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abstract
In the UK, seabed leases and subsidies for renewable energy are allocated via tendering
processes concluding with competitive auctions. These are respectively termed Leasing
Rounds and Contracts for Difference (CfD) Allocation Rounds. The reduced uncertainty
in offtake price offered by a CfD improves the creditworthiness of a project, allowing
developers to pursue and access financing. The necessity in this uncertainty mitigation has
been compounded by an upwards trend in leasing costs, increasing investment requirements.
Data relating to seabed leasing in the UK is scarce, unstructured, and scattered across diffuse
sources. This paper presents analysis of records relating to seabed leases between 2000-2024,
summarising the status of the UK’s offshore wind pipeline. Insights are shared on project
non-delivery, with inhospitable site conditions (5.8 GW) revealed as a key driver. The paper
also explores the relationship between Seabed Leasing and CfD acquisition, sharing metrics
illustrating the significance of the CfD mechanism to financing, and consequently, project
delivery.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The growth of the UK’s offshore wind sector is a frequently discussed topic and has been for several
years, yet literature on the seabed leasing process that enables it remains sparse (1; 2). Despite this,
there are several compelling contributions on the topic, such as (3), which gave an overview of several
existing competitive seabed leasing systems. In the UK, the leasing process can vary significantly
between Rounds, with leasing events held intermittently. These variations introduce challenges for
developers, who must determine frameworks for navigating Leasing Rounds in a particularly uncertain
period of the development process. It is likely that the leasing process, and the manner in which sites
are identified and selected, has a significant impact on project delivery. One potential factor that
could contribute to the rarity of seabed leasing literature, is the lack of appropriate data relating to the
leasing process itself.

Publicly available data relating to seabed leasing is typically unstructured, being distributed
across public and private sector press releases. This challenge is compounded for cancelled projects;

𝑎Corresponding author. Industrial Centre for Doctoral Training for Offshore Renewable Energy, The University of
Edinburgh, Edinburgh, UK. E-mail: T.Godfrey-Brown@sms.ed.ac.uk.

𝑏Department of Naval Architecture, Ocean, and Marine Engineering, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, UK
𝑐Renewable Energy Group, Department of Engineering, Faculty of Environment, Science, and Economy, University of

Exeter, Penryn, UK.
𝑑Department of Engineering Science, University of Oxford, Oxford, UK

𝑒Renewables Team, EDF R&D UK Centre, London, UK
𝑓 Finance for Energy Market Research Centre (FIME), Paris, France

𝑔Centre for Research in Economics and Statistics (CREST), Palaiseau, France

1

This is a submitted manuscript of the following conference paper: Godfrey-Brown, T, Lazakis, I, Pillai, AC, 
Morstyn, T, Dou, S & Chaton, C 2024, 'A review of offshore wind seabed allocation in the UK: 2000 - 2024', 
Paper presented at IAEE 45th International conference, Istanbul, Turkey, 25/06/24 - 28/06/24.

https://orcid.org/0009-0002-1765-5882
.
mailto:T.Godfrey-Brown@sms.ed.ac.uk


as time goes on, developers become less likely to maintain public resources on the outcomes of
failed projects, and regulators increasingly focus their reporting on active leasing programmes.
Even when data remains publicly available, it is typically of poor quality. Developers, as private
sector entities, have little incentive to report with specificity their reasons for cancellation. As
a consequence, explanations are often brief, purely qualitative, and attribute failure to multiple
aggregated challenges (4; 5; 6). Reporting from regulators can be more detailed, particularly for sites
which are formally refused consent, however, the level of detail still varies between regulators (7; 8).
This reporting also remains qualitative, and typically summarises the conclusions of an assessment,
whilst neglecting information used to inform decision-making (7).

This paper summarises each of the leasing events that have been held, or are currently
planned, within the UK. Descriptions are provided alongside this summary, identifying the specific
niches which events were designed to serve. Leasing events are disaggregated based on region and
technology, in order to identify how trends in the leasing process have affected the development of
offshore wind. The current status of each offshore wind seabed lease in the UK, as of April 2024 is
also summarised. This illustrates the scale of capacity at each stage in the offshore wind development
pipeline. In addition, this paper reports each of the obstacles which have led to the non-realisation
of projects within the UK. The paper also investigates which bodies, private or public, initiated the
cancellation of these projects.

Although there is a more significant volume of literature relating to the CfD mechanism, its
significance to the development phase of offshore wind is sometimes overlooked. The CfD mechanism
serves as a form of uncertainty mitigation, guaranteeing the price at which electricity will be sold for
the first 15 years of a project. This reduced uncertainty allows developers to raise financing for the
project. This paper investigates the significance of the mechanism by investigating the volume and
quantity of sites covered by a CfD. The number of contracts, and volume of capacity covered by the
mechanism, has trended upwards since its introduction, with only one site from Leasing Round 3
having reached Final Investment Decision (FID) without a CfD.

This paper aims to provide novel analysis of the leasing process, whilst addressing the
quality of data relating to seabed leasing. This is done through the provision of a dataset collecting
information on the capacity offered in each Leasing Round, alongside the consequent outcomes of that
capacity. In addition to this, an investigation is undertaken into the relationship between site selection
and allocation, to identify how variation in the leasing process has impacted project outcomes. It is
hoped that this dataset may enable future investigations into the relationships between leasing and
project delivery.

The rest of this paper is structured into three sections. Section 2, which explains how
risk relates to natural resource management. This describes the development phase of an offshore
windfarm in terms of the relationship between seabed leasing, financing and the CfD mechanism.
Section 3, describes the history of seabed leasing in the UK, and investigates the current status of the
offshore wind development pipeline. Additionally, it explores trends in project non-delivery, and how
non-realisation may relate to allocation structure. Finally, Section 4 investigates the significance of
offtake to securing project financing by investigating trends in the CfD mechanism and Corporate
Power Purchase Agreement (CPPA)s.

2. RISK & NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

The seabed leasing process must balance the competing interests of governments and developers.
Developers seek to derive profit from their allocated development rights by extracting and transforming
natural resources. Conversely, while countries have an opportunity to benefit from this exploitation,
they must ensure such gains are not outweighed by harm to the environment, local communities, or
the interests of other stakeholders. States typically have the right to exploit their natural resources,
but often opt not to self-develop. This allows them to avoid financial risk – the likelihood funds will

2

A review of offshore wind seabed allocation in the UK: 2000 - 2024



be lost through some investment or commercial pursuit. Although isolated from this risk through
the leasing process, the government still has aims to displace carbon-intensive energy generation. In
the UK, this is reflected in targets announced in the Government’s British Energy Security Strategy
2022, which seeks to achieve up to 50 GW of operational offshore wind by 2030, with up to 5 GW of
floating wind (9). As such, the government maintains an important role throughout the project’s life,
supporting successful delivery through management of their seabed and subsidy allocation processes.

Leasing rights are typically allocated in a tendering process, termed Leasing Rounds, which
conclude with a competitive auction (10). A seabed lease grants a developer the exclusive right to
develop an area of the seabed. However, this contract does not assign the developer development
rights in isolation, as these are acquired through the consenting process (11). The first step in a
comprehensive investigation and planning process, rights are allocated in the form of an Option,
which can be exercised to form a lease if the necessary consents are obtained (11). The Crown
Estate (CE) and the Crown Estate Scotland (CES), who manage the UK’s seabed, are responsible
for identifying areas which are desirable but which don’t interfere with other maritime operations.
Their investigations serve to mitigate the risk of potential sites on the behalf of developers’. Whilst
doing this, however, a balance must be struck between the cost of investigation and the level of risk
mitigated. The accuracy of a developer’s assessment of the site will also fluctuate through the planning
period, gradually becoming more accurate. Prior to a lease auction, developers complete feasibility
studies and pre Front-End Engineering Design (FEED) research to determine what they can justify
bidding during the auction process. Only after the acquisition of an Option agreement can the site be
evaluated directly (12). The site’s wind and marine conditions are then assessed through a campaign
of surveys and measurements (12). These results not only determine the expected revenue of the
project but also dictate the technical design requirements of the farm itself (13). Figure 1 illustrates
the typical sequence of financing and consenting events for an offshore wind development. Operating
with no guarantee of financial return, developers contend with the potential for project-ending risks
throughout the entire investigation and consenting process, until FID is reached.

Figure 1: An sequential overview of the major stages of consenting and financing during the development
phase of UK-based offshore wind projects (12).

Pre-Lease Bid Development

Leasing Round

Lease Option Awarded

CfD Allocation Round

Option Agreement

Metocean Campaign

Environmental Impact Assessment

Consent Review

Consent Awarded

FInal Investment Decision

Consent Application Preparation

Option Executed

CfD Acquired

Site Investigation & ConsentingPre-Lease Offtake Deployment

Deployment

Large infrastructure projects, particularly offshore wind projects, are of notably high risk for
numerous reasons. Amongst these, the complexity of their construction requires multiple layers of
organisation and management (14). This complexity is reflected in a significantly increased capital
expenditure (14). In addition to this, developers may discover insurmountable challenges during site
investigation; sites may have a low wind yield or a seabed composition that makes anchoring infeasible,
completely eliminating the economic potential of the project (6). Obstacles can also take the form of
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regulatory and political risk. Prior to lease acquisition, and throughout site investigation, developers
report on any potential environmental risks at their site and establish measures to mitigate them
through two assessments, the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) (12). If the developer cannot give the regulator confidence in their environmental
protection measures it is likely they will be denied consent for the development. Developers will also
need to engage with and assuage the concerns of the local community, as local opposition can equally
lead to refusal of consents (15). While most risk has the potential for mitigation, the early period of
offshore wind development entails many risks that can lead to project termination (6).

Financing is a necessity for large infrastructure projects, funding costs early in the project’s
life. However, financing also offers a mechanism to manage capital costs and risk. In order to secure
financing, the developer must demonstrate that the project has the anticipated revenue to cover costs
and generate profit (16). The variable nature of renewable energy makes demonstrating revenue
challenging, which is further aggravated by the high volatility of electricity prices (17). As such,
revenue estimations for offshore wind projects tend to be associated with high degrees of uncertainty,
which in turn increases the cost of financing (17). This process of identifying how a project’s generated
electricity will be sold, is often referred to as identifying offtake or alternatively, Route to Market.

In 2014, to combat this price risk and to expedite the adoption of renewables, the UK
Government introduced the CfD scheme (18). These contracts, allocated via a competitive tendering
process, set an agreed price for each unit of generated electricity, called the Strike Price (19). For each
unit sold, if the market price falls below the Strike Price, the government pays the difference, however,
if the market price exceeds the Strike Price, the developer returns the excess to the government (19).
This transfers both positive and negative revenue risk from the developer to the government. A CfD
typically covers the first 15 operational years of a project. The market for CPPAs has also seen
significant growth in recent years, offering a similar revenue certainty as the CfD (16). In this instance,
an offtake agreement is made between the developer and a corporate energy consumer, offering
electricity at an agreed price on a long-term basis (16). Each of these routes to market, and at times
a combination of both, have become a significant option for demonstrating revenue when pursuing
financing. In such cases, lower long-term revenues as opposed to higher uncertain revenues can allow
for a lower cost of debt financing (16).

3. SEABED LEASING IN THE UK

The majority of seabed capacity for offshore wind within the UK was allocated as part of a Leasing
Round. Figure 2 illustrates each of these events. Notably, this reflects the variable frequency of
leasing events, and reveals clusters serving different regional and technical niches: 2009-13 and
2022-25 (6). Despite the high levels of leasing activity in recent years, the UK Government has already
announced its intention to pursue the allocation of a further 20-30 GW of seabed rights by 2030 (20).
The infrequent timeline and varied structure of leasing events has led to additional challenges for
developers, who must establish frameworks for decision-making in an already uncertain and high-risk
environment.

This paper has adopted the Leasing Rounds as defined in official documentation by the CE
or CES, however, it is hard to determine a consistent definition of the term (21; 22; 23; 24; 25; 26). In
the majority of cases, rights allocated in Leasing Rounds have all followed the same tendering and
site selection process, and did so during the same time period, but there are exceptions to even this
basic description. Ormonde was initially a demonstration project aiming to integrate wind energy and
gas power at a single site. However, this site was identified the year following Round 1 in cooperation
with the Department of Trade and Industry, despite this, it is typically referred to as a Round 1
site (27; 28). Conversely, capacity is also sometimes allocated in a fashion consistent with a Leasing
Round, but not termed as such. The CE’s Round 5 Test & Demonstration Opportunity allocated
several sites following a similar application process but is not described as a Leasing Round (22).
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Figure 2: A timeline depicting announcement dates for offshore wind Leasing Round results in the UK.
The colour of each node depicts the body responsible for managing the seabed leased during the event (6).
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This is significant as it limits what may be inferred from the analysis of data aggregated by Round,
introducing variation within Rounds and excluding relevant allocation events from the overall set of
Rounds.

Table 1 describes each of the offshore wind seabed Leasing Rounds in the UK. This
investigation has identified a further fourteen sites allocated on an individual basis, each for
demonstration purposes (6). To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this represents all sites allocated
for the purpose of offshore wind development in the UK.
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Table 1: Offshore Wind Leasing Round Event Descriptions, Outcome Year and Allocating Body

Leasing Event Description

Leasing Round 1
2001-2002, The Crown Estate

The first Leasing Round in the UK, this event focussed on the
development of small pre-commercial wind farms. This op-
portunity allowed developers to advance their understanding
of offshore wind technology through demonstration projects,
whilst giving them important economic and environmental
context associated with developing in UK waters (21).

Leasing Round 2
2003, The Crown Estate

Leasing Round 2 focused on the development of the first
commercial scale wind farms in the UK (21).

Scottish Territorial Waters
2009, The Crown Estate

This Round allocated sites within Scottish territorial waters,
up to 12 NM from the Scottish coastline (29).

Leasing Round 3
2010, The Crown Estate

Round 3 focussed on scaling up installation by allocating a
significantly increased seabed area and capacity. In addition
to this, it saw the CES co-funding several projects and was the
first Leasing Round to allocate Zones of development rather
than individual sites (21).

Round 1/2 Extension
2010, The Crown Estate

This Round allocated additional capacity to 5 existing sites
from Leasing Round 1 and Leasing Round 2 (21).

2010 Demo Projects
2010, The Crown Estate

Limited to 100 MW, these demonstration projects focused on
the testing and deployment of “next generation” turbines (21).

Northern Irish Territorial Waters
2012, The Crown Estate

This Round allocated both wind and tidal sites within Northern
Irish territorial waters, up to 12 NM from the Northern Irish
coastline (23).

2017 Extension
2018, The Crown Estate

This extension Round allocated additional capacity to 8
existing sites from Leasing Rounds 2 and 3 (21).

ScotWind
2022, The Crown Estate Scotland

The ScotWind Leasing Round was the first seabed leasing
event held by the CES. It focussed exclusively on sites in Scot-
tish offshore waters, from the coast to Scotland’s Exclusive
Economic Zone. It was also the first Leasing Round in the
UK that featured floating foundation turbines (30).

Leasing Round 4
2022, The Crown Estate

This Round focussed on leasing additional fixed-foundation
windfarm sites in England and Wales (11).

ScotWind Clearing
2022, The Crown Estate Scotland

The ScotWind Clearing Round assigned three sites that failed
allocation in the original ScotWind Leasing Round (25).

INTOG
2023, The Crown Estate Scotland

Innovation and Targeted Oil & Gas (INTOG) focussed on
demo projects for a range of different innovations, and in
addition, allocated sites designed to integrate with existing
oil and gas infrastructure (31).

2023 Extension
2024, The Crown Estate

The 2023 extension Round is due to complete in 2024 and
is considering additional capacity for 7 sites allocated in
Leasing Round 3, or in the 2017 Extension Round (26).

Leasing Round 5
2025, The Crown Estate

Leasing Round 5 is due to complete in 2025 and focusses on
the commercial scale deployment of floating offshore wind
farms in the Celtic Sea (22).
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Figure 3: The Capacity (MW) of each allocated seabed lease or option agreement stacked per Leasing
Round, alongside the quantity of sites allocated per Leasing Round (6).

Round 1 (2001-2002)
Round 2 (2003)
Scottish W

aters (2009)
Round 3 (2010)
Round 1/2 Extension (2010)
D

em
o Projects (2010)

N
. Irish W

aters (2012)
2017 Extension (2018)
ScotW

ind (2022)
Round 4 (2022)
ScotW

ind Clearing (2022)
IN

TO
G

 (2023)
2023 Extension (2024)
Round 5 (2025)

5

10

15

20

25

30

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

No. of Sites Capacity (MW)

Leasing Event

Ca
pa

ci
ty

 (G
W

)

N
o.

 o
f S

ite
s

Figure 3 illustrates both the quantity and capacity of sites allocated in each of the UK’s
Leasing Rounds. Although two clusters of leasing events can be identified when looking only at
timescales, it is challenging to identify any clear trends in the capacity or quantity of sites allocated
per Leasing Round. This is due to the changing nature of the leasing process, and various policy goals
that different Rounds have been designed to satisfy. Following 2016, the separation of responsibilities
between the CE and CES resulted in an increased quantity of Rounds whilst also separating capacity
in different regions of the UK (32). In addition, the introduction of floating foundation technology
has created a separate line of technical development to follow.1 Where the CE has typically separated
Rounds based on foundation technology, the same is not true for the CES, meaning leased capacity
growth is aggregated for floating and fixed turbines in Scotland but not in England & Wales (34; 35; 11).
Notably, the CE has announced its intention to also move towards a mixed approach in future Leasing
Rounds (36). The Round 5 Test & Demonstration opportunity is functionally analogous to the
Demo Projects Round of 2010, both of which offers 4-5 sites of less than 100 MW of capacity for
demonstration purposes (37; 22). Not categorising these sites as a Leasing Round further obfuscates
any trends. As such, it is necessary to pursue further analysis, considering data in terms of region,
foundation technology and intended purpose, e.g. demonstration vs. commercial projects.

Figures 4 and 5 illustrate the capacity leased by region, for fixed foundation and floating
foundation turbines respectively. Excluded from these illustrations is the single site leased in Northern
Irish territorial waters Leasing Round. Sites are categorised based on their declared technology when
the lease was originally allocated.

1The transition towards floating foundations for offshore wind farms is motivated by a desire to install projects where
waters are too deep to economically justify fixed foundations. Not only does this allow development in otherwise infeasible
areas of the seabed, but these sites are often further offshore, where wind speeds are typically higher (33).
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Figure 4: Allocated Capacity (MW) using fixed foundation turbines, segmented by regions: Scotland, and
England & Wales (6).
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Considering this data, fixed foundation leasing efforts between regions of the UK appear to
be complementary. With Leasing Rounds 1 and 2 serving as demonstration opportunities for sites in
both regions. In almost all cases, a higher volume of capacity is leased in England & Wales. The
exception to this is ScotWind, which allocated 1.8 GWs more than Leasing Round 4, it’s equivalent
Leasing Round in England & Wales. Despite this, it still appears that the volume of capacity on
offer in both regions has gradually converged towards a low number of medium volume sites. There
have been no extension Rounds in Scotland, however, this is likely a consequence of the high rate
on project non-realisation, which is explored in section 3.2. Conversely, England & Wales has seen
three Leasing Rounds for site extensions. Beyond the Demo Projects Round and Round 5 Test &
Demonstration opportunity, there have been very few demonstration projects in either region. Only
three other sites were identified, each with 1-2 turbines.

As demonstration projects are typically used as means to de-risk new technologies, it
is unsurprising that there are significantly more Non-Round demonstration projects for floating
foundation developments than for fixed wind (22). In addition, the number of generators at these
sites ranges significantly, from individual turbines to small farms, with capacity ranges from 2 to
100 MW. The first five of these floating sites were each allocated by the CES, between 2013 and 2017.
As such, each of these sites is now fully commissioned. Conversely, each of the sites allocated by
the CE were assigned as part of the Round 5 Test & Demonstration opportunity, between 2022 and
2023. Contrary to fixed foundation sites, where sites in England & Wales were used to demonstrate
technologies for both regions, it appears that floating sites in Scotland have offered the first opportunity
for demonstration instead. The INTOG Round, which allocated innovations sites, whilst also looking
to decarbonise Oil & Gas installations has no analogous Leasing Round in England & Wales. In
recent years, there appears to be a preference for sites allocated via the CES to pursue a higher quantity
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of sites with a greater range in offered capacity. The CE has trended towards few sites with the same,
or very low range, volume of capacity.

Figure 5: Allocated Capacity (MW) using floating foundation turbines, segmented by regions: Scotland,
and England & Wales (6).
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3.1 Offshore Wind Development Pipeline

Figure 6 illustrates the original leased capacity and consequent status of each offshore wind site
allocated in the UK as of April 2024. The offshore wind status data presented here is collated from
numerous unstructured sources: including Freedom of Information requests, direct communication,
and press releases. One of the challenges in characterising the pipeline lies in accurately categorising
this unstructured data. There are two key categories where classification was a challenge: planned
site capacity and cause for non-delivery.

In the first instance, planned capacity must reconcile the capacity allocated as part of a lease
and the intended capacity declared by the developer. While the lease capacity could be considered a
ceiling, it is frequently varied via request during consenting, and consequently exceeded. Similarly,
there are numerous instances where developers chose not to utilise the full capacity allowed by their
lease. In order to create a consistent definition, the value used to describe planned capacity is either
the developer’s most recently declared intended capacity or, if there has been no public declaration,
the leased capacity. This means all planned sites are defined in terms of the developer’s presumed
intent. Regardless, variation remains minimal, with intended capacity for sites in the planning stage
of development only 0.96 % (655 MW) greater than the leased capacity.

Sites that were not delivered are either characterised as withdrawn, where the developer has
chosen not to continue development, or refused, where a government body or regulator has refused
the project. Although this characterisation implies agency, in many cases developers may choose to
withdraw a site because they anticipate the site will be refused. Capacity which has been leased and is
associated with a project but which has not yet started construction is characterised as in planning.
Conversely, capacity is characterised as unassigned if it isn’t yet associated with a specific project, a

9

A review of offshore wind seabed allocation in the UK: 2000 - 2024

�
��� �



Figure 6: A summary of sites and capacity (MW) allocated per Leasing Round and the resultant status of
that capacity (6).
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designation which is only relevant to Round 3’s Zone-based approach to leasing. Construction covers
capacity which has started manufacturing or, is installed but not yet delivering power. Projects that
are dormant have had their consents refused, but their developers have declared they are exploring
alternative routes to delivery. Finally, leased capacity uses the volume originally leased, as opposed
to the value at agreement for lease. Additionally, if a developer announces their intention to pursue a
capacity greater than that in their lease, then consequently cancelled that capacity, we describe the
cancelled capacity based on what was specified by their lease, not based on their intention.

Table 2: UK Offshore Wind: Summary of Capacity (MW) Status in April 2024 (6).

Fixed (MW) Floating (MW) Total (MW)

Operational 14,750.6 77.5 14,828.1

Planning 40,987 26,852.3 67,824.3

Construction 6689 0 6689

Withdrawn 11,804.5 0 11,804.5

Refused 2428 0 2428

Dormant 873 0 873

Unassigned 1912 0 1912

Decommissioned 4 2 6
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3.2 Non-Realisation

There are significant challenges associated with characterising non-delivery. Developers typically
announce the discontinuation of projects via press releases, often attributing non-delivery to multiple
challenges. Sites refused continuation during the consenting process typically provide more informa-
tion, but the characterisation remains purely qualitative. In both instances, when multiple reasons
for discontinuation are given, identifying the root cause becomes impossible. This analysis presents
capacity as granularly as possible, but at times, it is necessary to use aggregated descriptions.

In addition to aggregation, the level of detail supplied by developers varies significantly.
Using environmental challenges as an example, announcements range from very precise, such
as projects which cite specific species, to extremely broad, such as projects which simply site
environmental concerns. To aid analysis, these reasons have been categorised hierarchically, and the
results illustrated in Figure 7.

Figure 7: The hierarchy of categories used to describe reasons for non-delivery throughout this paper.
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In addition to this, developers may credit cancellation to challenges which are not explicitly
stated by other developers. For example, one developer may attribute non-delivery to the constraints of
their lease, while other developers perceive these constraints as implicit. This paper does not interrogate
the claims of developers or consenting bodies when identifying the reasons for discontinuation –
meaning there is potential for these groups to misreport their motivations. As this paper only reviews
capacity that was cancelled, rather than delayed, it isn’t possible to know if this capacity would have
reached delivery or would have ultimately failed due to some other challenge.

Sites allocated following the 2017 Extension Round are all still in the planning stage and, as
such, are not the focus of this section. For the same reason, investigation into floating wind sites is
also minimal. When considering the delivery of floating sites allocated on an individual basis, all sites
allocated by the CES between 2013 and 2017 are fully commissioned. The remaining sites, all in the
planning stage, were all allocated as part of the CE’s Round 5 Test & Demonstration opportunity (6).

3.2.1 Capacity Non-delivery by Category

Figure 8 illustrates the volume of capacity cancelled citing each major category of non-delivery. The
category with the largest volume of capacity cited for non-delivery was technical challenges. This
volume is three times greater than the next reason for non-delivery, Policy and Seabed Management
challenges. Within technical challenges, seabed conditions are the largest contributor to cancellation
at 74.2 %, followed by depth at 25.8 %. Notably, the third largest reason for non-delivery is a
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combination of technical and environmental challenges. This combination represents a single site,
the Argyll Array, which primarily credited the hard rock of the seabed alongside wave conditions for
cancellation. In addition to this, the developer noted the presence of basking sharks in the area (38). It
is likely that if this data could be disaggregated, technical challenges would represent an even greater
share of nondelivery capacity.

Figure 8: The volume (MW) of capacity that failed to reach delivery, arranged by non-delivery
category (6).
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The second largest non-delivery category, broadly termed Policy and Seabed Management,
represents the competing use of the seabed and, policies designed to support renewables. The largest
proportion, 60 %, of unfulfilled capacity in this category was the result of potential radar interference
from the farm. Offshore wind infrastructure compromises returning radar signals by introducing a
Doppler shift on the reflection. While this is an issue for the entire aviation industry, it is a particular
concern to the defense industry, as this effect can mimic fast moving aircraft (39). In two of these three
instances, capacity was cancelled following the failure of the developer to reach an understanding
with the Ministry of Defence (40; 41). The sole site allocated during the Northern Irish Territorial
waters Leasing Round initially reduced its capacity by 200 MW due to concerns relating to marine
navigation and commercial fisheries, before ultimately cancelling the remaining 400 MW. The
developer credited this cancellation to a reduction in subsidies available as part of the UK’s subsidy
scheme, alongside delays in the tendering process and failures to clearly establish the participation
rules of Northern Ireland’s own subsidy programme. This represents 35.3 % of the failed capacity in
this category (42; 43). A lack of available grid capacity was also cited as a reason for cancellation for
an additional 147 MW of capacity, 8.7 % of this category (44).

The fourth category, Developer Discretion, represents leased capacity that developers chose
not to utilise during development. These sites all reached operation, but their developers chose not
to utilise the capacity allocated to them in its entirety. In these cases, the developer did not declare
their reasoning for not reaching full utilisation. Additionally, the authors could not identify the
reason for non-delivery in one completely cancelled 100 MW site. The demo projects Leasing Round
allocated sites a standard capacity ceiling of 100 MW, regardless of the intended size of the project.

12

A review of offshore wind seabed allocation in the UK: 2000 - 2024



As such, under-utilisation in this instance is likely a reflection of capacity that was never intended for
development (37).

Commercial challenges represented 1023 MW of cancelled capacity, with 33.5 % of this
category intended to reduce costs and optimise the development of the site, and the remaining 76.7 %
of capacity abandoned due to changes in the developers financial investment strategy (45; 46). In
addition to this, one developer credited failure to a combination of commercial, policy and technical
challenges. Citing low wind speed, the conditions of their lease and seabed conditions as the reason
for discontinuation (47).

The remaining categories, Environmental Protection, Socio-economic challenges, and a third
category which combines both Environmental Protection and Socio-economic challenges, each saw
approximately 1 GW of capacity cancelled. The only site that solely credits socio-economic impacts
was the Isle of Wight Zone, where a 900 MW project nearby to a World Heritage site saw opposition
because of its potential visual impact. Notably, it also cited potential economic damage resulting from
this visual impact as a reason for refusal (8). A further 870 MW of capacity was refused consent due
to environmental concerns, to protect specific bird species: 57.5 % of this capacity was cancelled to
protect Sandwich Terns and 42.5 % to protect Red-Throated Divers (48; 49). 958 MW of capacity was
refused consent due to both environmental and socio-economic impacts. Each of these 3 sites were
refused consents due to public opposition, but cited environmental and local economic impacts as the
reason for this opposition (7). If the failure of these sites were solely attributed to socio-economic
impact, this would be the second largest category of failure. Interestingly, visual impact is always
cited alongside potential socio-economic impact.

Each of these failures in delivery represent an uncertainty which could not be successfully
mitigated. Given that developers cannot investigate a site directly until after the acquisition of
a lease option, it is expected that technical challenges, particularly seabed conditions and depth,
are the foremost reason for nondelivery (12). Similarly, policy risk, the second most common
reason for nondelivery, is already a recognised challenge for developers, with limited opportunity for
mitigation (15).

3.2.2 Capacity Non-delivery by Leasing Round

Figure 9 arranges undelivered capacity by Leasing Round, and describes it as a proportion of the
leased capacity per Round. When considering this reorganised data, some clearer trends emerge.
Foremost, when excluding the territorial Leasing Rounds, the proportion of unfulfilled capacity trends
downwards. Despite their distinct outcomes, the Scottish Territorial Waters, Demo Projects, and
Round 3 leasing events, all concluded in 2010. This variation in outcome is potentially related to
changes in the site selection process used during the territorial waters leasing events, which are
explored in section 3.3.

3.2.3 Capacity Non-delivery by Category Frequency

When considering the frequency of reasons cited for non-delivery, illustrated in Figure 10, early
Rounds see a relative increase in representation. This is because early sites were more likely to
attribute cancellation to multiple challenges. Following the Scottish Territorial Waters Leasing
Round, developers did not cite any aggregated issues for non-delivery. Although inflated by these
aggregate issues, the Scottish Territorial Waters Leasing Round is still a significant outlier in terms of
non-realisation.

Trends are also revealed when considering which bodies typically initiate the cancellation of
a project. All undelivered capacity that was cancelled on socio-economic grounds or due to visual
impact was the result of refusal of consent. Conversely, all capacity cancelled on commercial or
technical grounds was withdrawn by the developer (6). This reflects how different responsibilities are
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Figure 9: Capacity that failed to reach delivery, described as a percentage of the original leased capacity
per Leasing Round (6).
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distributed between developers and consenting bodies, with the private sector maintaining an interest
in resolving the technical challenges of the project, and consenting bodies responsible for protecting
the interests of local communities.

This distribution of responsibilities is also seen when considering environmental challenges.
In total, six sites were cancelled citing environmental concerns, four refused consent and only
two withdrawn. The first of the withdrawn sites primarily cited seabed conditions as a reason for
discontinuation (38). In the second instance, the developer had already been made aware through a
Grampian notice, that consent was contingent on the need to demonstrate that a local bird species
wouldn’t be adversely affected (48). Ultimately, with one exception motivated by technical challenges,
the other five sites in this category each reached cancellation due to decisions made by consenting
bodies.

Only one site was refused on policy and seabed management grounds, with the remaining
six sites withdrawn. In addition, this site was only refused consent partially, due to concerns it may
cause radar interference. This contradicts the trend seen with other categories, as policy and seabed
management are each the explicit responsibility of regulatory and governing bodies. One possible
explanation is that developers typically anticipate refusal and abandon the consenting process before
being formally rejected. If this is the case, this would represent some degree of success within the
procedure for policy and seabed management, as predictability has long been considered central to
good governance (50). Notably, several others sites, Bell Rock and Shell Flats 1, 2 and 3, were also
withdrawn due to concerns of radar interference (6). As such, it is also possible that these developers
withdrew projects that could have ultimately been viable, though at a reduced capacity.
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Figure 10: A dot matrix diagram representing each reason cited for non-delivery per Leasing Round.
Each dot represents a single instance of a non-delivery category being cited.
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3.3 Leasing Round Structure & Project Outcomes

The discrepancy in outcomes between Leasing Rounds necessitates further investigation, particularly
the discrepancy between Leasing Round 3 and the territorial waters Leasing Rounds in Scotland and
Northern Ireland. This section explores two key elements of the leasing process: site selection and
location, and the distinction between area and Zone-based leasing.

3.3.1 Zone Vs. Site-based Leasing

Leasing Round 3 represented a shift in how seabed was allocated to developers. Leasing Rounds
1 and 2, and the Scottish Territorial waters Leasing Round, were each allocated areas designed to
host individual farms. Leasing Round 3, however, offered areas termed Development Zones. These
Zones, illustrated alongside the current status of their sites in Figure 11, were designed to allow the
developer to select multiple sites within their Zone, and progress them through the consenting process
towards an agreement for lease (51). In aid of this, these sites were significantly larger in both area
and allowed capacity, offering developers greater flexibility. Notably, this Zone-based approach has
not been used in the UK since Leasing Round 3.

It is challenging to compare Leasing Round 3 to other leasing events because many of its
sites have not yet reached their final state; either operation or cancellation. If each of these sites were
to reach operation, then the proportional undelivered capacity of Leasing Round 3 would be lower
than each of the Rounds that came before it. This variability is also true of sites established during the
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Figure 11: A map illustrating each of the Leasing Round 3 Zones and individual sites, alongside the status
of each. One site, Dogger Bank D, is excluded from this figure as it has yet to define its site boundaries (6).

Scottish Waters Leasing Round, which has one operational site, another site under construction and a
final site approaching FID. There are a total of seventeen Leasing Round 3 sites still in transition. Of
these sites, three are still in planning, making it difficult to assess which challenges are most likely
to interfere with their delivery. An additional five sites are currently under construction. As the
authors could not identify any offshore wind projects in the UK which had been discontinued after
construction had started, it is presumed that both the Round 3 and Scottish Waters sites in construction
will reach delivery. There are a further nine sites which have completed the consenting process:
three sites have acquired CfDs and have progressed to FID, and the remaining six are awaiting the
acquisition of a CfD (6).

The sites that have completed the consenting process as part of Leasing Round 3 are now
most likely to fail delivery due to market conditions or an inability to determine offtake, the latter of
which is explored in section 4. This type of challenge would most appropriately be categorised as
either a policy or commercial challenge, as it relates to demonstrating revenue to secure financing.
Notably, due to the significance of offtake, this will also be a challenge for sites allocated in all future
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Leasing Rounds. This was reflected in the Northern Irish Waters Leasing Round which saw 66.67 %
of capacity cancelled due to uncertainty relating to the Renewables Obligation Certificate (ROC)
subsidy scheme, which preceded the CfD (43).

Despite this, Leasing Round 3 has not seen any sites cancelled due to competing seabed use,
an issue that was prominent in other leasing events. Leasing Round 1 and the Scottish Waters Round
each saw capacity cancelled due to potential radar interference, 11.49 % and 10.87 % respectively.
This was also a minor issue during Leasing Round 2, resulting in the cancellation of less than 1 %
of capacity. A further 33.33 % was cancelled during the Northern Irish Waters Round due to risk
to shipping and commercial fisheries (6). This may be a reflection of the improved flexibility of
Zone-based leasing.

Leasing Round 3 has also not seen any sites cancelled due to environmental concerns,
compared to the 12.13 % of capacity cancelled in Round 2. The Scottish territorial waters Leasing
Round also saw 14.88 % of sites undelivered relating to environmental protection. While this
difference in outcomes could be attributed to the flexibility of Zone-based leasing, it is likely also due
to the site allocation process of the Scottish Waters Leasing Round. This is because, in the Scottish
Waters Round, each instance of environmental concern was cited alongside socio-economic impacts
or technical challenges, which Round 3 was also unable to avoid (6).

This analysis didn’t attribute any undelivered capacity from Leasing Round 3 to Developer
Discretion. Prior to Round 3, this category was trending upwards, likely due to the overall increase in
capacity of farms. It is also cited in leasing events following Round 3. This category is likely the
strongest reflection of the difference between Zone-based and site based leasing. With developers able
to select and adjust their own site boundaries and capacity, the likelihood of a site being selected with
a capacity higher than that needed of the project is exceedingly low. This is supported by the outcomes
of Round 1, which also allowed developers to submit their own site boundaries when pursuing their
agreement for lease, alongside their capacity declaration (26). This round saw a very small volume of
capacity undelivered due to Developer Discretion, 1.87 % (6).

As discussed in 3.2.1, it appears developers often anticipate and withdraw a site prior to being
refused consent. It is likely that this foresight, combined with the flexibility offered by Zone-based
leasing, has improved the ability of developers to avoid many of the common causes of non-delivery.
Leasing Round 3 illustrates that this is particularly true of environmental concerns, competing seabed
use, and site under-utilisation, as developers successfully avoided each of these challenges. Despite
this, Round 3 still saw a considerable volume of capacity withdrawn, indicating the process is still
subject to other procedural failures. As such, it is necessary to consider other reasons for failure that
might be attributed to allocation process, namely, site selection and location.

3.3.2 Site Selection & Location

In spite of the flexibility offered by Zone-based leasing, several Round 3 sites failed to reach delivery.
Each of these sites were cancelled in their entirety, based on either technical or socio-economic
challenges. These Zones, illustrated, in Figure 11, tended to be smaller in terms of both capacity and
area, and, were typically closer to shore. This is indicative of the importance of location in the site
selection process itself. In addition, it reflects that flexibility is limited by the size of the leasing Zone.

This paper has identified a high rate of non-delivery within each of the two territorial
waters Leasing Rounds. These territorial waters refer to a specific subset of the UK’s Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ), the area of the ocean up to 200 NM from the coast, which a country has
jurisdiction over. Specifically, territorial waters extend from the low waterline of a country up to
12 NM out at sea (24; 23). This means, that for each of these leasing events, sites were no further
than 12 NM (22.22 km) from the coast. This proximity to shore could explain why socio-economic
challenges, particularly public opposition relating to visual and environmental impact, represented
such a significant volume (14.88 %), of undelivered capacity from the Scottish Waters Round. This
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also reflects the challenges of Round 3’s West Isle of Wight Zone, which was a similar distance to
shore (6).

Figure 12: A map illustrating the UK’s Offshore and Territorial Waters, alongside Scotland’s and
Northern Ireland’s Territorial Sea boundaries (52; 53).

The selection process for these sites has also been impacted by jurisdiction. At the time of
these Leasing Rounds, territorial waters were devolved in most circumstances. In addition, the seabed
was still exclusively managed by the CE. The primary distinction in the site selection process for each
of these Leasing Rounds relates to variation in their Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), a
process which assesses the sustainable development and environmental protection of the seabed (54)

Leasing Round 3 sites were selected by The Crown Estate, and informed by the UK
government’s SEA for Offshore Wind (55). This was an investigation designed to consider the best
approach to allocating seabed capacity for energy development (56). It considered the benefit of
development to the UK economy, reduction in carbon emissions and energy security, whilst trying to
avoid harm to biodiversity, conservation and other seabed activity (56). Organised by the Department
of Energy & Climate Change (DECC), the results were published at the start of the Leasing Round 3
tendering process (56; 57).

In contrast, the sites offered during the Scottish Territorial Waters Leasing Round were

18

A review of offshore wind seabed allocation in the UK: 2000 - 2024

�������� ���
���� ���

�����������������
一���������������

����

��� �

�� �

�� ��

��
��� ��

����
����

� �����
������

� ����
�



identified by the Crown Estate, in cooperation with developers, and termed short-term options (29).
This is because each of these sites was initially allocated exclusivity agreements with the express
intention that its suitability be later informed by the Scottish Government’s SEA (29). This SEA itself
began at the end of the Leasing process, when exclusivity agreements were being allocated (29; 7).
This SEA, the Blue Seas - Green Energy report, ultimately declared several of the sites allocated during
the Scottish Waters Round inappropriate for development, and they were consequently discontinued.
These three sites, Kintyre, Solway Firth and Wigtown Bay, were each identified as unsuitable due to a
lack of public acceptability and socio-economic benefit (29; 7). The authors were unable to identify
precisely how these sites were assessed prior to allocation but notes that the SEA used by CE in
Leasing Round 3 explicitly excluded Scottish and Irish Territorial Waters from its assessment (56).

The Irish Territorial Waters Leasing Round sites were identified as part of Department of
Enterprise, Trade and Investment (DETI)’s draft Offshore Renewable Energy Strategic Action Plan
and an associated SEA (58; 59). Notably, this report explicitly identified gaps in the SEA’s data
on commercial fisheries (58; 59). Additionally, the consultation on this document discussed the
challenges associated with the ROC subsidy, stating that, at the time, ROCs could only be allocated
offshore by the UK government’s DECC (58; 59). It is notable then, that interference with commercial
fisheries caused an initial reduction in capacity of 200 MW (42). Additionally, the cancellation of
the the remaining capacity occurred following a subsidy reduction from the DECC, combined with
the project’s inability to meet the timeframes anticipated of the Northern Irish governments own
scheme (42).

To make a clear determination on the impact of these approaches to leasing would require a
more thorough investigation. However, there does appear to be a trend between how sites are selected
and project delivery. Where each Round completed an SEA, one identified challenges that were never
resolved and another was not completed until after the sites had been allocated. The impact in the
case of the Scottish Waters Leasing Round is clear, with several sites withdrawn alongside the final
publication of the SEA.

4. OFFTAKE

4.1 Overview

Although this paper does not investigate the likely outcome of sites still in development, this section
explores Route to Market, which many of these sites are still identifying. Establishing Route to
Market is the process of identifying how electricity generated by a energy development will be sold.
Although Great Britain (GB) operates a wholesale market for electricity, developers will often seek
alternatives.2 This is because the high volatility of electricity prices result in a high degree of revenue
uncertainty (17). This uncertainty in turn, impacts the willingness of financiers to fund projects, and,
increases the cost associated with that funding. For this reason, establishing a Route-to-market is a
prerequisite to FID (16).

In 2013, as part of the UK Government’s Electricity Market Reform the CfD scheme was
introduced. These contracts functionally set the price for each unit of electricity sold from a specific
project for the first 15 years of its life. The tendering process for the allocation of CfDs concludes
with a competitive reverse auction. Notably, prior to the first Allocation Round, several contracts were
allocated via an initial tendering process termed Final Investment Decision Enabling for Renewables.
In this instance, instead of a competitive auction, projects were allocated based on their ability to meet
an assessment criteria relating to project deliverability, impact on the industry, and need (61; 18).

2The wholesale market in GB sets prices based on the day-ahead market, which accepts bids from generators to contribute
to the power grid. These bids are accepted in order of price until demand is met. Additionally, bids are accepted in merit order,
from the source of electricity with the lowest marginal cost to the highest. This process is completed for each half-hour trading
period, with the price set based on the marginal cost of the last generating unit to meet demand. (60).
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In recent years, the CPPA has seen a rise in popularity, serving a similar purpose to the CfD.
CPPAs are contracts between energy generators and private sector corporations which agree the long
term supply of a certain capacity of production at a set price. In some cases, these agreements are used
as an alternative to CfDs, however, they can also be used in conjunction with them. While both CfDs
and CPPAs mitigate revenue uncertainty, financiers generally view CfDs more favourably because
they are backed by the government, who are considered less likely to default on agreements (16; 6).

4.2 The Role of Contracts for Difference in Infrastructure Financing

The growth of the CfD is reflected in Figure 13, illustrating the volume of CfD coverage for each
Leasing Round. Notably, since the Scottish Territorial Waters Leasing Round, the vast majority of
sites have pursued a CfD.

Figure 13: A summary of sites and capacity (MW) allocated per Leasing Round, the current status of that
capacity, and the CfD coverage per Round (6).
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CfD coverage per Leasing Round has trended upwards since the introduction of the
programme, both in terms of capacity covered and, the quantity of sites with a CfD. Each of the sites
allocated via the Scottish Territorial Waters Leasing Round have CfDs. Similarly, with the exception
of Rampion Offshore Wind Farm, each of the sites which have achieved FID or Financial Close
(FC) from Leasing Round 3 have a CfD. While the success of the remaining Round 3 sites will be
dependant on a range of factors, including market conditions, the significance of the CfD can be
seen in these sites too. Of the nine Round 3 projects that have yet to reach FID, seven have declared
their intent to pursue a CfD. The two remaining sites have not confirmed if they will pursue a CfD,
however, each is yet to complete the consenting process. As a result, the largest site in the UK to
reach FID without a CfD is the 630 MW London Array. Notably, however, even this site received
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support under the CfD’s predecessor, the ROC subsidy programme (6).
The volume of coverage is also extremely high, with developers who do acquire a CfD

typically covering the vast majority of their generating capacity, this coverage is illustrated in Figure
14. Of the twenty-two sites which have CfDs, sixteen have a coverage of 97 % or greater. In some
instances, however, developers have pursued CPPAs instead. Of the six sites with coverage below
this, one is a small demonstration project and three have CPPAs scheduled to begin alongside the
operation of their site. As a result, Inch Cape and Hornsea 3 each have the lowest combined CfD/CPPA
coverage, with each site having approximately 75 % coverage. This leaves Hornsea 3 with 705 MWs
of uncovered capacity and Inch Cape only 270 MW (6).

Figure 14: Percentage CfD and CPPA coverage by site (6).
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The volume and frequency of CfD coverage illustrates just how significant acquiring a CfD
has become to project delivery. The growth of the CPPA has allowed some developers to continue
to FID without a CfD, however, these agreements are still uncommon within the UK, with only
2 GW of CPPAs agreed by 2022 (62). While the outcome of the remaining sites allocated during
Leasing Round 3 and, the Scottish Territorial Waters Leasing Round will depend primarily on market
conditions, and the developers’ ability to navigate these conditions, this data highlights the significant
role that Routes to Market, such as the CfD and CPPA, play in reaching FID.

The acquisition of a CfD has naturally become one of the final stages of development, with
FID or FC following soon after. Figure 15 illustrates this. The average length of time between CfD
acquisition and FID/FC is 19 months, the minimum period is the same day, and the maximum 76
months (6).
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Figure 15: The time between CfD acquisition and FID or FC (6).
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5. CONCLUSION

This paper has provided an initial assessment of datasets relating to outcomes for different Leasing
Rounds in the offshore wind industry of the UK. The current status of each offshore wind seabed lease
in the UK has also been summarised. Significantly, this illustrates the scale of capacity, 92 GW, in the
offshore wind development pipeline as of April 2024, whilst also identifying the major obstacles to
delivery in the region. Data has been disaggregated as much as possible, illustrating how Leasing
Rounds serve different technical and regional niches. This has indicated that leasing in different
regions is often complementary.

Non-delivery was also investigated and technical challenges revealed as the foremost reason
for cancellation, with 5.8 GW undelivered. In addition, policy and seabed management issues were
the second most common reason for non-delivery, at 1.7 GW. It was also found that developers are
typically responsible for initiating the cancellation of sites in these circumstances, indicating they likely
anticipate the refusal of consent. Trends have also been observed between the different categories
of non-realisation, with visual impact typically cited alongside environmental and socio-economic
impact.

An investigation into the differences between Leasing Rounds has revealed a downward
trend in non-delivery throughout Rounds, excluding the results of each of the territorial Leasing
Rounds. Different approaches to leasing were also investigated, identifying trends between the
leasing process and project non-realisation. Zone-based leasing was compared to the more common
site-based method, revealing advantages in the flexibility of the approach. The site identification
process was also investigated, with particular focus on the SEAs carried out for Leasing Round 3 and
the territorial Leasing Rounds. Outcomes from different Leasing Rounds and differences in how SEAs
were managed indicates a potential relationship. In the case of the Northern Irish territorial waters
Leasing Round data gaps and uncertainties within their SEA were identified but never addressed.
These gaps related to the categories of non-delivery which ultimately lead to the cancellation of the
project. Additionally, the Scottish territorial waters Leasing Round did not complete an SEA until
after sites had been allocated, directly resulting in the withdrawal of several sites upon its publication.

This paper has also explored the significant uncertainty associated with the development
stage of offshore wind infrastructure. The function of the UK’s CfD scheme, mitigating revenue
uncertainty for developers, has been explained and the significance of the scheme illustrated through
summaries of CfD coverage. In addition, it was revealed that the use of the CPPAs has allowed some
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developers to reach FID with reduced CfD coverage.

5.1 Recommendations

Though this paper has offered new insights on the history of seabed leasing in the UK, it also reveals
opportunities for further analysis. The scope of this investigation has been limited, only summarising
cancelled sites and development timelines for CfD allocation and FID. There are potential insights in
also quantifying delays in project delivery alongside cancellation. Firstly, this would this characterise
capacity lost to delays. However, this would accurately reflect the challenges of development, as
cancelled sites never have an opportunity to complete the development process, where they may
encounter other issues. This, combined with a more thorough investigation into the overall timeline
of projects may allow for the identification of inefficiencies within the leasing and CfD allocation
process.

The significance of the CfD was illustrated, but determining the quantity of sites that were
able to progress to operation without support wasn’t possible. An investigation into coverage of
the ROC programme, the CfD’s predecessor, could indicate the levels of capacity that are possible
without a support mechanism. Alternatively, further investigation into the role of CPPAs could reveal
how the private sector itself could mitigate revenue uncertainty, and decrease the industries reliance
on the CfD. The investigation into the significance of the CfD mechanism could also be expanded by
summarising the trends in available capacity and eligible sites for each CfD Allocation Round (AR).

Additionally, a more thorough investigation into the leasing and site selection process for
historic Leasing Rounds could more firmly establish the relationship between the leasing process and
non-realisation.
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