From: Kirsty Black
Marine Directorate - Licensing Operations Team
24 November 2025

Cabinet Secretary for Climate Action and Energy

APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 36C OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989 TO VARY
THE CONSENT GRANTED UNDER SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE THE SEAGREEN ALPHA OFFSHORE WIND
FARM AND SEAGREEN BRAVO OFFSHORE WIND FARM LOCATED
APPROXIMATELY 27 KILOMETRES (“KM”) EAST OFF THE ANGUS COASTLINE

Priority and Purpose
1. Urgent Priority. A decision is requested by noon 28 November 2025.

2. To seek your approval to vary the section 36 (“s.36”) consents granted on 10
October 2014 to construct and operate the Seagreen Alpha Offshore Wind farm
and Seagreen Bravo Offshore Wind farm (“the Development”).

Recommendation

3. Recommends that you: agree to vary Annex 1, Annex 2 and Annex 3 of the s.36
consents for the Development, in accordance with s.36C of the Electricity Act 1989
and the Electricity Generating Stations (Applications for Variation of Consent)
(Scotland) Regulations 2013 (“the Variation Regulations”).

Context and Issues

4. Consents for the Development were granted on 10 October 2014 (and
subsequently varied on 28 August 2018, 10 October 2022 and 20 December 2022)
under s.36 of the Electricity Act 1989 (“the Existing Consents”). An application was
made by Seagreen Wind Energy Limited (“‘the Company”), on behalf of Seagreen
Alpha Wind Energy Limited (“the s.36 consent holder”) on 26 June 2025 to vary
the Existing Consents as follows (“the Variation Application”):

e Vary Annex 2 of the Existing Consents, such that the Commencement of
Phase 1A of the Development must be a date no later than 9 years 8 months
from the Commissioning of the First Wind Turbine Generator (“WTG”),
without any variation to the physical parameters of WTGs or any other
component included within the Existing Consents.

5. Prior to receiving the Variation Application, the Scottish Ministers adopted a
screening opinion on 4 December 2024 under the Electricity Works (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (“the 2017 EW Regulations”),
which concluded that the Variation Application does not require environmental
impact assessment (“EIA”) (as defined in the EIA Regulations).



6. Alongside the Variation Application the Company provided an environmental
appraisal report, summarising the technical assessments undertaken in respect of
the proposed variation.

Options Considered and Advice

7. Under s.36C(4) of the Electricity Act 1989, the Scottish Ministers will exercise
judgement as to whether any variation sought is appropriate, having regard (in
particular) to:

(a) the applicant's reasons for seeking the variation;

(b) the variations proposed;

(c) any objections made to the proposed variations, the views of consultees
and the outcome of any public inquiry.

8. The Variation Application seeks to shift the commencement for constructing Phase
1A of the Development from a date no later than 3 years from the commissioning
of the first WTG, to a date no later than 9 years 8 months from the commissioning
of the first WTG. This increases the timeframe between the construction of Phase
1 of the Development (which became fully operational in October 2023) and Phase
1A of the Development which the Company indicates will commence between
January 2029 and December 2032.

9. The Company’s rationale for the proposed variation is due to uncertainties in the
offshore wind farm industry and challenges specifically facing Phase 1A of the
Development.

10. The variations proposed in the Variation Application do not fundamentally alter the
character or scale of the Development, and there will be no changes to the
boundary of the Development.

11.Officials consider that you can be satisfied that, in these circumstances, the
changes proposed are appropriate (having regard to the variation proposed, the
reasons for the variation, and the views of consultees) and in line with the Electricity
Act 1989 and the Variation Regulations, and the Scottish Government Applications
for Variation of Section 36 Consents Guidance published in May 2019.

12.Consideration of any representations made concerning the proposed variations
and recommendation not to cause a public inquiry are outlined in the following
paragraphs.

Assessment of Options

13. Twenty-three representations concerning the Variation Application were received
during the consultation period. One consultee raised an objection, and one
representation was received from a member of the public in relation to the Variation
Application. A full summary of the consultation responses and how they have been
addressed is detailed in Annex A.



14.The majority of the consultees had no comments to make on the Variation
Application. Prestonpans Community Council objected to the Variation Application
on the basis that trebling the agreed development commencement time from three
to nine years is unacceptable. The Scottish Fishermen’s Federation (“SFF”) also
raised similar concerns around the proposed extended construction timeline and
that this introduces additional disruption, and potentially spatial conflict between
vessel transit associated with Phase 1A of the Development and peak fishing
activity. The Company responded to clarify that the construction period remains
the same as originally planned, just taking place at a later time. MD-LOT has taken
steps to ensure that the Variation Application does not inadvertently result in an
increase in the operational lifetime of each phase of the Development as set out in
further detail in paragraph 18.

15.The SFF also raised concerns around potential cumulative impacts on commercial
fisheries in combination with other offshore developments given the timeline
change. It raised concerns that no new mitigation and monitoring measures were
proposed, and that the mitigation and monitoring required under the Existing
Consents does not reflect the scale or duration of the Variation Application. In
consideration of the SFF representation MD-LOT sought further internal advice
from MD-SEDD on commercial fisheries. While MD-SEDD did not agree with the
assessments undertaken for the Variation Application which concluded that the
Variation Application would have a lower impact on commercial fisheries, it was
content that impacts were not worse than those concluded in the 2012
Environmental Assessment informing its original application for consents. MD-
SEDD advised on the consideration of further mitigation options for the
Development. Officials note that the Existing Consents include the requirement for
a Commercial Fisheries Mitigation Strategy to be submitted and approved prior to
construction of Phase 1A of the Development, and that this must include a
mitigation strategy for each commercial fishery that Ministers are reasonably
satisfied would be adversely affected by the Development. Any additional project
mitigation will be captured through consideration of the plan once submitted,
including advice sought on the specific mitigation proposed by the Developer from
MD-SEDD. Officials are content that the conditions attached to the Existing
Consents appropriately mitigate for the impacts of the Development (including the
requirement for a Commercial Fisheries Mitigation Strategy, Fisheries Liaison
Officer and for the Company to remain a member of the Forth and Tay Commercial
Fisheries Working Group).

16.NatureScot raised concerns about vessel traffic during the construction phase, in
combination with other projects. Without further mitigation NatureScot was unable
to conclude no Adverse Effect on Site Integrity (“AEOSI”) on the Outer Firth of Forth
and St Andrews Bay Complex SPA (“OFFSAB”). The requirement for conditions to
be attached to the consents was confirmed by MD-LOT within the Appropriate
Assessment (“AA”) validation. These conditions stipulate that the Vessel
Management Plan (“VMP”) must be informed by the results of OFFSAB monitoring
should vessel traffic be routed through the OFFSAB during Phase 1A of the
Development. Subject to these conditions, the AA carried out in respect of the
Existing Consents (and as validated in 2022), remains valid in its conclusions of no
AEOSI. Additionally, NatureScot was only able to conclude that there would be no
AEOQOSI on the Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary Special Area of Conservation (“SAC”),
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Isle of May SAC, Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC, Moray Firth
SAC if piling was removed from the Phase 1A project envelope. The requirement
for a condition prohibiting the use of piling during Phase 1A of the Development
was confirmed within the AA validation undertaken by MD-LOT. Subject to this
condition, the Existing AA remains valid in its conclusions of no AEOSI.

17.During consultation, the Ministry and Defence (“MOD”) and Joint Radio Committee
(“JRC”) did not raise concerns with the Variation Application. However, this was
subject to request for re-consultation should any design changes be considered.
In consideration of this, MOD and JRC have been added as consultees on the
Development Specification and Layout Plan for Phase 1A of the Development, by
means of a variation to condition 12 of the Existing Consents.

18.MD-LOT has taken steps to ensure that the change to the start of construction of
Phase 1A, does not inadvertently increase the operational lifetime of each phase
of the Development beyond 25 years assessed in the Environmental Statement
submitted in support of the application for the Existing Consents. MD-LOT has
therefore additionally taken forward a variation to condition 1 of the Existing
Consents, to stipulate that the consent for Phase 1 of the Development shall be
valid until a date occurring 25 years after the Final Commissioning of Phase 1 of
the Development, and that the consent for Phase 1A of the Development shall be
valid until the date occurring 25 years after the Final Commissioning of Phase 1A
of the Development.

19.Before determining a variation application, per the Electricity Act 1989 and the
Variation Regulations, Scottish Ministers may cause a public inquiry to be held if it
is deemed appropriate to do so. Having considered the representations received
and all other material considerations, officials recommend that it is appropriate not
to cause a public local inquiry.

Contribution to the Government’s Four Priorities

20. The Development is related to the commitment to provide opportunity by
contributing to a just transition to net zero and increasing the use of renewable
energy to respond to the climate crisis.

Verity House Agreement Implications

21.There are no known implications to the Verity House Agreement.

[Redacted]

[Redacted]



[Redacted]

Financial Considerations
25.There are no known financial implications relating to this submission.
Sensitivities

26.There is a maintained objection to the Application from Prestonpans Community
Council. An assessment of the objection and concerns raised in respect of the
Variation Application are detailed in paragraph 14 above.

27. MD-LOT was required to undertake an AA validation for the Variation Application.
The AA validation concluded that the Existing AA remains valid in its conclusion
that there will be no AEOSI of the OFFSAB, Forth Islands Special Protection Area
(“SPA”), Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary SAC, Isle of May SAC, Berwickshire and
North Northumberland Coast SAC, Moray Firth SAC aforementioned sites alone or
in-combination with other plans and projects, subject to the inclusion of conditions.
These conditions stipulate that the VMP must be informed by the results of
OFFSAB monitoring should vessel traffic be routed through the OFFSAB during
Phase 1A of the Development, and that piling is prohibited during Phase 1A. The
AA validation further concluded that the Existing AA remains valid in its conclusion
of no AEOSI for the remainder of the site/species assessed in the Existing AA either
alone or in combination with other projects.

Quality Assurance

28.This Submission has been approved by Elisabeth Campbell, Deputy Director,
Marine Directorate.

Conclusions and next Steps

29.Should the Cabinet Secretary choose to approve the Variation Application, a draft
decision notice is attached at Annex C which Marine Directorate — Licensing
Operations Team (“MD-LOT”) will finalise and issue to the Company on the Cabinet
Secretary’s behalf.

30.In order for the determination process to be fully open and transparent, MD-LOT
recommends that this submission is published on Marine Scotland Information
website, alongside the Existing Consents and the Variation Application
documentation.

Kirsty Black
Marine Directorate - Licensing Operations Team
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ANNEX A Background and Consultation

1.1
1.1.1

1.1.2

1.1.3

1.1.4

1.2

1.2.1

ANNEX A Background and Consultation

Background Information

On 10 October 2014, the Scottish Ministers granted consents under section
36 (“s.36”) of the Electricity Act 1989 (“the Electricity Act”) for the
construction and operation of the offshore generating stations known as the
Seagreen Alpha Offshore Wind farm and Seagreen Bravo Offshore Wind
farm (“the Development”) located approximately 27km off the Angus
Coastline (“the Existing Consents”). On 28 August 2018, the Existing
Consents were subsequently varied to remove the maximum installed
capacity. Additionally, on 10 October 2022 the Existing Consents were
varied to increase the size of 36 of the consented but not constructed wind
turbine generator (“WTG”), and on 20 December 2022 the Existing
Consents were varied to stipulate that Phase 1A of the Seagreen Alpha
Offshore Wind Farm s.36 consent shall not exceed 28 and the number of
WTGs in Phase 1A of the Seagreen Bravo Offshore Wind Farm s.36
consent shall not exceed 8.

On 26 June 2025, the Scottish Ministers received an application from
Seagreen Wind Energy Limited (“the Company), on behalf of Seagreen
Alpha Wind Energy Limited (“the s.36 Consent Holder”), under section
36C(1) of the Electricity Act in accordance with the Electricity Generating
Stations (Applications for Variation of Consent) (Scotland) Regulations
2013 (“the Variation Regulations”), to vary its Existing Consents (“the
Variation Application”). The Variation Application seeks to change the
commencement for constructing phase 1A of the Development from a date
no later than 3 years from the commissioning of the first WTG, to a date no
later than 9 years 8 months from the commissioning of the first WTG.

The Company stated that due to uncertainties in the offshore wind farm
industry and challenges specifically facing the development of Seagreen
1A, it proposes a change to the construction timescale for Phase 1A to
commence construction between January 2029 and December 2032.

The Company stated that once commenced, the construction of the
offshore elements of phase 1A would be continuous and remain within the
total construction duration assessed for the Existing Consents.
Application Documentation

The Company submitted the following Variation Application documentation,
which was issued for consultation on 29 July 2025:

e An application to vary the Existing Consents;

e Environmental Appraisal Report; and,

¢ Appendix A — Habitats Regulation Appraisal.
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ANNEX A Background and Consultation

1.2.2

1.3

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.4

1.4.1

1.4.2

1.4.3

1.5

1.5.1

1.5.1.1

1.5.1.2

Full details of the consultation undertaken as part of the process are set out
below.

Application publication, notification and consultation
In accordance with Regulation 4 of the Variation Regulations, the Company:

e Placed the Variation Application documentation on the application
website alongside a link to the Existing Consents; and

e Placed public notices in the Edinburgh Gazette for two weeks, East
Lothian Courier on two successive weeks, the Scotsman for two
weeks, Fishing News for two weeks and Lloyds List, once in the daily
briefing and for two weeks online.

Marine Directorate - Licensing Operations Team (“MD-LOT”) consulted a
wide range of interested parties on the Variation Application including local
authorities (Angus Council, Dundee City Council, East Lothian Council, Fife
Council and Scottish Borders Council), NatureScot, the Maritime and
Coastguard Agency (“MCA”), the Northern Lighthouse Board (“NLB”),
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (‘“SEPA”) and Historic
Environment Scotland (“HES”) and placed the Variation Application
documentation on the Marine Scotland Information website alongside the
Existing Consents.

Summary of consultation process

Seventy-seven consultees had no comments to make, or did not provide a
response to the consultation. In the case of no response, MD-LOT notified
the relevant consultees that “nil returns” would be assumed.

One consultee raised an objection. One representation was received from
a member of the public in relation to the Variation Application. Summaries
of the representations and internal advice received are presented in
sections 1.5, 1.6 and 1.7. Section 1.8 lists all consultees who did not
respond to the consultation.

Copies of the full consultation responses received have been made
available on the Seagreen Alpha and Bravo Offshore Wind Farm page of
Marine Scotland Information website.

Summary of consultation responses

Prestonpans Community Council

In its response dated 11 September 2025, Prestonpans Community Council
objected to the Variation Application.

It noted within its response that the Variation Application seeks to extend
the agreed commencement development time from three years to nine
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ANNEX A Background and Consultation

1.5.1.3

1.51.4

1.5.2

1.5.2.1

1.5.3

1.5.3.1

1.5.4

1.5.4.1

1.5.5

years and highlighted that consents are time-limited for a reason, with this
proposed delay being unacceptable to Prestonpans Community Council as
it considers that the Company must meet its planning permissions as
originally granted.

The Company clarified that the duration of the construction period will
remain as previously consented, however the Variation Application seeks
to delay the start of construction to 9 years 8 months from the
commissioning of the first WTG. Furthermore, the Company stated that the
Variation Application contains a detailed assessment that concluded there
will be no additional impacts, both alone and cumulatively, as compared to
what was previously assessed within the Existing Consents.

The Scottish Ministers have considered the representation from
Prestonpans Community Council and have taken steps to ensure that the
Variation Application does not inadvertently result in an increase in the
operational lifetime of each phase of the Development by means of a
variation to condition 1. This stipulates that Phase 1 of the consent is for a
period from the date the consent is granted until the date occurring 25 years
after the Final Commissioning of Phase 1 of the Development, and Phase
1A of the consent is for a period from the date the consent is granted until
the date occurring 25 years after the Final Commissioning of Phase 1A of
the Development.

HE

HES stated in its response dated 5 August 2025 that it had no comments
to make on the Variation Application.

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (“JNCC”)

JNCC stated in its response dated 15 August 2025 that it will not be
providing any comments and deferred to NatureScot for advice on the
Variation Application.

MCA

The MCA stated in its response dated 20 August 2025 that the Variation
Application would not increase risk to shipping and navigation receptors in
the area. Provided all maritime safety legislation and conditions of the
consents and marine licences are adhered to, the MCA had no objection to
the Variation Application.

NatureScot

Ornithology
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ANNEX A Background and Consultation

1.5.5.1

1.5.5.2

1.5.5.3

1.5.5.4

1.5.5.5

1.5.5.6

In its response dated 11 September 2025, NatureScot stated it was broadly
content that the Variation Application will not result in significant impacts on
ornithology.

NatureScot advised the following species within the Outer Firth of Forth and
St Andrews Bay Complex SPA (“OFFSAB”) may be at risk of disturbance
from vessel activity:

Common scoter;

Velvet scoter;

Eider;

Long-tailed duck;
Goldeneye;
Red-breasted merganser,
Red-throated diver;
Slavonian grebe; and
Shag.

However NatureScot advised that the small number of additional vessel
trips caused by the Variation Application would not result in the significant
disturbance of these species. NatureScot therefore concluded no Adverse
Effect on Site Integrity (‘“AEOSI”) from proposal alone impacts on the above
species.

NatureScot stated it was unable to conclude no AEOSI for the above
species in-combination with the developments listed in Table 4-1 of
Appendix A of the Variation Application due to a potential overlap of
construction activities and vessel movements within the same proposed
timeline as Phase 1A of the Development.

NatureScot advised that pre-construction monitoring should be undertaken
within the OFFSAB for the species identified above, with a monitoring plan
submitted for approval to Scottish Ministers and NatureScot. Monitoring
outcomes should be used to inform mitigation measures included within the
Vessel Management Plan (“WMP”) to avoid adverse effect on the OFFSAB.
NatureScot advised that this monitoring is only required should ports be
used during the construction phase of Phase 1A of the Development that
require vessels to transit through the OFFSAB. NatureScot highlighted that
potential opportunities for collaboration on monitoring requirements with
other developments should be explored.

In its follow up advice dated 03 October 2025 and 11 November 2025,
NatureScot confirmed that subject to the inclusion of an OFFSAB
monitoring condition, the results of which must inform mitigation within the
VMP, a conclusion of no AEOSI would remain valid for the sites and species
listed in paragraph 1.5.5.2. NatureScot also confirmed that with respect to
the remaining sites/species assessed in the appropriate assessment
completed in respect of the Existing Consents (and as validated in 2022), it
was content that the conclusions of this appropriate assessment remain
valid.
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ANNEX A Background and Consultation

1.5.5.7

1.5.5.8

1.5.5.9

1.5.5.10

1.5.5.11

1.5.6

1.5.6.1

1.5.7

1.5.7.1

1.5.7.2

In consideration of the representation from NatureScot, and following
completion of the Appropriate Assessment validation, an OFFSAB
Monitoring Plan condition (condition 35) has been attached to the s.36
consents which requires that, should the Company intend to route vessel
traffic through the OFFSAB in respect of Phase 1A, the Company must
submit an OFFSAB Monitoring Plan for approval by the Scottish Ministers,
and that Phase 1A of the Development shall only be commenced where the
Scottish Ministers have confirmed to the Company that the monitoring
requirements have been met and that the mitigation measures to be taken
are satisfactory.

A condition requiring the submission and written approval by Scottish
Ministers of a VMP prior to the Commencement of Phase 1A of the
Development is already included within the Existing Consents. In
consideration of the representation from NatureScot, and following
completion of the Appropriate Assessment validation, the VMP consent
condition (condition 15) has been revised to include the requirement that it
be informed by the results of monitoring as set out in the approved OFFSAB
Monitoring Plan, should the Company intend to route vessel traffic through
the OFFSAB for Phase 1A.

Marine Mammals and Fish and Shellfish

NatureScot advised that no additional underwater noise modelling or
Interim Population Consequences of Disturbance modelling is required as
a result of piling being removed from the Phase 1A project envelope.

NatureScot advised that, as the Developer has committed to remove all
piling from the Phase 1A project envelope, there will be no AEOSI alone or
in-combination for any SACs screened in for assessment, as listed in 4.2 of
Appendix A of the Variation Application.

In consideration of the representation from NatureScot, and following
completion of the Appropriate Assessment validation, a condition (condition
36) has been attached to the s.36 consents which states that no piling may
be undertaken during Phase 1A of the Development.

NLB

In its response dated 29 July 2025, the NLB stated it had no objection to
the Variation Application.

SEPA

In its response dated 04 September 2025, SEPA had no objection to the
Variation Application.

SEPA referred to the ‘SEPA standing advice for the Department for
Business, Energy and Strategy and Marine Scotland on marine
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ANNEX A Background and Consultation

1.5.7.3

1.5.7.4

1.5.7.5

1.5.7.6

1.5.8

1.5.8.1

1.5.9

1.5.9.1

1.5.10

1.5.10.1

1.5.11

1.5.11.1

consultations” and a previous request for the construction of the
Development to take place outwith Bathing Water season which runs from
1 June to 15 September.

SEPA's standing advice highlighted the presence of marine Invasive Non-
Native Species (“mINNS”) as a risk for water body degradation, with the
introduction of mMINNS shown to occur when construction equipment is
moved from one area to another. SEPA therefore advised that the
Company propose mitigation measures to minimise the risk to mINNS
throughout all stages of the Development.

Additionally, to prevent pollution and preserve marine ecology interests,
SEPA highlighted the requirement to ensure good working practice is
implemented and steps taken to prevent marine pollution or disturb
sensitive species.

During the decommissioning of the Development, SEPA stated that the
devices and support infrastructure should be removed from the seabed
where possible and deposited at an appropriate onshore location. It added
that the seabed and shoreline must be restored to the original pre-
construction condition, or as close to the original condition as reasonably
practical.

Conditions requiring the Company to submit a Decommissioning
Programme for approval by the Scottish Ministers and to prepare, consult
and adhere to an Environmental Management Plan (including pollution
prevention measures and management measures to prevent the
introduction of mINNS) are attached to the Existing Consents.

Anqgus Council

Angus Council stated in its response dated 17 September 2025 that it had
no comments to make on the Variation Application.

Dundee City Council

Dundee City Council stated in its response dated 08 August 2025 that it
had no comments to make on the Variation Application.

East Lothian Council

East Lothian City Council stated in its response dated 22 August 2025 that
it had no comments to make on the Variation Application.

Fife Council

Fife Council stated in its response dated 14 August 2025 that it had no
comments to make on the Variation Application.
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ANNEX A Background and Consultation

1.5.12

1.5.12.1

1.5.13

1.5.13.1

1.5.13.2

1.5.14

1.5.14.1

1.5.14.2

1.5.14.3

1.5.15

1.5.15.1

1.5.16

1.5.16.1

Forth Ports Limited

Forth Ports Limited stated in its response dated 17 September 2025 that it
had no comments to make on the Variation Application.

Joint Radio Company (“JRC”)

The JRC response, dated 01 August 2025, stated that it did not foresee any
issues caused by the Variation Application in relation to interference with
radio link infrastructure operated by local energy networks. However JRC
highlighted that the use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and
should any design changes be considered, re-coordination should be
sought.

In consideration of the representation received from the JRC and as
highlighted by the Company following consultation, the Scottish Ministers
have revised condition 12 of the Existing Consents to include the
requirement to consult the JRC on the Design Specification and Layout
Plan ("DSLP”) in respect of Phase 1A, in addition to those consultees listed
in Condition 12 of the Existing Consents.

Ministry of Defence (“MOD”)

The MOD response, dated 26 August 2025, stated it had no objection to
the Variation Application provided that the conditions attached to the
Existing Consents remain on any variation that may be issued.

The MOD also highlighted that in the event that any amendment to
parameters (including the location, dimensions, form, and finishing
materials), whether considered material or not by the determining authority,
is submitted for approval, the MOD should be consulted.

In consideration of the representation received from the MOD and as
highlighted by the Company following consultation, the Scottish Ministers
have revised condition 12 of the Existing Consents to include the
requirement to consult the MOD on the DSLP in respect of Phase 1A, in
addition to those consultees listed in Condition 12 of the Existing Consents.

Montrose Port Authority

In its response dated 17 September 2025, Montrose Port Authority
confirmed a nil return to the consultation.

National Air Traffic Services (“NATS”)

The NATS response, dated 30 July 2025, confirmed no objection to the
Variation Application.
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1.5.17

1.5.17.1

1.5.18

1.5.18.1

1.5.19

1.5.19.1

1.5.20

1.5.20.1

1.5.20.2

1.5.20.3

1.5.20.4

North and East Coast Regional Inshore Fisheries Group (“NERIFG”)

The NERIFG stated, in its response dated 16 September 2025, that a joint
response was submitted with the Scottish Fishermen’s Federation (“SFF”).

Roval Yachting Association Scotland (“RYA”)

The RYA stated, in its response dated 31 July 2025, that it had no objection
to the Variation Application.

Scottish Borders Council

In its response dated 05 August 2025, the Scottish Borders Council stated
it had no comments to make on the Variation Application.

Scottish Fishermen’s Federation (“SFF”)

In its response dated 11 September 2025, the SFF noted that the extended
timeline as requested in the Variation Application introduces additional
disruption and possible safety concerns, particularly during busy periods of
vessels transiting and peak fishing activity, and that this increases the
likelihood of cumulative impacts, particularly with the anticipated
construction of Berwick Bank, Ossian, and Muir Mhor Offshore Wind Farms,
which may further restrict access to fishing areas.

The SFF further noted that no additional mitigation or monitoring further to
what was outlined within the Existing Consents was proposed within the
Variation Application. The SFF considered that the reliance on the
Commercial Fisheries Mitigation Strategy (“CFMS”) and engagement with
fisheries working groups is insufficient and updated mitigation measures
should be developed in consultation with the fishing industry to address the
additional impacts resulting from the Variation Application.

The Company noted that the Variation Application will not introduce a
prolonged construction period, but seeks to delay the construction period
to a later date and therefore there will not be increased disruption. The
Company highlighted that the cumulative assessment presented within the
Variation Application considered a worst case scenario of a total overlap
with Berwick Bank and also considered various ScotWind projects, and
concluded no likely significant effects on commercial fisheries beyond what
was assessed for the Existing Consents.

The Company highlighted that no increased impact on commercial fisheries
was concluded within the Variation Application and confirmed that a new
CFMS will be submitted for approval prior to commencement of
construction of Phase 1A of the Development, within which mitigation will
be updated based on the assessment and industry standard.
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1.5.20.5

1.5.20.6

1.5.21

1.5.21.1

1.6

1.6.1

1.7

1.7.1

1.7.2

1.7.3

1.7.4

In consideration of the SFF representation further advice was sought from
Marine Directorate — Science, Evidence, Data and Digital (“MD-SEDD”) on
commercial fisheries. This is advice is summarised in section 1.7.

The Scottish Ministers have considered the representation received from
the SFF and the advice received from MD-SEDD and note that the Existing
Consents include the requirement for a CFMS to be submitted and
approved prior to construction of Phase 1A of the Development, and that
this must include a mitigation strategy for each commercial fishery that
Ministers are reasonably satisfied would be adversely affected by the
Development. Any additional project mitigation will be captured through
consideration of the plan once submitted, including advice sought from MD-
SEDD. The Scottish Ministers are content that the conditions attached to
the Existing Consents appropriately mitigate for the impacts of the
Development on commercial fisheries (including the requirement for a
CFMS, Fisheries Liaison Officer and for the Company to remain a member
of the Forth and Tay Commercial Fisheries Working Group).

UK Chamber of Shipping

In its response dated 17 September 2025, the UK Chamber of Shipping
confirmed a nil return to the consultation.

Public Representations

One public representation was received, dated 29 July 2025, raising
concerns on financial, visual and environmental impacts caused by the
offshore wind industry as a whole.

Internal advice
MD-LOT sought advice from Transport Scotland.

In its response dated 08 September 2025, Transport Scotland stated it had
no objection to the Variation Application.

MD-LOT sought advice from MD-SEDD in relation to commercial fisheries.

In its response dated 20 November 2025, MD-SEDD advised that it did not
agree with the commercial fisheries assessment for the variation
application. MD-SEDD noted that within the 2012 Environmental Statement
supporting the Developer’s original application for consents, the impact of
‘temporary or complete loss/restricted access to fishing grounds’ during
construction of the Development was assessed as moderate adverse,
however the Variation Application assessed the impact as minor adverse.
While MD-SEDD did not agree that these impacts could be reduced as a
result of the Variation Application, it concluded that the impact should be
moderate adverse and therefore not worse than those concluded in the
2012 environmental statement.
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1.7.5

1.7.6

1.7.7

1.7.8

1.7.9

1.8

1.8.1

MD-SEDD also advised that the Variation Application will increase the
operational overlap between Phase 1A of the Development and Berwick
Bank Wind Farm. It was content that the cumulative assessment for
‘temporary or complete loss/restricted access to fishing grounds and
displacement of fishing vessels into other areas’ should therefore remain
as moderate adverse for the operational phase for scallop fisheries, as
assessed in the 2012 environmental statement supporting the Developer’s
original application for consents.

MD-SEDD also noted that the proposed export cable corridor for Phase 1A
of the Development crosses through a razor clam fishery trial within the
Firth of Forth. MD-SEDD stated that, should the trial fishery be designated
as a commercial fishery, there is potential for impacts to the fishery from the
Seagreen 1A cable associated with Phase 1A of the Development.

Due to the above impacts being assessed as moderate adverse, MD-SEDD
advised on the consideration of further mitigation options for the
Development.

The Scottish Ministers note that although MD-SEDD did not agree with the
assessment for commercial fisheries for the Variation Application, the
significance of effect does not go above and beyond what was assessed in
the 2012 environmental statement supporting the Developer’s original
application for consents.

The Scottish Ministers have considered the advice received by MD-SEDD
and note that the Existing Consents include the requirement for a CFMS to
be submitted and approved prior to construction of Phase 1A of the
Development, and that this must include a mitigation strategy for each
commercial fishery that Ministers are reasonably satisfied would be
adversely affected by the Development. Any additional project mitigation
will be captured through consideration of the plan once submitted, including
advice sought from MD-SEDD. The Scottish Ministers are content that the
conditions attached to the Existing Consents appropriately mitigate for the
impacts of the Development on commercial fisheries (including the
requirement for a CFMS, Fisheries Liaison Officer and for the Company to
remain a member of the Forth and Tay Commercial Fisheries Working
Group).

Nil responses

The following consultees did not respond to the consultation and therefore
nil responses have been assumed:

Boarhills & Dunino Community Council Marine Scotland Compliance (Eyemouth)

Bristows Helicopters Limited Monifeith Community Council
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British Telecom (Radio Network Protection
Team)

Monikie and Newbigging Community
Council

Broughty Ferry Community Council

Montrose Community Council

CAA

Murroes & Wellbank Community Council

Cameron Community Council

Musselburgh & Inveresk Community
Council

Carnoustie Community Council

National Trust for Scotland

Carnoustie Golf Links Management
Committee

North Berwick Community Council

CHC Helicopter

Offshore Energies UK

Cockenzie and Portseton Community
Council

Royal Burgh of Crail & District

Colinsburgh & Kinconquhar Community
Council

Royal Burgh of Arbroath Community
Council

Communities Inshore Fishing Alliance

Royal Burgh of St Andrews

Cruise Association

RSPB Scotland

DESNZ

Scallop Association

Dunbar Community Council

Scottish Canoe Association

Dundee Sub Aqua Club

Scottish Creel fishermen association

Dunpender Community Council

Scottish Fisherman's Organisation

East Lammermuir Community Council

Scottish Surfing Federation

Esk DSFB

Scottish White Fish Producers Association

Ferryden and Craig Community Council

Scottish Wildlife Trust

Fisheries Management Scotland

Strathkinness Community Council

Forth DSFB

Surfers Against Sewage

Gullane Community Council

Tay DFSB

Kingsbarns Community Council

Tayport Ferryport-on-Craig

Largo Area Community Council

Tealing Community Council

Letham & District Community Council

The Crown Estate Scotland
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Longniddry Community Council Tranent & Elphinstone Community
Council
Marine Safety Forum Visit Scotland

Marine Scotland Compliance (Aberdeen) West Barns Community Council

Marine Scotland Compliance (Anstruther) | Whale & Dolphin Conservation Society
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