In-combination PVA Results

Assessment Mortalities CGR CPS Difference in | Difference in
Approach CGR (%) CPS (%)
Applicant 63.27 0.999 0.977 0.064 2.299
Guidance (NS 188.37 0.998 0.935 0.188 6.533
Low)

ﬁfg's)ance (NS 315.74 0.997 0.893 0.315 10.743

3.6.298 As shown in Table 3.17, with the low predicted impacts on puffin at the Forth Islands SPA, the
reduction in growth rates as a result of the Proposed Development in-combination with others
plans and projects are lower than 0.4% in comparison to an unimpacted scenario across all
approaches. As such, it is concluded that any population changes as a result of the Proposed
Development would fall within normal population fluctuations (see paragraph 3.4.11).

3.6.299 It can, therefore, be concluded that the in-combination impacts on puffin from distributional
responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Forth Islands SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.
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Kittiwake
Status

3.6.300 The Forth Islands SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 16,800 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 14,216 IND in 2024. The population
trend has declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
censuses, with an overall -22% change and a mean annual change of -1.2% reported in Burnell
et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.301 The potential level of impact apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.61 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report).

3.6.302 In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table
3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Forth Islands SPA can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.303 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.01 to 0.04 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at the Forth
Islands SPA.

3.6.304 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.61 Forth Islands SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 3.2 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 1.3 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 9.5 0.03 0.09 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.7 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.5 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 1.3 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 3.9 0.01 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 1.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 11.6 0.03 0.10 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.305 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Forth Islands SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.62 In using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision
Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.306 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.07 (Applicant Approach) to
0.20 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at the Forth Islands SPA.

3.6.307 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.62 Forth Islands SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.18 0.001 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.15 0.001 0.001 0.45 0.003 0.003

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.04 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.20 0.001 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.17 0.001 0.001 0.51 0.003 0.004
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.308 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to the Forth Islands SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in
Table 3.63 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.309 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.08 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.21 to 0.24 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at the Forth Islands SPA.

Conclusion

3.6.310 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.311 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Forth Islands SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered
to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.312 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 birds
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

3.6.313 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.63 Forth Islands SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

Season

Combined Total

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count)

count)

GoOBe

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate (recent

APEMGroup

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Breeding 0.07 0.19 0.21 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.18 0.48 0.54 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.001 0.003 0.004
Post-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.08 0.21 0.24 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002
Annual total LCI 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.21 0.55 0.62 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.004 0.004
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.6.314 The impact on kittiwake at Forth Islands SPA is between 0.2 and 1.0 breeding adult mortality
per annum and, therefore, consideration is given to in-combination impacts drawing on
information provided by other recent Scottish projects. A full quantitative assessment is not
provided given the low scale of impact, with the maximum impact from the Proposed
Development alone being a 0.002% reduction in survival, well below the 0.02% threshold
advocated by NatureScot.

3.6.315 To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development at Forth Islands SPA, the in-combination mortalities reported in the most recent
OWEF application, Cenos OWF, were used.

3.6.316 The combined distributional response and collision risk total annual estimated mortalities from
Scottish and UK North Sea projects, as presented in Cenos (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited,
2024), range from 60.2 to 83.1 breeding adults per annum. These impacts exceeded the 0.02
threshold as such PVA was completed and a reduction in the CGR is 0.993 (Cenos Offshore Wind
Farm Limited, 2024).

3.6.317 The 2024 SMP population count of 14,216 individuals has been used by the Proposed
Development, whereas Cenos OWF used the 2023 SMP population of 14,180 breeding adults.
The Seabirds Count (2015-2021) recorded a 22% decline in the kittiwake population at the
Forth Islands since the Seabird 2000 count (Burnell et al., 2023). More recent monitoring
suggests signs of recovery, although the population remains below historical levels. The site
experienced a 29% decline due to HPAI, as reported by Tremlett et al. (2024). Following HPAI,
however, the population is still in exhibiting an upward population trend, suggesting some
resilience within the colony. Therefore, the kittiwake population at Forth Islands is considered
likely to recover regardless of the estimated in-combination impacts at the Forth Islands SPA.

Conclusion

3.6.318 Considering the Proposed Development’s combined distributional response and collision risk
estimated mortalities being as low as 0.06 breeding birds using the Applicant Approach to CRM,
the impact contribution from the Proposed Development provides no material contribution to
the in-combination impacts.

3.6.319 Based on the increasing trends of the colony, the low scale of impact predicted, and the non-
material contribution of the Proposed Development to an in-combination impact, it is
concluded that the in-combination impacts on kittiwake from distributional responses and from
collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the Forth Islands SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.320 Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.
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3.6.321 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Gannet
Status

3.6.322 The Forth Islands SPA population of gannet was cited as 43,200 IND in 2018, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 150,518 IND in 2024. The population
trend also increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
census, with an overall +57% change and a mean annual change of +4.6% reported in Burnell
et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.323 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Forth Islands SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.64 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to
Forth Islands SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology
Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.324 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 1.73 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 1.73 to 5.19 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at the Forth
Islands SPA.

3.6.325 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.64 Forth Islands SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 139.4 0.98 2.93 0.002 0.007 0.001 0.002
Breeding LCI 73.0 0.51 1.53 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.001
Breeding UCI 348.9 2.44 7.33 0.006 0.017 0.002 0.005
Post-breeding 44.33 0.31 0.93 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCI 27.63 0.19 0.58 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 73.53 0.51 1.54 0.002 0.006 0.001 0.002
Pre-breeding 63.58 0.45 1.34 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCl 32.95 0.23 0.69 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 126.57 0.89 2.66 0.002 0.006 0.001 0.002
Annual total 247.32 1.73 5.19 0.004 0.012 0.001 0.003
Annual total LCI 133.61 0.94 2.81 0.002 0.006 0.001 0.002
Annual total UCI 548.97 3.84 11.53 0.009 0.027 0.003 0.008
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.326 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Forth Islands SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.65 using both the Applicant and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.327 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 1.87 (Applicant Approach) to
5.79 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at the Forth Islands SPA.

3.6.328 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.65 Forth Islands SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 1.47 0.003 0.001 5.37 0.012 0.004

Breeding LCI 0.23 0.001 0.000 0.82 0.002 0.001

Breeding UCI 3.99 0.009 0.003 14.57 0.034 0.010

Post-breeding 0.23 0.001 0.000 0.24 0.001 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.53 0.001 0.000 0.60 0.001 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.17 0.000 0.000 0.18 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.62 0.001 0.000 0.64 0.001 0.000

Annual total 1.87 0.004 0.001 5.79 0.013 0.004

Annual total LCI 0.28 0.001 0.000 0.88 0.002 0.001

Annual total UCI 5.14 0.012 0.003 15.81 0.037 0.011
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.329 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to the Forth Islands SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in
Table 3.66.

Conclusion

3.6.330 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are 3.60 (Applicant Approach) to a
range of 7.52 to 10.98 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease
in survival rate of <0.02% when assessing against the latest population count and, therefore,
an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the combined Proposed Development Alone for
distributional responses and collision impacts on gannet at the Forth Islands SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.331 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts are >1.0 birds per annum
they exceed the thresholds defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot
(Table 3.1). Consequently, a quantitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for
this feature.

3.6.332 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.66 Forth Islands SPA: Gannet Combined Project Alone Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 2.45 6.34 8.29 0.006 0.015 0.019 0.002 0.004 0.006
Breeding LCI 0.74 1.33 2.35 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.000 0.001 0.002
Breeding UCI 6.43 17.01 21.90 0.015 0.039 0.051 0.004 0.011 0.015
Post-breeding 0.54 0.55 1.17 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCl 0.24 0.25 0.64 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 1.05 1.11 2.14 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.001 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.61 0.63 1.52 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.23 0.23 0.69 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 1.50 1.53 3.30 0.003 0.004 0.008 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total 3.60 7.52 10.98 0.008 0.017 0.025 0.002 0.005 0.007
Annual total LCI 1.22 1.81 3.68 0.003 0.004 0.009 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total UCI 8.98 19.66 27.34 0.021 0.045 0.063 0.006 0.013 0.018
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3.6.333 As presented in Table 3.67, the difference in growth rate between the impacted and
unimpacted scenarios, across all approaches, is less than 0.02% reduction in growth rate
(Section 3.4.11). Given the mean annual change of +4.6% reported in Burnell et al. (2023), this
level of effect would be indistinguishable from natural variation and is therefore considered to
be ecologically insignificant.

3.6.334 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on gannet from
collisions and distributional responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Forth Islands
SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.335 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Table 3.67 Forth Islands SPA: Gannet Proposed Development Alone PVA

Assessment Mortalities Difference in  Difference in
Approach CGR (%) CPS (%)
Applicant 3.60 0.999973 0.998973 0.00 0.10

NS Low 7.52 0.999938 0.997684 0.01 0.23

NS High 10.98 0.999910 0.996633 0.01 0.34

In-combination: Distributional Responses and Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.336 Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, combined impacts
resulting from distributional responses and collisions on gannet at the Forth Islands SPA have
been considered for in-combination assessment.

3.6.337 Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for gannet distributional
responses and collision risk at the Forth Islands SPA are presented in Table 3.68 and Table 3.69,
respectively, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or project. All projects that
apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been screened in. These impacts
are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for gannet at the Forth Islands SPA for
each impact.

3.6.338 The potential level of combined in-combination impacts for both distributional responses and
collision risk apportioned to the Forth Islands SPA for all seasons are presented in Table 3.68
and Table 3.69, respectively. The potential level of combined in-combination impacts for both
distributional responses and collision risk apportioned to Forth Islands SPA for all seasons are
presented in Table 3.70.

3.6.339 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 845 (Applicant
Approach) and from 848 to 1,180 (Guidance Approach).
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Conclusion

3.6.340 The Applicant considers that the contribution towards this in-combination impact from the
Proposed Development is small, contributing just roughly 1% of the in-combination total for
the NS High scenario. Therefore, the Proposed Development will not contribute to any material
change in the size of, or demographic rates within the gannet colony at the Forth Islands SPA,
given the inherent precaution throughout the impact assessment for the Proposed
Development and the other projects comprising this in-combination assessment.

3.6.341 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.68 Forth Islands SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Distributional Responses)

Project Adults Apportioned to SPA (Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)

Breeding Season Post-breeding Pre-breeding Total Non- Annual Total
Season Season breeding

Consented projects including H4, SEP & DEP and | 10,433.0 966.7 4,557.1 5,523.8 15,956.8
Rampion 2
Pentland floating 15.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.7
Greenvolt 40.8 3.9 219 25.8 66.6
Berwick Bank 4,096.5 267.0 88.2 355.2 4,451.7
West of Orkney 0.0 332.9 43.8 376.7 376.7
North Falls 0.0 69.8 90.7 160.5 160.5
Dogger Bank South (100%) 0.0 382.4 50.5 432.9 432.9
Five Estuaries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Caledonia North 48.2 - - 47.4 95.6
Caledonia South 142.8 - - 44.5 187.3
Ossian 979.2 188.3 13.1 201.5 1,180.7
Outer Dowsing 0.0 120.5 21.6 142.1 142.1
Salamander 14.3 0.0 114.3 114.3 128.6
Cenos 152.5 - - 89.2 241.7
Proposed Development 139.4 44.3 63.6 107.9 247.3
Total including Proposed Development 16,062.3 2,375.8 5,064.8 7,621.8 23,684.2
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Table 3.69 Forth Islands SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Collision Risk)

Collisions

Project Breeding Season | Post-breeding Pre-breeding Total Non- Annual Total
Season Season breeding
UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank 361.2 118.8 53.7 172.5 533.7
North Falls 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5
Dogger Bank South 0.1 0.9 0.1 1.0 1.1
Five Estuaries - - - 0.0 0.9
Outer Dowsing - 0.1 - 0.1 0.1
Pentland Floating 0.1 - - 0.0 0.1
Greenvolt 4.9 0.1 0.3 0.4 5.3
Berwick Bank 96.1 0.2 0.6 0.8 96.9
West of Orkney 0.1 0.6 0.2 0.8 0.9
Ossian 19.9 0.3 0.1 0.4 20.3
Caledonia North 0.9 - - 0.1 1.0
Caledonia South 2.1 - - 0.1 2.2
Cenos 12.1 0.5 0.2 0.7 12.8
Salamander 0.2 0.6 0.3 0.9 1.1
Proposed Development (Applicant Approach) 1.5 0.2 0.2 0.4 1.9
Total (Applicant Approach) 499.3 122.6 55.9 178.6 678.8
Proposed Development (Guidance Approach) 5.4 0.2 0.2 0.4 5.8
Total (Guidance Approach) 503.2 122.6 55.9 178.7 682.7
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Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)
Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 611.69 615.59 840.46 1.416 1.425 1.946 0.406 0.409 0.558
Non- 231.98 232.00 338.71 0.537 0.537 0.784 0.154 0.154 0.225
breeding
Annual total 844.57 848.49 1,180.07 1.955 1.964 2.732 0.561 0.564 0.784
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Table 3.71 Forth Islands SPA: Gannet combined In-combination PVA Results.

Assessment Mortalities CGR CPS Difference in Difference in

Approach CGR (%) CPS (%)

Applicant Approach

Applicant 844.57 0.993392 0.787712 0.661 21.229
Approach

Guidance Approach
Guidance (NS 848.49 0.993362 0.786818 0.664 21.318
Low)
Guidance (NS 1,180.07 0.990773 0.716330 0.923 28.367
High)

3.6.342 Although the colony was significantly affected by the 2022 HPAI outbreak, the most recent
robust count was 103,688 breeding adults (Harris et al., 2023), substantially above the SPA
citation size of 43,200 breeding adults. As shown in Table 3.71, the resulting reduction in
population growth rate compared with an unimpacted population is less than 1.0% for all
scenarios. Taking into account the stable or increasing gannet population at the Forth Islands
SPA, these impacts do not exceed the threshold that would trigger consideration of an AEoSI.

3.6.343 Additionally, both Project-alone and in-combination impacts are likely to be overestimated, as
they do not account for gannet macro-avoidance behaviour within the in-combination impacts,
which would reduce collision risk by approximately 70% (from an in-combination total of 586
to under 200 mortalities).

Conclusion

3.6.344 When available evidence are assessed collectively, especially considering the population is
substantially above the SPA citation count and is no longer exhibiting signs of impact from the
HPAI outbreak, it can be concluded that the in-combination impacts on gannet from
distributional responses and collision will not adversely affect the integrity of the Forth Islands
SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.345 Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.

3.6.346 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Calf of Eday SPA

Features
3.6.347 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Calf of Eday SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases);
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.348 The SPA is 215.27 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 219.28 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.349 Relevant conservation objectives for Calf of Eday SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.350 No negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at the Calf of Eday SPA for kittiwake
(NatureScot, 2024). The SPA population condition of the feature is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, no change

3.6.351 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.352 The Calf of Eday SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 3,434 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 324 IND in 2018/2024. The population
trend also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
censuses, with an overall -57% change and a mean annual change of -5.5% reported in Burnell
et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.353 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Calf of Eday SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.72 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal
basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Calf of Eday SPA can be
found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.354 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at the Calf of
Eday SPA.

3.6.355 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.72 Calf of Eday SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease In Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease In Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.356 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Calf of Eday SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.73 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.357 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at the Calf of Eday SPA.

3.6.358 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.73 Calf of Eday SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.002

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.002

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.001

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.003

Annual total 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.002

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.01 0.000 0.002 0.02 0.001 0.006
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.359 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to the Calf of Eday SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in
Table 3.74 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.360 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.01 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at the Calf of Eday SPA.

3.6.361 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.362 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision risk are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’
section. As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely
to be highly precautionary.

3.6.363 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Calf of Eday SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered
to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.364 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.74 Calf of Eday SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)
Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
Post- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
breeding
Post- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
breeding LCI
Post- 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
breeding UCI
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LClI
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.004
ucl
Annual total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.003
Annual total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
LCI
Annual total 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.007 0.008
ucl
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Rousay SPA

Features
3.6.365 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
features of Rousay SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.366 The SPA is 214.46 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 218.48 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.367 Relevant conservation objectives for Rousay SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.368 No negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at Rousay SPA for kittiwake
(NatureScot, 2024). The SPA population condition of the feature is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

3.6.369 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.370 The Rousay SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 9,800 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 962 IND in 2016. The population trend has
also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall -88% change and a mean annual change of -11.7% reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.371 The potential level of impact apportioned to Rousay SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.75 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal
basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Rousay SPA can be found
in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.372 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Rousay SPA.

3.6.373 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.75 Rousay SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total 0.5 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 1.5 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.374 The potential level of impact apportioned to Rousay SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.76 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.375 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.02 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Rousay SPA.

3.6.376 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.76 Rousay SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)
Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.002
Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.01 0.000 0.001 0.02 0.000 0.002
Annual total 0.01 0.000 0.001 0.02 0.000 0.002
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.02 0.000 0.002 0.05 0.001 0.005
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.377 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Rousay SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.77
for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.378 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.02 to 0.02 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Rousay SPA.

3.6.379 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.380 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.381 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Rousay SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.382 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.77 Rousay SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)
Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
Post- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
breeding
Post- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
breeding LCI
Post- 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002
breeding UCI
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Egle‘breed'”g 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
E’g‘breed'”g 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.003
Annual total 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
fg”“a' total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total
uCl 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.006 0.006
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St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA

Features

3.6.383 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.384 The SPA is 223.90 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 117.24 km distant from the OTC
Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-edge and at-sea (i.e., around
the coast, where applicable).

3.6.385 Relevant conservation objectives for St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.386 No negative pressures have been identified for kittiwake at St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA
(NatureScot, 2024). The SPA population condition of the features is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, recovering

3.6.387 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.388 The St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 42,340 IND in 2009,
while the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 11,992 IND in 2024.
The population trend has also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds
Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -68% change and a mean annual change of -6.5%
reported in Burnell et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.389 The potential level of impact apportioned to St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA for all seasons
with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.78 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to
St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore
Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.390 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.01 to 0.03 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at St Abb’s
Head to Fast Castle SPA.

3.6.391 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.78 St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 2.4 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 1.0 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 7.1 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.6 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 1.4 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 31 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 1.3 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 9.3 0.03 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.392 The potential level of impact apportioned to St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA for all seasons
with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.79 using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.393 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.05 (Applicant Approach) to
0.16 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle
SPA.

3.6.394 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.79 St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.13 0.000 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.11 0.000 0.001 0.34 0.001 0.003

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.04 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.16 0.000 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.13 0.000 0.001 0.40 0.001 0.003
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.395 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is
presented in Table 3.80 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.396 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.06 (Applicant
Approach) or from 0.17 to 0.19 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at the St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA.

3.6.397 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.398 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.399 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the St
Abb’s Head to fast Castle SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not
considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of
the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the
site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it
remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.400 Although the Applicant has concluded that there will be no AEol for this site and species, it is
acknowledged that MD-LOT has previously been unable to rule out an AEol for this species at
this location. In recognition of this, the Applicant has also submitted a without prejudice
derogation case for the species, addressing the potential impacts accordingly.

3.6.401 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.80 St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach

Breeding 0.05 0.14 0.16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI | 0.13 0.36 0.40 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.003

Post- 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

breeding

Post- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

breeding LCI

Post- 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

breeding UCI

Pre-breeding | 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

LClI

Pre-breeding | 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

ucl

Annual total 0.06 0.17 0.19 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002

Annual total 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

LCI

Annual total 0.16 0.43 0.49 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.004

ucl
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West Westray SPA

Features
3.6.402 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of West Westray SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.403 The SPA is 224.55 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 228.57 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.404 Relevant conservation objectives for West Westray SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.405 No negative pressures have been identified for kittiwake at West Westray SPA (NatureScot,
2024). The SPA population condition of the features is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

3.6.406 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.407 The West Westray SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 47,800 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 8,004 IND in 1999-2023. The
population trend declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-
2021) censuses, with an overall -92% change and a mean annual change of -13.2% reported in
Burnell et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.408 The potential level of impact apportioned to West Westray SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.81 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal
basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to West Westray SPA can be
found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.409 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.01 to 0.03 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at West
Westray SPA.

3.6.410 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.81 West Westray SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS high Applicant NS high Applicant NS high
Approach/NS low Approach/NS Approach/NS
low low
Breeding 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 2.4 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.7 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 2.8 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 2.0 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.7 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 5.1 0.02 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total 35 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 1.3 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 10.4 0.03 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.411 The potential level of impact apportioned to West Westray SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.82 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.412 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.04 (Applicant Approach) to
0.12 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at West Westray SPA.

3.6.413 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.82 West Westray: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.05 0.000 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.11 0.000 0.001

Post-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI - 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.08 0.000 0.001

Pre-breeding 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.001

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.05 0.000 0.001 0.15 0.000 0.002

Annual total 0.04 0.000 0.001 0.12 0.000 0.002

Annual total LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.12 0.000 0.001 0.35 0.001 0.004
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.414 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to West Westray SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table
3.83 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.415 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.05 (Applicant
Approach) or from 0.13 to 0.16 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at West Westray SPA.

3.6.416 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.417 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.418 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
West Westray SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered
to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.419 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

217 of 393
Revision: 01



CERULEAN

WINDS

Table 3.83 West Westray SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (citation count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach

Breeding 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI | 0.05 0.12 0.13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002

Post- 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

breeding

Post- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

breeding LCI

Post- 0.04 0.09 0.11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001

breeding UCI

Pre-breeding | 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001

Pre-breeding | 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

LClI

Pre-breeding | 0.07 0.17 0.20 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002

ucl

Annual total 0.05 0.13 0.16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002

Annual total 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

LCI

Annual total 0.15 0.38 0.44 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.005 0.006

ucl
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Marwick Head SPA

Features
3.6.420 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Marwick Head SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.421 The SPA is 234.21 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 228.56 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.422 Relevant conservation objectives for Marwick Head SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.423 No negative pressures have been identified for kittiwake at Marwick Head SPA (NatureScot,
2024). The SPA population condition of the features is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, recovering

3.6.424 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.425 The Marwick Head SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 15,400 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 2,878 IND in 2023. The population
trend also declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
censuses, with an overall -84% change and a mean annual change of -9.1% reported in Burnell
et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.426 The potential level of impact apportioned to Marwick Head SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.84 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal
basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Marwick Head SPA can be
found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.427 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Marwick
Head SPA.

3.6.428 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.84 Marwick Head SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 1.2 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.429 The potential level of impact apportioned to Marwick Head SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.85 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.430 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant Approach) to
0.02 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Marwick Head SPA.

3.6.431 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

222 of 393 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS APEMGroup

Table 3.85 Marwick Head SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.04 0.000 0.001

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI - 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.02 0.000 0.001 0.05 0.000 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.432 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Marwick Head SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table
3.86 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.433 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.02 to 0.02 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Marwick Head SPA.

3.6.434 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.435 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.436 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the
Marwick Head SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered
to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.437 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.86 Marwick Head SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate (recent
(citation count) count)
Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach

Breeding 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002
Post-breeding | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LClI

Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
UCl

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LCl

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ucl

Annual total 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LCl

Annual total 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
ucl
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Sumburgh Head SPA

Features
3.6.438 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Sumburgh Head SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.439 The SPA is 236.94 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 248.67 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.440 Relevant conservation objectives for Sumburgh Head SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.441 No negative pressures have been identified for kittiwake at Sumburgh Head SPA (NatureScot,
2024). The SPA population conditions of the feature is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

3.6.442 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.443 The Sumburgh Head SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 2,732 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 691 IND in 2017/2024. However, the
population trend increased between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-
2021) censuses, with an overall +10% change and a +0.6% mean annual change reported in
Burnell et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.444 The potential level of impact apportioned to Sumburgh Head SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.87 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to
Sumburgh Head SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology
Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.445 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Sumburgh
Head SPA.

3.6.446 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.87 Sumburgh Head SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.447 The potential level of impact apportioned to Sumburgh Head SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.88 using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision
Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.448 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Sumburgh Head SPA.

3.6.449 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.88 Sumburgh Head SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.450 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Sumburgh Head SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in
Table 3.89 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.451 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.00 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Sumburgh Head SPA.

3.6.452 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.453 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.454 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from combined distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the
integrity of the Sumburgh Head SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA
are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.455 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.89 Sumburgh Head SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002
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Farne Islands SPA

Features
3.6.456 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
features of the Farne Islands SPA:
= Puffin (breeding and non-breeding)
= Distributional responses (all phases)
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.457 The SPA is 240.02 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 156.69 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.458 Relevant conservation objectives for Farne Islands SPA are as follows:

= “Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure
that the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or
restoring;

= The population of each of the qualifying features.”
3.6.459 No information regarding negative pressures on features at this SPA is available.

3.6.460 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Puffin
Status

3.6.461 Puffin is a component of the seabird assemblage at the Farne Islands SPA, but not a qualifying
feature in its own right. Nevertheless, it has been fully assessed to ensure that the overall
integrity of the seabird assemblage is maintained. The Farne Islands SPA population of puffin
was cited as 76,798 IND in 2013, while the most recent count data from the SMP reports a
population of 100,206 IND in 2024. However, the population trend decreased between the
Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -21%
change (complete dataset) reported in Burnell et al. (2023). There are no data from the
comparable puffin dataset or on mean annual population change for the Farne Islands SPA
available.
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.462 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Farne Islands SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.90 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to
the Farne Islands SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology
Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.463 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.39 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 1.19 to 2.13 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on puffin at the Farne
Islands SPA.

3.6.464 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >1.0 birds per annum
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), a
guantitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.465 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.90 Farne Islands SPA: Puffin Distributional Responses

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS Low-NS High | Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS
Approach Approach High Approach High
Breeding 59.5 0.30 1.07-1.78 0.000 0.001-0.002 | 0.000 0.001-0.002
Breeding LCI 36.3 0.18 0.65-1.09 0.000 0.001-0.001 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.001
Breeding UCI 86.3 0.43 1.55-2.59 0.001 0.002 - 0.003 | 0.000 0.002 - 0.003
Non-breeding 19.2 0.10 0.12-0.35 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 8.2 0.04 0.05-0.15 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI | 31.9 0.16 0.19-0.57 0.000 0.000-0.001 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Annual total 78.7 0.39 1.19-2.13 0.001 0.002 -0.003 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.002
Annual total LCI 44.5 0.22 0.70-1.24 0.000 0.001-0.002 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.001
Annual total UCI 118.2 0.59 1.75-3.16 0.001 0.002 -0.004 | 0.001 0.002 - 0.003
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In-combination: Distributional Responses (O&M)

3.6.466 Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, impacts resulting from
distributional responses on puffin at the Farne Islands SPA have been considered for in-
combination assessment.

3.6.467 Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for puffin at the Farne
Islands SPA are presented in Table 3.91, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or
project. All projects that apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been
screened in. These impacts are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for puffin at
the Farne Islands SPA, and this impact is assessed against the most recent population count.
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Table 3.91 Farne Islands SPA: Puffin In-combination Plans and Projects

Adults Apportioned to SPA (Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)

Project Breeding Season | Non-breeding Season Annual Total
UK North Sea Projects up to the 230.0 0.0 230.0
point of Berwick Bank

North Falls 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dogger Bank South 47.9 34.1 82.0
Outer Dowsing 0.0 219.6 219.6
Pentland Floating 0.0 0.0 0.0
Greenvolt 0.0 7.0 7.0
Berwick Bank 713.3 0.0 713.3
West of Orkney 0.0 367.8 367.8
Ossian 403.3 0.0 403.3
Five Estuaries 0.0 0.0 0.0
Salamander 82.5 0.0 82.5
Cenos 50.8 11.5 62.3
Muir Mhor 4.2° 0.0 4.2
Proposed Development 59.5 19.2 78.7
Total including Proposed 1,587.3 659.2 2,246.5
Development

3.6.468 The results of the in-combination assessment on distributional response impacts on puffin at

the Farne Islands SPA are presented in Table 3.92 The changes in adult survival rate are

assessed against both the citation population count and the most recent population count from

mortalities predicted using both the Applicant Approach and Guidance as set out in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical Report. In
line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table

3.9.

5 Mortalities are presented for Muir Mhor. Puffin distributional response mortalities were calculated only using SeabORD and cannot be
converted into equivalent abundances alongside projects that used the matrix approach. These mortalities are not included in the total

below, but are rather added later to the total breeding season mortalities.
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Table 3.92 Farne Islands SPA: Puffin In-combination Distributional Responses (Total)

Season

Adults
Apportioned

to SPA

Estimated
Mortalities

% Decrease in
Adult Survival Rate
(citation count)

% Decrease in
Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

(Array Area Applicant NS Low- | Applicant | NS Low- | Applicant | NS Low-
Plus 2 km Approach NS High | Approach | NS High | Approach | NS High
Buffer)
Breeding 1,587.3 12.14 32.77 - 0.168 0.454 - 0.012 0.033 -
51.82 0.718 0.052
Non- 659.2 3.30 3.96 - 0.046 0.055- | 0.003 0.004 -
breeding 11.87 0.164 0.012
Annual 2,246.5 15.43 36.73- | 0.214 0.509- | 0.015 0.037 -
total 63.68 0.882 0.064

3.6.469 The in-combination annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 15.43 (Applicant
Approach) to a range of 36.73 to 63.68 (Guidance Approach). This results in a decrease in adult
survival rates of between 0.015% and 0.037% to 0.064%, respectively, when assessing against

the latest SPA population count.

Conclusion

3.6.470 The results of the assessment should be considered within the context of the highly
precautionary approach to assessing both displacement and collision impacts. The introduction

of precaution into each of these is discussed in paragraphs 3.6.19 to 3.6.27.

3.6.471 As shown in Table 3.93, despite the Farne Islands SPA puffin population declining the predicted
impacts at this colony are low, and the reduction in population growth rates as a result of the
Proposed Development are lower than 0.5% in all scenarios in comparison to an unimpacted
scenario. As such, they do not trigger thresholds for consideration of AEoSI.

Table 3.93 Farne Islands SPA: Puffin In-combination PVA Results

Assessment Mortalities CGR Difference in  Difference in
Approach CGR CPS
Applicant 15.43 1.000 0.994 0.02 0.62
NS Low 36.73 1.000 0.985 0.04 1.55
NS High 63.68 0.9995 0.973 0.08 2.69

3.6.472 The Applicant considers that the contribution towards this in-combination impact from the
Proposed Development is small, contributing just 3.5% of the in-combination total, and the

Proposed Development will not contribute to any material change in the size of, or
demographic rates within the puffin colony at the Farne Islands SPA, given the inherent
precaution throughout the impact assessment for the Proposed Development, and the other

projects comprising this in-combination assessment.
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3.6.473 It can, therefore, be concluded that the in-combination impacts on puffin from distributional
responses will not adversely affect the integrity of the Farne Islands SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.474 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Kittiwake
Status

3.6.475 Kittiwake is a component of the seabird assemblage at the Farne Islands SPA, but not a
qualifying feature in its own right. Nevertheless, it has been fully assessed to ensure that the
overall integrity of the seabird assemblage is maintained. The Farne Islands SPA population of
kittiwake was cited as 8,241 IND in 2014, while the most recent count data from the SMP
reports a population of 5,790 IND in 2024. The population trend also declined between the
Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall -14%
change and a mean annual change of -0.8% reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.476 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Farne Islands SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.94 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to
the Farne Islands SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology
Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.477 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.01 to 0.02 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at the Farne
Islands SPA.

3.6.478 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.94 Farne Islands SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.9 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 2.7 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.8 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 1.5 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 1.7 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.7 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 5.0 0.01 0.04 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.479 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Farne Islands SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.95 using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision
Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.480 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.02 (Applicant Approach) to
0.07 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at the Farne Islands SPA.

3.6.481 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.95 Farne Islands SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.05 0.001 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.04 0.001 0.001 0.13 0.002 0.002

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.04 0.001 0.001

Annual total 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.001 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.07 0.001 0.001 0.20 0.002 0.003
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.482 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to the Farne Islands SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in
Table 3.96 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

3.6.483 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.03 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.08 to 0.09 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at the Farne Islands SPA.

3.6.484 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

Conclusion

3.6.485 The precaution within the setting of baselines, apportioning, and assessment of impacts from
distributional responses and collision are discussed within the ‘Assessment Precaution’ section.
As a result, the Applicant considers that the impacts predicted for kittiwake are likely to be
highly precautionary.

3.6.486 It can, therefore, be concluded that the Proposed Development Alone impacts on kittiwake
from combined distributional responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the
integrity of the Farne Islands SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are
not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats
of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the
site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it
remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.487 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.96 Farne Islands SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.05 0.14 0.15 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.003
Post-breeding 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.03 0.08 0.09 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total LCI 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.08 0.21 0.24 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.001 0.004 0.004
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Noss SPA

Features

3.6.488 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
features of Noss SPA:
= Puffin (breeding and non-breeding connectivity):
= Distributional responses (all phases)
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).
= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.489 The SPA is 265.22 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 276.95 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.490 Relevant conservation objectives for Noss SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.491 Negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at Noss SPA for kittiwake only, as
follows (NatureScot, 2024):

= Kittiwake: Climate change
3.6.492 Population conditions of the features listed above at Noss SPA are as follows:
= Puffin: Unfavourable, declining
= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining
= Gannet: Favourable, maintained

3.6.493 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.
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Appropriate Assessment

Puffin
Status

3.6.494 The Noss SPA population of puffin was cited as 2,348 IND in 2009, while the most recent count
data from the SMP reports a population of 674 IND in 202000/2023. The population trend also
declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall -42% change (complete dataset) and -38% (comparable dataset), and a mean
annual change of -2.6% (comparable dataset) reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.495 The potential level of impact apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.97 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as
per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Noss SPA can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.496 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on puffin at Noss SPA. As
such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

3.6.497 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.97 Noss SPA: Puffin Distributional Responses

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS Low-NS High | Applicant NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS
Approach Approach High Approach High
Breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.001
Non-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI | 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.000 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.3 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000-0.005 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.005
Annual total LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000-0.003 | 0.000 0.000 - 0.003
Annual total UCI 0.4 0.00 0.01-0.01 0.000 0.000-0.007 | 0.000 0.001 - 0.007
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Kittiwake
Status

3.6.498 The Noss SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 7,020 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 154 IND in 2024. The population trend also
declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall -93% change and a mean annual change of -15.9% reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.499 The potential level of impact apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.98 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as
per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Noss SPA can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.500 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Noss SPA.

3.6.501 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.98 Noss SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.502 The potential level of impact apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.99 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach as
set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.503 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Noss SPA.

3.6.504 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.99 Noss SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.001

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.001

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.00 0.000 0.002

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.00 0.000 0.002

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.01 0.000 0.004

Annual total 0.00 0.000 0.001 0.00 0.000 0.003

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.00 0.000 0.002 0.01 0.000 0.007
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.505 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.100
for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

Conclusion

3.6.506 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Noss SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant
SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.507 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.508 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.100 Noss SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count)

(recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Post-breeding LCl 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.003
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.005 0.005
Annual total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.003
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.008 0.009

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01

@OLE®®



\ W \S\IIEII?\I%%EAN G ?:Eg

Gannet
Status

3.6.509 The Noss SPA population of gannet was cited as 13,720 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 24,670 IND in 2023. The population trend also
increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall +59% change and a mean annual change of +2.9% reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.510 The potential level of impact apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.101 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as
per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Noss SPA can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.511 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.19 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.19 to 0.57 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at Noss SPA.

3.6.512 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.101 Noss SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 9.5 0.07 0.20 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Breeding LCI 5.0 0.03 0.10 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 23.8 0.17 0.50 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.002
Post-breeding 6.24 0.04 0.13 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCI 3.89 0.03 0.08 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 10.36 0.07 0.22 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002
Pre-breeding 11.19 0.08 0.24 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCl 5.80 0.04 0.12 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 22.28 0.16 0.47 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002
Annual total 26.94 0.19 0.57 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.002
Annual total LCI 14.67 0.10 0.31 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI 56.43 0.40 1.19 0.003 0.009 0.002 0.005
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.513 The potential level of impact apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.102 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach as
set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.514 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.16 (Applicant Approach) to
0.43 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at Noss SPA.

3.6.515 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.102 Noss SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.10 0.001 0.000 0.37 0.003 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.27 0.002 0.001 0.99 0.007 0.004

Post-breeding 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.07 0.001 0.000 0.08 0.001 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.11 0.001 0.000 0.11 0.001 0.000

Annual total 0.16 0.001 0.001 0.43 0.003 0.002

Annual total LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.46 0.003 0.002 1.19 0.009 0.005
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.516 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.103.

Conclusion

3.6.517 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.35 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.62 to 1.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on gannet at Noss SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant
SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.518 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >1.0 birds per annum
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), a
guantitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.519 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.103 Noss SPA: Gannet Combined Project Alone Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.17 0.43 0.57 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.002 0.002
Breeding LCI 0.05 0.09 0.16 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Breeding UCI 0.44 1.16 1.49 0.003 0.008 0.011 0.002 0.005 0.006
Post-breeding 0.08 0.08 0.17 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCl 0.03 0.04 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.15 0.16 0.30 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.11 0.11 0.27 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.04 0.04 0.12 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.26 0.27 0.58 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total 0.35 0.62 1.00 0.003 0.005 0.007 0.001 0.003 0.004
Annual total LCI 0.13 0.17 0.37 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total UCI 0.85 1.59 2.38 0.006 0.012 0.017 0.003 0.006 0.010
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In-combination: Distributional Responses and Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.520 Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, combined impacts
resulting from distributional responses and collisions on gannet at Noss SPA have been
considered for in-combination assessment.

3.6.521 Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for gannet distributional
responses and collision risk at Noss SPA are presented in Table 3.104 and Table 3.105,
respectively, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or project. All projects that
apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been screened in. These impacts
are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for gannet at Noss SPA for each impact.

3.6.522 The in-combination project impacts for both distributional responses and collision risk
apportioned to Noss SPA for all seasons are presented in Table 3.26 and Table 3.27,
respectively. Table 3.106 presents the potential level of combined in-combination impacts for
the Applicant and Guidance Approaches. Details on the differences between the Applicant and
Guidance Approaches are set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report and EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore
Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

3.6.523 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 44.11 (Applicant
Approach,) and from 44.38 to 65.22 (Guidance Approach). Percentage decreases in survival
rates for each Approach are presented in Table 3.106.

Conclusion

3.6.524 The Applicant considers that the contribution towards this in-combination impact from the
Proposed Development is small (just 1.6% of the in-combination total), and the Proposed
Development will not contribute to any material change in the size of, or demographic rates
within the gannet colony at Noss SPA. In addition, in-combination impacts from all scenarios,
including NatureScot High, are considerably lower than a 0.1% reduction in growth rate
compared to an unimpacted scenario.

Therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for combined distributional responses and collision risk
in-combination impacts on gannet at Noss SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the
relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration
of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensure it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.525 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.104 Noss SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Distributional Responses)

Project

Breeding Season

Post-breeding

Adults Apportioned to SPA (Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)

Pre-breeding

GOBe

Total Non-

APEMGroup

Annual Total

Season Season breeding Season
UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank 0.0 576.2 309.5 885.7 885.7
Berwick Bank 16.9 42.0 7.0 49. 65.9
Green Volt 3.8 0.5 31 3.6 7.4
Pentland Floating 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7
Salamander 0.9 - - 20.3 21.2
Ossian 24.6 26.4 2.3 28.7 53.3
Dogger Bank South 0.0 53.5 8.9 62.4 62.4
Five Estuaries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
North Falls 0.0 9.8 16.0 25.8 25.8
Outer Dowsing 0.0 17.0 3.8 20.8 20.8
West of Orkney 0.0 46.7 7.6 54.3 54.3
Cenos 10.0 - - 11.9 21.9
Muir Mhor 183.7 10.0 2.0 12.0 195.7
Rampion 2 0.0 3.2 31.0 34.2 34.2
SEP & DEP 0.0 20.2 1.4 21.6 21.6
Caledonia North 7.1 - - 4.8 11.9
Caledonia South 14.8 - - 6.2 21.0
Proposed Development 9.5 6.2 11.2 17.4 26.9
Total 273.0 811.7 403.8 1,215.5 1,488.5
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Table 3.105 Noss SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Collision Risk)

GOBe

APEMGroup

Project

Collisions

Breeding Season | Post-breeding Season | Pre-breeding Season | Total Non- Annual
breeding Total
Season
UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank 0.00 15.80 11.70 27.50 27.50
Berwick Bank 0.40 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.50
Green Volt 0.50 - - 0.10 0.50
Pentland Floating 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10
Salamander 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ossian 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50
Dogger Bank South 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10
Five Estuaries - - - - 0.90
North Falls 0.00 - - 0.10 0.10
Outer Dowsing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
West of Orkney 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10
Cenos 0.80 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.90
Muir Mhor 2.95 0.04 0.01 0.05 3.00
Rampion 2 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.08
SEP & DEP 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02
Caledonia North 0.01 - - 0.02 0.03
Caledonia South 0.22 - - 0.01 0.23
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Proposed Development (Applicant Approach) 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.16
Proposed Development (Guidance Approach) 0.37 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.43
Total (Applicant Approach) 5.58 16.23 11.88 28.11 33.69
Total (Guidance Approach) 5.84 16.23 11.88 28.12 33.96
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Table 3.106 Noss SPA: Gannet Combined In-combination Impacts

SEENe Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count) (recent count)
Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 7.49 7.76 11.58 0.055 0.057 0.084 0.030 0.031 0.047
Non-breeding 36.62 36.63 53.64 0.267 0.267 0.391 0.148 0.148 0.217
Annual total 4411 44.38 65.22 0.322 0.323 0.475 0.179 0.180 0.264
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Table 3.107 Noss SPA: Gannet In-combination PVA Results

Assessment | Mortalities CGR Difference in  Difference in

Approach CGR CPS

Applicant Approach

Applicant 4411 1.000 0.987 0.036 1.256

Approach

Guidance Approach

Guidance (NS 44.38 1.000 0.987 0.037 1.332

Low)

Guidance (NS 65.22 1.000 0.982 0.050 1.823

High)
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Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA
Features
3.6.526 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA:
= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.527 The SPA is 274.20 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 265.95 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.528 Relevant conservation objectives for Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.529 No negative pressures have been identified for gannet at Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA
(NatureScot, 2024). The SPA population condition of the features is as follows:

= Gannet: Favourable, maintained

3.6.530 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Gannet
Status

3.6.531 The Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA population of gannet was cited as 11,800 IND in 2009, while
the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 15,648 IND in 2013/2024.
The population trend also increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and Seabirds
Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall +94% change and a mean annual change of +6.2%
reported in Burnell et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.532 The potential level of impact apportioned to Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.108 for both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach (as set out in Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal
basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Sule Skerry and Sule Stack
SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment
Report.

Conclusion

3.6.533 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.04 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.04 to 0.12 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at Sule Skerry
and Sule Stack SPA.

3.6.534 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.108 Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 5.4 0.04 0.11 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Breeding LCI 2.8 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 13.6 0.09 0.28 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002
Post-breeding 04 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.6 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 5.8 0.04 0.12 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Annual total LCI 31 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 14.2 0.10 0.30 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.535 The potential level of impact apportioned to Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.109 using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision
Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.536 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.06 (Applicant Approach) to
0.21 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA.

3.6.537 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.109 Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.21 0.002 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.16 0.001 0.001 0.57 0.005 0.004

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.06 0.001 0.000 0.21 0.002 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.16 0.001 0.001 0.57 0.005 0.004
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.538 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is
presented in Table 3.110.

Conclusion

3.6.539 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.10 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.25 to 0.33 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on gannet at Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA. As such, the conservation
objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be
no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant
disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species
will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.540 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 birds
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

3.6.541 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

271 of 393
Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS APEMGroup

Table 3.110 Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA: Gannet Combined Impacts

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.09 0.25 0.32 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.002
Breeding LCI 0.03 0.05 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Breeding UCI 0.25 0.66 0.85 0.002 0.006 0.007 0.002 0.004 0.005
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCl 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.10 0.25 0.33 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.002
Annual total LCI 0.03 0.05 0.10 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI 0.26 0.67 0.87 0.002 0.006 0.007 0.002 0.004 0.006
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.6.542 The impact on gannet at Sule Skerry and Sue Stack SPA is up to 0.33 breeding adult mortalities
per annum, which is slightly over the 0.2 mortality threshold. Therefore, consideration is given
to in-combination impacts drawing on information provided by other recent Scottish projects.
A full quantitative assessment is not provided given the low scale of impact, with the maximum
impact from the Proposed Development alone being a 0.002% reduction in survival, well below
the 0.02% threshold advocated by NatureScot.

3.6.543 To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development on gannet at Sule Skerry and Sue Stack SPA, the in-combination mortalities
reported in the most recent OWF application, Cenos OWF, were used.

3.6.544 The combined distributional responses and collision risk total annual estimated mortalities
apportioned to the Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA are 24.9 to 33.4 breeding adult mortalities
per annum (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). PVA was not undertaken by Cenos due
to the low scale of impact (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). However, Muir Mhor
undertook a PVA, which estimated up to 51.12 mortalities, resulting in a calculated CGR of
0.997 (Muir Mhor Offshore Windfarm Limited, 2024). This equates to less than a 0.5%
reduction in survival, leading to the conclusion that there would be no AEoSI. In the context of
colony-specific trends, the population has shown a mean annual increase of 6.2% between the
citation population in 2009, and the Seabirds Count (2015-2021) census (Burnell et al., 20023).

Conclusion

3.6.545 The predicted in-combination impact is not expected to result in any measurable change to the
baseline population trajectory. In addition, the impacts from the Proposed Development are
very small (less than half a bird) and will cause no material change to this in-combination impact
and, therefore, the same conclusion is drawn for the Proposed Development.

3.6.546 Consequently, it is concluded that the in-combination impacts on gannet from distributional
responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the Sule Skerry and Sue
Stack SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.547 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Cape Wrath SPA

Features
3.6.548 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Cape Wrath SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.549 The SPA is 290.09 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 281.84 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.550 Relevant conservation objectives for Cape Wrath SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.551 No negative pressures have been identified for kittiwake at Cape Wrath SPA (NatureScot, 2024).
The SPA population condition of the feature is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, declining

3.6.552 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.553 The Cape Wrath SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 19,400 IND in 2009, while the most
recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 6,656 IND in 2000-2023. The
population trend declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-
2021) censuses, with an overall -65% change and a mean annual change of -6.0% reported in
Burnell et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.554 The potential level of impact apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.111 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as
per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Cape Wrath SPA can be found in
EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.555 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Cape Wrath
SPA.

3.6.556 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@OLE®®

275 of 393
Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS APEMGroup

Table 3.111 Cape Wrath SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.5 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 1.4 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.5 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 1.5 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.557 The potential level of impact apportioned to Cape Wrath SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.112 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.558 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant Approach) to
0.03 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Cape Wrath SPA.

3.6.559 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.112 Cape Wrath SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.001

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.560 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Cape Wrath SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table
3.113 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

Conclusion

3.6.561 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.01 (Applicant
Approach) or from 0.03 to 0.03 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Cape Wrath SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the
relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration
of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying
species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level
that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.562 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.563 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
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Foula SPA

Features
3.6.564 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Foula SPA:
= Kittiwake (breeding and non-breeding)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.565 The SPA is 276.69 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 288.13 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.566 The relevant draft conservation objectives for Foula SPA are as follows:

= “1)To ensure that the qualifying features of Foula SPA are in favourable condition and make
an appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

= 2) To ensure that the integrity of Foula SPA is restored in the context of environmental
changes by meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c for each qualifying feature:

= 2a) The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of Foula SPA.”

3.6.567 No negative pressures have been identified for kittiwake at Foula SPA (NatureScot, 2024). The
SPA population condition of the feature is as follows:

= Kittiwake: Unfavourable, recovering

3.6.568 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Kittiwake
Status

3.6.569 The Foula SPA population of kittiwake was cited as 7,680 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 1,021 IND in 2021. The population trend also
declined between the Seabird2000 (1998-2002) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses,
with an overall -78% change and a mean annual change of -7.0% reported in Burnell et al.
(2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.570 The potential level of impact apportioned to Foula SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.114 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as
per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to Foula SPA can be found in EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.571 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.00 to 0.00 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at Foula SPA.

3.6.572 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.114 Foula SPA: Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01

@OLE®®



CERULEAN GORe

WINDS APEMGroup

Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.573 The potential level of impact apportioned to Foula SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.115 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach as
set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling
Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.574 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to
0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Foula SPA.

3.6.575 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.115 Foula SPA: Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.01 0.000 0.001 0.02 0.000 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.576 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Foula SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.116
for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach.

Conclusion

3.6.577 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.00 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.01 to 0.01 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on kittiwake at Foula SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant
SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the
qualifying species, and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that
ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.578 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.579 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.116 Foula SPA: Kittiwake Combined Impacts

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count)

(recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Post-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
Annual total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.002
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Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA
Features
3.6.580 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA:
= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.581 The SPA is 336.38 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 348.11 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.582 Relevant conservation objectives for Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.583 No negative pressures have been identified for gannet at Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field
SPA (NatureScot, 2024). The SPA population condition of the feature is as follows:

= Gannet: Favourable, maintained

3.6.584 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Gannet
Status

3.6.585 The Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA population of gannet was cited as 32,800 IND in
2009, while the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 39,606 IND in
2024. The population trend also increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and
Seabirds Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall +89% change and a mean annual change
of +3.6% reported in Burnell et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.586 The potential level of impact apportioned to Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA for all
seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.117 for both the Applicant Approach
and the Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to
Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7:
Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.587 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.37 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.37 to 1.10 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at Hermaness,
Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA.

3.6.588 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.117 Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 9.0 0.06 0.19 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 4.7 0.03 0.10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 22.5 0.16 0.47 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 15.6 0.11 0.33 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCI 9.7 0.07 0.20 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding UCI 25.8 0.18 0.54 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003
Pre-breeding 27.9 0.20 0.59 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCl 14.5 0.10 0.30 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding UCI 55.6 0.39 1.17 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.003
Annual total 52.5 0.37 1.10 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.003
Annual total LCI 28.9 0.20 0.61 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002
Annual total UCI 103.9 0.73 2.18 0.002 0.007 0.002 0.006
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.589 The potential level of impact apportioned to Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA for all
seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.118 using both the Applicant
Approach and the Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore
Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.590 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.25 (Applicant Approach) to
0.51 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at Hermaness, Saxa Vord and
Valla Field SPA.

3.6.591 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.118 Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.35 0.001 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.05 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.26 0.001 0.001 0.94 0.003 0.002

Post-breeding 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.09 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.19 0.001 0.000 0.21 0.001 0.001

Pre-breeding 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.08 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.27 0.001 0.001 0.28 0.001 0.001

Annual total 0.25 0.001 0.001 0.51 0.002 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.72 0.002 0.002 1.43 0.004 0.004
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.592 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.119.

Conclusion

3.6.593 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.62 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.88 to 1.61 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on gannet at Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.594 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >1.0 birds per annum
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), a
guantitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.595 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.119 Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA: Gannet Combined Impacts

GoOBe

APEMGroup

Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count)

(recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.16 0.41 0.54 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.05 0.09 0.15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.42 1.10 1.42 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.003 0.004
Post-breeding 0.19 0.19 0.41 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCI | 0.09 0.09 0.22 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding UCI | 0.37 0.39 0.75 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002
Pre-breeding 0.27 0.28 0.67 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002
Pre-breeding LCI 0.10 0.10 0.30 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding UCI 0.66 0.67 1.45 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.004
Annual total 0.62 0.88 1.61 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.004
Annual total LCI 0.23 0.28 0.68 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total UCI 1.44 2.16 3.62 0.004 0.007 0.011 0.004 0.005 0.009
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In-combination: Distributional Responses and Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.596 Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, combined impacts
resulting from distributional responses and collisions on gannet at Hermaness, Saxa Vord and
Valla Field SPA have been considered for in-combination assessment.

3.6.597 Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for gannet distributional
responses and collision risk at Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA are presented in Table
3.120 and Table 3.121, respectively, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or project.
All projects that apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been screened
in. These impacts are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for gannet at
Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA for each impact.

3.6.598 The potential level of combined in-combination impacts for both distributional responses and
collision risk apportioned to Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA for all seasons are
presented in Table 3.120 and Table 3.121, respectively. Table 3.122 presents the potential level
of combined in-combination impacts for the Applicant and Guidance Approaches. Details on
the differences between the Applicant and Guidance Approaches are set out in EIAR, Volume
3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical Report and EIAR,
Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

3.6.599 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 83.95 (Applicant
Approach) and from 84.21 to 122.52 (Guidance Approach).

Conclusion

3.6.600 The Applicant considers that the contribution towards this in-combination impact from the
Proposed Development is relatively small (maximum of 1.61 birds), however an in-combination
PVA assessment was carried out. All scenarios resulted in less than a 0.1% reduction in
population growth rate between an impacted and unimpacted scenario. With a CGR this small
the Proposed Development impacts in-combination with other plan or projects will not
contribute to any material change in demographic rates within the gannet colony at
Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA. Particularly, given the inherent precaution
throughout the impact assessment for the Proposed Development and the other projects
comprising this in-combination assessment.

3.6.601 Therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for combined distributional responses and collision risk
in-combination impacts on gannet at Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensure it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.602 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.120 Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Distributional Responses)

Project Adults Apportioned to SPA (Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)
. Post-breeding Pre-breeding Season  Total Non-breeding Annual Total
Breeding Season
Season Season
UK North Sea projects up 0.0 1,252.4 671.4 1,923.8 1,923.8
to the point of Berwick
Bank
Berwick Bank 21.1 75.0 12.6 87.6 108.7
Green Volt 3.8 1.4 7.7 9.1 12.9
Pentland Floating 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9
Salamander 1.2 - - 50.6 51.8
Ossian 33.2 65.9 5.8 71.7 104.9
Dogger Bank South 0.0 133.8 22.1 155.9 155.9
Five Estuaries 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
North Falls 0.0 24.5 39.8 64.3 64.3
Outer Dowsing 0.0 42.3 9.5 51.8 51.8
West of Orkney 0.0 116.7 19.0 135.7 135.7
Cenos 10.8 - - 18.1 28.9
Muir Mhor 10.2 25.0 5.0 30.0 40.2
Rampion 2 0.0 7.0 3.3 10.3 10.3
SEP & DEP 0.0 43.8 1.6 454 454
Caledonia North 4.3 - - 17.1 21.4
Caledonia South 11.4 - - 15.7 27.1
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Project Adults Apportioned to SPA (Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)
. Post-breeding Pre-breeding Season  Total Non-breeding Annual Total
Breeding Season
Season Season
Proposed Development 9.0 15.6 27.9 43.5 52.5
Total 106.9 1,803.4 825.7 2,629.1 2,736.0
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Table 3.121 Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Collision Risk)

Project Collisions

Breeding Season Post-breeding Pre-breeding Season  Total Non-breeding Annual Total

Season Season

UK North Sea projects up 0.00 34.30 25.50 59.80 59.80
to the point of Berwick
Bank
Berwick Bank 0.50 0.20 0.00 0.20 0.70
Green Volt 0.50 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.60
Pentland Floating 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10
Salamander 0.00 - - 0.10 0.10
Ossian 0.70 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.80
Dogger Bank South 0.00 0.30 0.10 0.40 0.40
Five Estuaries 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
North Falls 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.20
Outer Dowsing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
West of Orkney 0.00 0.20 0.10 0.30 0.30
Cenos 0.90 - - 1.10 2.00
Muir Mhor 0.16 0.10 0.03 0.13 0.29
Rampion 2 0.00 0.10 0.08 0.18 0.18
SEP & DEP 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.04
Caledonia North 0.07 - - 0.05 0.12
Caledonia South 0.17 - - 0.03 0.20
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Project Collisions
Breeding Season Post-breeding Pre-breeding Season  Total Non-breeding Annual Total
Season Season
Proposed Development 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.16 0.25
(Applicant Approach)
Proposed Development 0.35 0.09 0.08 0.17 0.51
(Guidance Approach)
Total (Applicant Approach) | 3.19 35.52 26.08 61.61 64.80
Total (Guidance Approach) | 3.45 35.53 26.09 61.62 65.06
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Table 3.122 Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA: Gannet Combined In-combination Impacts

Season Combined Total Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)
Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High
Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 3.94 4.20 5.69 0.012 0.013 0.017 0.010 0.011 0.014
Non-breeding 80.01 80.02 116.83 0.244 0.244 0.356 0.202 0.202 0.295
Annual total 83.95 84.21 122.52 0.256 0.257 0.374 0.212 0.213 0.309
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Table 3.123 Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA: Gannet In-combination PVA (Applicant
Approach)

Approach

Assessment Mortality CPS Difference Difference

in CGR (%) in CPS (%)
Applicant Approach

Applicant 83.95 0.999 0.978 0.062 2.249

Guidance Approach

NS Low 84.21 0.999 0.978 0.062 2.249

NS High 122.52 0.999 0.966 0.094 3.383
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North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA

Features
3.6.603 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA:
= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.604 The SPA is 353.14 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 344.90 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.605 Relevant conservation objectives for North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site.”

3.6.606 No negative pressures have been identified for gannet at North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA
(NatureScot, 2024). The SPA population condition of the feature is as follows:

= Gannet: Favourable, maintained

3.6.607 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Gannet
Status

3.6.608 The North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA population of gannet was cited as 20,800 IND in 2009, while
the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 18,900 IND in 2023. However,
the population trend increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and Seabirds Count
(2015-2021) censuses, with an overall +33% change and a mean annual change of +2.2%
reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

302 of 393 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

@ @ @ Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORe

WINDS APEMGroup

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.6.609 The potential level of impact apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals
is presented in Table 3.124 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical
Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as
per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA can
be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.610 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.03 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.03 to 0.09 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at North Rona
and Sula Sgeir SPA.

3.6.611 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.124 North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 3.7 0.03 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 1.9 0.01 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 9.2 0.06 0.19 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 0.7 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.5 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 1.2 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 4.4 0.03 0.09 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 2.4 0.02 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 10.4 0.07 0.22 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.612 The potential level of impact apportioned to North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA for all seasons with
confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.125 using both the Applicant Approach and the
Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision
Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.613 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.04 (Applicant Approach) to
0.15 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA.

3.6.614 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.125 North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.14 0.001 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.11 0.001 0.001 0.38 0.002 0.002

Post-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.15 0.001 0.001

Annual total LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.02 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.11 0.001 0.001 0.39 0.002 0.002
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.615 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is
presented in Table 3.126. Table 3.126 provides both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach for distributional responses and CRM.

Conclusion

3.6.616 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.07 (Applicant
Approach) and from 0.18 to 0.24 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage
decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out
for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and
collision impacts on gannet at North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA. As such, the conservation
objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be
no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no significant
disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying species
will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.617 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 birds
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

3.6.618 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.126 North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA: Gannet Combined Impacts
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Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count) (recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.06 0.17 0.22 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.17 0.45 0.58 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.003
Post- 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
breeding
Post- 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
breeding LCI
Post- 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
breeding UCI
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LCI
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ucl
Annual total 0.07 0.18 0.24 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LCI
Annual total 0.19 0.47 0.61 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.001 0.002 0.003
ucl
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.6.619 The predicted impact on gannet at North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA is up to 0.24 breeding adult
mortalities per annum, which is very slightly over the 0.2 mortality threshold advocated by
NatureScot. Therefore, consideration is given to in-combination impacts drawing on
information provided by other recent Scottish projects. A full quantitative assessment is not
provided given the low scale of impact, with the maximum impact from the Proposed
Development alone being a 0.001% reduction in survival, well below the 0.02% threshold
advocated by NatureScot. Additionally, the NatureScot low Guidance Approach and the
Applicant Approach predicted mortalities, which are considered more ecologically relevant, are
both below the 0.2 mortality threshold.

3.6.620 To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development at North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA, the in-combination mortalities reported in the
most recent OWF application, Cenos OWF, were used.

3.6.621 The combined distributional responses and collision risk total annual estimated mortalities
apportioned to the North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA are 5.0 to 7.3 breeding adult mortalities per
annum (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). PVA was not undertaken by Cenos due to
the low scale of impact (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024); however, this was
undertaken by Muir Mhor, with a predicted total of up to 8.03 mortalities resulting in a CGR of
1.000 (Muir Mhor Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024).

Conclusion

3.6.622 Regardless of population trends, this level of impact would be indistinguishable from natural
fluctuations in the population, and the addition of up to 0.24 breeding adult mortalities (and
less than 0.1 when considering the Applicant Approach) from the Proposed Development
would not cause any change to this conclusion.

3.6.623 It is, therefore, concluded that the in-combination impacts on gannet from distributional
responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the North Rona and Sula
Sgeir SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable
component of the site.

3.6.624 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA
Features
3.6.625 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA with breeding and non-breeding connectivity:
= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

3.6.626 The SPA is 377.75 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 329.02 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

3.6.627 Relevant conservation objectives for Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA are as follows:

= “Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure
that the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or
restoring;

= The population of each of the qualifying features.”

3.6.628 No information on negative pressures or feature population conditions at the Flamborough and
Filey Coast SPA are available.

3.6.629 Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment
Gannet
Status

3.6.630 The Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA population of gannet was cited as 16,938 IND in 2012,
while the most recent count data from the SMP reports a population of 31,588 IND in 2024.
The population trend also increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and Seabirds
Count (2015-2021) censuses, with an overall +240% change and a mean annual change of
+9.9% reported in Burnell et al. (2023).

Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)
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3.6.631 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for all

O

seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.127 for both the Applicant Approach
and the Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology
Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been
undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore
Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.6.632 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.23 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.23 to 0.68 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at the
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA.

3.6.633 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.127 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned  Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 10.7 0.08 0.23 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Breeding LCI 5.6 0.04 0.12 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 26.9 0.19 0.56 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002
Post-breeding 8.8 0.06 0.19 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCI 55 0.04 0.12 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 14.7 0.10 0.31 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002
Pre-breeding 12.7 0.09 0.27 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCl 6.6 0.05 0.14 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 25.2 0.18 0.53 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.002
Annual total 32.3 0.23 0.68 0.001 0.004 0.001 0.002
Annual total LCI 17.7 0.12 0.37 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001
Annual total UCI 66.8 0.47 1.40 0.003 0.008 0.001 0.004
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.634 The potential level of impact apportioned to Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for all seasons
with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.128 using both the Applicant Approach and
the Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology
Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.6.635 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.19 (Applicant Approach) to
0.50 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at Flamborough and Filey Coast
SPA.

3.6.636 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.128 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.11 0.001 0.000 0.41 0.002 0.001

Breeding LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.31 0.002 0.001 1.12 0.007 0.004

Post-breeding 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.05 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.11 0.001 0.000 0.12 0.001 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.04 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.12 0.001 0.000 0.13 0.001 0.000

Annual total 0.19 0.001 0.001 0.50 0.003 0.002

Annual total LCI 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.07 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.54 0.003 0.002 1.37 0.008 0.004
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk
Impacts

3.6.637 The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is
presented in Table 3.129.

Conclusion

3.6.638 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.42 (Applicant Approach) and
from 0.72 to 1.18 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and collision
impacts on gannet at Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of
the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no
deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.639 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >1.0 birds per annum
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), a
guantitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this feature.

3.6.640 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.129 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Gannet Combined Impacts (Applicant Approach)

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(recent count)

% Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
(citation count)

Season Combined Total

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.19 0.49 0.64 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.001 0.002 0.002
Breeding LCI 0.06 0.10 0.18 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Breeding UCI 0.50 1.31 1.69 0.003 0.008 0.010 0.002 0.004 0.005
Post-breeding 0.11 0.11 0.23 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding LCl 0.05 0.05 0.13 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.21 0.22 0.43 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 0.001
Pre-breeding 0.12 0.12 0.30 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.001
Pre-breeding LCI 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.30 0.30 0.66 0.002 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.001 0.002
Annual total 0.42 0.72 1.18 0.002 0.004 0.007 0.001 0.002 0.004
Annual total LCI 0.15 0.20 0.45 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total UCI 1.00 1.84 2.77 0.006 0.011 0.016 0.003 0.006 0.009
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In-combination: Distributional Responses and Collision Risk (O&M)

3.6.641 Screening of impacts for inclusion within in-combination assessment are discussed in
paragraphs 3.5.38 to 3.5.44. As a result of the screening methodology, combined impacts
resulting from distributional responses and collisions on gannet at Flamborough and Filey Coast
SPA have been considered for in-combination assessment.

3.6.642 Plans and projects to be considered for in-combination assessment for gannet distributional
responses and collision risk at Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA are presented in Table 3.130,
respectively, along with the impacts predicted for each plan or project. All projects that
apportion impacts to the feature and SPA being assessed have been screened in. These impacts
are summed to inform the total in-combination impact for gannet at Flamborough and Filey
Coast SPA for each impact.

3.6.643 The potential level of combined in-combination impacts for both distributional responses and
collision risk apportioned to Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for all seasons are presented in
Table 3.132. Table 3.132 presents the Applicant and Guidance Approach for distributional
responses (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional
Responses Technical Report), and CRM. The Applicant and Guidance CRM approaches are set
out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical
Report.

3.6.644 The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 387.87 (Applicant
Approach) and from 388.17 to 567.57 (Guidance Approach).
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Table 3.130 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Distributional Responses)

Project Adults Apportioned to SPA (Array Area Plus 2 km Buffer)

Breeding Season Post-breeding Pre-breeding Total Non- Annual Total
Season Season breeding Season

UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank | 8,519.0 790.5 300.0 1.090.5 9,609.5
Berwick Bank 54.8 30.0 10.8 40.8 95.6
Green Volt 2.5 0.8 4.4 5.2 7.7
Pentland Floating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Salamander 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ossian 61.4 37.2 2.6 39.8 101.2
Dogger Bank South 1,560.2 75.5 9.9 85.4 1,645.6
Five Estuaries 94.9 31.0 4.2 35.2 130.1
North Falls 48.0 14.0 18.0 32.0 80.0
Outer Dowsing 554.2 31.0 4.2 35.2 589.4
West of Orkney 0.0 66.2 8.6 74.8 74.8
Cenos 0.0 - - 12/8 12.8
Muir Mhor 53 14.1 2.3 16.4 21.7
Rampion 2 0.0 4.5 54.9 59.4 59.4
SEP & DEP 321.9 28.4 17.0 454 367.3
Caledonia North 0.0 - - 10.0 10.0
Caledonia South 0.0 - - 9.1 9.1
Proposed Development 10.7 8.8 12.7 215 32.3
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Total 11,232.9 1,132.0 449.6 1,581.6 12,814.6
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Table 3.131 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Gannet In-combination Plans and Projects (Collision Risk)

Project Collisions

Breeding Season | Post-breeding Season | Pre-breeding Season | Total Non- Annual
breeding Total
Season
UK North Sea projects up to the point of Berwick Bank 245.40 23.90 12.20 36.10 281.50
Berwick Bank 1.30 0.10 0.00 0.10 1.40
Green Volt 0.30 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.40
Pentland Floating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Salamander 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ossian 1.20 0.10 0.00 0.10 1.30
Dogger Bank South 8..20 0.20 0.00 0.20 8.40
Five Estuaries 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.90
North Falls 0.60 0.90 0.60 1.50 2.10
Outer Dowsing 1.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 1.10
West of Orkney 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.20
Cenos 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.10 0.10
Muir Mhor 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.15
Rampion 2 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.10 0.10
SEP & DEP 0.29 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.32
Caledonia North 0.00 - - 0.02 0.02
Caledonia South 0.00 - - 0.02 0.02
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Proposed Development (Applicant Approach) 0.11 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.19
Proposed Development (Guidance Approach) 0.41 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.50
Total (Applicant Approach) 259.39 25.69 13.08 38.77 298.16
Total (Guidance Approach) 259.69 25.69 13.09 38.77 298.47

@OLE®®

ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01



CERULEAN GORBRe

WINDS APEMGroup

Table 3.132 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Gannet Combined In-combination Impacts

Season : o % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate
Combined Total Mortalities o
(citation count) (recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 338.02 338.32 495.59 1.996 1.997 2.926 1.070 1.071 1.569
Non-breeding 49.84 49.85 71.99 0.294 0.294 0.425 0.158 0.158 0.228
Annual total 387.87 388.17 567.57 2.290 2.292 3.351 1.228 1.229 1.797
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3.6.645 The likely contribution of less than one breeding adult from the Proposed Development
towards this in-combination impact is extremely small (contributing <0.5% of the in-
combination total). Therefore, the Proposed Development will not contribute to any material
change in the size of the gannet colony at Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA or the underlying
demographic rates. Particularly, given the inherent precaution throughout the impact
assessment for the Proposed Development and the other projects assessments that contribute
to this in-combination assessment.

3.6.646 As shown in Table 3.133, when considering the worst case scenario, the reduction in growth
rates as a result of the in-combination impacts are lower than 0.5% in comparison to an
unimpacted scenario. Moreover, when using the Applicant Approach and the NatureScot Low
scenario, the predicted reduction in growth rates are all less than 0.3%.

Conclusion

3.6.647 Given the Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA gannet population is growing and the highly
precautionary nature of the assessment for this project and for the others that comprise this
in-combination assessment (e.g. treating collision and displacement impacts as additive), it is
considered that the true impacts, and therefore the actual reductions in growth rate as a result
of displacement impacts, will be considerably lower.

3.6.648 Therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for combined distributional responses and collision risk
in-combination impacts on gannet at the Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. This
conclusion has also been reached by Natural England in recent responses to ScotWind
applications (e.g. Ossian and GreenVolt OWFs). Specifically, there will be no deterioration of
the habitats of the qualifying species and the population of the qualifying species will be
maintained at a level that ensure it remains a viable component of the site.

3.6.649 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Table 3.133 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Gannet In-combination PVA Results

Assessment Approach Mortalities Difference  Difference

in CGR in CPS
Applicant Approach
Applicant 387.87 0.997 0.896 0.30 10.38

Guidance Approach
NS Low 388.17 0.997 0.895 0.31 10.46

NS High 567.57 0.996 0.851 0.45 14.87
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371

3.7.2

3.7.3

3.7.4

3.7.5

Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following feature
of St Kilda SPA:

= Gannet (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Distributional responses (all phases); and
= Collision risk (O&M).

The SPA is 521.02 km distant from the Aspen Array Area and 512.77 km distant from the
Proposed Development OTC Corridor at the closest point. All distances provided are edge-to-
edge and at-sea (i.e., around the coast, where applicable).

The relevant draft conservation objectives for St Kilda SPA are as follows:

= “1) To ensure that the qualifying features of St Kilda SPA are in favourable condition and
make an appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

= 2) To ensure that the integrity of St Kilda SPA is restored in the context of environmental
changes by meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c for each qualifying feature:

= 2a)The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of St Kilda SPA.”

No negative pressures have been identified for gannet at St Kilda SPA (NatureScot, 2024). The
SPA population condition of the feature is as follows:

= Gannet: Favourable, maintained

Note that impacts from distributional responses in the construction and decommissioning
phases are considered to be 50% those of the O&M phase. Therefore, the O&M phase is
presented here as a worst-case scenario. Any conclusions drawn on construction and
decommissioning can be considered to be less than or equal to those reached for the O&M
phase.

Appropriate Assessment

Gannet

3.7.6

324 of 393

Status

The St Kilda SPA population of gannet was cited as 100,100 IND in 2009, while the most recent
count data from the SMP reports a population of 120,580 IND in 2013. The population trend
also increased between the Gannet Census (2003-2005) and Seabirds Count (2015-2021)
censuses, with an overall +1% change and a mean annual change of +0.1% reported in Burnell
et al. (2023).
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Proposed Development Alone: Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.7.7 The potential level of impact apportioned to St Kilda SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.134 for both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional
Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken
on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to St Kilda can
be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

3.7.8 Theannual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.12 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.12 to 0.37 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on gannet at St Kilda SPA.

3.7.9 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.134 St Kilda SPA: Gannet Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Apportioned Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
to SPA (Array Area Rate (citation count)

Plus 2 km Buffer) Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Approach/NS Low Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low
Breeding 12.9 0.09 0.27 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding LCI 6.7 0.05 0.14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 32.2 0.23 0.68 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Post-breeding 4.8 0.03 0.10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 3.0 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 7.9 0.06 0.17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 17.6 0.12 0.37 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total LCI 9.7 0.07 0.20 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 40.1 0.28 0.84 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.7.10 The potential level of impact apportioned to St Kilda SPA for all seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.135 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance
Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk
Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.7.11 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.16 (Applicant Approach) to
0.52 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on gannet at St Kilda SPA.

3.7.12 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.135 St Kilda SPA: Gannet Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in Adult | % Decrease in Adult | Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to SPA Survival Rate Survival Rate Apportioned to SPA | Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
(Array Area Plus 2 km | (citation count) (recent count) (Array Area Plus 2 (citation count) (recent count)
Buffer) km Buffer)

Breeding 0.14 0.000 0.000 0.50 0.000 0.000

Breeding LCI 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.08 0.000 0.000

Breeding UCI 0.37 0.000 0.000 1.35 0.001 0.001

Post-breeding 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding LCI | 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.01 0.000 0.000

Post-breeding UCI | 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Pre-breeding UCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000

Annual total 0.16 0.000 0.000 0.52 0.001 0.000

Annual total LCI 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.08 0.000 0.000

Annual total UCI 0.43 0.000 0.000 1.41 0.001 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk

Impacts

3.7.13

3.7.14

The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to the SPA for all seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.136.

Conclusion

The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.28 (Applicant Approach) and
from 0.65 to 0.89 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional responses and collision
impacts on gannet at St Kilda SPA. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are
not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats
of the qualifying species and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a
level that ensures it remains a viable component of the site.

3.7.15 However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 birds
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

3.7.16 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Season Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count)

(recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Breeding 0.23 0.59 0.77 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
Breeding LCI 0.07 0.12 0.22 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Breeding UCI 0.59 1.57 2.02 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.002
Post-breeding 0.06 0.06 0.13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI | 0.03 0.03 0.07 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI | 0.11 0.12 0.23 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total 0.28 0.65 0.89 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Annual total LCI 0.09 0.15 0.29 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.71 1.69 2.25 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.002
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3.7.18

3.7.19

3.7.20
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

The impact on gannet at St Kilda SPA is between 0.2 and 1.0 breeding adult mortality per
annum; however, a quantitative in-combination is not considered necessary for the predicted
impact due to the low percentage change in survival rates. Based on the NatureScot high
Guidance Approach, up to 0.89 breeding adult mortalities are predicted, though this reduces
to 0.28 when using the Applicant Approach. The population consequences of this impact are
very small, comprising of up to a 0.001% reduction in survival rates. In reality, impacts on the
gannet St Kilda SPA population are expected to be even lower. The site is located on the west
coast of the Scotland, and available tracking data show that foraging activity from gannets at
this colony rarely crosses over to the east coast of Scotland and show no overlap with the
Proposed Development (Wakefield et al., 2013).

Conclusion

Even if a quantitative in-combination assessment were to be undertaken, there is not
considered potential for an AEoSI at St Kilda SPA. Cenos OWF undertook an in-combination
assessment with total mortalities of up to 4.2 breeding adults per annum. Adding 0.89
mortalities from the Proposed Development to this gives a total of 5.09 breeding adult
mortalities per annum. When assessed against the most recent population count of 120,580
individuals in 2013, this equates to an up to 0.004% reduction in survival, which is well below
the 0.02% threshold for PVA.

Therefore, it is concluded that the in-combination impacts on gannet from distributional
responses and from collisions will not adversely affect the integrity of the St Kilda SPA. As such,
the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensures it remains a viable component of
the site.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Non-breeding Season

3.8.1 Impacts on qualifying features of SPAs with connectivity only during the non-breeding season
requiring quantitative assessment are presented below in Table 3.137, as per Table 3.2. All
other species with non-breeding season connectivity only to the Proposed Development are
assessed qualitatively in Section 3.5.

Table 3.137 Sites and features assessed during the non-breeding season only

Designated site ‘ Feature ‘ Impact assessed
Alde-Ore Estuary SPA Herring gull Collision risk
Buchan Ness to Colliston Coast SPA Herring gull Collision risk
Calf of Eday SPA Great black-backed gull Collision risk
Copinsay SPA Great black-backed gull Collision risk
Coquet Island Puffin Distributional responses
East Caithness Cliffs SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
Great black-backed gull Collision risk
Herring gull Collision risk
Fair Isle SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
Puffin Distributional responses
Kittiwake Distributional responses
Collision risk
Herring gull Collision risk
Forth Islands SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
Herring gull Collision risk
Foula SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
Puffin Distributional responses
Fowlsheugh SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
Herring gull Collision risk
Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field Razorbill Distributional responses
SPA Herring gull Collision risk
Hoy SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
North Caithness Cliffs SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA Razorbill Distributional responses
Herring gull Collision risk
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Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA Herring gull Collision risk
West Westray SPA Razorbill Distributional responses

3.8.2  Only conservation objectives that are considered to have a pathway to effect with regard to
the impacts being assessed for offshore ornithology will be discussed further in a site-specific
context, denoted by bold text below. Those objectives relating to the distribution of species
and habitats within the site, as well as supporting processes of habitats, are not considered
further as there is no overlap between the Proposed Development Zone of Influence (Zol) (up
to 2 km for distributional responses) and any designated site. Therefore, the Proposed
Development will not directly impact any birds within the boundary of any designated sites or
functionally linked habitat.

3.8.3 With the exception of Foula SPA, St Kilda SPA, and Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA,
conservation objectives for the designated sites assessed within this section are as follows:

= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance
to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained; and

= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site
= Distribution of the species within site
= Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species
= Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species
= No significant disturbance of the species.”
3.8.4 Foula SPA and St Kilda SPA both have draft conservation objectives, as follows:

= “1) To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make
an appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

= 2) To ensure that the integrity of the SPA is restored in the context of environmental
changes by meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c¢ for each qualifying feature:

= 2a) The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the SPA.

= 2b) The distributions of the qualifying features throughout the SPA are maintained by
avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

= 2c) The supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey/food resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA. “

3.8.,5 The Conservation Objectives for the Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA are as follows:

= “Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure
that the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or
restoring;
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= The extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features

= The structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features

= The supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely
= The population of each of the qualifying features, and,

= The distribution of the qualifying features within the site.”

Razorbill

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Distributional Responses (non-

breeding season connectivity only)

3.8.6

3.8.7

3.8.8

334 of 393

The potential level of impact apportioned to all SPAs with non-breeding season connectivity
only is presented in Table 3.138 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal
basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to all SPAs in Table 3.138 can
be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

The mean annual total estimated mortalities are 0.00 (Applicant Approach) to a maximum
range of 0.01 to 0.04 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease
in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches at all SPAs and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled
out for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses impacts on
razorbill at the sites presented in Table 3.138.

As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature at the SPAs in Table 3.138.
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Table 3.138 Razorbill Proposed Development Alone Non-breeding Season Impacts: Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
apportioned Rate (citation count)

IO\l Applicant | NS Low-NS | Applicant NS Low-NS | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Area Plus 2 Approach | High Approach High Approach
km Buffer)
East Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Caithness Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Cliffs SPA
I Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 1.1 0.01 0.01-0.02 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 2.8 0.01 0.02-0.05 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 1.2 0.01 0.01-0.02 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 2.7 0.01 0.02 - 0.05 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 2.3 0.01 0.01-0.04 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 5.5 0.03 0.03-0.10 0.000 0.000-0.001 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
. Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Fair Isle SPA
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
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Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival

apportioned Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

IO\l Applicant | NS Low-NS | Applicant NS Low-NS | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Area Plus 2 Approach | High Approach High Approach
km Buffer)
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Flamborough Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
and Filey Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Coast SPA Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.9 0.00 0.01-0.02 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 2.2 0.01 0.01-0.04 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.9 0.00 0.01-0.02 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 2.2 0.01 0.01-0.04 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 1.9 0.01 0.01-0.03 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
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Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
apportioned Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

IO\l Applicant | NS Low-NS | Applicant NS Low-NS | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Area Plus 2 Approach | High Approach High Approach
km Buffer)
Annual total LCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 4.4 0.02 0.03-0.08 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Forth Islands
SPA Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.6 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.6 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.5 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.001 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 1.2 0.01 0.01-0.02 0.000 0.000 - 0.001 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Foula SPA
Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
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Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival

apportioned Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

IO\l Applicant | NS Low-NS | Applicant NS Low-NS | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Area Plus 2 Approach | High Approach High Approach
km Buffer)
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Fowlsheugh Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
SPA Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.3 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.8 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.3 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.8 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.7 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
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Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
apportioned Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

IO\l Applicant | NS Low-NS | Applicant NS Low-NS | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Area Plus 2 Approach | High Approach High Approach
km Buffer)
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 1.6 0.01 0.01-0.03 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
North Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Caithness Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Cliffs SPA Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.2 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.4 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.3 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.7 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
St Abb’s Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Head to Fast | Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Castle SPA Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
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Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival

apportioned Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

IO\l Applicant | NS Low-NS | Applicant NS Low-NS | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Area Plus 2 Approach | High Approach High Approach
km Buffer)
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.3 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.2 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.5 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
West Post-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Westray SPA | Post-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total 0.1 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
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Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult Survival
apportioned Rate (citation count) Rate (recent count)

IO\l Applicant | NS Low-NS | Applicant NS Low-NS | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Area Plus 2 Approach | High Approach High Approach
km Buffer)
Annual total LCI 0.0 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Annual total UCI 0.2 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
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Conclusion

3.8.9 Given the highly precautionary nature of the assessment of distributional response impacts
(see 3.6.19 to 3.6.27), and the very low impacts predicted, it can be concluded that the
Proposed Development Alone impacts on razorbill from distributional responses will not
adversely affect the integrity of the non-breeding populations associated with the SPAs in Table
3.138. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPAs are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the sites; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensure they remain viable
components of the sites.

3.8.10 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Puffin

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Distributional Responses (non-
breeding season connectivity only)

3.8.11 The potential level of impact apportioned to all SPAs with non-breeding season connectivity
only is presented in Table 3.139 using both the Applicant Approach and the Guidance Approach
(as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore Ornithology Distributional Responses
Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal
basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the apportionment of individuals to all SPAs in Table 3.139 can
be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

3.8.12 The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be a low of 0.00 and a high of 0.11
(Applicant Approach) to a maximum range of 0.14 to 0.41 (Guidance Approach). This results in
an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of <0.02% at all SPAs when assessing against
the most recent counts and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses impacts on puffin at the sites
presented in Table 3.139.

3.8.13 Asthe predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature at the SPAs in Table 3.139.
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Table 3.139 Puffin Proposed Development Alone Non-breeding Season Impacts: Distributional Responses

Season Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival % Decrease in Adult
Apportioned to Rate (citation count) Survival Rate (recent count)

N NVSEVINGER Applicant | NS Low-NS Applicant NS Low-NS High | Applicant | NS Low-NS High
Plus 2 km Approach | High Approach Approach
Buffer)
Non-breeding 11.8 0.06 0.07-0.21 0.000 0.000 - 0.001 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Coquet  Island
SPA Non-breeding LCI 5.0 0.03 0.03-0.09 0.000 0.000-0.001 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 19.6 0.10 0.12-0.35 0.001 0.001 -0.002 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Non-breeding 09 0.00 0.01-0.02 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Flamborough
and Filey Coast | Non-breeding LCl 0.4 0.00 0.00-0.01 0.000 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 0.000-0.001
SPA
Non-breeding UCI 1.5 0.01 0.01-0.03 0.000 0.000 - 0.001 0.001 0.001 - 0.002
Non-breeding 21.6 0.11 0.13-0.39 0.001 0.001 - 0.002 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Foula SPA
Non-breeding LCI 9.2 0.05 0.06-0.17 0.000 0.000-0.001 0.000 0.000 - 0.000
Non-breeding UCI 35.9 0.18 0.22-0.65 0.001 0.001 - 0.003 0.000 0.000 - 0.001
Non-breeding 22.7 0.11 0.14-0.41 0.008 0.010-0.029 0.002 0.002 - 0.007
Hermaness, Saxa
Vord and Valla | Non-breeding LCI 9.7 0.05 0.06-0.17 0.003 0.004 -0.012 0.001 0.001 - 0.003
Field SPA
Non-breeding UCI 37.7 0.19 0.23-0.68 0.013 0.016 - 0.049 0.003 0.004 - 0.012
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3.8.14

3.8.15

Conclusion

Given the highly precautionary nature of the assessment of distributional response impacts
(see 3.6.19 to 3.6.27), and the very low impacts predicted, it can be concluded that the
Proposed Development Alone impacts on puffin from distributional responses will not
adversely affect the integrity of the non-breeding populations associated with the SPAs in Table
3.139. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPAs are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the sites; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensure they remain viable
components of the sites.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Kittiwake

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Distributional Responses (all phases)

3.8.16

3.8.17

3.8.18

345 of 393

The potential level of impact apportioned to Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for the non-
breeding seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.140 for both the Applicant
Approach and the Guidance Approach (as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.3: Offshore
Ornithology Distributional Responses Technical Report). In line with the guidance, the
assessment has been undertaken on a seasonal basis as per Table 3.9. Details of the
apportionment of individuals to Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA can be found in EIAR, Volume
3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.

Conclusion

The annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.03 (Applicant Approach) to a range
of 0.03 to 0.08 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in
survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts
from the Proposed Development Alone for distributional responses on kittiwake at
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.140 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Non-breeding Kittiwake Distributional Responses

% Decrease in Adult Survival

SEENe Adults Estimated Mortalities % Decrease in Adult Survival
Rate (recent count)

Apportioned to Rate (citation count)

SPA (Array Area Applicant NS High Applicant NS High Applicant NS High
Plus 2 km Buffer) [ESUeEIEIAN Approach/NS Approach/NS
Low Low Low

Post-breeding 2.3 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.7 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 8.9 0.03 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 6.1 0.02 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCl 2.3 0.01 0.02 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 16.0 0.05 0.14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-breeding total 8.5 0.03 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-breeding total LCI 3.0 0.01 0.03 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-breeding total UCI 24.9 0.07 0.22 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Proposed Development Alone: Collision Risk (O&M)

3.8.19 The potential level of impact apportioned to Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for the non-
breeding seasons with confidence intervals is presented in Table 3.141 using both the Applicant
Approach and the Guidance Approach as set out in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.2: Offshore
Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

Conclusion

3.8.20 The mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.06 (Applicant Approach) to
0.24 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated percentage decrease in survival rate of
<0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can be ruled out for impacts from the
Proposed Development Alone for collision impacts on kittiwake at Flamborough and Filey Coast
SPA.

3.8.21 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.141 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Non-breeding Kittiwake Collision Risk

Applicant Approach Guidance Approach

Season Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in Adult Mortalities % Decrease in % Decrease in
Apportioned to Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate | Apportioned to Adult Survival Rate | Adult Survival Rate
SPA (Array Area (citation count) (recent count) SPA (Array Area (citation count) (recent count)
Plus 2 km Buffer) Plus 2 km Buffer)
Post-breeding 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.06 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.00 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.26 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.04 0.000 0.000 0.18 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.11 0.000 0.000 0.48 0.001 0.001
Non-breeding total 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.24 0.000 0.000
Non-breeding total LCI 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.03 0.000 0.000
Non-breeding total UCI 0.17 0.000 0.000 0.73 0.001 0.001
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Proposed Development Alone: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.8.22

3.8.23

3.8.24

3.8.25
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The potential level of combined impact for both distributional response and collision risk
apportioned to Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for the non-breeding seasons with confidence
intervals is presented in Table 3.142.

Conclusion

The combined mean annual total estimated mortalities are predicted to be 0.08 to 0.13
(Applicant Approach) or from 0.27 to 0.32 (Guidance Approach). This results in an estimated
percentage decrease in survival rate of <0.02% for all Approaches and, therefore, an AEoSI can
be ruled out for impacts from the Proposed Development Alone for combined distributional
responses and collision impacts on kittiwake at Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA. As such, the
conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically,
there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be no
significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the site; and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensure it remains a viable component of the site.

However, as the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts exceed the >0.2 birds
threshold defined in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1) but are
<1.0 birds per year, a qualitative in-combination assessment has been undertaken for this
feature.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.142 Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA: Non-breeding Kittiwake Combined Impacts

Combined Total % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate % Decrease in Adult Survival Rate

(citation count) (recent count)

Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High Applicant NS Low NS High

Approach Approach Approach
Post-breeding 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding LCI 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Post-breeding UCI 0.11 0.28 0.34 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding 0.08 0.20 0.24 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding LCI 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pre-breeding UCI 0.21 0.52 0.62 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
Non-breeding total 0.11 0.27 0.32 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-breeding total LCI | 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Non-breeding total UCl | 0.32 0.81 0.96 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.001
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In-combination: Combined Distributional Responses and Collision Risk Impacts

3.8.26

3.8.27

3.8.28

3.8.29

3.8.30

3.8.31
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The impact on kittiwake at Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA for the non-breeding season is
between 0.2 and 1.0 breeding adult mortality per annum and, therefore, consideration is given
to in-combination impacts drawing on information provided by other recent Scottish projects.
A full quantitative assessment is not provided given the low scale of impact, with the maximum
impact from the Proposed Development alone being a 0.001% reduction in survival, well below
the 0.02% threshold advocated by NatureScot.

To assess the predicted level of in-combination impacts associated with the Proposed
Development at Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA, the in-combination mortalities reported in
the most recent OWF application, Cenos OWF, were used.

The combined distributional response and collision risk total annual estimated mortalities from
Scottish and UK North Sea projects, as presented in Cenos, range from 675.3 to 727.8breeding
adults per annum (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024). As these impacts exceed the
0.02% reduction in survival rate threshold PVA was undertaken, resulting in a reduction in the
CGR of 0.989 (Cenos Offshore Wind Farm Limited, 2024).

Conclusion

Despite the estimated mortality rates, the connectivity between Flamborough and Filey Coast
SPA and the Proposed Development is limited as the site lies 374.98 km distant from the Aspen
Array Area, beyond the kittiwake MMF£1SD. Furthermore, the Proposed Development’s
combined distributional responses and collision risk impacts is significantly less than a single
kittiwake (0.32) during the non-breeding season. As such the Proposed Development alone
impact does not materially contribute to the in-combination impact, making up just 0.05% of
the total.

Given the negligible scale of the Proposed Development’s contribution, it is concluded that
while an AEoSI cannot be ruled out for in-combination due to other projects, the Proposed
Development does not materially influence this outcome. Therefore, the Proposed
Development can be considered to not adversely affect the integrity of the kittiwake feature of
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA when assessed alone or in-combination.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Great Black-backed gull

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Collision Risk (non-breeding season

connectivity only)

3.8.32 SPAs with great black-backed gull as a qualifying feature with potential connectivity to the
Aspen Array Area are as follows:
= Calf of Eday SPA
= Copinsay SPA
= East Caithness Cliffs SPA
= Hoy SPA

3.8.33 Details of the apportionment of individuals to all SPAs with non-breeding season connectivity
can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.
The total project impact on great black-backed gull is 9.72 birds per annum.

Conclusion

3.8.34 As the SPA weighting percentage of birds apportioned to each SPA is 0.1% or less it can be
concluded that any impacts on great black-backed gull in the non-breeding season are
immaterial, resulting in a conclusion of no AEoSI on the above sites from the Proposed
Development. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPAs are not considered to
be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the sites; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensure they remain viable
components of the sites.

3.8.35 As the predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature at the SPAs listed above.

3.8.36 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Herring gull

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Collision Risk (non-breeding season

connectivity only)

3.8.37 SPAs with herring gull as a qualifying feature with potential connectivity to the Aspen Array
Area are as follows:
= Alde-Ore Estuary SPA
= Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA
= East Caithness Cliffs SPA
= Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA
= Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA
= Forth Islands SPA
=  Fowlsheugh SPA
= St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA

3.8.38 Details of the apportionment of individuals to all SPAs with non-breeding season connectivity
can be found in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.7: Offshore Ornithology Apportionment Report.
The total project impact on herring gull is 3.84 birds per annum.

Conclusion

3.8.39 Asthe non-breeding SPA weighting percentage of birds apportioned to each SPAis 0.1% or less
it can be concluded that any impacts on herring gull in the non-breeding season are immaterial,
resulting in a conclusion of no AEoSI on the above sites from the Proposed Development. As
such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPAs are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species; there will be
no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the sites; and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensure they remain viable components of
the sites.

3.8.40 Asthe predicted Proposed Development Alone impacts do not exceed the thresholds defined
in paragraphs 3.4.12 to 3.4.13 as agreed with NatureScot (Table 3.1), in-combination
assessment has not been undertaken for this feature at the SPAs listed above.

3.8.41 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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3.9 Appropriate Assessment: Qualitative Impacts

3.9.1 Thisassessment section assesses specific impacts identified within Section 3.5 that are suitable
for Qualitative assessment. Specifically, this comprises of the following impacts;
= Distributional responses for all SPAs with fulmar;
= Entanglement for all SPAs with diving seabirds;
= Changes in Prey Availability for all species and SPAs; and
= Disturbance from Artificial Light for all SPAs with Manx shearwater, Leach’s petrel and

storm-petrel.

3.9.2 With the exception of Foula SPA and St Kilda SPA conservation objectives for the designated
sites assessed within this section are as follows, with the relevant objectives indicated by bold
font:
= “To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance

to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained; and
= To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site
= Distribution of the species within site
= Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species
= Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species
= No significant disturbance of the species”

3.8.3 Foula SPA and St Kilda SPA both have draft conservation objectives, as follows:

= “1) To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make
an appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.
= 2) To ensure that the integrity of the SPA is restored in the context of environmental
changes by meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c for each qualifying feature:
= 2a) The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the SPA.
= 2b) The distributions of the qualifying features throughout the SPA are maintained by
avoiding significant disturbance of the species.
= 2c) The supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey/food resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA. “

3.9.4 Only conservation objectives that are deemed relevant to the impacts being assessed will be
discussed further in a site-specific context. Those objectives relating to the distribution of
species and habitats within the site, as well as supporting processes of habitats, are not
considered further as there is no overlap between the Proposed Development Zone of
Influence (Zol) (up to 2 km for distributional responses) and any designated site. Therefore, the
Proposed Development will not directly impact any birds within the boundary of any designated
sites or functionally linked habitat.
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Distributional Responses for fulmar
39.5 The potential impact of Distributional Responses on fulmar is assessed for the following SPAs:

= Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA;

= Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Head SPA;

= Fowlsheugh SPA;

= East Caithness Cliffs SPA;

= North Caithness Cliffs SPA;

= Copinsay SPA;

= Hoy SPA;

= Fair Isle SPA;

= Calf of Eday SPA;

= Rousay SPA;

= West Westray SPA;

= Sumburgh Head SPA;

= Noss SPA;

= Cape Wrath SPA;

= Foula SPA;

= Handa SPA;

= Fetlar SPA;

= Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA;

= North Rona and Sule Sgeir SPA;

= Shiant Isles SPA;

= Flannan Isles SPA;

= Mingulay and Berneray SPA,

= Rathlin Island SPA; and

= St Kilda SPA.
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396

3.9.7

398

Fulmar were recorded during DAS surveys; however, this species is recognised as having low
sensitivity to displacement and other distributional change impacts, as a result of their
generalist diet and ability to forage over a very wide range (Woodward et al., 2019). This is
further clarified within EIAR, Volume 2, Chapter 12: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology.

Conclusion

With consideration of their low sensitivity, it is concluded that there is no potential for AEoSI
on any of the screened in designated sites (as listed above), from distributional responses on
Fulmar. Furthermore, due to their low sensitivity it is concluded there is no potential for in-
combination effects from this impact and it is, therefore, not carried forward for in-
combination assessment.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Entanglement

3.9.9 The potential impact of entanglement with cables (inclusive of both inter-array cables (IACs)
and inter-link cables) assessed below applies to all SPAs with diving seabirds (cormorant,
guillemot, razorbill, puffin, and gannet) screened in as clarified in Table 3.2. The impact is
described in Sections 3.5.24 to 3.5.25. SPAs designated for diving seabird species that are
assessed for entanglement are as follows:
= Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA;
= Coquet Island SPA;
= East Caithness Cliffs SPA;
= Fair Isle SPA;
= Farne Isands SPA;
= Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA;
= Forth Islands SPA;
= Foula SPA;
= Fowlsheugh SPA;
= Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field SPA;
= Hoy SPA;
= North Caithness Cliffs SPA;
= North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA,;
= Noss SPA;
= St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA;
= St Kilda SPA;
= Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA;
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3.9.10

3.9.11

3.9.12

= Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA; and
= West Westray SPA.

Commitment C-OFF-47 comprises the implementation of an Entanglement Management Plan,
which is designed to reduce the risk of diving seabirds becoming entangled in derelict or lost
fishing gear within the Aspen Array Area. While this is a qualitative assessment, the
Entanglement Management Plan includes targeted measures such as regular monitoring,
reporting protocols, and active removal of gear, which are expected to minimise entanglement
risk to a level lower than within adjacent, unmanaged marine areas.

Conclusion

Consequently, a conclusion of no AEoSI has been drawn as this impact will not adversely affect
the population of relevant species as viable components of the designated sites, the
distribution of the species within sites, the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the
species or the structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species.
This impact pathway will not create any significant disturbance for the species protected at any
SPAs. The impact is considered to be negligible for all species meaning there is no potential for
in-combination effects from this impact, and therefore it is not carried forward for in-
combination assessment.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.

Changes in Prey Availability

3.9.13

3.9.14

3.9.15

357 of 393

The potential impact of Changes in Prey Availability assessed below applies to all species and
SPAs screened in. The impact is described in Section 3.5.27.

Full consideration of potential impacts from underwater noise and suspended sediment have
been assessed within EIAR, Volume 2, Chapter 9: Benthic and Intertidal Ecology, EIAR, Volume
2, Chapter 10: Fish and Shellfish Ecology and RIAA, Chapter 4: Fish and Shellfish, with
conclusions of these chapters used to inform the assessment on offshore ornithological
receptors.

Seabird species target a range of prey items, though for most UK seabirds (especially those
considered herein) key prey items include Atlantic herring (Clupea harengus), European sprat
(Sprattus sprattus) and common sandeel (Ammodytes marinus). Across the Construction phase,
the scale of impact on all fish species was assessed as no significant residual effect (EIAR,
Volume 2, Chapter 10: Fish and Shellfish Ecology) in addition to no adverse effects concluded
on species considered within RIAA, Chapter 4: Fish and Shellfish.

Conclusion
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3.9.16 Asnosignificant effects have been identified across key prey items, or any potential prey items,
of offshore ornithological receptors, the impact is considered negligible. Therefore, a
conclusion of no AEoSI has been drawn as this impact will not adversely affect the population
of relevant species as viable components of the designated sites, the distribution of the species
within sites, the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species or the structure,
function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species. This impact pathway will
not create any significant disturbance for the species protected at any SPAs. The impact is
considered to be negligible for all species meaning there is no potential for in-combination
effects from this impact, and therefore it is not carried forward for in-combination assessment.

3.9.17 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A

Disturbance from Artificial Lighting

3.9.18 The potential impact of Disturbance from Artificial Lighting assessed below applies to all species
with known sensitivity to artificial light (namely storm-petrel, Leach’s petrel, and Manx
shearwater) and SPAs with the impact screened in as per Table 3.2. The impact is described in
the ‘Offshore Ornithology: Disturbance from Artificial Light (all phases)’ Section. SPAs
designated for seabird species sensitive to artificial light that are assessed are as follows:

= Auskerry SPA;

= Flannan Isles SPA;

= Foula SPA;

= Mousa SPA;

= North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA
= St Kilda SPA; and

= Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA.

3.9.19 The potential for impacts from the Proposed Development on Manx shearwater, Leach’s petrel
and storm-petrel is considered to be low. There is some limited evidence of Manx shearwater
foraging nocturnally in Scotland, although most evidence indicates that foraging trips take place
almost exclusively during the day (Kane et al.,, 2020). The majority of nocturnal behaviour
exhibited by this species would typically be associated with birds rafting on the sea surface in
close proximity to breeding colonies in the evening, before returning to their burrows under
cover of darkness to avoid predators. As there are no Manx shearwater colonies in the
immediate vicinity of the Aspen Array Area and, given that foraging activity is likely to be very
low during nocturnal hours, the potential for impacts arising from artificial lighting are
considered to be low.
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3.9.20

3.9.21

3.9.22

3.9.23

3.9.24

3.9.25

359 of 393

There is evidence of some attraction to artificial light for Manx shearwater and Storm-petrel,
with records of Manx shearwater colliding with lighthouses (Deakin et al., 2022). Recently
fledged juvenile Manx shearwater and Storm-petrel have shown disorientation and/or
grounding while exposed to artificial light (Miles et al.,, 2010). These impacts are observed to
be more prominent for fledglings. Fledglings on their first (or maiden) flight from their nests
are particularly vulnerable to disorientation or attraction resulting from artificial light which can
ground individuals and increase predation risk (Brown et al., 2025; Gjerdrum et al 2021;
Rodriguez et al., 2015; Archer et al., 2015). The impact from Artificial lights on fledglings is
influenced by the weather (rain and fog) and the moonlight, causing reduced visibility and
inhibiting navigation (Gjerdrum et al., 2021; Guilford et al., 2019; Syposz et al., 2018).

Artificial light impacts from vessels in the O&M phase of the Proposed Development are
expected to be of a lower scale compared to OWFs which are continuously illuminated.
Furthermore, the frequency of maintenance vessels will be reduced compared to the
construction and decommissioning phase as such lighting will be temporary. Therefore, impact
of artificial lighting during O&M will be focused on that from the WTGs within the Aspen Array
Area.

The distance at which species may be vulnerable to artificial lighting impacts on nocturnal
fledglings ranges from tens of metres (m) to 10 km. The closest SPA within MMFR + 1SD to the
Aspen Array Area for storm-petrel is Auskerry at 198.8 km, while for Manx Shearwater the
closest SPA is Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay Complex at 227.2 km distant. Therefore,
the light from the OWFs or vessels is not expected to be visible to fledglings that are in proximity
to their natal colony, reducing potential mortality.

While attraction to artificial light on WTGs has the potential for increased collision risk, this is
not considered to be a concern because sensitive species (Manx Shearwater and storm-petrel)
are rarely recorded at collision risk height (Johnston et al., 2014). Available studies evidencing
attraction to artificial light primarily involve oil and gas platforms, lighthouses or light pollution
from towns rather than from OWFs (Deakin et al., 2022).

The OWFs will be in compliance with the industry standard guidance for navigation lighting by
the Northern Lighthouse Board (NLB), Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) and Civil
Aviation Authority (CAA) and MoD as appropriate. This ensures the Proposed Development
includes the minimum legal requirements for suitable WTG lighting. Therefore, the structures
mentioned in Deakin et al. (2022) are illuminated at a higher frequency and intensity compared
with the Proposed Development and so any potential impacts are expected to be of reduced
scale than those reported in literature. This in turn reduces the potential risk of attraction or
disorientation at night and in poor weather.

Considering the evidence presented above, the scale of impact resulting from artificial light
during the O&M is considered to be negligible.
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3.9.26

3.9.27

3.9.28

3.9.29

3.9.30
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Of the SPAs screened in for Proposed Development Alone (Table 3.5) for artificial lighting
impacts, Auskerry SPA is the closest to the Aspen Array Area at 187.80 km distant, with many
of the SPAs considerably more distant. When considering the distances involved, it can be
concluded that potential for impacts from artificial lighting would be low. In addition, the
associated EIAR, Volume 2, Chapter 12: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology concluded the scale
and overall significance of the impact of artificial lighting to be negligible for the species
considered.

During the Construction phase, artificial light may be present as a result of Construction vessels,
and on WTGs when constructed, noting that any lighting as a result of WTGs will be equal to or
less than that of the O&M phase.

Conclusion

Though there is potential for artificial light to arise from construction vessels, this is expected
to be minimal, with most construction activity restricted to daylight hours. As outlined in Table
3.5, there are up to 1,442 round trips for construction vessels across the Construction phase,
with this period lasting up to four years. Despite the presence of vessels, the presence of
lighting will be temporally limited, and of reduced scale compared to continuous lighting which
is permanently present and assessed in the O&M phase.

When considering the above in conjunction with the Applicant’s commitment to producing and
adhering to a Lighting and Marking Plan (C-OFF-29 in Table 3.6), a conclusion of no AEoSI has
been drawn as this impact will not adversely affect the population of relevant species as viable
components of the designated sites, the distribution of the species within sites, the distribution
and extent of habitats supporting the species or the structure, function and supporting
processes of habitats supporting the species. This impact pathway will not create any significant
disturbance for the species protected at the SPAs. The impact is considered to be negligible for
all species meaning there is no potential for in-combination effects from this impact and,
therefore, it is not carried forward for in-combination assessment.

For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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3.10 Appropriate Assessment: Intertidal Ornithology and Migratory Collision

3.10.1

Risk

All SPAs and relevant qualifying features with connectivity to the intertidal area and nearshore
waters within the Proposed Development are assessed qualitatively below. In addition,
waterbird features from screened in SPAs with overlap of migratory routes with the Aspen
Array Area are assessed.

Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA/Ramsar

Features

3.10.2

3.10.3

3.10.4

361 of 393

Potential for LSE alone has been identified for the following breeding and non-breeding
features of Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA:

= Pink-footed goose (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)
= Eider (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M)
= Common tern (breeding connectivity only)
= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)
= Sandwich tern (breeding connectivity only)
= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)
= Redshank (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)
= Migratory collision risk Array Area (O&M)
= Lapwing (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M)

The SPA is 91.82 km from the Aspen Array Area and 10.72 km distant from the section of the
OTC Corridor that intersects with the intertidal area at the closest point (edge-to-edge).

Only conservation objectives that are considered to have a pathway to effect with regard to
the impacts being assessed for intertidal and migratory ornithology will be discussed further in
a site-specific context, denoted by bold text below:

“1) To ensure that the qualifying features of the Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch
SPA are in favourable condition and make an appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable
Conservation Status.
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2) To ensure that the integrity of the Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA is
restored in the context of environmental changes by meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c for each
qualifying feature:

2a) The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

2b) The distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained, or
where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

2c) The supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the Ythan Estuary,
Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA.”

3.10.5 Population conditions of the features listed above at Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle
Loch SPA are as follows (NatureScot, 2024):

= Pink-footed goose: Favourable, maintained
= Eider: Unfavourable, no change

= Common tern: Favourable, recovered

= Sandwich tern: Favourable, maintained

= Redshank: Favourable, maintained

= Lapwing: Favourable, maintained

3.10.6 Negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot at Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and
Meikle Loch SPA for some of the qualifying features listed above (NatureScot, 2024), as follows:

= Pink-footed goose: Agricultural operations

= Eider: Agricultural operations; water quality

= Common tern: Recreation/disturbance; other
= Sandwich tern: None identified

= Redshank: Agricultural operations; other

= Lapwing: None identified
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Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Disturbance/Displacement

Non-breeding Features: pink-footed goose, eider, redshank, and lapwing

3.10.7

Of the four species screened in for non-breeding season assessment, only eider and redshank
were recorded during the non-breeding season intertidal ornithology surveys with neither
recorded in important numbers (>1% of the Aberdeenshire non-breeding and SPA populations)
(see results in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 3.1: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology Technical
Baseline Report). In addition, of the two species recorded, only redshank were frequently
recorded utilising the intertidal habitat within the survey area of the landfall location, with eider
primarily recorded loafing in the nearshore habitat (within 500 m of the high water mark). A
review of satellite imagery covering areas beyond the Proposed Development has highlighted
additional alternative suitable functionally linked intertidal and nearshore habitat in the area
with the potential to support both redshank and eider.

3.10.8 The survey programme peak counts (EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 3.1: Offshore and Intertidal

3.10.9

363 of 393

Ornithology Technical Baseline Report) of eider and redshank in relation to the Ythan Estuary,
Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA citation populations are as follows:

= Eider: 34 (equating to 1.83% of the SPA citation population of 1,860 IND); and
= Redshank: 4 (equating to 0.35% of the SPA population of 2,542 IND).

While the peak count of eider is important in context of the SPA population, the Proposed
Development is to use the HDD method of cable laying, which will bypass the intertidal area
completely, resulting in a negligible level of disturbance to any birds present. Furthermore,
while it is recognised that eider are sensitive to disturbance (with the species being rated three
out of five for sensitivity to ship traffic in Garthe and Hlppop (2004)), any birds loafing in the
nearshore habitat (within 500 m of the high water mark) with the potential to be disturbed by
cable laying vessels further offshore have the potential to easily relocate to alternative
nearshore habitat, of which there is an abundance in the area. It is also noted that the waters
off Aberdeenshire are frequented by vessel traffic due to the numerous shipping routes in the
area leading to and from the Port of Aberdeen, meaning that the birds may have a certain level
of habituation to boat presence in the region.
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Breeding Features: common tern and Sandwich tern

3.10.10 While no site-specific intertidal ornithology survey data are available for the breeding season,
the screened-in breeding qualifying features of Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch
SPA, namely common tern and Sandwich tern, are unlikely to be impacted. These species, like
all seabirds, are central place foragers during the breeding season (i.e., they are connected to
their nest site and will undertake foraging trips from and back to this location). Terns will
frequently use nearshore waters to forage and are unlikely to make use of the intertidal habitat
within the Proposed Development for nesting, roosting, or loafing given the extensive intertidal
habitat elsewhere along the coast, particularly within the boundary of the Ythan Estuary, Sands
of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA as ascertained from review of satellite imagery. Furthermore,
the Proposed Development is to use the HDD method of cable laying, which will bypass the
intertidal area completely, resulting in a negligible level of disturbance to any birds present.
Furthermore, both species are known to have a moderately low sensitivity to ship traffic, with
both rated two out of five for their sensitivity to this stimulus in Garthe and Hippop (2004),
meaning that any birds present in the intertidal and nearshore habitat will not be
disturbed/displaced by cable laying vessels further offshore.

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Migratory Collision Risk

3.10.11 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch
SPA is presented in Table 3.143 using the results presented in EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 12.4:
Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

3.10.12 The apportioned collisions are <0.01 individuals for all screened in migratory features. This level
of impact is negligible and will not have any measurable effect on the populations through
changes to demographic rates.

Conclusion

3.10.13 Consequently, no AEoSI can be concluded for breeding and non-breeding qualifying features of
Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA during all phases. As such, the conservation
objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be
no deterioration of the habitats or prey of the qualifying species, and the population of the
qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensure they remain viable components of
the sites. Furthermore, as a conclusion of no potential for AEoSI has been reached because
there is no pathway to effect, this site has not been taken forward for in-combination
assessment.

3.10.14 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.143 Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA: mCRM Results

Qualifying Feature Citation Count British Non-br pop. Mean Collision Estimate Apportioned Collision
Estimate (individuals)

Eider 1,860 81,600 0.331 0.008

Redshank 1,149 94,000 0.222 0.003

Lapwing 2,542 620,000 2.357 0.010
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Loch of Skene SPA/Ramsar

Features

3.10.15 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following non-
breeding feature of the Loch of Skene SPA/Ramsar:
= Greylag goose (non-breeding connectivity only)

= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)

3.10.16 The SPA/Ramsar is 17.98 km distant from the section of the OTC Corridor that intersects with
the intertidal area (edge-to-edge).

3.10.17 Only conservation objectives that are considered to have a pathway to effect with regard to
the impacts being assessed for intertidal ornithology will be discussed further in a site-specific
context, denoted by bold text below:

“To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained; and

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
e Population of the species as a viable component of the site
e Distribution of the species within site
e Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species
e No significant disturbance of the species.”

3.10.18 No negative pressures have been identified by NatureScot for greylag goose at the Loch of
Skene SPA/Ramsar, while the population condition of the feature is listed as: Unfavourable,
declining (NatureScot, 2024).

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone
Greylag goose

3.10.19 Greylag goose is the only qualifying feature of the Loch of Skene SPA/Ramsar site with potential
connectivity to the Proposed Development. However, this species was not recorded during the
site-specific intertidal ornithology surveys (see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 3.1: Offshore and
Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline Report). Furthermore, the Proposed Development is
to use the HDD method of cable laying, which will bypass the intertidal area completely,
resulting in a negligible level of disturbance to any birds that may be present at the time of
works. There is also ample alternative suitable functionally linked habitat within connectivity
distance of the SPA/Ramsar site for any birds to relocate to in the unlikely situation that any are
present and subject to disturbance/displacement.

Conclusion
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3.10.20 Consequently, no AEoSI can be concluded for the non-breeding qualifying features of the Loch
of Skene Ramsar site during the Construction phase. As the impacts during decommissioning
are predicted to be analogous to those during Construction, a conclusion of no AEoSI can also
be reached for this phase. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not
considered to be compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of
the qualifying species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the
site; and the population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensure it
remains a viable component of the site. Furthermore, as a conclusion of no potential for AEoSI
has been reached because there is no pathway to effect, this site has not been taken forward
for in-combination assessment.

3.10.21 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
Forth Islands SPA

3.10.22 Potential for LSE alone has been identified and assessed quantitatively for the following
breeding feature of the Forth Islands SPA:

= Lesser black-backed gull (breeding and non-breeding connectivity)
= Disturbance/displacement (OTC Landfall Construction and Decommissioning)

3.10.23 The SPA is 89.26 km distant from the section of the OTC Corridor that intersects with the
intertidal area (edge-to-edge).

3.10.24 Only conservation objectives that are considered to have a pathway to effect with regard to
the impacts being assessed for intertidal ornithology will be discussed further in a site-specific
context, denoted by bold text below:

“1) To ensure that the qualifying features of the Forth Islands SPA are in favourable condition
and make an appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

2) To ensure that the integrity of the Forth Islands SPA is restored in the context of
environmental changes by meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c for each qualifying feature:

2a) The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the Forth
Islands SPA.

2b) The distribution of the qualifying features is maintained throughout the site by
avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

2c) The supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey
resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the Forth Islands SPA.”

3.10.25 Negative pressures identified by NatureScot for lesser black-backed gull at the Forth Islands
SPA consist of proactive on-site management only, with the population conditions of the
feature listed as: Favourable, maintained (NatureScot, 2024).
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Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone
Lesser black-backed gull

3.10.26 Lesser black-backed gull is the only qualifying feature of the Forth Islands SPA with potential
connectivity to the intertidal habitat within the Proposed Development within both the
breeding and non-breeding seasons. However, none were recorded during the non-breeding
season site-specific intertidal ornithology surveys (see EIAR, Volume 3, Appendix 3.1: Offshore
and Intertidal Ornithology Technical Baseline Report). Furthermore, the Proposed
Development is to use the HDD method of cable laying, which will bypass the intertidal area
completely, resulting in a negligible level of disturbance to any birds present. There is ample
alternative suitable habitat within connectivity distance of the Forth Islands SPA and, given the
large foraging range of the species during the breeding season, the intertidal habitat within the
Proposed Development is considered to make up a negligible proportion of the habitat
available to lesser black-backed gull associated with the Forth Islands SPA, especially given that
the intertidal habitat within the Proposed Development lies approximately 89.26 km distant
from the designated site. Moreover, lesser black-backed gull are known to have a moderately
low sensitivity to ship traffic (rated two out of five in Garthe and Hippop (2004)). The species
is also known to be attracted to fishing vessels, meaning that any birds present in the intertidal
and nearshore habitat will not be disturbed/displaced by cable laying vessels further offshore.

Conclusion

3.10.27 Consequently, no AEoSI can be concluded for lesser black-backed gull at the Forth Islands SPA
during the construction phase. As the impacts during decommissioning are predicted to be
analogous to those during Construction, a conclusion of no AEoSI can also be reached for this
phase. As such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPAs are not considered to be
compromised. Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying
species; there will be no significant disturbance to the qualifying species at the sites; and the
population of the qualifying species will be maintained at a level that ensure they remain viable
components of the sites. Furthermore, as a conclusion of no potential for AEoSI has been
reached because there is no pathway to effect, this site has not been taken forward for in-
combination assessment.

3.10.28 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay Complex SPA/Ramsar

Features

3.10.29 Potential for LSE alone has been identified for the following non-breeding features of the Outer
Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay Complex SPA/Ramsar:

= Common scoter (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M)
= Long-tailed duck (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M )
= Red-throated diver (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M )
= Slavonian grebe (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M )
= Velvet scoter (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M )
= Red-breasted merganser (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M )
= Eider (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M )
= Goldeneye (non-breeding connectivity only)
= Migratory collision risk (Array Area O&M )

3.10.30 The SPA is 181.25 km from the Aspen Array Area and 53.41 km distant from the section of the
OTC Corridor that intersects with the intertidal area at the closest point (edge-to-edge).

3.10.31 Only conservation objectives that are considered to have a pathway to effect with regard to
the impacts being assessed for intertidal and migratory ornithology will be discussed further in
a site-specific context, denoted by bold text below:

“1) To ensure that the qualifying features of the Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay
Complex SPA are in favourable condition and make an appropriate contribution to achieving
Favourable Conservation Status.

2) To ensure that the integrity of the Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay Complex SPA is
restored in the context of environmental changes by meeting objectives 2a, 2b and 2c for each
qualifying feature:

2a) The populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.
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2b) The distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained, or
where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

2c¢) The supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey
resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the Outer Firth of Forth
and St Andrews Bay Complex SPA.”

3.10.32 Population conditions of the features listed above at the Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews
Bay Complex SPA/Ramsar are as follows (NatureScot, 2024):

= Common scoter: Favourable, maintained

= Long-tailed duck: Favourable, maintained

= Red-throated diver: Favourable, maintained

= Slavonian grebe: Favourable, maintained

= Velvet scoter: Favourable, maintained

= Red-breasted merganser: Favourable, maintained
= Eider: Favourable, maintained

= Goldeneye: Favourable maintained

3.10.33 Negative pressures have not been identified by NatureScot at the Outer Firth of Forth and St
Andrews Bay Complex SPA/Ramsar for any of the qualifying features listed above (NatureScot,
2024).

Appropriate Assessment: Proposed Development Alone Migratory Collision Risk

3.10.34 The potential level of impact apportioned to the Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay
Complex SPA/Ramsar is presented in Table 3.144 using the results presented in EIAR, Volume
3, Appendix 12.4: Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Technical Report.

3.10.35 The apportioned collisions are <0.1 individuals for all screened in migratory features. This level
of impact is negligible and will not have any measurable effect on the population through
changes to demographic rates.

Conclusion

3.10.36 Consequently, no AEoSI can be concluded for the non-breeding breeding qualifying features of
the Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay Complex SPA/Ramsar during the O&M phase. As
such, the conservation objectives of the relevant SPA are not considered to be compromised.
Specifically, there will be no deterioration of the habitats or prey of the qualifying species, the
features will remain in Favourable Conservation Status, and the population of the qualifying
species will be maintained at a level that ensure they remain viable components of the sites.
Furthermore, as a conclusion of no potential for AEoSI has been reached, this site has not been
taken forward for in-combination assessment.

3.10.37 For clarity, all conclusions have been tabulated and presented in Appendix A.
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Table 3.144 Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews Bay Complex SPA/Ramsar: mCRM Results

Qualifying Feature Citation Count British Non-br pop. Mean Collision Estimate Apportioned Collision
Estimate (individuals)

Common scoter 4,677 130,000 1.159 0.042

Long-tailed duck 1,948 13,000 0.143 0.021

Red-throated diver 851 21,000 0.033 0.001

Slavonian grebe 30 920 0.002 0.000

Velvet scoter 775 3400 0.044 0.010

Red-breasted merganser 431 10,000 0.136 0.006

Eider 21,546 81,600 0.331 0.087

Goldeneye 589 19,000 0.423 0.013
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3.11.1 Assessment conclusions are presented in Table 3.145. Note that conclusions follow the order of assessments within this RIAA.

Qualifying SPA Conservation Objective Conclusion
Feature

Table 3.145 Assessment Conclusions

Offshore Ornithology breeding and non-breeding connectivity (quantitative)

Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA Guillemot To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA Razorbill To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Fowlsheugh SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.
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Feature
East Caithness Cliffs SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

North Caithness Cliffs SPA Puffin To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Copinsay SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Hoy SPA Puffin To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.
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Feature
Fair Isle SPA Puffin To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Gannet To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Forth Islands SPA Puffin To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Gannet To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.
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Calf of Eday SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Rousay SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

St Abb's Head to Fast Castle SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

West Westray SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Marwick Head SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Sumburgh Head SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.
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Farne Islands SPA Puffin Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying feature. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying
features within the site.

Kittiwake Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying feature. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-

the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.
on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying
features within the site.

Noss SPA Puffin To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Gannet To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA Gannet To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AE0SI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Cape Wrath SPA Kittiwake To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
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To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is
maintained in the long term.

Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function
and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Foula SPA Kittiwake To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the SPA is therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.
maintained.

To ensure the following are maintained: the distributions of the qualifying features There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
throughout the SPA are maintained by avoiding significant disturbance of the species; and the | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey/food

resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field Gannet To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination

SPA the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant

disturbance of the species.

North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA Gannet To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant

disturbance of the species.

Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA Gannet Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying feature. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.
on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying
features within the site.
St Kilda SPA Gannet To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination

appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status

To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the SPA is
maintained.

will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained: the distributions of the qualifying features
throughout the SPA are maintained by avoiding significant disturbance of the species; and the
supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey/food
resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Offshore Ornithology non-breeding connectivity only (quantitative)
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Alde-Ore Estuary SPA Herring gull Ensure that the populations of qualifying bird species are maintained or restored to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
favourable conservation status. will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.
To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of qualifying habitats — such as intertidal There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
mudflats, saltmarshes, and shingle structures — that support bird population; to prevent combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

deterioration or significant disturbance to the habitats and species for which the site is
designated; to support natural processes such as sediment movement and saltmarsh
accretion, which are vital for habitat sustainability; and to manage human activities (e.g.,
recreation, development, and fisheries) to avoid adverse impacts on the SPA’s ecological

features.

Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA Herring gull To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Calf of Eday SPA Great black- To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
backed gull the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Copinsay SPA Great black- To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
backed gull the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Coquet Island Puffin Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying feature. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-

the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.
on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying
features within the site.

East Caithness Cliffs SPA Razorbill To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

383 of 393 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

Revision: 01

POLO®®



CERULEAN
WINDS

Qualifying

Feature

SPA Conservation Objective

GoOBe

APEMGroup
Conclusion

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Great black- To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination

backed gull the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant

disturbance of the species.

Herring gull To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant

disturbance of the species.

Fair Isle SPA Razorbill To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant

disturbance of the species.

Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA Razorbill Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying features. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying

features within the site.

Puffin Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying features. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying

features within the site.

Kittiwake Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying features. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying

features within the site.
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Herring gull Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
restoring the population of the qualifying features. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying
features within the site.

Forth Islands SPA

Razorbill To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Herring gull To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Foula SPA

Razorbill To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status. will not result in a reduction in the population of this Qualifying Feature and,
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the SPA is therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this SPA.
maintained.
To ensure the following are maintained: the distributions of the qualifying features There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-

throughout the SPA are maintained by avoiding significant disturbance of the species; and the | combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.
supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey/food
resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

Puffin To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Fowlsheugh SPA

Razorbill To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.
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Herring gull To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field Puffin To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
SPA the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

North Caithness Cliffs SPA Razorbill To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA Razorbill To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Herring gull To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Heads SPA Herring gull To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
maintained in the long term. SPA.
To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.
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West Westray SPA

Feature
Razorbill

To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained

To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is
maintained in the long term.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of this
Qualifying Feature or its habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at this
SPA.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function
and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Offshore Ornithology qualitative assessments

Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Fulmar To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
Troup, Pennan and Lion’s Head SPA; the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of these Qualifying
Fowlsheugh SPA; To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Features or their habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at these SPAs.
East Caithness Cliffs SPA; maintained in the long term.
North Caithness Cliffs SPA; To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
Copinsay SPA; site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function combination on these Qualifying Features at these SPAs.
Hoy SPA; and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
Fair Isle SPA; disturbance of the species.
Calf of Eday SPA,
Rousay SPA;
West Westray SPA;
Sumburgh Head SPA;
Noss SPA;
Cape Wrath SPA;
Handa SPA;
Fetlar SPA;
Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field
SPA;
North Rona and Sule Sgeir SPA;
Shiant Isles SPA;
Flannan Isles SPA;
Mingulay and Berneray SPA; and
Rathlin Island SPA.
Foula SPA; and Fulmar To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
St Kilda SPA. appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status. will not result in a reduction in the population of these Qualifying Features and,
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the SPA is therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at these SPAs.
maintained.
To ensure the following are maintained: the distributions of the qualifying features There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
throughout the SPA are maintained by avoiding significant disturbance of the species; and the | combination on these Qualifying Features at these SPAs.
supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey/food
resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.
Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA; Guillemot; To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
East Caithness Cliffs SPA; Razorbill; the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of these Qualifying
Fair Isle SPA; Puffin; To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is Features or their habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at these SPAs.

Forth Islands SPA;
Fowlsheugh SPA;
Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field

Cormorant; and
Gannet.

maintained in the long term.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on these Qualifying Features at these SPAs.

SPA; and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
Hoy SPA; disturbance of the species.
387 of 393 ASPEN OFFSHORE WIND FARM

POLO®®

Revision: 01



CERULEAN
WINDS

Qualifying

Feature

SPA Conservation Objective

GoOBe

APEMGroup
Conclusion

North Caithness Cliffs SPA;

North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA,;

Noss SPA;

St Abb’s Head to Fast Castle SPA;
Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA;
Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads SPA;
and

West Westray SPA.
Foula SPA; and Razorbill; and To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
St Kilda SPA. Gannet. appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status. will not result in a reduction in the population of these Qualifying Features and,
To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the SPA is therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at these SPAs.
maintained.
To ensure the following are maintained: the distributions of the qualifying features There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
throughout the SPA are maintained by avoiding significant disturbance of the species; and the | combination on these Qualifying Feature at these SPAs.
supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey/food
resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.
Coquet Island SPA,; Razorbill; Ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, and ensure that | As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
Farne Islands SPA; and Puffin; and the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Wild Birds Directive, by maintaining or will not result in a reduction in the population of these Qualifying Features and,
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA. Gannet. restoring the population of the qualifying features. therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at these SPAs.

To maintain or restore the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features;
the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; the supporting processes
on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; and the distribution of the qualifying
features within the site.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on these Qualifying Features at these SPAs.

Auskerry SPA,;
Mousa SPA; and
North Rona and Sula Sgeir SPA.

Storm-petrel;
Leach’s petrel;
and

Manx
shearwater.

To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained

To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the site is
maintained in the long term.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not result in disturbance to or a reduction in the population of these Qualifying
Features or their habitats and, therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at these SPAs.

To ensure the following are maintained in the long term: distribution of the species within
site; the distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species; the structure, function
and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species; and ensure no significant
disturbance of the species.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on these Qualifying Features at these SPAs.

Sule Skerry and Sule Stack SPA;
Flannan Isles SPA;

Foula SPA; and

St Kilda SPA.

Storm-petrel;
and
Leach’s petrel.

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure the population of the species is maintained as a viable component of the SPA is
maintained.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not result in a reduction in the population of these Qualifying Features and,
therefore, will not result in an AEoSI at these SPAs.

To ensure the following are maintained: the distributions of the qualifying features
throughout the SPA are maintained by avoiding significant disturbance of the species; and the
supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their prey/food
resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on these Qualifying Feature at these SPAs.

Intertidal and Migratory Ornithology

Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and
Meikle Loch SPA/Ramsar

Pink-footed
goose

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.
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Eider

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Common tern

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Sandwich tern

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Redshank To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status. will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site. the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained, :tetr;](ijss;%r:flcant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AES|
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.
To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their | There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA. combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Lapwing To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination

appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will

be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Loch of Skene SPA/Ramsar

Greylag goose

To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to
the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained.

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term: the
population of the species as a viable component of the site.

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term: no
significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the habitats of, or cause significant disturbance to, the qualifying
species. Consequently, the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of
the site and there will be no significant disturbance of the species and there will
be no AEoSI, meaning that there will be no AEoSI at this SPA.

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term: the
distribution of species within the site; and the distribution of habitats supporting the species.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Forth Islands SPA

Lesser black-
backed gull

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
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To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Outer Firth of Forth and St Andrews
Bay Complex SPA/Ramsar

Common scoter

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Long-tailed duck

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Red-throated
diver

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Slavonian grebe

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Velvet scoter

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Red-breasted
merganser

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
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To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Eider

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.

Goldeneye

To ensure that the qualifying features of the SPA are in favourable condition and make an
appropriate contribution to achieving Favourable Conservation Status.

To ensure that the populations of the qualifying features are viable components of the site.

To ensure that the distributions of the qualifying features throughout the site are maintained,
or where appropriate restored, by avoiding significant disturbance of the species.

As per the assessment, the Proposed Development alone and/or in-combination
will not impact the conservation status of the Qualifying Feature. Consequently,
the Qualifying Feature will remain a viable component of the site and there will
be no significant disturbance of the species, meaning that there will be no AEoSI
at this SPA.

To ensure that the supporting habitats and processes relevant to qualifying features and their
prey resources are maintained, or where appropriate restored, at the SPA.

There is no pathway to effect from the Proposed Development alone and/or in-
combination on this Qualifying Feature at this SPA.
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Light-bellied brent goose

Branta bernicula hrota

Greylag goose

Anser anser

Pink-footed goose

Anser brachyrhynchus

Greenland white-fronted goose

Anser albifrons flavirostris

Whooper swan

Cygnus cygnus

Shelduck Tadorna tadorna
Shoveler Spatula clypeata
Wigeon Anas penelope
Mallard Anas platyrhynchus
Pintail Anas acuta

Teal Anas crecca

Pochard Aythya ferina

Tufted duck Aythya fuligula
Scaup Aythya marila

Eider Somateria mollissima

Velvet scoter

Melanitta fusca

Common scoter

Melanitta nigra

Long-tailed duck

Clangula hyemalis

Goldeneye

Bucephala clangula

Red-breasted merganser

Mergus serrator

Great crested grebe

Podiceps cristatus

Slavonian grebe

Podiceps auritus

Oystercatcher

Haematopus ostralegus

Grey plover

Pluvialis squatarola

Golden plover

Pluvialis apricaria

Ringed plover

Charadrius hiaticula

Lapwing

Vanellus vanellus

Curlew

Numenius arquata

Bar-tailed godwit

Limosa limosa

Black-tailed godwit

Limosa lapponica
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Redshank Tringa totanus
Greenshank Tringa nebularia
Turnstone Arenaria interpres
Knot Calidris canutus
Sanderling Calidris alba
Dunlin Calidris alpina

Purple sandpiper

Calidris maritima

Common tern

Sterna hirundo

Sandwich tern

Thalaseus sandvicensis

Kittiwake

Rissa tridactyla

Herring gull

Larus argentatus

Great black-backed gull

Larus marinus

Lesser black-backed gull

Larus fuscus

Great skua Stercorarius skua
Puffin Fratercula arctica
Razorbill Alca torda
Guillemot Uria aalge

Red-throated diver

Gavia stellata

Storm-petrel

Hydrobates pelagicus

Leach's petrel

Hydrobates leucorhous

Fulmar

Fulmarus glacialis

Manx shearwater

Puffinus puffinus

Gannet Morus bassanus

Cormorant Phalacrocorax carbo

Shag Gulosus aristotelis

Hen harrier Circus cyaneus

Merlin Falco columbiarus

Chough Pyrrhocorax pyrrhocorax
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