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1 Executive Summary 

1.1 Introduction to the consultation 

1.1.1 This Consultation Analysis Report summarises the responses to the public 

consultation on the draft updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind 

Energy (SMP-OWE)1 (hereafter referred to as the draft updated Plan). The 

purpose of the draft updated Plan is to enable the sustainable development 

of offshore wind energy in Scottish waters, by balancing economic, social 

and environmental objectives through a systems-led assessment process 

that engages a range of stakeholders and is underpinned by evidence.  

1.1.2 The draft updated Plan sets out an integrated spatial planning framework for 

both the ScotWind and Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas (INTOG) 

leasing rounds alongside consideration of additional capacity (up to 1 

gigawatt (GW)) for Test and Demonstration (T&D) projects. The total 

generation capacity considered by the draft updated Plan and associated 

assessments is 37.4 GW across 32 Option Areas. This includes known 

planned capacity increases to ScotWind projects following Option 

Agreement award, as of the time of assessment (September 2024).   

1.1.3 The consultation ran for a period of 12 weeks from 30 May 2025 to 22 

August 2025. The consultation contained 19 questions, 10 on the draft 

updated Plan and a further nine questions on the associated plan-level 

assessments. The consultation questions were primarily qualitative with 

unique (free text) responses, though questions 1, 6, 9 and 11 included 

multiple choice response options. In total 304 responses to the consultation 

were received and analysed, with 70 responses from organisations and 234 

from individual members of the public. There were a small number of 

duplicate responses, from different respondents (with different names and 

emails). These have been treated as individual responses as they do not 

distort the overall analysis. Topic modelling was completed to identify the 

main themes addressed in the responses to each question.  

1.2 Overarching themes 

Consultation Process 

1.2.1 Many respondents welcomed the opportunity to participate in the 

consultation process, recognising it as a valuable forum to share insights 

and concerns regarding the draft updated Plan. This engagement was seen 

as an important step in ensuring transparency, accountability, and the 

 

1 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy [online] 
Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy – gov.scot (accessed 
20/08/2025) 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-2025/
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incorporation of varied perspectives into wider sectoral marine planning. 

Several respondents emphasised that ongoing dialogue and responsiveness 

to stakeholder input will be essential for refining the updated Plan and 

achieving robust, balanced outcomes for all sectors involved. 

General Objections to Offshore Wind 

1.2.2 A number of respondents objected to offshore wind in principle due to its 

potential environmental impact as well as effects on fisheries, tourism and 

local communities. Respondents mentioned concerns such as disruption to 

traditional fishing grounds, threats to local livelihoods, and changes in 

marine ecosystems. There was also concern about the effect on tourism and 

local communities, particularly island and coastal, related to visual, noise 

and construction impacts. 

Option Area-Specific Concerns 

1.2.3 More than half of the respondents, mainly individuals, raised specific 

opposition to the N4 Option Area. Particular concerns were raised about the 

proximity of the development to the coastline, as well as more generally the 

potential impacts on fisheries, tourism and community cohesion, and how 

traditional ways of life and local culture were addressed within the 

assessments. There was a perceived lack of consultation with island 

communities that respondents stated should be more locally accessible and 

tailored to their concerns. These issues will be further addressed through the 

finalisation of the Island Communities Impact Assessment, which will be 

published alongside an adopted final Plan. 

Plan Approaches and Mitigations 

1.2.4 Concerns from the offshore wind sector were raised regarding the view that 

overly precautionary approaches had been applied to the supporting 

assessments, indicating the need to establish differing scales of information 

required for plan-level versus project-level assessment. Comments were 

also raised on the need for clarity on any future mitigation measures, 

indicating that a standardised, consistent and transparent approach was 

crucial to streamline delivery.  

1.3 Summary responses by question 

Question 1: Do you agree that up to 1 Gigawatt (GW) of Test and 
Demonstration projects should be included within the scope of the updated 
Plan? 

1.3.1 211 responses were received for the multiple choice component of 

question 1. 53 respondents answered ‘Yes’, 97 respondents answered ‘No’, 

and 62 respondents answered ‘Don’t Know’.  

1.3.2 124 respondents answered the free text component of question 1. The free 

text responses highlighted the importance of including 1 GW of (T&D) 
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capacity in the draft updated Plan for de-risking technologies and enabling 

T&D deployment, but raised concerns about the potential prioritisation of 

new T&D projects over existing ScotWind and INTOG projects and the 

potential for increased grid connection queues and environmental 

compensation complexities. 

Question 2: Do you have any comments on how the benefits of offshore wind 
development could be maximised?  If referring to development within a certain 
region, please specify.  

1.3.3 194 respondents answered Question 2. Opportunities for job creation, supply 

chain growth, and regional regeneration were highlighted. Key themes 

included community ownership, infrastructure investment, and predictable 

policy frameworks. Respondents also mentioned the potential for nature-

positive design and prioritisation of projects that enhance marine and coastal 

environments. Concerns were raised about tourism, fishing, environmental, 

and cost-of-living impacts. Opposition to the N4 Option Area was raised in 

responses from highland and island communities who felt excluded from 

benefits.  

Question 3: Do you have any comments on how social impacts could be 
mitigated? 

1.3.4 194 respondents answered Question 3. Key themes included strong support 

for early, transparent, and community-led engagement, fair economic benefit 

sharing, and investment in housing, transport, and local infrastructure. 

Concerns focused on offshore wind proximity to residential areas, especially 

for the N4 Option Area, and impacts on cultural identity and mental health. 

Respondents also called for support for traditional industries like fishing 

through compensation, skills development, and local ownership. 

Question 4: Do you have any comments on how economic impacts could be 
mitigated? 

1.3.5 181 respondents answered Question 4. Key concerns included potential 

irreversible harm to tourism, especially in the Western Isles due to the N4 

Option Area, and threats to commercial fishing viability. While some 

respondents advocated for mitigation strategies and community-led 

economic models, others remained sceptical about their effectiveness. In 

contrast, the offshore wind sector argued that there is no robust evidence of 

negative impacts on tourism and that impacts to fisheries have been 

overstated. The sector emphasised the importance of fair, proportionate 

impact assessments and facilitating sectoral coexistence. 

Question 5: Do you have any comments on how environmental impacts could 
be mitigated? 

1.3.6 A total of 240 respondents answered Question 5. Key themes included calls 

for clearer plan-level guidance, legally binding and enforceable mitigation 

measures, strategic site selection to avoid sensitive habitats, and 
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comprehensive cumulative impact assessments. Specific mitigation 

suggestions included noise restrictions, marine mammal protections, EMF 

reduction, and full decommissioning. Some respondents advocated for 

community-led projects. 

Question 6: Do you think the monitoring of environmental impacts of the draft 
Plan should be overseen by existing expert groups, or should a new expert 
advisory group be established for this purpose? 

1.3.7 184 responses answered the multiple choice component of Question 6, with 

144 responses from individuals and 40 responses from organisations. 33 

answered ‘Existing group(s)’, 94 respondents answered ‘New group(s)’ and 

57 respondents answered ‘Don’t Know’.  

1.3.8 The free-text section had 155 responses. The responses highlighted support 

for existing expert groups, although some had concern about potential 

conflicts of interest or bias. There were also calls for independent oversight 

and inclusion of local communities, as well as comments on transparency, 

funding, and enforcement.  

Question 7: Do you have any comments on the proposed changes to the SMP-
OWE governance structure? 

1.3.9 137 respondents answered Question 7. While some supported continuing 

the SMP-OWE Steering Group, others raised concerns about unclear 

membership and lack of local representation. Respondents called for 

inclusive, transparent governance with independent oversight and devolved 

authority. Environmental monitoring was seen as essential, with demands for 

independent expertise, strong enforcement, and public reporting to ensure 

ecological accountability. 

Question 8: Do you have any suggestions for how evidence should be shared 
and/or fed into strategic research programmes? 

1.3.10 146 respondents answered Question 8. Key themes included calls for open 

and transparent access to data, centralised sharing platforms, and 

standardised protocols. Respondents, particularly individuals, emphasised 

the need for independent oversight to ensure objectivity, while organisations 

supported collaborative platforms like the Scottish Marine Energy Research 

programme (ScotMER) and Offshore Wind Industry Council (OWIC). There 

was widespread support for integrating environmental, socio-economic, and 

community-based evidence into strategic research, with many advocating for 

the inclusion of local knowledge and lived experience to inform policy and 

planning.  

Question 9: Do you agree with the approach proposed to remove the iterative 
plan review process and replace it with the stated evidence and future 
planning proposals? 

1.3.11 165 respondents answered the multiple choice component of Question 9. Of 

these, 34 answered ‘Yes’, 51 answered ‘No’, and 80 answered ‘Don’t Know’.  
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1.3.12 111 respondents answered the free text component of Question 9. Many 

respondents opposed removing the Iterative Plan Review (IPR), citing its 

role in accountability, responsiveness to evidence, and environmental 

oversight. Suggestions included periodic reviews tied to industry milestones. 

Supporters of the new approach stressed the need for transparent criteria to 

avoid uncertainty. Across views, respondents emphasised the importance of 

stakeholder engagement, accessible information, and robust monitoring to 

address cumulative impacts on marine life, fisheries, and communities.  

Question 10: If you have any further comments or points that you think should 
be taken into account in the plan, please provide those below. 

1.3.13 141 respondents answered Question 10. Key themes included concern over 

poor community engagement, with calls for more inclusive, transparent 

consultation. Respondents stressed the need for stronger environmental 

safeguards, cumulative impact assessments, and continuous monitoring. 

Socio-economic concerns focused on fisheries, wellbeing, and cultural 

identity, with mixed views on offshore wind. Opposition to the N4 Option 

Area was common. Organisations emphasised a need for clearer policy, 

strategic planning, innovation, collaboration, and regular review to meet 

renewable energy goals. 

Question 11: A policy review has identified that no aspects of the draft plan 
will impact on children's rights. Do you agree with these findings?  

1.3.14 A total of 169 responses were received for the multiple choice component of 

Question 11. 49 answered ‘Yes’, 73 answered ‘No’, and 47 answered ‘Don’t 

Know’. 

1.3.15 146 respondents answered the free text component of question 11. While 

most respondents did not identify direct impacts on children’s rights, a 

number of responses raised issues that could impact on children’s prospects 

or wellbeing. Issues included threats to traditional industries, biodiversity, 

and cultural heritage. Others saw benefits in cleaner energy but stressed the 

need for inclusive consultation and safeguards. Several responses 

emphasised protecting community interests, especially those of children and 

families, in planning and decision-making. 

Question 12: Do you have any comments on the partial Business and 
Regulatory Impact Assessment? 

1.3.16 110 respondents answered Question 12. Key themes included concerns 

about offshore wind’s disproportionate impact on local economies, especially 

fragile island areas, citing risks to tourism, property values, and fishing. Many 

criticised assessment impartiality and called for transparency and stronger 

community engagement. The offshore wind sector highlighted strategic value 

but urged better reflection of long-term investment. Other concerns included 

the oversimplification of the socio-economic analysis, consent uncertainty, 

and the need for local procurement and benefit sharing. 
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Question 13: Do you have any comments on the partial Island Communities 
Impact Assessment? 

1.3.17 235 respondents answered Question 13. Many respondents from island 

communities felt the partial Island Communities Impact Assessment (ICIA) 

lacked depth and failed to reflect local realities. Concerns included cultural 

disruption, depopulation, and impacts on fishing, crofting, tourism, housing, 

and healthcare. Calls were made for tailored, island-specific assessments, 

equitable benefit sharing, and genuine partnership with communities 

throughout planning and implementation to protect traditional ways of life 

and local services. 

Question 14: Do you have any comments on the Strategic Environmental 
Assessment Environmental Report? 

1.3.18 144 respondents answered Question 14. Key themes included concerns on 

report structure, methodology, and baseline data adequacy. Respondents 

cited risks to ecosystems, fisheries, birdlife, and heritage. Responses noted 

the need to apply the mitigation hierarchy, but also for the realistic 

assessment of mitigation strategies, ensuring feasibility and proportionality. 

The importance of post-adoption reviews of baseline data, continued 

stakeholder engagement and a response framework were also mentioned.  

Question 15: Do you have any comments on the Habitats Regulations 
Appraisal Appropriate Assessment Information Report? 

1.3.19 87 respondents answered Question 15. Key themes included calls for 

transparency, proportionality, and evidence-based decisions in the HRA 

process. While the multi-stage approach was supported, offshore wind 

stakeholders raised concerns about precautionary assumptions and cost 

impacts. Respondents sought clearer Adverse Effect on Site Integrity 

(AEOSI) definitions, site-specific analysis, cumulative impact assessments, 

strategic compensation, and stronger links between plan- and project-level 

decisions, with more developer and community involvement. 

Question 16: Do you have any comments on the Social and Economic Impact 
Assessment? 

1.3.20 150 respondents answered Question 16. Key themes included recognition of 

economic opportunities, especially for northern and island communities, and 

the need for local benefits through jobs, infrastructure, and services. 

Concerns were raised about the generalised approached of Social and 

Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA), with calls for sub-regional analysis 

and meaningful engagement. Fisheries and tourism stakeholders questioned 

assumptions and outdated data, while broader concerns focused on 

transparency, evidence-based assessments, and stronger stakeholder 

involvement in shaping the SEIA.  
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Question 17: Do you have any comments on the Nature Conservation Marine 
Protected Area Assessment? 

1.3.21 134 respondents answered Question 17. Key themes included concerns 

about the clarity and transparency of the assessment process, especially 

regarding cumulative effects and mitigation strategies. Respondents called 

for stronger links to conservation objectives, the use of accurate project 

footprints, and alignment with strategic compensation and nature recovery 

goals. Gaps in infrastructure planning, particularly grid connections, were 

noted. Support was expressed for site-specific, evidence-based mitigation, 

with calls for robust marine data, integration of initiatives like the Marine 

Recovery Fund, and greater stakeholder involvement. 

Question 18: Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal 
report? 

1.3.22 117 respondents answered Question 18. Key concerns centred on the 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA)’s limited influence in the planning process, 

seen as overly passive and focused on data collection without offering 

strategic direction. Respondents urged for the SA to deliver clearer 

recommendations, policy rationale, and thresholds to support sustainable 

development. They also called for stronger evidence, better data quality, and 

integration of environmental, social, and economic factors, alongside 

strategic baselines, statutory protections, and meaningful community 

engagement to inform decision-making. 

Question 19: Do you have any comments on the Regional Locational 
Guidance? 

1.3.23 121 respondents answered Question 19. Key themes included the 

integration and usability of the Regional Locational Guidance (RLG), with 

calls for better alignment with project boundaries, realistic deployment 

assumptions, and improved clarity for decision-makers. Concerns were 

raised about data transparency, outdated data and granularity. Ecological 

sensitivity, migratory routes, and cumulative impacts were also raised as 

areas of concern, alongside calls for statutory protections and more 

accurate, year-round data to support development in sensitive marine zones.  

1.4 Next steps 

1.4.1 The draft updated Plan will be revised, to take account of formal consultation 

responses and any additional supporting information that may be available. 

In the event that major changes are required to the draft updated Plan as a 

result of the consultation, further assessment and/or consultation may be 

required. This will result in revised timescales for final adoption and 

publication. 
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1.4.2 The updated Final Plan will then be prepared and presented for approval 

and adoption by Scottish Ministers. The updated Plan will be published along 

with relevant supporting information, as soon as possible thereafter. Final 

versions of the ICIA and BRIA will also be prepared following consideration 

of relevant consultation responses where required.  

1.4.3 Following Plan adoption, a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Post-

Adoption statement will be produced and published in line with the relevant 

Environmental Assessment legislative requirements.  
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2 Introduction 

2.1 Purpose of the Consultation Analysis Report 

2.1.1 The purpose of this Consultation Analysis Report is to summarise the 

responses to the consultation on the draft updated Sectoral Marine Plan for 

Offshore Wind Energy (hereafter referred to as the draft updated Plan). The 

consultation ran for a period of 12 weeks from 30 May to 22 August 2025. 

2.1.2 This report has been prepared by ABPmer and Arup on behalf of Scottish 

Government and provides an independent analysis of responses to the 

public consultation on the draft updated Plan. 

2.2 Background to the draft updated Plan 

2.2.1 The path to net zero presents significant opportunities for Scotland, as a 

leader in offshore wind development, achievable by providing a stable, 

consistent and predictable enabling environment. 

2.2.2 Since 2020, Scotland’s offshore wind development pipeline has grown 

significantly. Scotland currently has 10 operational windfarms, one under 

construction, and a substantial portfolio of projects under development2.  

2.2.3 Scotland’s established sectoral marine planning process for offshore wind 

energy provides all marine users and decision-makers with clarity on the 

opportunities and constraints with regard to the sustainable deployment of 

offshore wind energy. The SMP-OWE (2020) was adopted by Scottish 

Ministers in October 20203, following public consultation from December 

2019 to March 20204. The SMP-OWE (2020) identified 15 spatial Plan 

Option areas within Scottish waters suitable for the sustainable development 

of commercial-scale offshore wind projects (>100 megawatts (MW)), with a 

planned total generation capacity of up to 10 GW.  

2.2.4 These 15 Plan Options were subsequently utilised by Crown Estate Scotland 

(CES) to inform the ScotWind leasing round, which awarded Option 

Agreements to 20 offshore wind projects in 2022, with a total planned 

generation capacity of approximately 27 GW.  

  

 
2 Offshore Wind Scotland (2025). Scottish offshore wind farms and project pipeline [online] Available 

at: Scottish offshore wind projects | Offshore Wind Scotland (accessed 26/08/2025) 
3 Scottish Government (2020). Sectoral marine plan for offshore wind energy [online] Available at: 

Sectoral marine plan for offshore wind energy - gov.scot (accessed 01/08/2025) 
4 Scottish Government (2020). Draft Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy 2019: 

consultation analysis report [online] Available at: Draft Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind 
Energy 2019: consultation analysis report - gov.scot (accessed 01/08/2025) 

https://www.offshorewindscotland.org.uk/the-offshore-wind-market-in-scotland/initial-projects/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-2019-consultation-analysis-report/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-2019-consultation-analysis-report/
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2.2.5 Following the ScotWind leasing round, Scottish Ministers concluded that the 

SMP-OWE (2020) needed to be updated as part of the Iterative Plan 

Review5 to consider the potential opportunities and constraints associated 

with the increased generating capacities awarded for the ScotWind Option 

Agreements.   

2.2.6 Further to this, CES ran the INTOG leasing round in 2023, which was 

aligned with the spatial parameters set out in the INTOG Initial Plan 

Framework6. 

2.2.7 INTOG consists of two distinct elements:  

• IN – small scale, innovative projects of less than 100 MW; and 

• TOG – specifically designed for offshore wind projects which target the 
electrification of oil and gas installations and reduce the carbon 
emissions associated with oil and gas production. 

2.2.8 Through the INTOG leasing round a further 12 projects, including five 

innovation (IN) projects and seven targeted oil and gas (TOG) projects, were 

awarded Exclusivity Agreements with a proposed total capacity of 5.5 GW.   

2.2.9 The draft updated Plan sets out an integrated planning framework for both 

the ScotWind and INTOG leasing rounds alongside consideration of 

additional capacity (up to 1 GW) for (T&D) projects (see Figure 5, Appendix 

C for Option Area locations). The inclusion of consideration for T&D aids in 

future-proofing the draft updated Plan in order to avoid further iterations. It 

does not constitute a new seabed leasing round but recognises that there 

may be a need for additional testing for new and emerging technologies on 

an ad hoc basis to be considered by CES based on levels of demand. 

2.2.10 The total generation capacity considered by the draft updated Plan and 

associated assessments is 37.4 GW across 32 Option Areas. This includes 

known planned capacity increases to ScotWind projects following Option 

Agreement award, as of the time of assessment (September 2024).   

2.2.11 The purpose of the draft updated Plan is to enable the sustainable 

development of offshore wind energy in Scottish waters, by balancing 

economic, social and environmental objectives through a systems-led 

assessment process that engages a range of stakeholders and is 

underpinned by evidence.  

 
5 The draft updated Plan proposes that the updated plan no longer be subjected to further iterative 

plan review. Instead, it proposes that any future inclusion of additional commercial-scale leasing for 
offshore wind be subject to a new and distinct sectoral marine planning process based on a robust 
analysis of future environmental and socio-economic potential. Question 9 of the consultation 
specifically seeks views on this proposal.  

6 Scottish Government (2022). Initial Plan Framework Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind for 
Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas (INTOG) [online] Available at: Initial Plan Framework Sectoral 
Marine Plan for Offshore Wind for Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas (INTOG) – gov.scot 
(accessed 20/08/2025) 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/initial-plan-framework-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-innovation-targeted-oil-gas-decarbonisation-intog
https://www.gov.scot/publications/initial-plan-framework-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-innovation-targeted-oil-gas-decarbonisation-intog
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2.2.12 The aims of the draft updated Plan are to: 

• Provide a strategic spatial framework for offshore wind development in 

Scottish waters; 

• Assess the potential national and regional level opportunities and 

constraints, including potential in-combination and cumulative impacts, 

resulting from offshore wind development with a generating capacity of 

up to 37.4 GW; 

• Strategically consider the impacts of storage, construction and 

maintenance of devices (commonly referred to as ‘wet storage’);  

• Consider the in-combination impacts from the development of arrays 

with the outcomes of the National Energy System Operator’s (NESO’s) 

network design process;  

• Support economic and investment opportunities of offshore wind and the 

competitive local supply chain opportunities in Scotland; and  

• Support efficient and streamlined consenting and licensing decision-

making for offshore wind development in Scotland.  

2.2.13 The core objectives of the draft updated Plan are: 

• To maximise the delivery of low carbon electricity from offshore wind 

farms in Scottish waters in support of the Scottish Government’s target 

to cut greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2045 and to do so by 

maximising the delivery of CES’s ScotWind and INTOG leasing rounds 

between now and 2035; 

• To support the export of electricity to the electricity grid to help realise 

Scottish commitments for offshore wind and security of electricity supply; 

• To support innovative offshore wind technologies including the 

deployment of small-scale and short-term T&D projects to reduce 

technological barriers across the industry; 

• To facilitate offshore wind developments to deliver the decarbonisation 

of oil and gas infrastructure operations in Scottish waters; and 

• To optimise generation and export capacity within the constraints of 

available Scottish sites and onshore and offshore transmission 

infrastructure. 

2.2.14 In order to understand the sustainability of the draft updated Plan, a 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA)7 was undertaken. Individual assessments were 

prepared in line with the relevant legislation. The appraisal comprised the 

following elements, which were included as part of the consultation:  

 
7 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Sustainability Appraisal [online] 

Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Sustainability Appraisal - gov.scot (accessed 
20/08/2025) 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-sustainability-appraisal/
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• Strategic Environmental Assessment Environmental Report (SEA)8;  

• Social and Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA)9;  

• Habitat Regulations Appraisal: Appropriate Assessment Information 

Report (HRA AAIR)10;  

• Nature Conservation Marine Protected Area Assessment (NCMPA 

Assessment)11; 

• Focused Partial Business Regulatory and Impact Assessment (BRIA)12; 

• Partial Islands Communities Impact Assessment (ICIA)13; 

2.2.15 Regional Locational Guidance (RLG)14 was also prepared and published, 

outlining the baseline data and information used in the planning and 

assessment process. 

2.2.16 Further information on the wider objectives and aims of the plan, its policy 

context, further background and information on the sectoral marine planning 

process is presented in the draft updated Plan document itself15. 

2.3 The consultation 

2.3.1 The draft updated Plan and associated plan-level assessments were 

published for consultation on 30 May 2025. The consultation ran until 22 

August 2025, for a total of 12 weeks.  

 
8 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Strategic Environmental 

Assessment [online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Strategic Environmental 
Assessment - gov.scot (accessed 20/08/2025) 

9 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Social and Economic Impact 
Assessment [online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Social and Economic Impact 
Assessment - gov.scot (accessed 20/08/2025) 

10 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Habitat Regulations Appraisal: 
Appropriate Assessment Information Report [online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine 
Plan: Habitat Regulations Appraisal: Appropriate Assessment Information Report - gov.scot 
(accessed 20/08/2025) 

11 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Nature Conservation Marine 
Protected Area Assessment [online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Nature 
Conservation Marine Protected Area Assessment - gov.scot (accessed 20/08/2025) 

12 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Partial Business Regulatory and 
Impact Assessment [online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Partial Business 
Regulatory and Impact Assessment - gov.scot (accessed 20/08/2025) 

13 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Partial Islands Communities 
Impact Assessment [online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Partial Islands 
Communities Impact Assessment - gov.scot (accessed 20/08/2025) 

14 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Regional Locational Guidance 
[online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan: Regional Locational Guidance - gov.scot 
(accessed 20/08/2025) 

15 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy [online] 
Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy (accessed 26/08/2025) 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-strategic-environmental-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-strategic-environmental-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-social-economic-impact-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-social-economic-impact-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-habitats-regulation-appraisal-appropriate-assessment-information-report/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-habitats-regulation-appraisal-appropriate-assessment-information-report/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-nature-conservation-marine-protected-area-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-nature-conservation-marine-protected-area-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-partial-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-partial-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-islands-communities-impact-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-islands-communities-impact-assessment/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-regional-locational-guidance/
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/consultation-paper/2025/05/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-2025/documents/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy/govscot%3Adocument/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy.pdf
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2.3.2 The purpose of the consultation was to collect and understand the views of 

individuals and organisations on the potential impacts and opportunities of 

offshore wind deployment across Scotland as well as on the implementation 

of the updated Plan.  

2.3.3 A Statement of Public Participation16 was published prior to the start of the 

consultation in May 2025 to set out how and when Scottish Government 

planned to engage with stakeholders and the public, as well as how views 

and opinions gathered during the consultation period would be used to 

inform the finalisation of the updated Plan. 

2.3.4 The Scottish Government is committed to a thorough and inclusive 

consultation process enabling engagement with users of the shared marine 

space to listen to and understand their views and feedback. Consultation on 

the draft updated Plan followed both the National Standards for Community 

Engagement17 and the Government Consultation Principles18. 

2.3.5 The consultation contained 19 questions, 10 on the draft updated Plan and a 

further nine questions on the associated plan-level assessments. The 

consultation questions were primarily qualitative with unique (free text) 

responses, though questions 1, 6, 9 and 11 included multiple choice 

response options.  

2.3.6 The draft updated Plan and supporting documents were made publicly 

available on the Scottish Government website. The consultation was 

supported by a series of 20 consultation events held during June to August 

2025, comprising 17 in-person events held across Scotland and three online 

events. Further details regarding these events are provided in Appendix C of 

this report.  

2.3.7 As outlined in the Statement of Public Participation, only written responses 

submitted online, as hard copies at in-person events, by email or by post, 

with a completed Respondent Information Form, are considered as part of 

this analysis. 

2.3.8 Where respondents have agreed to have their response published, these 

can be viewed online at Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore 

Wind Energy - Scottish Government consultations - Citizen Space. 

 
16 Scottish Government (2025). Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan Statement of Public Participation 

[online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan Statement of Public Participation - 
gov.scot (accessed 20/08/2025) 

17 Scottish Government. (2024). Participation handbook [online] Available at: Participation handbook: 
National Standards for Community Engagement (accessed 29/09/2025) 

18 Scottish Government. (2022). Consultations in the Scottish Government: guidance [online] 
Available at: Consultations in the Scottish Government: guidance (accessed 29/09/2025) 

https://consult.gov.scot/offshore-wind-directorate/updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy/
https://consult.gov.scot/offshore-wind-directorate/updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-statement-publication-participation
https://www.gov.scot/publications/draft-updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy-statement-publication-participation
https://www.gov.scot/publications/participation-handbook/pages/5/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/participation-handbook/pages/5/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/consultations-in-the-scottish-government-guidance/
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3 Analysis Method and Reporting 

3.1.1 Responses to the consultation were submitted via Citizen Space19 or directly 

to Scottish Government’s Offshore Wind Directorate (OWD). Responses 

received by hard copy or email were uploaded to Citizen Space by OWD in 

line with Scottish Government consultation procedures.  

3.1.2 Following the completion of the consultation period, responses were 

compiled by OWD into a spreadsheet and shared with the consultants, Arup, 

who were responsible for the analysis of the responses and compiling this 

report. Personal information supplied by respondents was not shared.  

3.1.3 Responses were organised by type (individual or organisation). Responses 

from organisations were further assigned to a respondent ‘sub-type’ 

(organisation type) as well as sector (see Table 1 and Table 2). This enabled 

analysis of the types of organisations that had responded and whether there 

were differences or commonalities across responses from different types of 

organisations. 

3.1.4 Two forms of analysis were utilised for responses based on the format of the 

question being analysed. For multiple choice questions, basic summary 

statistics were produced showing the breakdown of responses by 

respondent type, sub-type and sector. For free text questions, responses 

were analysed using topic modelling. Topic modelling is a type of natural 

language processing which uses artificial intelligence methods such as 

machine learning to identify and categorise topics within a collection of text.  

3.1.5 The purpose of topic modelling is to discover thematic structures and 

patterns within sets of text. It helps researchers and analysts to understand 

large volumes of information by grouping similar themes or subjects 

together. Topic modelling is now regularly used in various fields which deal 

with large volumes of free text data including academic research and 

community engagement20.  

3.1.6 Topic modelling was identified as a suitable technique to analyse free text 

questions in expectation of receiving large volumes of text data. To facilitate 

this, a natural language processing computer model developed by Arup and 

tailored the specifications of the draft updated Plan consultation was utilised 

(herein after referred to as ‘the model’).  

 
19 Scottish Government (2025). Consultation: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind 

Energy [online] Available at: Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy - 
Scottish Government consultations - Citizen Space (accessed 01/08/2025) 

20 Office for National Statistics (2019). Data Science for the Public Good: Automating Consultation 
Analysis [online]. Available at: Automating consultation analysis | Data Science Campus (accessed 
25/08/2025). 

https://consult.gov.scot/offshore-wind-directorate/updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy/
https://consult.gov.scot/offshore-wind-directorate/updated-sectoral-marine-plan-offshore-wind-energy/
https://datasciencecampus.ons.gov.uk/projects/automating-consultation-analysis/
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3.1.7 The steps in the topic modelling analysis included:  

• Pre-processing: Cleaning the free text responses to remove 

unnecessary characters, repeated words and grammatical 

inconsistencies, which helped the model perform better.  

• Topic identification: Common and unique topics in the responses were 

identified by running the model on each question. The Arup team then 

analysed these results to improve the model for each question, ensuring 

the model looked at the larger topic context and not just specific words 

when assigning topics.  

• Model validation: An iterative process of running the model and 

reviewing the results was undertaken with subject matter experts, 

ensuring the model correctly identified key topics and assigned 

responses to the right areas for each question.  

• Final output: The validated and improved model was applied to the 

responses for each question to determine the key topics and how the 

topics were distributed between different types of respondents.  

3.1.8 Outputs from the model were then validated against individual responses for 

quality assurance, using a sample of 10% of responses for each question. 

Further analysis was undertaken which identified differences and 

commonalities in responses across respondent sub-types and sectors.   

3.1.9 It was also recognised that there was the potential for the model to not 

identify unique responses as common topics. In order to ensure that these 

responses were captured in the overall analysis and reflected in this report, 

unique responses were identified in the topic identification and model 

validation steps and individually analysed by subject matter experts. Specific 

analysis of unique responses was provided for each question and is detailed 

in Sections 5 and 6 of this report.  

3.1.10 Sections 5 and 6 of this report document the results of the analysis of the 

formal consultation and present the main topics and views expressed in the 

responses. 
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4 Overview of Respondents 

4.1 Respondent profiles 

4.1.1 In total, 304 responses to the consultation were received, representing 70 

organisations and 234 individuals. A list of the organisational respondents is 

provided in Appendix A.  

4.1.2 The analysis identified some responses that were the same response with 

no or very limited changes, submitted multiple times. There were three sets 

of duplicate or very similar responses that were submitted 9, 7 and 2 times 

respectively. The sets of 9 and 2 responses were submitted by individuals. 

The set of 7 identical responses were submitted by 6 individuals, and 1 

organisation. Given the low number of such responses and that they were 

submitted by different respondents (different names and emails), they have 

been treated as separate responses as they do not distort the overall 

analysis. A local campaign group that was operational at the time of the 

consultation was linked to some of these responses.   

4.1.3 Respondents from organisations were assigned to sub-types and sectors as 

shown in Table 1 and Table 2. This enabled analysis of the types of 

organisations that had responded to each consultation question. The 

assignment of organisations to sub-type and sector is provided in Appendix 

A.  

4.1.4 A breakdown of the respondent sub-type for each question is provided in 

Appendix C.  

Table 1. Respondent sub-types 

Respondent 

Types 

Respondent Sub-Types Number 

Individual Individual 234 

Organisation Public body 26 

Organisation Energy company / developer / association 19 

Organisation Industry bodies / member organisations  16 

Organisation Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) 5 

Organisation Other commercial sector 4 
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Table 2. Respondent sectors 

Organisation Respondent Sectors Number 

Carbon capture utilisation and storage 1 

Climate action 1 

Community council 1 

Consultancy 2 

Employment and skills 1 

Fisheries 10 

Historic environment / cultural heritage 3 

Local authority 7 

Local campaign group 1 

Marine aggregates 1 

Nature conservation 7 

Offshore wind 15 

Oil and gas 1 

Other renewables 1 

Power interconnectors and transmission lines 3 

Regulatory authority 8 

Tourism and recreation 3 

Other 4 
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5 Draft updated Plan consultation analysis 
results 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 The consultation posed 10 questions on the draft updated Plan itself which 

are discussed below. 

5.2 Question 1 - Do you agree that up to 1 Gigawatt (GW) of 
Test and Demonstration projects should be included 
within the scope of the updated Plan? Please provide any 
comments you have on their inclusion or proposed 
parameters. 

5.2.1 The total number of responses in relation to the multiple choice component 

of the question regarding the inclusion of 1 GW of  T&D projects in the 

updated Plan was 211. 93 respondents did not answer this question. The 

breakdown by respondent type was 167 individuals and 44 organisations. 

The breakdown of responses is provided in Figure 1.  

5.2.2 52 respondents answered ‘Yes’, with 28 responses from individuals and 24 

responses from organisations.  

5.2.3 97 respondents answered ‘No’, with 85 responses from individuals and 12 

responses from organisations.  

5.2.4 62 respondents answered ‘Don’t Know’, with 54 responses from individuals 

and 8 responses from organisations. 

5.2.5 A breakdown by organisation sub-type shows that public bodies, energy 

company / developer / association and NGOs generally supported the 

inclusion of 1 GW of T&D projects, while other commercial sectors and 

industry bodies / member organisations were equally split between ‘Yes’, 

‘No’ and ‘Don’t Know’. 

5.2.6 A breakdown by sector shows that fisheries responded either ‘No’ or ‘Don’t 

Know’, with no responses from fisheries indicating ‘Yes’. Local authorities 

were mostly supportive of the inclusion of 1 GW of T&D projects, with 6 

answering ‘Yes’ and only 1 responding ‘No’. Nature conservation 

representatives were generally supportive, with 4 responding ‘Yes’ while 1 

responded ‘No’, and 2 ‘Don’t Know’. For the offshore wind sector, the 

majority response was ‘Yes’ with 7 responses, while 4 responded ‘No’, 1 

responded ‘Don’t Know’ and 3 did not answer. Most regulatory agencies did 

not respond to the Question, with 1 responding ‘Yes’ and 1 responding ‘Don’t 

Know’. The tourism and recreation sector had 1 ‘No’ response and 2 

respondents did not answer the question.  
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Figure 1. Summary of responses to inclusion of 1 GW of T&D projects 

 

5.2.7 For the free text component of Question 1, there were 124 responses. 180 

respondents did not answer this question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 81 individuals and 43 organisations.  

5.2.8 Most organisational responses were from offshore wind, nature conservation 

and local authority sectors, with 13, 7 and 6 answers respectively. Several 

sectors had no responses.  

5.2.9 Many responses, particularly from individuals did not directly address T&D 

projects but responded to express concerns relating to offshore wind 

development more generally, voicing concerns relating to the environment 

and impact on local communities.   

5.2.10 Prominent topics that arose in the free text section of the question are 

described below.  

5.2.11 Some responses addressed the role of T&D capacity in supporting the 

delivery of the draft updated Plan. These responses indicated that T&D was 

crucial for de-risking technologies and enabling further offshore wind 

deployment. They expressed agreement with the principle of including 1 GW 

of T&D capacity, which allowed for flexibility in deploying emerging 

technologies on future offshore wind projects.  

5.2.12  A number of responses expressed concern regarding the impact of T&D 

projects on existing ScotWind projects. Specifically, there were concerns that 

new T&D projects could be prioritised over existing ScotWind projects. The 

offshore wind sector recognised the importance of T&D projects, but 

indicated the draft updated Plan should prioritise resources on delivering 
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existing INTOG and Scotwind projects in the range of 400-600 MW to 

support more timely and efficient delivery of commercial floating offshore 

wind.  

5.2.13 Some responses specifically addressed assessment of T&D projects and 

their integration within the overall updated Plan. This included concerns 

about the lack of locational specifics for T&D projects and therefore the 

ability to assess cumulative environmental impact. Although several 

responses welcomed the inclusion of T&D projects to ensure they are 

assessed within the scope of the updated Plan. 

5.2.14 A couple of responses welcomed the regulatory certainty that inclusion of 

T&D projects in the draft updated Plan provides to enable deployment of 

T&D projects. 

5.2.15 In relation to the proposed parameters for T&D projects several responses 

expressed broad support however responses also expressed concerns 

about overly onerous parameters, the split of T&D sites between regions and 

T&D sites not being contained within Option Areas therefore resulting in 

additional unplanned offshore wind deployment.  

5.2.16 Additional concerns were raised that future T&D projects could introduce 

further pressure on already long queues for a grid connection as well as 

complicating future environmental compensation measures.  

5.3 Question 2 - Do you have any comments on how the 
benefits of offshore wind development could be 
maximised? If referring to development within a certain 
region, please specify. 

5.3.1 The total number of responses in relation to maximising the benefits of 

offshore wind development was 194. 110 respondents did not answer the 

question. The breakdown by respondent type was 146 individuals and 48 

organisations.  

5.3.2 The breakdown of responses by organisation sub-type was split across 

public bodies, energy company / developer / association and industry bodies 

/ member organisations, with 13, 16 and 11 responses respectively. 

Remaining responses came from other commercial sectors and NGOs. 

5.3.3 The breakdown of responses by sector shows that the offshore wind sector 

is the most represented with 14 responses. Fisheries, local authorities and 

nature conservation each had 7 responses, and several sectors had a single 

response.  

5.3.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  
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5.3.5 A portion of responses indicated that offshore wind projects across Scotland 

are seen as a catalyst for creating high-value jobs and strengthening local 

supply chains. These responses predominantly came from the offshore wind 

and local authorities sectors. Respondents also stressed that close 

collaborative partnership between governments, the industry, and the supply 

chain is essential to overcome regulatory and logistical barriers, and to reach 

the Scottish Government’s proposed 40 GW offshore wind deployment by 

2040 ambition21. 

5.3.6 Community benefit, ownership, and local empowerment were also 

emphasised in a number of individual responses, highlighting that offshore 

wind development should empower communities through direct ownership, 

shared profits and decision-making responsibility. These responses 

referenced the desire for delivery models where profits are reinvested in 

local infrastructure, services, energy affordability, and to support community-

led or co-owned projects. Several responses expressed views that industry 

and government are not properly accounting for the negative impacts of 

development on tourism, culture, local fishing industries and the cost of 

living.  

5.3.7 Responses from both individuals and organisations highlighted that 

maximising the benefits of offshore wind relies heavily on investment in 

supporting infrastructure such as ports, roads, housing, and skills 

development. There is an emphasis on coordinated action from both 

government and non-governmental organisations to ensure regional 

infrastructure is upgraded in tandem with project development, minimising 

community disruption. Responses note that unlocking economic benefits 

requires prioritising local supply chains, manufacturing, and workforce 

development, and the need for coordination to achieve a Just Transition. 

Respondents highlight the need for investment in port and grid infrastructure, 

fair grid charging, and targeted training to ensure local people and 

businesses capture value from offshore wind. There is concern that without 

such measures, most economic gains will flow to multinational corporations 

and external contractors, leaving host communities with few lasting 

opportunities. 

5.3.8 Respondents, particularly from the offshore wind sector, highlighted the 

necessity of a predictable consenting framework, clear policy direction, and 

stable market conditions. These elements are seen as vital to attract long-

term investment and unlock the full value of offshore wind for Scotland.  

5.3.9 Some individual responses indicated support for nationalisation or public 

ownership of key infrastructure, improved data sharing, and integrating 

 
21 Scottish Government (2025) Offshore wind policy statement [online] Available at: Offshore wind 

policy statement 2020 update: consultation (accessed 29/09/2025). 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/update-2020-offshore-wind-policy-statement-scotlands-offshore-wind-ambition/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/update-2020-offshore-wind-policy-statement-scotlands-offshore-wind-ambition/
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offshore wind into broader energy, climate, and community wealth-building 

strategies. Responses also highlight the need for better integration with other 

marine users and for policies that prioritise local needs over speculative or 

export-driven development. 

5.3.10 Several responses mention the benefits of offshore wind in fighting climate 

change but also state that this should not be at the expense of biodiversity 

recovery targets or other nature-based metrics. 

5.3.11 Many respondents stress that environmental impacts, on marine life, 

biodiversity, fisheries, and landscapes, must be central to planning. There is 

widespread concern about siting projects too close to sensitive or populated 

areas (e.g., N4 Option Area near the Isle of Lewis), with calls for 

developments to be located further offshore, away from fragile ecosystems 

and communities. Proposals include embedding nature-positive design, 

robust environmental assessments, strategic compensation for ecological 

harm, and prioritising projects that enhance, rather than degrade, marine 

and coastal environments. 

5.3.12 In relation to responses that mentioned specific regions, 64 responses 

focused on the North region, with 63 responses from individuals, with the 

majority expressing concerns in relation to the N4 Option Area and citing a 

lack of benefits for local communities. 14 responses mention other regions, 

several of these are from local authorities describing the need to realise the 

opportunities presented by offshore wind within their local area. Other 

responses mention the need to ensure local communities benefit from 

offshore wind but raise issues for the local fishing industry (in East and North 

East regions).  

5.4 Question 3 - Do you have any comments on how social 
impacts could be mitigated? 

5.4.1 The total number of responses in relation social impacts was 194. 110 

respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 144 individuals and 50 organisations.  

5.4.2 Responses by organisational sub-type primarily came from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 16, 14 and 12 responses respectively. There were also a 

few responses from other commercial sector and NGOs.  

5.4.3 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 14 responses. The next most 

represented sectors were fisheries, nature conservation and local authorities 

with 7 responses each respectively.  

5.4.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  
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5.4.5 A significant number of responses emphasised the necessity for early, 

transparent, and meaningful engagement with local communities, especially 

those directly affected by offshore wind projects. This was consistent across 

both individuals and organisations.  

5.4.6 However, there was a divergence in views relating to the acceptability of 

current engagement techniques and proposed mitigation measures, with the 

offshore wind sector saying that current assessment methodologies and 

mitigation measures were appropriate and that the inclusion of further 

requirements could introduce inconsistency.  

5.4.7 Alternatively, a number of responses called for more robust consultation, 

including statutory representation for communities and input into decision-

making processes, highlighting that mitigation is only possible if communities 

are empowered to shape outcomes. There was widespread criticism of 

current consultation processes, with calls for accessible information, 

independent advisory support, and ongoing dialogue to build trust and 

ensure local priorities are reflected in project planning and benefit schemes. 

5.4.8 Many respondents strongly opposed the siting of large-scale offshore wind 

developments near shorelines and residential areas, arguing that their scale 

and proximity make social impacts difficult or impossible to mitigate, this was 

particularly in reference to the N4 Option Area. Calls were made for 

developments to be located further offshore or in less sensitive zones, with 

suggestions for minimum distances from communities, reduced turbine 

sizes, and a greater focus on smaller, community-led projects.  

5.4.9 Concerns, in relation to island and coastal communities and particularly in 

relation to the N4 Option Area extended to the potential erosion of cultural 

identity, loss of Gaelic language and traditions, and negative effects on 

mental and physical health, highlighting that financial compensation cannot 

make up for the loss of cultural heritage or environmental quality. 

Emphasising the need to protect scenic views, local wildlife, and the 

wellbeing of island and coastal communities, respondents argued that 

developments should respect the unique character and needs of these 

areas, ensuring that both environmental and social considerations remain 

central to planning and decision-making. 

5.4.10 The offshore wind sector expressed concerns about ambiguous wording in 

the draft updated Plan and its associated assessments regarding mitigation 

delivery expectations. The sector recommended clearer mitigation 

expectations informed by further stakeholder engagement and evidence. 

This was further supported by a recommendation for a SEA Post-Adoption 

Statement to address outstanding issues and clarify mitigation measures. 

5.4.11 Concerns about the negative effects on the fishing industry, local 

businesses, and employment opportunities were regularly mentioned by 
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respondents, who highlighted the social impacts of loss of fishing grounds, 

job displacement, and economic decline in traditional sectors. Mitigation 

suggestions include integrating fisheries into marine planning, providing 

compensation for affected industries, supporting retraining and skills 

development, and ensuring that local workers and supply chains benefit from 

new projects. There is also a call for fair distribution of economic benefits 

and robust frameworks for local ownership and profit-sharing. 

5.4.12 Many responses pointed to the strain that large-scale offshore wind 

developments could place on local housing, transport, and public services, 

especially in island and rural communities. Issues raised include housing 

shortages, increased demand on ferries and roads, and pressure on 

healthcare and education. Mitigation measures proposed involve investing in 

affordable housing, improving transport infrastructure, planning for worker 

accommodation, and ensuring that community benefit funds address these 

local needs, with some respondents arguing that without such investments, 

negative social impacts will be unavoidable. 

5.5 Question 4 - Do you have any comments on how 
economic impacts could be mitigated? 

5.5.1 The total number of responses in relation economic impacts was 181. 123 

respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 131 individuals and 50 organisations.  

5.5.2 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 16, 12 and 14 responses, respectively. There were a 

further 5 responses from NGOs and 3 responses from other commercial 

sectors.  

5.5.3 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 14 responses. The fisheries, nature 

conservation and local authorities sectors were the next most represented 

sectors with 8, 7 and 7 responses respectively. 

5.5.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

5.5.5 A prominent issue raised is the concern that large-scale offshore wind 

developments will irreversibly damage the tourism sector, which respondents 

highlighted was the economic backbone of the Western Isles and similar 

regions. These responses predominately raised concerns about the N4 

Option Area. Respondents highlight the loss of unspoilt landscapes, 

heritage, and the unique character that attracts visitors. Many believe that 

visual, noise, and construction impacts cannot be mitigated, and that the 

resulting decline in tourism will trigger depopulation, loss of local businesses, 

and general economic decline.  
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5.5.6 In contrast, respondents from the offshore wind sector indicated that there 

was no robust evidence to support claims of adverse impacts from offshore 

wind on tourism due to landscape, seascape or visual effects.  

5.5.7 There was strong consensus among the fishing sector and some individuals 

that offshore wind projects threaten the viability of commercial fishing, due to 

exclusion from traditional grounds, increased costs as a result of 

displacement, and ecological disruption. Many respondents argued that 

fisheries and offshore wind coexistence is often not feasible, and that 

mitigation measures such as compensation, technical adaptations, or 

strategic funds are either insufficient or poorly implemented. Calls for robust, 

long-term compensation frameworks and the avoidance of key fishing areas 

were frequent. 

5.5.8 Some respondents proposed targeted mitigation strategies, such as 

excluding offshore wind development from high-value fishing areas, 

technical solutions for coexistence (e.g., cable routing, turbine design), direct 

compensation to affected households, and investment in local infrastructure. 

Others suggested focusing on smaller-scale, community-led renewables, or 

ensuring that local communities receive tangible benefits like free or cheaper 

electricity. 

5.5.9 However, other respondents highlighted that coexistence between offshore 

wind and other marine sectors such as fisheries and tourism is possible. 

Respondents from the offshore wind sector noted offshore wind is not the 

primary driver of adverse impacts on fisheries and mentioned climate 

change, infrastructure decline and historic overfishing as having greater 

impacts than offshore wind.  

5.5.10 They also highlighted that any consideration of residual impacts on other 

sectors should be fair and proportionate, indicating it should be clear in the 

updated Plan that impact assessment assumptions for fisheries (e.g., 

reduced activity due to health, safety, and insurance concerns) are not 

actual policy positions that mandate fishing exclusion from Option Areas or 

mandate compensation for fishery disruption and relocation. They noted that 

the updated Plan should focus on facilitating coexistence.  

5.5.11 A high number of responses advocated for a shift from externally-driven, 

profit-exporting models to approaches that embed economic benefits locally 

and drew on ideas of community ownership and broader policy frameworks 

related to the Just Transition. Suggestions from individuals and the climate 

action sector included mandatory shared ownership, binding local content 

requirements, prioritisation of local supply chains, and substantial, 

transparent community benefit funds. Many stressed that mitigation must be 

community-led, with local decision-making, training, and long-term 

investment in infrastructure and skills to ensure a fair and Just Transition. 
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5.5.12 Some respondents remained deeply sceptical that economic harms can be 

mitigated, arguing that only halting or relocating developments would be 

effective, and expressed distrust toward developers and government 

promises or mitigation measures. 

5.5.13 However, this view was contrasted by the offshore wind sector, which 

highlighted that offshore wind has overwhelmingly beneficial economic 

effects alongside meeting climate change goals.  

5.6 Question 5 - Do you have any comments on how 
environmental impacts could be mitigated? 

5.6.1 The total number of responses in relation to environmental impacts was 240. 

64 respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 190 individuals and 50 organisations.  

5.6.2 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 15, 14 and 13 responses, respectively. There were 3 

responses from other commercial sector and 5 responses from NGOs.  

5.6.3 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 13 responses. The next most 

represented sectors were fisheries, nature conservation and local authorities 

with 7 responses per sector.  

5.6.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

5.6.5 Several responses expressed support for the Scottish Government's urgency 

to finalise the draft updated Plan. Respondents from the offshore wind sector 

also highlighted the necessity of publishing the plan quickly and that any 

technical updates should be addressed in the SEA Post Adoption Statement. 

The draft updated Plan is also criticised for lacking clear conclusions on the 

level and acceptability of impacts for each Plan Option at both regional and 

national levels, with calls for the updated Plan to provide more definitive 

conclusions and guidance for consenting individual offshore wind projects.  

5.6.6 Several responses called for strict adherence to the mitigation hierarchies. A 

number of individuals and the nature conservation sector emphasised that 

avoidance of ecologically sensitive areas should be prioritised, with 

mitigation and compensation as last resorts. Many stressed that mitigation 

measures must be legally binding, independently monitored, and 

enforceable, with clear penalties for breaches. Some respondents expressed 

scepticism toward vague principles such as 'nature-positive development' 

unless they are written into licences and backed by robust enforcement. 

5.6.7 The offshore wind sector advocated for the development of clearer plan-level 

guidance, informed by robust evidence and stakeholder input, to ensure that 
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mitigation efforts are proportionate and do not rely on excessively 

precautionary assumptions. They emphasised the importance of strategic 

compensation measures that would support both ecological outcomes and 

the successful implementation of higher-capacity projects. There were 

concerns about the lack of clarity on issues such as potential impacts to 

Nathusius’ bat and the need for specific mitigation measures. 

5.6.8 Many responses highlighted the critical importance of careful site selection, 

advocating for the exclusion of offshore wind developments from 

internationally significant habitats, migration corridors, and areas with high 

biodiversity, particularly at in-shore areas. There was also opposition to 

siting wind farms nearshore or in productive fishing grounds, with calls to 

move developments further offshore, avoid fragile seabed habitats, and to 

protect marine ecosystems. Concerns were also raised regarding the impact 

of transmission infrastructure on terrestrial ecosystems including peatlands 

and machair, which falls outwith the scope of the draft updated Plan. 

5.6.9 Respondents repeatedly called for holistic, cumulative impact assessments 

that consider not only ecological effects but also impacts on fisheries, 

tourism, local communities, and cultural heritage. The fisheries sector 

indicated concern that current Plan-level assessments are too narrow, and 

that deferring detailed consideration of negative impacts to project-level 

studies reduced the value of the SEA in informing decision-making related to 

the draft updated Plan. Many urged that all aspects of the project, including 

onshore infrastructure, vessel traffic, and decommissioning, be included in 

environmental evaluations, and that cross-boundary and long-term effects be 

fully addressed. 

5.6.10 A number of responses detailed suggestions for specific mitigation measures 

including banning high-noise construction during sensitive periods, requiring 

quieter construction methods (e.g., vibro-piling, bubble curtains), real-time 

marine mammal detection with shutdown triggers, vessel speed limits, 

routing and shielding cables to reduce electromagnetic field (EMF) exposure, 

and minimising physical footprint on the seabed. Many stressed the need for 

full decommissioning and removal of infrastructure at end-of-life, and for all 

mitigation to be independently monitored and transparently reported. 

5.6.11 Some responses called for more meaningful community involvement in 

decision-making, monitoring, and benefit-sharing. Respondents advocated 

for transparent consultation processes, integration of local and traditional 

knowledge, and compensation for affected fisheries and communities. Some 

suggested alternative renewable technologies (e.g., geothermal, wave 

power) and smaller-scale, community-led projects as preferable to large-

scale offshore wind developments. Some responses indicated that for some 

sites, the only appropriate mitigation is a halt on development. 
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5.7 Question 6 - Do you think the monitoring of 
environmental impacts of the draft Plan should be 
overseen by existing expert groups, or should a new 
expert advisory group be established for this purpose? 

5.7.1 The total number of responses in relation to the multiple choice component 

of the question regarding responsibility for monitoring environmental impacts 

of the draft updated Plan was 184. 120 of respondents did not answer the 

question. The breakdown of responses is provided in Figure 2. 

5.7.2 33 respondents answered ‘Existing Group(s)’ with 16 responses from 

individuals and 17 responses from organisations. 

5.7.3 94 respondents answered ‘New Group(s)’ with 83 responses from individuals 

and 11 responses from organisations. 

5.7.4 57 respondents answered ‘Don’t Know’ with 45 responses from individuals 

and 12 responses from organisations. 

5.7.5 A breakdown by organisation sub-type shows that energy company / 

developer /association supported Existing Group(s), while public bodies and 

industry bodies / member organisations were more split between ‘Existing 

Group(s)’, ‘New Group(s)’ and ‘Don’t Know’. 

5.7.6 A breakdown by sector shows that the offshore wind and local authorities 

sectors were primarily in favour of ‘Existing Group(s)’, with 8 and 4 

responses respectively, while historic environment / cultural heritage sectors 

were in favour of ‘New Group(s)’ with 2 responses. The fisheries sector had 

1 respondent supporting ‘Existing Group(s)’, 3 for New Group(s) and 3 for 

Don’t know while nature conservation had 1 for New Group(s) and 3 for 

Don’t Know.  
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Figure 2.  Summary of responses in relation to responsibility for monitoring 
environmental impacts 

 

5.7.7 For the free text component of Question 6, there were 155 responses. 149 

respondents did not answer this question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 110 individuals and 45 organisations. 

5.7.8 Most organisational responses were from offshore wind, nature 

conservation, fisheries and local authority sectors, with 12, 7, 6 and 6 

answers respectively.  

5.7.9 Prominent topics that arose in the free text section of the question are 

described below.  

5.7.10 Respondents emphasised the need for adequate resourcing and 

comprehensive monitoring frameworks to ensure effective oversight of 

environmental impacts from offshore wind developments. There was support 

for maintaining existing expert groups such as the SMP-OWE Steering 

Group and the ScotMER programme by the offshore wind sector, primarily to 

avoid duplication of effort and to leverage their institutional knowledge. 

Respondents also called for improved transparency, communication, and 

coordination between these groups, proposing the establishment of a 

centralised or dedicated planning advisory function to strengthen 

governance and oversight. Suggestions included aligning monitoring 

activities with strategic mechanisms, such as the Marine Recovery Fund, 

and ensuring they are in step with the rollout of ScotWind. 

5.7.11 There were differences in the responses in relation to whether environmental 

monitoring should be overseen by existing expert groups or by the creation 
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of new bodies. While some respondents argued that the experience and 

expertise of existing groups is valuable, others expressed concern about 

potential conflicts of interest and perceived bias, particularly when oversight 

is linked to government or developer interests. As a result, many advocated 

for the establishment of a new, fully independent group in order to restore 

public trust and credibility. Some responses suggested a hybrid approach 

that would blend existing expertise with independent perspectives. 

5.7.12 Additionally, a high number of individual responses advocated involving local 

communities, arguing for participatory governance and the need to include 

representatives from local communities, fisheries, cultural heritage groups, 

and NGOs in monitoring processes and decision-making. Transparent 

consultation and accessible reporting were seen as crucial, with several 

responses calling for clear mechanisms to integrate local and traditional 

knowledge and to compensate affected groups appropriately. 

5.7.13 There was general consensus on the need for accountability, adequate 

funding, and strong enforcement powers for whichever group is tasked with 

environmental monitoring. Many respondents stressed that effective 

oversight requires not only independent evaluation but also public reporting 

and adaptive management processes.  

5.8 Question 7 - Do you have any comments on the 
proposed changes to the SMP-OWE governance 
structure? 

5.8.1 The total number of responses in relation to proposed changes to the SMP-

OWE governance structure was 137. 167 respondents did not answer the 

question. The breakdown by respondent type was 93 individuals and 44 

organisations. 

5.8.2 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 14, 14 and 9 responses, respectively. There were 2 

responses from other commercial sector and 5 responses from NGOs.  

5.8.3 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 13 responses. The next most 

represented sectors were fisheries, nature conservation and local authorities 

with 5, 7 and 7 responses per sector respectively.  

5.8.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

5.8.5 Proposed changes to the SMP-OWE governance structure drew a mix of 

support and recommendations for strengthening accountability, leadership, 

and timely delivery. There was backing for the continued operation of the 

SMP-OWE Steering Group, emphasising its critical role in coordination and 

engagement across marine sectors even after the final updated Plan is 
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adopted, but some responses noted a lack of clarity over the membership of 

the Steering Group and lack of representation from local communities.  

5.8.6 A recurring theme was the call for broad, balanced, and transparent 

stakeholder engagement within governance structures. Respondents in the 

offshore wind sector as well as individuals highlighted the importance of 

including industry bodies alongside environmental groups, fisheries, 

recreational users, and local authorities, with clear mechanisms to ensure all 

voices are heard. Many respondents advocated for multi-level or regionally 

tailored governance to avoid a ‘one size fits all’ model, and some suggested 

embedding advisory panels or community groups in governance frameworks 

to guarantee meaningful, statutory involvement for the local and island 

communities most affected by offshore wind projects. 

5.8.7 Concerns about centralisation and ministerial control were prevalent among 

individual respondents, with many fearing that a top-down structure, where 

final decision-making power rests with Scottish Ministers, could undermine 

public trust and limit independent scrutiny. Calls for devolved authority, 

independent oversight, and robust checks on ministerial powers were 

common, as were suggestions for impartial and transparent governance 

processes. Suggestions included independent chairing, impartial decision-

making, publishing meeting minutes and decision rationales, and 

declarations of conflicts of interest to foster greater transparency and 

accountability. 

5.8.8 Environmental monitoring and the inclusion of independent expertise were 

also frequently cited as essential by respondents. Responses mentioned 

oversight of monitoring should be empirical and peer-reviewed, with strong 

enforcement powers and adequate resources to ensure compliance with 

environmental law and ecological integrity. Respondents advocated for 

retaining specialist groups and including independent experts such as 

ornithologists, marine ecologists, fisheries representatives, and NGOs to 

ensure environmental concerns are rigorously addressed, and that public 

reporting and adaptive management processes are systematically 

incorporated into governance. 

5.9 Question 8 - Do you have any suggestions for how 
evidence should be shared and/or fed into strategic 
research programmes? 

5.9.1 The total number of responses in relation to evidence sharing for strategic 

research programmes was 146. 158 respondents did not answer the 

question. The breakdown by respondent type was 99 individuals and 47 

organisations.  
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5.9.2 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 14, 15 and 11 responses, respectively. There were 2 

responses from other commercial sector and 5 responses from NGOs.  

5.9.3 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 12 responses. The next represented 

sectors were fisheries, nature conservation and local authorities with 6, 7 

and 7 responses per sector respectively.  

5.9.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

5.9.5 Individual respondents strongly emphasised the need for all evidence, data, 

and research findings to be made openly and transparently available to the 

public. There were repeated calls for centralised, publicly accessible data 

portals, real-time sharing of raw data, and clear, standardised protocols to 

ensure that evidence is not selectively used. There were suggestions that 

strategic and project-specific monitoring data should be shared efficiently 

using platforms such as the Marine Data Exchange, as delays in data 

sharing hinder evidence-informed action and flexible policy responses. The 

offshore wind sector also advocated for transparency in precautionary 

approaches, with suggestions to clarify how such assumptions are applied 

and openly challenged. 

5.9.6 Both the offshore wind sector and public bodies expressed support for 

greater evidence-sharing and enhanced strategic research collaboration. 

Industry representatives and relevant agencies welcomed the use and 

further development of platforms like the Scottish Offshore Wind Energy 

Council Barriers to Deployment Group and OWIC Pathways to Growth, 

underscoring the importance of timely data sharing to inform research and 

improve assessment methodologies. There was also support for the ongoing 

role of ScotMER, with contributors from both groups highlighting the value of 

regular review and refinement to ensure that ScotMER continues to address 

critical evidence gaps and effectively supports licensing, consenting, and 

planning processes. However, one fisheries sector respondent commented 

that ScotMER is inadequate.   

5.9.7 Responses also noted that strategic research and assessments should feed 

into policy development. The offshore wind sector commented on how this 

approach should be used to address over-precautionary assumptions and 

welcomed the draft updated Plan’s recognition of the need for a more 

proportionate, evidence-based approach.  

5.9.8 A number of individual responses called for independent oversight and 

verification of evidence. Concerns were expressed about potential bias in 

evidence collection and interpretation, especially when led by developers or 

government bodies. Respondents called for independent oversight by 
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academic institutions, NGOs, or impartial research organisations, with peer-

reviewed standards and due diligence to ensure objectivity and reliability. 

Independent chairing and oversight, as well as the publication of meeting 

minutes, decision rationales, and declarations of conflicts of interest, were 

suggested as mechanisms to foster accountability and build public trust. 

5.9.9 In addition, respondents highlighted the necessity of broadening the scope of 

evidence considered in strategic research programmes: environmental 

monitoring and the inclusion of independent expertise (such as 

ornithologists, marine ecologists, fisheries representatives, and NGOs) were 

mentioned. Several responses called for evidence to encompass not only 

environmental and technical data but also socio-economic, cultural, and 

cumulative impacts, including effects on jobs, housing, tourism, and overall 

community well-being.   

5.9.10 Similarly, a number of individual responses called for the integration of 

community and local knowledge into strategic research programmes, 

stressing the importance of incorporating input from fishers, crofters, 

community groups, and those living in affected areas. There was a strong 

sentiment that local voices and lived experiences should be given equal or 

greater weight than technical or developer-led studies, with individual 

respondents advocating for community councils to be involved in the 

strategic research programme. Effective communication, including better 

advertising of meetings and the use of multiple, accessible channels, was 

seen as essential to enable genuine participation and to respect community 

feedback.  

5.10 Question 9 - Do you agree with the approach proposed to 
remove the iterative plan review process and replace it 
with the stated evidence and future planning proposals? 

5.10.1 The total number of responses to the multiple choice component of the 

question in relation to the proposal to replace the iterative plan review 

process was 165. 139 respondents did not answer the question. The 

breakdown of responses is provided in Figure 3.  

5.10.2 34 respondents answered ‘Yes’, with 17 responses from individuals and 17 

responses from organisations.  

5.10.3 51 respondents answered ‘No’, with 41 responses from individuals and 10 

responses from organisations. 

5.10.4 80 respondents answered ‘Don’t Know’, with 69 responses from individuals 

and 11 responses from organisations. 
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5.10.5 A breakdown by sector shows that the majority of the ‘Yes’ responses were 

from the offshore wind and local authority sectors with 7 and 3 ‘Yes’ 

responses respectively. There were 3 ‘No’ responses from the offshore wind 

sector and 2 from nature conservation. All other sectors had only 1 ‘Yes’ and 

/ or 1 ‘No’ response.  

Figure 3. Summary of responses to the proposal to replace the iterative plan 
review process 

 

5.10.6 For the free text component of Question 9, there were 111 responses. 193 

respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 70 individuals and 41 organisations.  

5.10.7 The breakdown of responses by organisation sub-type was split across 

public bodies, energy company / developer / association and industry bodies 

/ member organisations, with 12, 12 and 10 responses respectively. 

Remaining responses came from other commercial sectors and NGOs.  

5.10.8 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 11 responses. The nature conservation, 

fisheries, and local authorities sectors were the next most represented 

sectors with 7, 6 and 6 responses respectively. 

5.10.9 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

5.10.10 There were varied responses to the proposal to remove the Iterative Plan 

Review (IPR) process and replace it with a new evidence-based plan update 

process. Many respondents expressed concern or opposition to the removal 

of the IPR, highlighting its importance for accountability, and ensuring that 

strategic plans remain responsive to new evidence, technological advances, 

and environmental impacts over time. Suggestions were made to establish 
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periodic reviews, such as every five years, to align with industry milestones 

and provide the flexibility needed for evolving sectoral needs.  

5.10.11 In contrast, some respondents supported a shift towards an evidence-based, 

future-focused planning approach, provided that transparent mechanisms, 

clear criteria, and review triggers are established. They argued that this 

method could reduce delays, offer certainty for developers, and better align 

with the rapidly evolving needs of the industry. However, they stressed the 

necessity for the process to remain responsive to new data and stakeholder 

input, ensuring that it does not become rigid or unresponsive to emerging 

issues. They also noted the risk of regulatory uncertainty and diminished 

investor confidence if clear criteria and triggers for future reviews are not 

defined. 

5.10.12 Across both views, there was support for ongoing and transparent 

engagement with communities and stakeholders. Individual respondents 

emphasised the need for accessible information and meaningful 

opportunities for involvement, particularly for local voices most affected by 

offshore development.  

5.10.13 Environmental considerations and cumulative impacts were major concerns 

throughout the feedback. Respondents called for robust, ongoing monitoring 

and integration of the latest scientific evidence to inform both plan-level and 

project-level decisions. There was particular concern that, without regular 

reviews, cumulative and unforeseen impacts, such as those on marine life, 

fisheries, and local communities, might go unaddressed.  

5.11 Question 10 - If you have any further comments or points 
that you think should be taken into account in the plan, 
please provide those below. 

5.11.1 The total number of responses in relation further points and comments was 

141. 163 respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown by 

respondent type was 90 individuals and 51 organisations.  

5.11.2 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 17, 13 and 14 responses, respectively. There were 2 

responses from other commercial sector and 5 responses from NGOs.  

5.11.3 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 13 responses. The fisheries, nature 

conservation and local authorities sectors were the next most represented 

sectors with 9, 7 and 5 responses respectively. 

5.11.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  
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5.11.5 Community engagement and consultation emerged as key themes, with 

many individual respondents voicing dissatisfaction over consultation 

processes and a perceived lack of meaningful involvement for local, island, 

and coastal communities. Concerns ranged from poor advertising and 

inaccessible materials to the feeling that consultation was a mere formality 

rather than a genuine opportunity for influence. There were strong calls for 

transparent and ongoing engagement, accessible information, and binding 

commitments to ensure local communities benefit from offshore wind 

development, particularly in areas like housing, infrastructure, and economic 

opportunities. Mechanisms such as community councils and community 

development officers were mentioned as options for effective local 

consultation. 

5.11.6 Environmental protection and the assessment of cumulative impacts were 

also prominent concerns. Respondents stressed the need for robust, 

continuous monitoring and integration of up-to-date scientific evidence to 

inform every stage of planning and implementation. Responses called for 

strengthened safeguards for marine life and habitats, including blue carbon 

stores and Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), and broader ecosystem health. 

Several respondents felt that current plans and assessments do not 

sufficiently account for net-positive environmental outcomes, climate change 

adaptation, or the cumulative effects of multiple developments, voicing 

concerns about impacts on fisheries, biodiversity, and local communities. 

5.11.7 Socio-economic impacts, particularly on traditional industries and community 

wellbeing, were discussed. The future of commercial fisheries, both Scottish 

and international, was a significant point, with respondents advocating for 

coexistence, fair compensation, and avoidance of development in key fishing 

grounds. Socio-economic consequences extended to concerns about 

community cohesion, continuity of local traditions, and the wellbeing of future 

generations. Some respondents viewed offshore wind as a threat to jobs and 

cultural continuity, while others acknowledged the potential for positive 

outcomes, such as cleaner environments and new opportunities through 

renewable energy. 

5.11.8 Site-specific and strategic planning issues were also raised, with opposition 

to the N4 Option Area from Isle of Lewis and Western Isles residents, who 

cited visual, environmental, and cultural impacts, and questioned the 

integrity of the previous site selection process.  

5.11.9 The offshore wind sector and industry bodies addressed policy alignment 

and governance challenges including calls for clearer frameworks, 

transparent dispute resolution, and alignment with other marine and energy 

strategies. Respondents recommended the development of a single spatial 

and infrastructure strategy, integration of smart digital tools, and the creation 

of mechanisms for balancing multiple sectoral needs and resolving conflicts. 
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5.11.10 Innovation and collaboration were identified as important drivers for success. 

Suggestions included regulatory sandboxes for testing new technologies, 

clear guidance for cross-sector collaboration, and the avoidance of conflicts 

with strategic initiatives like the Acorn CO2 storage network.  

5.11.11 The importance of periodic reviews, evidence-based planning, and 

transparent stakeholder engagement was repeatedly emphasised, as was 

the alignment of the updated Plan with Scotland’s long-term renewable 

energy ambitions, including a post-2030 target of 40 GW deployment and 

continued assessment of environmental and socio-economic outcomes. 
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6 Supporting assessments consultation 
analysis results 

6.1 Introduction 

6.1.1 The consultation posed nine questions relating to the supporting plan level 

assessments and RLG which are discussed below.  

6.2 Question 11 - A policy review has identified that no 
aspects of the draft plan will impact on children's rights, 
as outlined briefly in Annex C. Do you agree with these 
findings? If you have identified any impacts on children's 
rights and/or wellbeing, please explain. 

6.2.1 The total number of responses in relation to the multiple choice component 

of the question regarding findings of no impact on children’s rights was 169. 

135 respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown of responses 

is provided in Figure 4.  

6.2.2 49 respondents answered ‘Yes’, with 34 responses from individuals and 15 

responses from organisations.  

6.2.3 73 respondents answered ‘No’, with 71 responses from individuals and 2 

responses from industry bodies / member organisations. 

6.2.4 47 respondents answered ‘Don’t Know’, with a breakdown of 36 individuals 

and 11 organisations.  

6.2.5 A breakdown by sector shows that most fisheries left the question 

unanswered, with the remaining responses equally split between ‘‘No’ and 

‘Don’t Know’. Historic environment / cultural heritage respondents were 

equally split between ‘Yes’, ‘Don’t Know’ and unanswered. Local authorities 

generally agreed with the statement, with only 1 response indicating ‘Don’t 

Know’. 6 responses received from the offshore wind sector answered ‘Yes’, 

2 responded ‘Don’t Know’ and 7 left the question unanswered.  
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Figure 4. Summary of responses to findings of no impacts on children's rights 

 

6.2.6 For the free text component of Question 11, there were 146 responses. 158 

respondents did not answer this question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 118 individuals and 28 organisations. 

6.2.7 Most responses from organisations were from public bodies, energy 

company / developer / association, and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 13, 7 and 5 responses respectively. 

6.2.8 A breakdown by organisation-sub type shows that most organisational 

responses were obtained from offshore wind, nature conservation and 

fisheries, with 10, 5 and 5 responses respectively.  

6.2.9 Prominent topics that arose in free text section of the question are described 

below. 

6.2.10 Many respondents did not identify specific impacts on children's rights or 

wellbeing in relation to the draft updated Plan. A number of responses 

explicitly stated that no adverse effects had been observed. 

6.2.11 However, a number of individual responses raised concerns regarding the 

future of traditional industries, especially fishing, and their influence on 

children’s prospects and wellbeing. Respondents highlighted the risk that 

young people may lose opportunities to follow family traditions and secure 

livelihoods in the fishing industry due to offshore wind developments, which 

are seen as making such careers less viable for future generations. This 

perceived threat to the continuity of local industries was often linked to 

broader apprehensions about community cohesion and the stability of rural 

life. 
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6.2.12 Environmental and ecosystem impacts were a recurring theme, with 

respondents stressing that the health and stewardship of marine 

environments are vital for securing a sustainable and equitable future for 

children. The loss of biodiversity, disruption of marine life, and changes to 

landscapes were viewed as undermining children’s rights to a healthy 

environment. Respondents also connected the degradation of nature and 

local heritage, including language and culture, to risks for children's sense of 

belonging and cultural continuity, emphasising the importance of protecting 

ancestral lands and traditions from large-scale development. Concerns also 

included possible impacts on health and wellbeing, such as noise or 

pollution, and the need to safeguard mental and physical health, particularly 

for vulnerable groups within affected communities. 

6.2.13 A limited number of respondents recognised the potential for positive 

outcomes, noting that effective marine planning and the deployment of 

renewable energy could contribute to cleaner, healthier surroundings for 

future generations. 

6.3 Question 12 - Do you have any comments on the partial 
Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment? 

6.3.1 The total number of responses in relation to the partial Business and 

Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) was 110. 194 respondents did not 

answer the question. The breakdown by organisation sub-type was 70 

individuals and 40 organisations.  

6.3.2 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, industry bodies / member organisations, and public 

bodies, with 13, 9 and 11 responses respectively. There were 3 responses 

from other commercial sector and 4 responses from NGOs. 

6.3.3 The breakdown of responses by sector shows that the offshore wind sector 

is the most represented with 12 responses. The next most represented 

sectors were fisheries, nature conservation and local authorities with 6 

responses each respectively.  

6.3.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

6.3.5 Many applicants responded to this question with descriptions of wider socio-

economic considerations that are covered in the social and economic impact 

assessment and not in the partial BRIA.    

6.3.6 Some responses raised specific issues relevant to the BRIA including 

apparent contradictions between the BRIA and the draft updated Plan in 

relation to future applications for development, the feasibility of ambitious 

compensation timeframes under environmental regulations and the uncertain 

status of already-consented projects under the updated Plan and whether 

they will be subject to further scrutiny. 
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6.3.7 The importance of recognising the strategic economic value of offshore wind 

was acknowledged, particularly by the offshore wind sector. However, there 

were comments that the BRIA should more fully capture the long term 

investment opportunities throughout the supply chain. Adding that clarity on 

opportunities would support for workforce planning and reduce investment 

risk.  

6.3.8 Some respondents critiqued aspects of the socio-economic and business 

and regulatory impact assessment, describing its binary approach to project 

impacts as overly simplistic and calling for a case-by-case evaluation. 

6.3.9 A number of responses raised concerns about the impact of offshore wind 

developments on local economies, communities, and traditional industries. 

Many highlighted the vulnerability of fragile island economies, particularly in 

relation to loss of income, property value, and the sustainability of 

established sectors such as fishing. A recurring theme from individual 

responses was the perception that local communities bear a disproportionate 

share of the risks and costs, while the benefits of these developments flow 

mainly to external companies. These responses also pointed to the potential 

negative effects on tourism.  

6.3.10 The need for local procurement, infrastructure upgrades, measures to 

address fuel poverty, and equitable benefit distribution were also mentioned, 

with many advocating for a more holistic approach that places social, 

environmental, and economic wellbeing at the centre of future planning and 

assessment processes. 

6.3.11 Individual responses raised concerns about the impartiality of current 

assessments, lack of meaningful engagement with communities and 

stakeholders, and an overreliance on non-binding commitments. Many 

respondents urged greater transparency, more frequent reviews, and clearer 

criteria for when and how post-adoption reviews of the draft updated Plan 

should be conducted.  

6.4 Question 13 - Do you have any comments on the partial 
Island Communities Impact Assessment? 

6.4.1 The total number of responses in relation to the partial Island Communities 

Impact Assessment (ICIA) was 235. 69 respondents did not answer the 

question. The breakdown by respondent type was 195 individuals and 40 

organisations.  

6.4.2 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, industry bodies / member organisations, and public 

bodies, with 14, 9 and 11 responses respectively. There were 3 responses 

from other commercial sector and 3 responses from NGOs. 
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6.4.3 The breakdown of responses by sector shows that the offshore wind sector 

is the most represented with 13 responses. The next most represented 

sectors were fisheries, local authorities and nature conservation with 6, 6 

and 5 responses respectively. 

6.4.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

6.4.5 Respondents provided a range of views on the partial ICIA, with many 

expressing reservations about its scope and depth. Responses from 

individuals and local campaign groups suggested that the assessment did 

not sufficiently reflect the potential impacts of offshore wind development on 

island communities, with concerns raised about the conclusions drawn and 

the procedure behind the partial ICIA. Some respondents perceived the 

partial ICIA to be poorly communicated and too generalised, with many 

advocating for more tailored, island-specific evaluations. 

6.4.6 Cultural and social identity emerged as a recurring topic. Respondents 

described strong connections between island communities and their 

surrounding environments, highlighting the importance of local traditions, 

Gaelic language, and traditional ways of life, expressing concern that large-

scale development could disrupt these cultural foundations. There were 

references to historical experiences of land use and displacement, with 

offshore wind development viewed by some as a continuation of these 

patterns. Respondents also expressed concern about the potential for 

depopulation, particularly among younger residents, if local opportunities, the 

local environment and quality of life were perceived to be at risk. 

6.4.7 Respondents also raised environmental and economic considerations, 

discussing the potential effects of offshore wind development on marine 

ecosystems, wildlife, and traditional industries such as fishing, crofting, and 

tourism. These sectors were described as integral to both the economy and 

the identity of island communities, with respondents linking ecological 

preservation to economic sustainability and claiming that disruption to 

natural systems could have broader consequences for livelihoods and 

community resilience. 

6.4.8 Respondents highlighted existing local challenges related to housing, 

transport, healthcare, and public services, and questioned whether these 

services could accommodate increased demand associated with offshore 

wind development. There were calls for more comprehensive planning that 

accounts for local characteristics and provision of services. There was a 

widespread view that any transition to renewable energy should be 

developed in partnership with island communities, ensuring that their 

perspectives are considered and their needs addressed throughout the 

planning and implementation stages. 
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6.4.9 The majority of individual responses related to the N4 Option Area and the 

Isle of Lewis, with 121 voicing opposition to the N4 Option Area. Impacts on 

Orkney and Shetland were also described, and other specific islands were 

mentioned to a lesser extent.    

6.4.10 The issues raised in the consultation will be explored in the final ICIA, which 

will be published alongside the final plan.  

6.5 Question 14 - Do you have any comments on the 
Strategic Environmental Assessment Environmental 
Report? 

6.5.1 The total number of responses in relation to the SEA was 144. 160 

respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 94 individuals and 50 organisations.  

6.5.2 Responses by organisation sub-type came primarily from energy company / 

developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 14, 18 and 12 responses, respectively. There were 5 

responses from NGOs and 1 response from other commercial sector.  

6.5.3 The breakdown of responses by sector shows that offshore wind sector is 

the most represented with 13 responses. The next most represented sectors 

were fisheries, nature conservation, and regulatory agency / authority with 7 

responses per sector respectively, while 6 responses were received from 

local authorities.  

6.5.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  

6.5.5 A number of responses addressed the SEA report structure, analytical 

depth, and methodological choices, with some concerned about the 

adequacy of the environmental context provided and whether the report’s 

conclusions were grounded in robust evidence. Baseline data, tabular 

assessments, and worst-case scenario assumptions were mentioned 

specifically. Some felt the approach to impact assessment was overly 

simplistic and called for more nuanced, site-specific analysis to better 

capture the complexity of cumulative and project-specific effects. 

6.5.6 Responses raised concern about potential effects on marine ecosystems, 

fisheries, bird populations, and heritage assets, with some indicating that the 

SEA underestimated the value of unspoiled landscapes, wildlife, and cultural 

heritage for visitor numbers and tourism, community identity and 

sustainability. Responses from local groups and individuals highlighted the 

risks borne by local populations, the vulnerability of island economies, and 

the disproportionate distribution of benefits and costs, with large commercial 

enterprises seen as the main economic beneficiaries while local 

communities bear environmental costs.  
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6.5.7 Mitigation strategies proposed by the SEA were also scrutinised with 

respondents emphasising the need for transparency and realism in 

assessing the feasibility and proportionality of mitigation measures, 

particularly as to whether proposed strategies were appropriate at plan-level 

versus project-level implementation. There was a call for clear criteria, 

practicality, and ongoing transparency in mitigation, with some respondents 

doubting whether the proposed mechanisms could be effectively 

implemented given technological and site constraints. The nature 

conservation sector also highlighted that the mitigation hierarchy should be 

applied and that compensation should be treated as a last resort.  

6.5.8 Procedural and regulatory aspects of the SEA and the broader planning 

process emerged as another recurring topic. Comments focused on the 

importance of post-adoption reviews, stakeholder engagement, and the need 

for a dynamic and responsive planning framework. There were calls for 

greater inclusiveness, transparency in data availability, and better 

representation of sector-specific concerns, particularly from the fisheries and 

local authority sectors. 

6.5.9 The nature conservation sector provided feedback on specific aspects of the 

SEA including specifics on Option Areas and specific receptors such as 

marine mammals. General concerns were raised around the inclusion of 

data within the SEA and how newer data may be incorporated into the 

updated Plan. The sector also cited uncertainty around how the draft 

updated Plan aligns with NESO’s processes. 

6.6 Question 15 - Do you have any comments on the 
Habitats Regulations Appraisal Appropriate Assessment 
Information Report? 

6.6.1 The total number of responses in relation to the HRA AAIR was 87. 217 

respondents did not answer the question. The breakdown by respondent 

type was 59 individuals and 28 organisations.  

6.6.2 Responses by organisation sub-type came primarily from energy company / 

developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 8, 8 and 7 responses, respectively. 

6.6.3 The breakdown of responses by sector shows that the offshore wind sector 

is the most represented with 8 responses. The next most represented 

sectors were local authorities, fisheries, and nature conservation with 5, 4, 

and 4 responses respectively. 

6.6.4 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below.  
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6.6.5 Many respondents focused on the procedural aspects of the HRA process 

itself, expressing a desire for transparency, proportionality, and evidence-

based decision-making. There was broad support for the multi-stage 

approach, particularly the intention to supplement current reporting with 

further quantitative analysis. However, some respondents from the offshore 

wind sector raised concerns about embedding overly precautionary 

assumptions, which they felt could lead to disproportionate ecological 

compensation requirements and increased costs. 

6.6.6 Concerns about the methodology used to determine AEOSI were raised. 

Respondents questioned the generic nature of the impact pathways and 

called for more site-specific assessments, particularly in relation to the 

classification of Option Areas and their contribution to AEOSI. Respondents 

from the offshore wind sector also requested clearer definitions of "Low" and 

"High" effects with regards to plan-level AEOSI and the implications of these 

definitions for project-level assessments, derogation cases and 

compensation measures.  

6.6.7 Respondents raised concerns about species and habitats, including 

seabirds, marine mammals, migratory fish, and benthic organisms and 

specific risks facing them, including collision, displacement, underwater 

noise, and cable-related impacts. Many respondents emphasised the 

importance of cumulative impact assessment, arguing that the HRA should 

not treat offshore wind developments in isolation and that the precautionary 

principle be applied rigorously, with some respondents suggesting that 

uncertainty should preclude development until further evidence is available. 

6.6.8 Some respondents welcomed the inclusion of strategic compensation 

pathways and others called for more detail and clarity. There was a call for 

these mechanisms to be proportionate and strategically aligned with project-

level consenting. Respondents also called for greater visibility into how plan-

level assessments would translate into project-level decisions, particularly in 

relation to derogations and consenting timelines. Respondents also 

emphasised the importance of involving developers and affected 

communities in shaping compensation mechanisms, to ensure that 

outcomes are both effective and equitable. 

6.6.9 Nature conservation respondents expressed concern that there is a lack of 

qualification of impacts on seabird species where AEOSI has been 

determined, although there is acknowledgement that data is still being 

gathered. These respondents also referenced the importance of the 

mitigation hierarchy, and highlighted concerns about the treatment of 

existing and non-Scottish windfarms in the in-combination assessment.  
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6.7 Question 16 - Do you have any comments on the Social 
and Economic Impact Assessment? 

6.7.1 The total number of responses in relation to the SEIA was 150. 154 

respondents did not answer the question. 

6.7.2 The breakdown by respondent type was 108 individuals and 42 

organisations.  

6.7.3 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 14, 12 and 11 responses, respectively. There were 2 

responses from other commercial sector and 3 responses from NGOs. 

6.7.4 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 13 responses. The next most 

represented sectors were fisheries, local authorities and nature conservation 

with 8, 6 and 5 responses per sector respectively.  

6.7.5 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below. 

6.7.6 Several responses from the offshore wind sector highlighted opportunities for 

supply-chain growth, inward investment, and skilled employment, particularly 

in the Highlands, Islands, and northern coastal communities. These 

respondents welcomed the recognition of new economic opportunities in the 

SEIA but felt that the assessment underestimated the potential upside, 

particularly in reversing depopulation trends.  

6.7.7 There was a consistent call for benefits to be felt locally via local 

procurement, job creation, and infrastructure investment. Respondents also 

indicated that the SEIA should more accurately reflect the realities of life in 

smaller communities including pressure on housing, transport, and public 

services. 

6.7.8 Some respondents also raised community-level impacts and social 

wellbeing, noting that the SEIA addresses economic indicators in overly 

general terms and lacks detail on how offshore wind development might 

affect specific communities. These respondents also called for greater 

attention to sub-regional disparities, the capacity of local infrastructure, and 

the wellbeing of families and children, emphasising the importance of 

meaningful engagement with these communities. They furthermore indicated 

that a Just Transition should provide long term opportunities and address 

social pressures. 

6.7.9 Fishing emerged as a major topic of concern, with respondents challenging 

the assumptions used in the SEIA regarding the displacement of fishing 

activity. The offshore wind sector particularly felt that the assumption that 

fishing ceases within project areas and does not resume elsewhere is 

unrealistic and unsupported by evidence. Respondents from local authorities 

and the fisheries sector called for fisheries-specific data, stakeholder 
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engagement, and more nuanced analysis of gear types and species 

movement. The fisheries sector as well as a number of individuals 

expressed concern about the impact of offshore wind on fishing and stressed 

the need for strategic mitigation measures and fair compensation where 

exclusion from productive fishing grounds occurs. Respondents from the 

offshore wind sector suggested that co-existence between offshore wind and 

fisheries is possible but requires careful planning, transparent assumptions, 

and collaboration with the sector. 

6.7.10 Tourism was another area where respondents offered detailed critique. 

Many in the offshore wind sector questioned the methodology used to 

estimate tourism impacts, describing it as overly precautionary and based on 

outdated data from onshore wind perception studies. They argued that the 

geographic methods used do not reflect actual tourism patterns and that 

assumptions linking landscape objections to revenue loss are speculative, 

citing studies from Biggar Economics and Vattenfall that found no significant 

negative impacts on tourism, even in sensitive landscapes. These 

respondents called for a more refined and evidence-based approach to 

assessing tourism impacts. In contrast a large number of individuals and the 

tourism sector voiced concerns about damage to the tourism industry and 

highlighted that the impact on small businesses and island communities is 

not fully reflected.  

6.7.11 Underlying these sector-specific concerns was a broader concern regarding 

the SEIA’s methodology. Respondents expressed unease about the use of 

worst-case scenarios, generic impact pathways, and unclear terminology. 

They called for greater transparency in how data and assumptions are used, 

clearer definitions of impact classifications, and more proportional analysis. 

There was also support for involving developers, stakeholders, and 

communities in shaping the assessment process. 

6.8 Question 17 - Do you have any comments on the Nature 
Conservation Marine Protected Area Assessment? 

6.8.1 The total number of responses in relation to the NCMPA Assessment was 

134. 170 respondents did not answer the question.  

6.8.2 The breakdown by respondent type was 93 individuals and 41 organisations.  

6.8.3 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 14, 11 and 10 responses, respectively. There were 5 

responses from NGOs and 1 response from other commercial sectors. 

6.8.4 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 13 responses. The next most 

represented sectors were nature conservation, fisheries and local authorities 

with 7, 6 and 6 responses per sector respectively.  
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6.8.5 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below. 

6.8.6 A high proportion of respondents raised concerns about the clarity and 

transparency of the assessment process, raising questions as to how 

conclusions were reached, particularly in relation to cumulative effects and 

mitigation strategies. The methodology was often described as overly high-

level or precautionary, especially regarding benthic features. Respondents 

recommended that the final plan provide clearer interaction with 

conservation objectives and implications for consenting, and that accurate 

project footprints be used to demonstrate where impacts may be 

insignificant. 

6.8.7 Another topic raised was the alignment of the NCMPA Assessment with 

strategic compensation principles and nature recovery objectives. Offshore 

wind sector respondents suggested that current efforts, such as the Marine 

Recovery Fund, should be extended to cover compensation for MPAs. They 

called for robust evidence to support nature recovery goals and for the final 

updated Plan to explicitly integrate these principles. Respondents were not 

necessarily opposed to compensation mechanisms but wanted them to be 

strategically designed, evidence-based, and aligned with broader 

environmental commitments. 

6.8.8 Infrastructure planning, particularly around grid connection, was also a key 

area of concern. Respondents noted that transmission infrastructure for 

ScotWind and INTOG projects, such as cables and substations, is currently 

being assessed separately by NESO and is not fully considered in the draft 

updated Plan. This separation raised questions about how cumulative and 

locational impacts are being addressed, especially where export cables may 

pass through MPAs. Nature conservation respondents recommended that 

NESO’s findings be integrated into the final Plan and Post Adoption 

Statement to ensure a comprehensive and coordinated approach to planning 

and environmental protection. 

6.8.9 Site-specific mitigation measures were highlighted as essential to ensuring 

that development activities do not hinder conservation objectives. They 

stressed that project-level mitigation should be clearly defined and 

implemented to support the broader goals of the plan, reflecting a desire for 

practical, evidence-based solutions that address the characteristics of 

individual sites. 

6.8.10 Nature conservation respondents broadly agreed with the conclusions of the 

NCMPA Assessment and questioned whether the Option Areas overlapping 

NCMPAs could be excluded from the final Plan or moved to avoid protected 

features. One respondent expressed disappointment about the lack of 

inclusion of Measures of Equivalent Environmental Benefit (MEEB) in the 

assessment, and a further responded questioned why cetacean NCMPAs 

had not been screened into the assessment. 



 

Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy (2025) 
Consultation Analysis Report  

53 

6.8.11 Finally, some respondents expressed agreement with the general 

conclusions of the NCMPA Assessment, particularly the finding that draft 

updated Plan activities will not significantly hinder conservation objectives if 

appropriate mitigation is applied. While supportive, these respondents also 

emphasised the importance of maintaining a strong focus on mitigation in the 

final Plan.  

6.9 Question 18 - Do you have any comments on the 
Sustainability Appraisal report? 

6.9.1 The total number of responses in relation to the SA report was 117. 187 

respondents did not answer the question.  

6.9.2 The breakdown by respondent type was 80 individuals and 37 organisations.  

6.9.3 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 13, 11 and 9 responses respectively. There were 3 

responses from NGOs and 1 response from other commercial sector. 

6.9.4 The breakdown of the responses by sector shows that the offshore wind 

sector is the most represented with 12 responses. The next most 

represented sectors were fisheries, local authorities and nature 

conservation, with 6, 6 and 5 responses per sector respectively.  

6.9.5 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below. 

6.9.6 Many respondents expressed concern about the limited role the SA currently 

plays in the planning process, indicating that it collates environmental, social, 

and economic data but stops short of interpreting that evidence or offering 

strategic guidance. This lack of conclusions on the acceptability of Option 

Areas at regional or national levels was seen as a missed opportunity. 

Respondents felt that without a clear stance, the SA remains passive and 

leaves decision-makers without a coherent framework to guide 

implementation. 

6.9.7 Closely tied to this was a strong call for clear conclusions and actionable 

recommendations. Respondents recommended the final SA and Post 

Adoption Statement to move beyond description and provide strategic clarity, 

identifying which options are sustainable, where impacts are unacceptable, 

and what mitigation measures are necessary. They asked for thresholds to 

be defined and for the appraisal to justify key policy decisions. This shift from 

“what is known” to “what should happen” was seen as essential for the SA to 

fulfil its intended purpose. 

6.9.8 This was also related to concerns about proportionality in the consenting 

process. Respondents argued that a robust SA with clear conclusions would 

streamline project-level assessments by establishing a strategic baseline. 
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This would allow individual applications to focus on design and operational 

specifics, rather than revisiting broader questions of suitability. Such an 

approach was seen as more efficient and fairer, reducing duplicative efforts. 

6.9.9 Respondents also raised issues with the quality and integration of the 

evidence base. Respondents emphasised the need for current, spatially 

detailed and methodologically robust data. Some respondents called for a 

more holistic approach that integrates environmental, social, and economic 

dimensions into a coherent narrative, rather than treating them as isolated 

strands. Concerns were raised about vague impact classifications and 

unclear links between the SA and other assessments such as the SEA and 

SEIA. A more transparent and joined-up methodology was seen as critical to 

improving the SA’s credibility and utility. 

6.9.10 They called for the SA to take a more active role in shaping sustainable 

development, including embedding statutory protections, enabling data 

updates, and involving communities in interpreting findings. Rather than 

sitting on the periphery of the consenting process, the SA was seen as 

needing to occupy a central role by guiding decisions, setting direction, and 

ensuring that sustainability objectives are achieved. 

6.10 Question 19 - Do you have any comments on the 
Regional Locational Guidance? 

6.10.1 The total number of responses in relation to the RLG was 121. 183 

respondents did not answer the question.  

6.10.2 The breakdown by respondent type was 80 individuals and 37 organisations.  

6.10.3 Responses by organisational sub-type came primarily from energy company 

/ developer / association, public bodies and industry bodies / member 

organisations, with 13, 12 and 9 responses respectively. There were 3 

responses from NGOs and 1 response from other commercial sector. 

6.10.4 The breakdown of responses by sector shows that the offshore wind sector 

is the most represented with 12 responses. The next most represented 

sectors were fisheries and local authorities with 6 responses per sector 

respectively. 5 responses were received from the nature conservation 

sector. 

6.10.5 Prominent topics that arose in free text responses are described below. 

6.10.6 Integration and usability of the RLG was a recurring topic, with some 

responses acknowledging the RLG as a useful reference tool, provided it is 

better integrated with refined project boundaries and realistic deployment 

assumptions. Respondents emphasised that the RLG should support 

proportionate and consistent regional decision-making rather than duplicate 

project-level assessments. Suggestions included clearer mapping and 
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clearer articulation of planning confidence to improve usability. This aligns 

with broader calls for the RLG to be adaptive and responsive to evolving 

technologies and evidence. 

6.10.7 Concerns were raised about data sources and transparency, including the 

use of outdated or insufficient data lacking the granularity needed for site-

specific assessments. Respondents also found it difficult to trace how data 

sources informed baseline usage classifications and how these connected 

with other assessments like the SEA. The lack of clear definitions for terms 

like "low," "moderate," and "high" usage was seen as a barrier to 

transparency and consistency. Respondents also highlighted that regional 

summaries are broad in scope and may not be capable of identifying specific 

problems.  

6.10.8 Respondents stressed the importance of factoring in ecological sensitivity, 

migratory patterns, and cumulative impacts when assessing regional 

suitability. Several responses called for statutory protections to prevent 

development in ecologically sensitive areas such as MPAs and emphasised 

that spatial data presented in the RLG was insufficient to mitigate impacts 

without legal safeguards and community involvement. The seasonality of 

species like white-beaked dolphins was particularly noted, with respondents 

urging that classifications reflect year-round data rather than peak seasonal 

snapshots. 
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7 Overarching Themes 

7.1 Consultation Process 

7.1.1 Many respondents welcomed the opportunity to participate in the 

consultation process, recognising it as a valuable forum to share insights 

and concerns regarding the draft updated Plan. This engagement was seen 

as an important step in ensuring transparency, accountability, and the 

incorporation of varied perspectives into wider sectoral marine planning. 

Several respondents emphasised that ongoing dialogue and responsiveness 

to stakeholder input will be essential for refining the updated Plan and 

achieving robust, balanced outcomes for all sectors involved. 

7.2 General Objections to Offshore Wind 

7.2.1 A number of respondents objected to offshore wind in principle due to its 

environmental impact as well as effects on fisheries, tourism and local 

communities, particularly coastal and island communities. Respondents 

mentioned effects such disruption to traditional fishing grounds, threats to 

local livelihoods, and changes in marine ecosystems. There was also 

concern about the effect on tourism and local communities related to visual, 

noise and construction impacts particularly within coastal and island 

communities.  

7.3 Option Area-Specific Concerns 

7.3.1 More than half of the respondents, mainly individuals, raised specific 

opposition to the N4 Option Area. Particular concerns were raised about the 

proximity of the development to the coastline, as well as more generally the 

impacts on fisheries, tourism and community cohesion and how traditional 

ways of life and local culture were addressed within the assessments. There 

was a perceived lack of consultation with island communities that 

respondents stated should be more locally accessible and tailored to their 

concerns. These concerns will be addressed in more detail through the 

finalisation of the Island Communities Impact Assessment, which will be 

published alongside the adopted updated Plan. 

7.4 Plan Approaches and Mitigations 

7.4.1 Concerns from the offshore wind sector were raised regarding overly 

precautionary approaches in the supporting assessments, indicating the 

need to establish differing scales of information required for plan-level versus 

project-level assessment. Comments were also raised on the need for clarity 

on any future mitigation measures, indicating that a standardised, consistent 

and transparent approach was crucial to streamline delivery.  
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8 Next Steps 

8.1.1 The draft updated Plan will be revised, to take account of formal consultation 

responses and any additional supporting information that may be available. 

In the event that major changes are required to the draft updated Plan as a 

result of the consultation, further assessment and/or consultation may be 

required. This will result in revised timescales for final adoption and 

publication. 

8.1.2 The updated Final Plan will then be prepared and presented for approval 

and adoption by Scottish Ministers. The updated Plan will be published along 

with relevant supporting information, as soon as possible thereafter. Final 

versions of the ICIA and BRIA will also be prepared following consideration 

of relevant consultation responses where required.  

8.1.3 Following Plan adoption, a SEA Post-Adoption statement will be produced 

and published in line with the relevant Environmental Assessment legislative 

requirements.  



 

Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy (2025) 
Consultation Analysis Report  

58 

9 Abbreviations 

AEOSI Adverse Effect on Site Integrity 

BRIA  Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment 

CES  Crown Estate Scotland 

EMF  Electromagnetic Field 

GW  Gigawatt 

HRA  Habitat Regulations Appraisal 

HRA AAIR Habitat Regulations Appraisal: Appropriate Assessment Information 
Report 

ICIA  Island Communities Impact Assessment 

INTOG Innovation and Targeted Oil and Gas 

IPR  Iterative Plan Review 

MEEB  Measures of Equivalent Environmental Benefit 

MPA  Marine Protected Area 

MW  Megawatt 

NCMPA Nature Conservation Marine Protected Area 

NESO  National Energy System Operator 

NGO  Non-Governmental Organisation 

OWD  Offshore Wind Directorate 

OWIC  Offshore Wind Industry Council 

RLG  Regional Location Guidance 

RPA  Risk and Policy Analysts Ltd 

SA  Sustainability Appraisal 

ScotMER Scottish Marine Energy Research 

SEA  Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SEIA  Social and Economic Impact Assessment 

SMP-OWE Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy 

T&D  Test and Demonstration 
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Appendix A.  List of Organisational Respondents  

Organisational 
respondent 

Organisation Sub-Type  Sector 

Aberdeenshire Council Public body Local authority 

The Association of Local 
Government 
Archaeological Officers 
Scotland (ALGAO 
Scotland) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Historic environment / 
cultural heritage 

Argyll and Bute Council Public body Local authority 

Arven Offshore Wind 
Farm Limited 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

BlueFloat Energy | 
Nadara Partnership 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

British Geological Survey 
(BGS) 

Public body Other 

Buchan Offshore Wind 
Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Cockenzie & Port Seton 
Fisherman's Association 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

Comité National des 
Pêches Maritimes et des 
Élevages Marins 
(CNPMEM) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

Crown Estate Scotland 
(CES) 

Public body Offshore wind 

Danish Fishermen’s 
Association Producers 
Organisation 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

Department of 
Agriculture, Environment 
and Rural Affairs 
(DAERA) - Historic 
Environment Division 
(HED) 

Public body 
Regulatory Agency / 
Authority 

Department of 
Agriculture, Environment 
and Rural Affairs 
(DAERA) - Natural 
Environment Division 
(NED) 

Public body Regulatory authority 

Dumfries and Galloway 
Council 

Public body Local authority 
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Organisational 
respondent 

Organisation Sub-Type  Sector 

Eastern England Fish 
Producers Organisation 
(EEFPO) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

European Marine Energy 
Centre (EMEC) 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Other renewables 

Equate Scotland Public body Employment and skills 

Electricity Supply Board 
(ESB)  - Generation and 
Trading  

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Federal Maritime and 
Hydrographic Agency 
(BSH) 

Public body Regulatory authority 

Fisheries Management 
Scotland (FMS) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

Flotation Energy Ltd 
Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Help Save Mochrum Fell 
group 

Non-Governmental 
Organisation (NGO) 

Local campaign group 

Historic Environment 
Scotland 

Public body 
Historic environment / 
cultural heritage 

Howell Marine Consulting Other commercial sector Consultancy 

JERA Nex bp 
Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee (JNCC) 

Public body Nature Conservation 

Marine Management 
Organisation (MMO) 

Public body Regulatory authority 

Mineral Products 
Association (MPA) 
Scotland 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Marine aggregates 

Morven Offshore Wind 
Limited 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

National Grid Ventures 
(NGV) 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Power interconnectors 
and transmission lines 

National Trust for 
Scotland 

NGO 
Historic environment / 
cultural heritage 

Natural England Public body Nature conservation 

NatureScot Public body Nature conservation 

North East Scotland 
Climate Action Network 
(NESCAN) Hub 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Climate action 
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Organisational 
respondent 

Organisation Sub-Type  Sector 

National Energy System 
Operator (NESO) 

Public body 
Power interconnectors 
and transmission lines 

North Ayrshire Council Public body Local authority 

Northland Power 
Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Norwegian Environment 
Agency 

Public body Regulatory authority 

Offshore Energies UK 
(OEUK) 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Oil and gas 

Outer Hebrides Surfers 
Association (OHSA) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Tourism and recreation   

Open Seas NGO Nature conservation 

Orkney Islands Council Public body Local authority 

Ossian Offshore Wind 
Farm Limited 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Pale Blue Dot - a 
Storegga Company 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Carbon capture utilisation 
and storage 

Peter & J Johnstone Ltd Other commercial sector Fisheries 

PO Les pêcheurs de 
Bretagne 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

Royal Yachting 
Association (RYA) 
Scotland 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Tourism and recreation   

Royal Society for the 
Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) Scotland 

NGO Nature conservation 

Scottish Environment 
LINK 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Nature conservation 

Scottish Fishermen's 
Federation (SFF) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

Scottish Renewables 
Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

ScottishPower 
Renewables (SPR) 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Seaview Blackhouse Other commercial sector Tourism and recreation   

Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency 
(SEPA) 

Public body Regulatory authority 

Shetland Fishermen's 
Association (SFA) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Fisheries 

Shetland Islands Council Public body Local authority 



 

Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy (2025) 
Consultation Analysis Report  

62 

 

  

Organisational 
respondent 

Organisation Sub-Type  Sector 

Shetland Isles Marine 
Planning Partnership 

Public body Other  

Scottish and Southern 
Electricity Networks 
(SSEN) Transmission 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Power interconnectors 
and transmission lines 

Stirling Council Public body Local Authority 

The Agency for Green 
Transition and Aquatic 
Environment (SGAV) 
(Denmark) 

Public body Regulatory authority 

The Agricultural 
Department of the French 
Embassy in London 

Public body Fisheries 

The Department of 
Agriculture, Food and the 
Marine (DAFM) 

Public body Regulatory authority 

The Institute of Acoustics 
(IOA) 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Other 

The Law Society of 
Scotland 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

Other 

Thistle Wind Partners 
(TWP) 

Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Tina Marshall 
Consultancy Ltd. 

Other commercial sector Consultancy 

Tingwall, Whiteness, and 
Weisdale Community 
Council 

Public body Community council 

Vargronn 
Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

West of Orkney Windfarm 
Energy company / 
developer / association 

Offshore wind 

Whale and Dolphin 
Conservation (WDC) 

NGO Nature conservation 
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Appendix B.  Respondent sub-types 

Table 3. Respondent sub-types per question (questions 1 to 6) 

Respondent Sub-Types Q1.1 Q1.2 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6.1 Q6.2 

Individual 167 81 146 144 131 190 144 110 

Public body 13 13 13 14 12 14 10 13 

Energy company / developer / 
association 

13 15 16 16 16 15 13 13 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

11 8 11 12 14 13 11 11 

NGO 4 5 5 5 5 5 3 5 

Other commercial sector 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Did not respond 93 180 110 110 123 64 120 149 

Table 4. Respondent sub-types per question (questions 7 to 11) 

Respondent Sub-Types Q7 Q8 Q9.1 Q9.2 Q10 Q11.1 Q11.2 

Individual 93 99 127 70 90 141 118 

Public body 14 15 13 12 13 8 7 

Energy company / developer / 
association 

14 14 10 12 17 8 11 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

9 11 9 10 14 8 5 

NGO 5 5 4 5 5 1 3 

Other commercial sector 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 

Did not respond 167 158 139 193 163 135 158 

Table 5.  Respondent sub-types per question (questions 12 to 19) 

Respondent Sub-Types Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 

Individual 70 195 94 59 108 93 80 83 

Public body 11 11 18 8 12 11 11 12 

Energy company / developer / 
association 

13 14 14 8 14 14 13 13 

Industry bodies / member 
organisations 

9 9 12 7 11 10 9 9 

NGO 4 3 5 4 3 5 3 3 

Other commercial sector 3 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 

Did not respond 194 69 160 218 154 170 187 183 
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Appendix C.  Consultation Events 

Engagement was undertaken as part of the public consultation with 20 consultation 

events held during June to August 2025, comprising 17 in-person events held across 

Scotland and three online events. Details of the events were advertised in the local 

and national press, as well as via Scottish Government social media pages, 

newsletters and direct mailing to key stakeholders. 

 

These consultation events were run in accordance with the Statement of Public 

Participation which was published on 7 May 2025.  

 

The objectives of these events were to: 

• Raise awareness of the sectoral marine planning process and ensure that 

interested parties’ views and knowledge are taken into account; 

• Raise awareness of the draft updated Plan and development process; 

• Explain how Scottish Government have assessed the potential economic, 

social and environmental impacts of the draft updated Plan; 

• Raise awareness of the statutory consultation process, encourage 

participation and outline how to provide response(s); 

• Answer queries regarding the draft updated Plan and supporting documents; 

and 

• Outline next steps. 

 

In-person events took the format of an open drop-in session, held between 12:00 

and 18:00 each day, followed by a presentation and Question and Answer (Q&A) 

session between 18:00 and 21:00. The online events presented an overview of the 

draft updated Plan and the key findings of each of the plan-level assessments. Q&A 

sessions were held, supported by consultants ABPmer and RPA, who were 

responsible for preparing the supporting assessments. 

 

Hard copies of all documents were made available on request and events were 

staffed by officials from the Offshore Wind Directorate. In addition, some consultation 

events were attended by staff from Crown Estate Scotland. Consultants ABPmer and 

RPA were available at the Edinburgh and online events.   

 

The events were attended by a range of individuals representing different sectors, 

organisations as well as members of the public. 
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Information on the consultation events including the location, date and the number of 

attendees per event is detailed in Table 6. 

Table 6.  Consultation events, date and attendee numbers  

Event Date Drop in  

attendees 

Presentation  

attendees 

Inverness 9 June 2025 3 0 

Thurso 10 June 2025 0 0 

Kirkwall, Orkney 11 June 2025 13 6 

Online 11 June 2025 Not applicable 20 

Carloway, Isle of Lewis 17 June 2025 12 10 

Ullapool 18 June 2025 2 1 

Kinlochbervie 19 June 2025 8 5 

Edinburgh 23 June 2025 22 10 

Aberdeen 24 June 2025 4 4 

Peterhead 25 June 2025 6 5 

Buckie 26 June 2025 4 2 

Pittenweem 30 June 2025 23 19 

Islay 1 July 2025 8 2 

Dundee 3 July 2025 6 0 

Oban 7 July 2025 7 5 

Colonsay 8 July 2025 8 12 

Stornoway, Isle of Lewis 10 July 2025 15 8 

Online 16 July 2025 Not applicable 19 

Lerwick, Shetland 1 August 2025 34 9 

Online 11 August 2025 Not applicable 30 

 

The location of the in-person events, and the Option Areas included in the draft 

updated Plan, is shown in Figure 5.  Events were held across coastal communities 

neighbouring the five planning regions established in the SMP-OWE.   
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The West Region (encompassing OAs W1 and IN5) had events in Islay, Oban and 

Colonsay.  The North Region (encompassing OAs N1, N2, N3 and N4) had events in 

Ullapool, Carloway, Stornoway, Kinlochbervie and Thurso). The North East Region 

(encompassing OAs NE2, NE3, NE4, NE6, NE7, NE8, IN1, IN2, IN3, TOG6, TOG7, 

TOG8 and TOG9) had events in Kirkwall, Inverness, Buckie and Peterhead.  The 

Shetland Region (encompassing OAs NE1A, NE1B and NE1C) had an event in 

Lerwick.  The East Region (encompassing OAs E1A, E1B, E1C, E2A, E2B, E3, IN4, 

TOG10, TOG11, TOG12 and TOG13) had events in Aberdeen, Edinburgh, Dundee 

and Pittenweem.   
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Figure 5. Map of the in-person event locations and draft updated Plan Option 
Areas 
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Key issues in relation to Sectoral Marine Planning raised at each event are 

summarised below. This provides an overview of topics of interest across the 

different consultation events and has not been considered in the analysis included 

within this report. Only feedback received in consultation responses provided via the 

methods outlined in Section 2.3.7 are considered in the consultation analysis and in 

informing the finalisation of the updated Plan. 

 

Inverness: 

• Reforms to the Habitats Regulations 

• Marine Recovery Fund implementation 

 

Thurso 

• No attendees 

 

Kirkwall, Orkney 

• Need for better representation of island communities in planning 

• Need for clarity on how storage and maintenance of devices is being 
managed 

 

Online (11 June) 

• Consideration of any new or emerging evidence in the planning and 
assessment process 

• Need for clarity on how storage and maintenance of devices is being 
considered 

• Clarification of proposed parameters set out for any future T&D projects 

 

Carloway, Isle of Lewis 

• Concerns regarding visual impacts and knock-on effects this could have on 
the community and tourism industry 

• Need for better community involvement/representation in decision making 

• Questions around standards for developer-led engagement 

 

Ullapool 

• Interest in sectoral plan for tidal energy 

• Process for delivery of strategic compensation measures 

 

Kinlochbervie 

• Concerns regarding impacts and planning of transmission infrastructure 

• Consideration of salmon and migratory fish in environmental impact 
assessments 

• Consideration of impacts to commercial fisheries and need to consider these 
cumulatively 
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Edinburgh 

• Questions regarding how project-level information has been considered in 
plan-level assessments 

• Need for consideration of decommissioning in impact assessments 

• Need for clarity around plan-level mitigation and compensation delivery 

• Need for stronger engagement with fisheries stakeholders 

• Questions regarding quantitative assessment for Habitats Regulations 
Appraisal and how industry data will be used to inform this  

 

Aberdeen 

• Concerns regarding delays to grid connection dates for proposed ScotWind 
and INTOG projects 

• Questions regarding relationship between plan and project-level applications 
and monitoring requirements 

• Questions regarding impacts to commercial fisheries and how these may be 
mitigated/compensated 

 

Peterhead 

 

Buckie 

• Overall support for existing offshore wind development and local employment 
opportunities this has provided 

• Concerns regarding impacts to seabirds and marine mammals 

• Concerns regarding unknown scale of impacts to coastal erosion and physical 
processes  

 

Pittenweem 

• Concerns regarding cumulative impacts to seabirds with Berwick Bank project 

• Concerns regarding cumulative impacts to commercials fisheries with existing 
and planned developments 

• Need for stronger and more transparent monitoring of impacts of development 
post-construction 

• Concerns regarding unknown impacts of cables and transmission 
infrastructure on fish stocks 

 

Islay 

• Concerns regarding visual impacts 

• Consideration of cumulative impacts to aviation and radar in social and 
economic impact assessment 

• Concerns regarding impacts to commercial fisheries 

• Consideration of alignment with terrestrial planning for transmission 
infrastructure 

• Questions regarding high number of Option Areas on east coast compared to 
west coast 
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• Need for clarity around community benefit funds and associated opportunities 

• Concerns regarding potential impacts to ferry services to/from Northern 
Ireland 

 

Dundee 

• General questions about offshore wind development in Scotland and planning 
process 

 

Oban 

• Need for better representation of communities in decision-making 

• Need for consideration of environmental impacts of fisheries displacement 

 

Colonsay 

• Concerns regarding visual impacts, and need for consideration of impacts 
during both night and day 

• Need for better representation of communities in decision-making 

• Questions regarding consideration of sound, light and noise pollution in 
environmental assessment 

 

Stornoway, Isle of Lewis 

• Concerns regarding visual impacts and potential knock-on effects to local 
tourism 

• Concerns regarding environmental impacts, including to marine mammals, 
seabirds and National Scenic Areas 

• Reports of stress in local community due to proposed industrialisation of 
island 

• Concerns regarding impacts to local cultural heritage and Gaelic speaking 
communities 

• Concerns regarding impacts of transmission infrastructure, particularly to 
peatland 

• Questions around investment opportunities in offshore versus port 
infrastructure 

 

Online (16 July) 

• Concerns regarding sequencing of plan development against projects 
receiving consent 

• Questions around proposed parameters for T&D projects and how these can 
be refined further 

• Need for consideration of community benefits opportunities outwith/in addition 
to community benefit funds 

• Consideration of benefits of in-migration into rural communities in 
socioeconomic impact assessments 

• Need for clarity around potential financial compensation mechanisms for 
affected fishers 

 



 

Draft Updated Sectoral Marine Plan for Offshore Wind Energy (2025) 
Consultation Analysis Report  

71 

Lerwick, Shetland 

• Concerns that 200MW of T&D projects is too high for the Shetland region 

• Concerns regarding environmental impacts, particularly to seabirds and 
marine mammals 

• Concerns regarding potential for increased demand on ferry services 

• Concerns regarding loss of access to productive fishing grounds 

• Concerns regarding unknown impacts of development of mackerel and 
herring migratory routes 

 

Online (11 August) 

• Questions regarding refinement of assessment to fisheries impact 

• Need for more clarity around T&D parameters and mitigation measures 

• Need for clarity regarding balance of environmental and socioeconomic 
factors in decision making 

• Need for stronger mitigation measures for socioeconomic (particularly fishing) 
impacts 
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