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DEFINITION OF ACRONYMS
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AA Appropriate Assessment

AADT Annual Average Daily Traffic

ADD Acoustic Deterrence Device

AEol Adverse Effect on Integrity

AONB Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

AoS Area of Search

BDMPS gg?egsically Defined Minimum Population

BEIS Depanment for Business, Energy, and

Industrial Strategy

BTO British Trust for Ornithology

CBRA Cable Burial Risk Assessment

CoCP Code of Construction Practice

CGR Counterfactual of Population Growth Rate

CfD Contract for Difference

Cl Confidence Interval

CMS Construction Methods Statement

CO Conservation Obijectives

CRM Collision Risk Modelling

CSIP Cable Specification and Installation Plan

Cv Coefficient of Variation

DCO Development Consent Order

DECC Department of Energy and Climate Change

DEP Dudgeon Extension Project

DESNZ g;%artment for Energy Security and Net

DML Deemed Marine License

EACN East Anglia Connection Node

EC European Commission

ECC Export Cable Corridor

ECOW Ecological Clerk of Works
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EDR Effective Deterrent Radius

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment
EMF Electromagnetic Frequencies

EPP Evidence Plan Process

EPS European Protected Species

ES Environmental Statement

ETG Expert Topic Group

EU European Union

EUNIS European Union Nature Information System
FCS Favourable Conservation Status

FFC Flamborough and Filey Coast

FID Flight-Initiated Disturbance

FLL Functionally Linked Land

GIS Geographical Information Systems
GPS Geographical Positioning System

GS Grey Seal

HDD Horizontal Directional Drilling

HGV Heavy Goods Vehicle

HHA Harwich Haven Authority

HHM SSSI ggillea:]r:ic:i:ﬁ]\gpegarshes Special Site of
HP Harbour Porpoise

HPAI Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza
HRA Habitats Regulation Assessment
HVAC High Voltage Alternating Current

HS Harbour Seal

IAQM Institute of Air Quality Management
ICES Isnézmational Council on Exploration of the
IFCA thr;]%rrcietyﬁsherles and Conservation
IGE Inner Gabbard East

IMO International Maritime Organisation
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INIS

Invasive Non-Indigenous Species

INNS

Invasive Non-Native Species

IROPI

Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public
Interest

IRZ

Impact Risk Zone

IWMF

Integrated Waste Management Facility

JNCC

Joint Nature Conservation Committee

KM

Kilometre

LSE

Likely Significant Effect

MCA

Maritime and Coastguard Agency

mCRM

Migratory Collision Risk Modelling

MDS

Maximum Design Scenario

MHWS

Mean High Water Springs

ML

Marine Licence

MLW

Mean Low Water

MMMP

Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol

MMO

Marine Management Organisation

MPCP

Marine Pollution Contingency Plan

MU

Management Unit

NE

Natural England

NF OWF

North Falls OWF

NRMM

Non-Road Mobile Machinery

NSIP

Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project

NVC

National Vegetation Classification

OESEA

Offshore Energy SEA

OLEMP

Outline Landscape and Ecological
Management Plan

ONSS

Onshore Substation

OSP

Offshore Substation Platform

OWEZ

Offshore Windpark Egmond aan Zee

OWF

Offshore Wind Farm

PA 2008

Planning Act 2008
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PCW Phocids

PEA Preliminary Ecological Appraisal

PEIR Preliminary Environmental Information
Report

PEMP Project Environmental Management Plan

PTS Permanent Threshold Shift

PVA Population Viability Analysis

RIAA Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

RIS Ramsar Information Sheet

RLB Red Line Boundary

RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

SAC Special Area of Conservation

SCA Special Conservation Area

SCI Special Conservation Interest

SCOS Special Committee on Seals

SeaMaST Seabird Mapping and Sensitivity Tool

SEI Supplementary Environmental Information

SEL Sound Exposure Level

SEP Sheringham Shoal Extension Project

SIP Site Integrity Plan

SMP Seabird Monitoring Programme

SNCBs Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies

SNS Southern North Sea

SoS Secretary of State

SOSS Strategic Ornithological Support Services

SSC Suspended Sediment Concentrations

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest

SPA Special Protection Area

SPP Scour Protection Plan

sTC (S:ystem—Operator Transmission-Owner

ode
TCCs Temporary Construction Compounds

\

S
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TCE The Crown Estate

TJB Transition Joint Bay

TTS Temporary Threshold Shift

UNCLOS The United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea

UXxo Unexploded Ordnance

VE Five Estuaries

VE OWFL Five Estuaries Offshore Wind Farm Limited

VERs Valued Ecological Receptors

VHF Very High Frequency

VMP Vessel Management Plan

WeBS Wetland Bird Survey

WTG Wind Turbine Generator

Zol Zone of Influence

S

—
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Term

VE

The Applicant

EIA

PEIR

ES

HRA

Critical Level

Critical Load

Array areas

Export Cable Corridor (ECC)

Onshore ECC

Landfall

Essex County Council

Definition

The Project.

Refer to as Five Estuaries Offshore Wind Farm (VE) and
refer to VE thereafter.

Refer to as Five Estuaries Offshore Wind Farm Limited
(The Applicant) and refer to them as ‘the Applicant’
thereafter.

Environmental Impact Assessment

Preliminary Environmental Information Report. The
PEIR was written in the style of a draft Environmental
Statement (ES) and formed the basis of statutory
consultation. Following that consultation, the PEIR
documentation has been updated into the final ES that
is accompanying the application for the Development
Consent Order (DCO).

Environmental Statement (the documents that collate
the processes and results of the EIA).

Habitats Regulations Assessment.

HRA is the process, not to be confused with the RIAA,
which is the document.

The concentration of an air pollutant above which
adverse effects on ecosystems may occur based on
present knowledge.

Deposition flux of an air pollutant below which significant
harmful effects on sensitive ecosystems do not occur,
according to present knowledge.

The areas where the WTGs will be located.

These should be referred to as the northern and
southern arrays to differentiate them.

The area(s) where the export cables will be located.
Refer to either the offshore or onshore ECC.

The Onshore ECC is the working area for the onshore
cable construction

The area where the Export Cables come ashore and
transition from the marine environment to the terrestrial
environment.

The councils name should be written in full and
capitalised. N.B. All council names should be spelt in
full.
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Term

Impact

Effect

Mitigation

Maximum Design Scenario
(MDS)

Development Consent Order

Substation Zone

TCC

code

AoS
AONB

Cefas

Ons
Defra
DESNZ

Definition

An impact to the receiving environment is defined as
any change to its baseline condition, either adverse or
beneficial, resulting from the activities associated with
the construction, operation and maintenance, or
decommissioning of the project.

Term used to express the consequence of an impact.
The significance of an effect is determined by
correlating the magnitude of the impact in question with
the sensitivity of the receptor in question, in accordance
with defined significance criteria.

Mitigation measures, or commitments, are commitments
made by the project to reduce and/or eliminate the
potential for significant effects to arise as a result of the
project. Mitigation measures can be embedded (part of
the project design) or secondarily added to reduce
impacts in the case of potentially significant effects.

The maximum design parameters of the combined
project assets that result in the greatest potential for
change in relation to each impact assessed.

An order made under the Planning Act 2008 granting
development consent for a Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Project (NSIP) from the Secretary of State
(SoS) for the Department for Energy Security and Net
Zero (DESN2Z).

The area in which the final onshore substation (OnSS)
footprint will be located.

Temporary Construction Compounds (TCC) associated
with onshore cable works.

The new NGET substation. This will be subject to a
separate DCO application submitted by NGET as part of
a wider NGET DCO project (Norwich to Tilbury HV
network reinforcement).

Area of Search
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science (NB: Cefas is an acronym but is commonly
pronounced as a word so is not capitalised)

Code of Construction Practice
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

Department for Energy Security and Net Zero
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HDD

Horizontal Directional Drilling is a trenchless crossing
technique.

NF OWF

North Falls Offshore Wind Farm

Norwich to Tilbury HV network
reinforcement

Norwich to Tilbury high voltage network reinforcement
(Formally East Anglia Green Energy Enablement
(GREEN)), part of The Great Grid Upgrade.

nm Nautical mile

OnSS Onshore Substation

OSP Offshore Substation Platform

PINS The Planning Inspectorate
The extent of development including all works, access

Order Limits routes, TCCs, visibility splays and discharge points. (Not
Red Line Boundary (RLB))

SSC Suspended Sediment Concentration

TJB Transition Joint Bay, where the offshore cables are

jointed to the onshore circuits

Trenchless crossing technique

In most instances where a crossing constraint is
encountered a trenchless crossing technique, such as
HDD (or another trenchless crossing techniques) will be
used.

uUxo

Unexploded Ordnance (not UXB)

WTG

Wind Turbine Generator

S
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1.1.1

1.1.2

1.1.3

1.1.4

1.1.5

1.1.6

This document comprises the Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) for
the Five Estuaries Offshore Wind Farm (OWF), (hereafter referred to as VE) which is
a proposed extension project to the operational Galloper OWF off the southeast coast
of England. VE is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) under Section
15(3) of the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) (PA 2008) and therefore consented
through a Development Consent Order (DCO). The Applicant for the DCO is Five
Estuaries Offshore Wind Farm Limited (hereafter 'the Applicant’).

This RIAA has been drafted to provide the Secretary of State (SoS) with the
information necessary to undertake a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) as
part of the determination process for the DCO for VE. As such, this RIAA (and
associated appendices) presents the potential for the proposed project to cause a
Likely Significant Effect (LSE), and where an LSE cannot be ruled out, whether an
Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEol) can be ruled out for the project alone and in-
combination with other plans and projects.

This document is structured to align with the HRA process, including relevant
information used in the assessment.

The screening section of the report provides a summary of the LSE screening phase
undertaken for VE, with full details of the screening presented within the updated
HRA screening report, submitted alongside the RIAA.

Those sites (which include transboundary sites) for which an LSE cannot be
screened out, have been subsequently taken forward for further consideration of the
potential for an AEol. A summary of the site information for those sites is presented
in Section 10 and Volume 5, Report 4, Annex 4.4 of the RIAA, with this information
(designated features, status of the site, status of the features) being used to inform
the assessment of potential effects from VE alone and in-combination with other
plans and projects.

The assessment of the potential for an AEol is carried out in two parts, the first being
an assessment of the potential for the VE development alone to result in an adverse
effect, drawing on the Maximum Design Scenario (Section 7.4) for VE. The
assessment alone (presented in Section 11) does consider mitigation (as detailed in
Section 8) and is able to conclude that there would be no AEol as a result of the
construction, operation and decommissioning from VE alone. There is also no AEol
during the construction, operation and decommissioning of VE in-combination with
other plans and projects for all designated sites, apart from two sites during operation:

Alde-Ore Estuary SPA - lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus) feature (collision
during the Operation & Maintenance (O&M) phase); and

Alde-Ore Estuary Ramsar - lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus) feature
(collision risk during the O&M phase).
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1.1.7

1.1.8

1.1.9

1.1.10

It is therefore VE's position that there is a requirement to progress beyond HRA Stage
2, based on a RIAA conclusion of an AEol for the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA and the
Alde-Ore Estuary Ramsar. In response to consultation undertaken (Section 6) and in
line with the requirements of PINS Advice Note Ten', the Applicant has provided a
'shadow' Derogation Case (Volume 5, Report 5: HRA Derogation Case). This
document provides the necessary information to inform the SoS's HRA derogation
process, as required under Article 6(4) of the Habitats Directive.

Due to the disparate location of VE’s proposed compensatory measures for Larus
fuscus, an additional HRA has been commissioned for that part of the project and
annexed to this report (Volume 5, Report 4, Annex 5: Lesser Black Backed Gull
Compensatory Area Habitats Regulation Assessment).

While the Applicant has conceded an AEol for the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA and Ramsar
site, the shadow HRA derogation case also includes consideration of the
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA (FFC SPA) for kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla),
razorbill (Alca torda) and guillemot (Uria aalge) features, and the Margate and Long
Sands SAC for sandbank features. Although this RIAA concludes no AEol for these
sites, they are included in the shadow HRA derogation case, on a 'without prejudice'
basis, in the event that the Secretary of State (SoS) were to disagree with these
conclusions.

The shadow HRA derogation case and supporting documents have been prepared
and submitted with the RIAA. These documents do not form part of the RIAA and
instead provide the necessary information for the next stages of the HRA process (as
referenced in Section 4.6 of this report).
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2.1.1

2.2.1

222

This document has been produced to inform the HRA process for VE. It provides
information to enable the competent authority (in this case the SoS for Department
for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ)), to undertake an appropriate assessment
(AA) of VE with respect to its potential to have an AEol on European and Ramsar
sites of nature conservation importance, alone or in-combination.

VE will be situated approximately 37 km from the Suffolk coastline (at its closest point)
see Figure 2.1, and will consist of the following:

Northern and southern array areas (collectively known as the array areas);

An offshore Export Cable Corridor (ECC) within which micrositing of the offshore
export cable will take place; and

Onshore Order Limits which encompass the landfall, onshore Export Cable
Corridor (onshore ECC) two Substation Search Areas (SSAs) (including the final
Onshore Substation (OnSS) and the Temporary Construction Compounds
(TCCs).

A proposed maximum of 79 Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) will be installed within
the array areas, with a minimum blade tip height above mean high water spring
(MHWS) of 28 m and a maximum blade tip height above MHWS of 395 m. Electricity
generated will be transported to the coastline via a maximum of 200 km of inter-array
cables and up to 196 km of offshore export cables, each in their own trenches within
the overall offshore ECC. Where the offshore export cables make landfall, the
onshore export cables will continue to transport electricity underground to the OnSS
which will connect to the National Grid's East Anglia Connection Node (EACN).
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2.3.1

2.3.2

2.3.3

234

2.3.5

2.4.1

The Habitats Regulations guidance on the assessment of plans and projects
significantly affecting Natura 2000 sites, identifies a staged process to the
assessment. Together, these stages are referred to as the HRA, in order to clearly
distinguish the whole process from the second stage within it, which is referred to as
the AA.

This report, together with the HRA Screening Report (Volume 5, Report 4.2 HRA
Screening Report), (hereafter referred to as the 'Screening Report') provides
information relevant to the consultation process for VE, by providing the information
required for an HRA to be carried out for the project.

This document has been produced as part of the overall HRA process for VE and
draws on the Screening Report. Screening was originally undertaken in 2021 and
issued to consultees in September 2021. Consultation was undertaken at the
Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) stage, and the document was
further updated to align with the ES. A summary of the consultation process to date
(including post-screening) with detail on comments received and how/ where these
are addressed is provided in Section 6 of the Screening Report and Section 6 of this
report.

This document summarises the conclusions on the potential for a LSE, as concluded
in the Screening Report with respect to the conservation objectives of the screened
in European and Ramsar sites. Where potential for LSE cannot be ruled out this
report determines the potential for an AEol alone and/ or in-combination to occur as
a result of VE.

Due to the disparate location of VE’s proposed compensatory measures for lesser
black-backed gull (Larus fuscus), an additional HRA has been commissioned for that
part of the project and annexed to this report (Volume 5, Report 4, Annex 5: Lesser
Black Backed Gull Compensatory Area HRA).

This RIAA has not been prepared in isolation, but instead follows a suite of
documents prepared as part of the Environmental Statement (ES). Key documents
issued include technical reports (both for site-specific surveys but also modelling and
desk-based studies), with many of these being the key source documents for the
information presented here. For ease of reference, and to minimise repetition, the
main sources of project literature (including relevant ES chapters, technical reports
etc.) for the current report are as follows:

Volume 6, Part 1, Chapter 1: Introduction;

Volume 6, Part 1, Chapter 2: Policy and Legislation;

Volume 6, Part 1, Chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives;
Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 1: Offshore Project Description;

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 2: Marine Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes;

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 4: Offshore Ornithology;
Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 5: Benthic and Intertidal Ecology;
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Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 6: Fish and Shellfish Ecology;

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal Ecology;

Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 4: Onshore Biodiversity and Nature Conservation;
Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 9: Airborne Noise and Vibration;

Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 10: Air Quality;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 2.1: Physical Processes Baseline Technical Report;
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.1: Offshore Ornithology Technical Report;
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.2: Seabird Abundance by Month;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.3: Seabird Densities by Month;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.4: Seabird Abundances by Survey;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.5: Seabird Densities by Survey;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.6: Seabird Peak Seasonal Abundances;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.7: Seabird Peak Seasonal Densities;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.8: Collision Risk Modelling Inputs and Outputs;
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.9: Seabird Distributions Recorded in Aerial Surveys;
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.10: CRM Comparison of Modelling Results;
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.11: Design Based Bootstrap Variance Estimates;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.12: Digital Video Aerial Surveys of Seabirds and Marine
Mammals at VE Annual Report March 2010 to February 2021;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.13: Digital Video Aerial Surveys of Seabirds and Marine
Mammals at VE Annual Report March 2019 to February 2020;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.14: Migratory Bird Collision Risk Modelling;
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15: Apportioning Note;
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.16: Population Viability Analysis

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 6.1: Fish and Shellfish Ecology Technical Baseline
Report;

Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 6.2: Underwater Noise Technical Assessment; and
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 7.1: Marine Mammals Baseline Characterisation.

Itis noted in Advice Note 10 (PINS, 2022) that the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) and HRA apply differently to decision making, with the ES informing the
decision (its findings must be taken into consideration) whereas the DCO can only
be made if the decision-maker has followed the stages prescribed by the Habitats
Regulations 2017 (see Section 4.6). Therefore, the information contained in the
above chapters and documents has been used to inform the assessments made here
in the RIAA, but with the RIAA following the prescribed stages and with the distinct
legal and evidentiary requirements of the Habitats Regulations followed.
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2.5.3

Several OWF projects have been granted a DCO by successfully going through the
derogation process following a conclusion by the SoS that AEol could not be ruled
out. The first OWF project in the UK whose HRA required progression beyond 'Stage
2' was Hornsea Project Three (Hornsea Three), and it was granted development
consent on the 31 December 2020. The AEol identified from Hornsea Three was on
kitiwake at the FFC SPA in-combination with other plans and projects, and
sandbanks for the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC and The Wash
and North Norfolk Coast SAC both alone and in-combination with other plans and
projects. Hornsea Three was consented under the provision that adequate
compensation would be provided for the features with a conclusion of AEol, as stated
in paragraph 6.60 of the Hornsea Three SoS decision letter:

Subsequent to the Hornsea Three decision, several other OWF projects have been
consented with similar compensation requirements for ornithology (as a result of in-
combination collision mortalities) and/or subtidal sandbank habitats (as a result of the
project alone and in-combination permanent loss associated with cable protection),
including Norfolk Boreas, Norfolk Vanguard, East Anglia ONE North, East Anglia
Two, Hornsea Four, and Dudgeon and Sheringham Extension Projects (Table 2.1).
These projects were given development consent on the 10 December 2021, the 11
February 2022, the 31 March 2022 (both East Anglia projects), the 12 July 2023, and
the 17 April 2024 respectively.

These projects all identified the following AEols:
Norfolk Boreas and Norfolk Vanguard:

lesser black-backed gulls at the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA/Ramsar;
kittiwake at the FFC SPA; and

Annex 1 reef and sandbank at the Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton
SAC.

Hornsea Four :
kittiwake and guillemot at the FFC SPA.
East Anglia ONE North: and East Anglia Two:
lesser black-backed gull at the Alde-Ore Estuary/Ramsar;
kittiwake at the FFC SPA; and
red-throated diver at the Outer Thames Estuary SPA/Ramsar.
Dudgeon and Sheringham Extension:

kittiwake and guillemot at the FFC SPA; and
sandwich tern at both the North Norfolk Coast and Greater Wash SPA.
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2.54 As was the case for Hornsea Three, Norfolk Boreas, Norfolk Vanguard, East Anglia
ONE North, East Angila Two, Hornsea Four, and Dudgeon and Sheringham
Extensions were consented under the provision that adequate compensation would
be provided for the features with a conclusion of AEol. This is stated in paragraph
5.56 of the Norfolk Boreas SoS Decision letter;

'Having considered the additional information presented post-examination, the
Secretary of State is able to conclude that appropriate compensation measures can
be secured and delivered through the DCO as set out in Schedule 19 and that the
requirements of the derogation provisions under the Habitats Regulations and
Offshore Habitats Regulations have been met.’

2.5.5 paragraph 5.55 of the Norfolk Vanguard SoS Decision letter;

'Having considered the additional information presented to him, the Secretary of
State is able to conclude that appropriate compensation measures can be secured
and delivered through the DCO as set out in Schedule 17 and that the requirements
of the derogation provisions under the Habitats Regulations and Offshore Habitats
Regulations have been met.’

2.5.6 Paragraph 17.56 of the East Anglia ONE North Decision letter;

‘The Secretary of State is satisfied that the necessary compensatory measures to
ensure that the overall coherence of the National Site Network can be secured with
regards to The Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA kittiwake feature; and the Alde-
Ore Estuary SPA lesser black-backed gull feature.’

2.5.7 paragraph 17.56 of the East Anglia Two Decision letter;

The Secretary of State is satisfied that the necessary compensatory measures to
ensure that the overall coherence of the National Site Network can be secured with
regards to The Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA Kkittiwake feature; and the Alde-
Ore Estuary SPA lesser black-backed gull feature.

2.5.8 paragraph 7.18 of the Hornsea Four SoS Decision letter;

'Having considered the overall planning balance, and having concluded that it is
possible to secure a package of measures that would provide compensation for the
effects of the Proposed Development and to ensure the overall coherence of the UK
NSN, the Secretary of State concludes that the significant benefits associated with
the Proposed Development in contributing to the urgent need for low-carbon energy
infrastructure of the type proposed outweigh the harms identified, and therefore
concludes that consent should be granted to the Proposed Development.’

2.5.9 and paragraphs 7.7 and 7.8 of the Dudgeon and Sheringham Extensions SoS
decision letter;

‘The Secretary of State has concluded that it is possible to secure a package of
measures that would provide compensation for the effects of the Proposed
Development and to ensure the overall coherence of the UK NSN (see section 5
above and the HRA that has been published alongside this letter).

For the reasons given in this letter, the Secretary of State concludes that the benefits
of the Proposed Development outweigh its adverse impacts and that the
requirements of the Habitats Regulations are met.’




2.5.10

2.5.11

2.5.12

2.5.13

These projects were consented after the SoS was content that there were no
alternative solutions and there was an imperative need of overriding public interest
(IROPI), with the development of compensatory measures for those features
identified above.

Additionally, the Round 4 Plan HRA undertaken by The Crown Estate (TCE)
concluded an AEol for kittiwake for the FFC SPA (specifically for collision risk in-
combination with other plans and projects). This therefore informs the need for
compensation to be undertaken for the species at a Round 4 Plan level, which is the
first instance of this happening within the UK. As part of the derogation for the TCE
Round 4 Plan level HRA, a Kittiwake Strategic Compensation Plan Steering Group
was established to develop adequate compensation measures for kittiwake predicted
to be impacted by Round 4 projects.

Further, the SPAs for which compensation has been required (for the above three
OWF proposals) have direct relevance to VE, given the potential connectivity
between the site features and the location of the array areas. For SACs, relevance is
inferred given that the subtidal sandbank habitat is common between the sites listed
in Table 9.1 and Margate and Long Sands SAC (see Sections 9.1 and 9.2).

Given the precedent set by these projects, as presented in Table 14.1 and the
conclusions drawn within this RIAA, the project has drafted a shadow HRA
derogation case. This case is presented for the lesser black-backed gull feature of
the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA and Ramsar site as a conceded case based on the
conclusion of AEol, however the case is presented on a without prejudice basis for
the guillemot, razorbill and kittiwake features of the FFC SPA, and sandbank feature
of the Margate and Long Sands SAC sites.
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Table 2.1 Projects consented with ecological compensation requirements of relevance to VE?2

Flamborough Alde-ore Estua Wash and North | Haisborough,
and Filey Coast SPA and Ramsgr Outer Thames Estuary SPA | Norfolk Coast Hammond and
SPA SAC Winterton SAC
Sandbank
Hornsea Three - - (habitat Iogs, -
alone and in-

combination)

Hornsea Four - - - -

Kittiwake Sandbank (habitat
Norfolk Boreas | (collision - - loss, alone and in-
mortalities in- combination)
combination) Lesser black-
backed gull
(collision
Norfolk mortalities in- Red throated diver
Vanguard combination) (disturbance/displacement, in- | - -

combination)

2 Relevance taken as either VE connectivity with site or similarity of features

—

P
w Page 31 of 792




\/

i

Dudgeon and
Sheringham
Extensions

Kittiwake

(collision
mortalities in-
combination)

—_—
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3.1.1  This document is set out in several stages that mirror the HRA process, with the
overall structure of the document summarised below:

Section 1: Executive Summary. Providing a high-level overview of the report;

Section 2: Introduction. Providing a background to the project, including the
purpose of the project and where additional project related information (including
baseline environment and impact assessment) can be found;

Section 3: Structure of the RIAA. Providing an overview of the structure of the
document and section headings;

Section 4: Legislation, Policy and Guidance. To identify the legislation driving the
need for the report, together with the policy and guidance defining the structure
and content;

Section 5: Roles and Responsibilities. Identifying key individuals and organisations
with a role in the HRA process;

Section 6: Consultation. Summarising the consultation undertaken, with whom,
when, the issues raised, how and where these have been addressed. Including
the Evidence Plan and the need for transboundary consultation;

Section 7: Project Overview. Drawing on the information presented in relevant
chapters of the ES, providing the maximum design scenario for each receptor
group including temporal and spatial aspects;

Section 8: Mitigation. To include project specific mitigation included per receptor
group;

Section 9: HRA Screening. Summarising the conclusions of screening;

Section 10: Summary of Designated Sites. Summarising site-specific information
for all designated sites screened in;

Section 11: Assessment of Adverse Effect Alone. Determination of whether the
project alone will result in an adverse effect;

Section 12: Assessment of Adverse Effect In-Combination. Determination of
whether the project in-combination with other plans and projects will result in an
adverse effect;

Section 13: Transboundary Statement;

Section 14: Conclusion of the Assessment. Summarising the conclusions on
adverse effect, alone and/ or in-combination; and

Section 15: References.
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41.2

413

41.4

41.5

The Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) on the conservation of natural habitats and of
wild fauna and flora (the 'Habitats Directive'), protects habitats and species of
European nature conservation importance. Together with the Council Directive
(2009/147/EC) on the conservation of wild birds (the 'Birds Directive'), the Habitats
Directive established a network of internationally important sites, designated for their
ecological status: Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), under the Habitats Directive
promote the protection of flora, fauna and habitats; and Special Protection Areas
(SPAs), under the Birds Directive in order to protect rare, vulnerable and migratory
birds. These sites combined to create a Europe wide 'Natura 2000' network of
designated sites, which are referred to as 'European sites'.

The above Directives were transposed into UK legislation through a series of
Regulations. Terrestrial areas of the UK, and territorial waters out to 12 nautical miles
(nm), are covered under The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2017, with waters beyond 12 nm, to the extent of the British Fishery Limits and UK
Continental Shelf Designated Area, covered under The Conservation of Offshore
Marine Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (collectively referred to here as the
Habitats Regulations). The Habitats Regulations incorporate all SPAs into the
definition of 'European sites' and, consequently, the protections afforded to European
sites under the Habitats Directive apply to SPAs designated under the Birds Directive.

UK Government policy (ODPM Circular 06/2005) states that internationally important
wetlands designated under the Convention on Wetlands 1971, called the Ramsar
Convention (Ramsar sites) are afforded the same protection as SPAs and SACs for
the purpose of considering development proposals that may affect them. The
Government also affords the same level of protection to potential SPAs (pSPAs) and
candidate SACs (cSACs) and to sites identified, or required, as compensatory
measures for adverse effects on any of the above sites, through planning policy such
as the National Planning Policy Framework.

Further guidance can be found within the UK National Policy Statements (NPSs).
These are statements produced by DESNZ which form the basis of policies relating
to the mitigation of, and adaption to, climate change. There are 6 Energy NSPs:

Overarching NPS for Energy (EN-1);

NPS for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2);

NPS for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3);

NPS for Gas Supply Infrastructure and Gas and QOil Pipelines (EN-4);
NPS for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5); and

NPS for Nuclear Power Generation (EN-6).

Of particular note is EN-3, as it relates directly to the development and
implementation of renewable energy (including offshore wind developments).
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4.2.1

4.3.1

43.2

441

442

451

The UK left the European Union (Brexit) on Exit Day, 31 January 2020, followed by
Completion Day on 31 December 2020. The EU Exit Regulations (2019) establish
any EU Exit-related changes to the Habitats Regulations (2017), with these
considered to have no material implications on the requirement or process for a HRA
of VE (noting that the HRA process will now look to the National Site Network and
not Natura 2000).

The UK Energy Bill was introduced into the House of Lords in July 2022, resulting in
the Energy Act 2023, which gained royal assent on 26 October 2023.

Part 13 Chapter 1 covers offshore wind electricity generation, enabling the delivery
of strategic compensation for adverse environmental effects, the marine recovery
fund, and the potential to amend the approach to the assessment of adverse effects.

Specific case law of note includes recent rulings by the European Court of Justice
(ECJ), referred to here as Sweetman |l or 'People over Wind', and Holohan. The
People over Wind ruling relates to how screening for potential LSE is carried out,
specifically that mitigation cannot be taken into account at that stage (but remains
applicable for the determination of adverse effect). The Holohan ruling relates to the
importance of species and habitats which are not a reason for the designation of the
site but are relevant to the conservation objectives of the site (e.g. prey items of a
designated species). Both these rulings have been taken into consideration during
preparation of the Screening Report and the RIAA.

Additionally, as discussed in Section 2.5 recent consents awarded to five offshore
wind projects (Hornsea Project Three, Norfolk Boreas, Norfolk Vanguard, East Anglia
ONE North and East Anglia TWO) have included decisions of relevance to the VE
project.

Several guidance documents are available regarding the HRA process and
associated topics. Some of these have been issued at European level, others at UK
level (or constituent country). Documents are available that provide overall guidance
on the HRA process, part of that process, or are relevant to a particular receptor. A
range of HRA guidance has been used in drafting and therefore is considered
relevant to the current RIAA. This includes documents specific to individual topics
(and that may be applied to technical reports and / or ES chapters that underpin the
RIAA) up to and including documents that advise on overall HRA process. Some of
the key guidance documents considered are listed below:

DECC (2021). Changes to the Habitats Regulations 2017;

Department of Communities and Local Government (2006). Guidance on
'Planning for the Protection of European Sites: Appropriate Assessment’;

Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) (2015). Guidelines on the
Assessment of Transboundary Impacts of Energy Developments on Natura 2000
Sites Outside the UK;
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English Nature (1997). Habitats Regulations Guidance Note (HRGN 1): The
Appropriate Assessment (Regulation 48) The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c)
Regulations, 1994;

English Nature (1999): Habitats Regulations Guidance Note (HRGN 3): The
Determination of Likely Significant Effect under the Conservation (Natural Habitats
&c) Regulations, 1994;

English Nature (2001): Habitats Regulations Guidance Note (HRGN 4): Alone or
in combination;

European Commission (2001). Assessment of Plans and Projects Significantly
Affecting Natura 2000 Sites;

European Commission (2001). Methodological Guidance on the Provisions of
Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC;

European Commission (2011). Guidance Document on Wind Energy
Developments and Natura 2000;

European Commission (2018). Managing Natura 2000 sites. The Provisions of
Article 6 of the 'Habitats' Directive 92/43/EEC;

European Commission (2020). Guidance Document on Wind Energy
Developments and EU Nature Legislation;

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) (2010). Statutory nature
conservation agency protocol for minimising the risk of injury to marine mammals
from piling noise;

JNCC (2017). Guidelines for minimising the risk of injury to marine mammals from
geophysical surveys;

JNCC (2010). Guidelines for minimising the risk of injury to marine mammals from
using explosives;

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) (2019).
Guidance on the Use of Habitats Regulations Assessment;

Natural England and JNCC (2013). Interim Advice on HRA Screening for Seabirds
in the Non-Breeding Season,;

Natural England and JNCC (2017). Joint Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies
(SNCB) Interim Displacement Advice Note - Advice on How to Present
Assessment Information on the Extent and Potential Consequences of Seabird
Displacement from Offshore Windfarm Developments;

Opinion of the Commission (2007). Guidance Document on Article 6(4) of the
Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC - Clarification of the Concepts of: Alternative
Solutions, Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest, Compensatory
Measures;

PINS (2019). Advice Note 17: Cumulative Effects Assessment Relevant to
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects; and

PINS (2022). Advice Note 10: Habitat Regulations Assessment Relevant to
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects.
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4.6.1

46.2

46.3

46.4

4.6.5

The Habitats Regulations states that any project that is not directly connected to, or
necessary for the management of a site within the National Site Network, that is likely
to have a significant effect on the conservation objectives of the site (directly,
indirectly, alone and/ or in-combination with other plans or projects), must then be
subject to an AA by the Competent Authority (Regulation 63 of the Habitats
Regulations). The AA must be carried out before consent or authorisation can be
given for the project.

PINS Advice Note 10 (PINS, 2022) 'Habitat Regulations Assessment relevant to
national significant infrastructure projects' (Version 9, August 2022), defines HRA as
a step-by-step process which determines potential LSE and (where appropriate)
assesses adverse impacts on the integrity of a European site. HRA includes a three-
stage process, as summarised below:

HRA Stage 1 - Screening: Screening for potential LSE (alone and/ or in-
combination with other projects or plans);

HRA Stage 2 - Appropriate Assessment: Assessment of implications of identified
potential LSEs on the conservation objectives of a European site to ascertain if the
proposal will adversely affect the integrity of a European site;

HRA Stage 3 - Derogation: Where it cannot be ascertained that the proposal will
not adversely affect the integrity of a European site, alternative solutions must be
considered. Subsequently, where it can be demonstrated that there are no
alternative solutions to the project, the project may still be carried out if the
competent authority is satisfied that the scheme must be carried out for IROPI.
The final part of Stage 3 is the consideration of whether adequate compensatory
measures can be secured.

All three stages of the process are referred to as the HRA to clearly distinguish the
whole process from the one step within it referred to as the 'AA'. The first stage
(Screening), as noted above (and summarised in Section 1), has been completed for
VE alone and a summary of the conclusions are presented in Section 9. Where the
Screening process concludes the potential for a LSE, then there is a requirement for
an AA (Stage 2). Stage 1 Screening for VE has identified the possibility of LSE for
certain features and effects. The required Stage 2 AA will be conducted by the SoS,
with the information necessary to inform that assessment provided here in the RIAA.

The integrity of a site has been defined in guidance as the coherence of the site's
main ecological structure and function across the whole of its area, which enables it
to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/ or populations of species for which
the site has been designated (EC, 2001). An AEol is likely to be one which prevents
the site from meeting its conservation targets and making the same contribution to
favourable conservation status as it did at the time of designation.

PINS Advice Note 10 (PINS, 2022) includes a number of points to be considered at
Stage 2 and as such they have been considered in this RIAA. These are defined as
follows (including the section where each is considered):

Evidence about the project's impacts on the integrity of protected sites
(consideration of adverse effect alone is presented in Section 11);

A description of any mitigation measures proposed which avoid or reduce each
impact, and any residual effect (mitigation measures, which apply to the
assessment of integrity but not during screening, are set out in Section 8 and
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throughout Sections 11 and 12, with conclusions on adverse effect summarised in
Section 14);

A schedule indicating the timing of mitigation measures in relation to the progress
of the development (timing of mitigation measures, where relevant, is included in
Section 8 and throughout Sections 11 and 12), with conclusions on adverse effect
summarised in Section 14);

Identification of any factors that might affect the certainty of mitigation
implementation;

A statement as to which (if any) effects constitute an adverse impact on the
integrity of European sites either alone and/ or in combination with other plans or
projects and therefore need to be included within the AA (a summary of the
conclusions on the potential for an adverse effect alone and/ or in-combination is
provided in Section 14); and

Evidence to demonstrate that the Applicant has fully consulted and had regard to
comments received by the relevant Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies
(SNCBs) during pre-application consultation (consultation is described in Section
6).

4.6.6 Stage 3 is only required where a conclusion of AEol is drawn following Stage 2.
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5.1.0 As established, the purpose of a RIAA is to provide the information to the Competent
Authority (in this case the SoS for DESNZ), incorporating the outcome of consultation with
the relevant SNCBs (in this case Natural England and Joint Nature Conservation Committee
(JNCC)). Consultation with SNCBs (and other relevant bodies) prior to Application provides
the process through which assurances can be sought that all potential effects have been
addressed appropriately and in sufficient detail. Wider consultation (including the role of the
Evidence Plan Process (EPP)) is discussed below in Section 6.3.
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6.1.1

6.1.2

6.1.3

6.1.4

Extensive consultation has been ongoing for VE, with the Scoping Report and Habitat
Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report publicly issued in October 2021.
Therefore, consultation was undertaken specifically regarding the HRA process. All
relevant stakeholders who were issued the Scoping Report and Screening Report in
October 2021 are listed below:

Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas);
East Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB);
East Suffolk County Council;

Environment Agency;

Essex County Council;

Essex Wildlife Trust;

Marine Management Organisation (MMO);

Natural England (NE);

NatureScot;

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB);

Suffolk County Council;

Suffolk Wildlife Trust;

Tarmac Marine;

Tendring District Council; and

The Wildlife Trust.

Of the above, NatureScot noted that they do not intend to provide a response and
the following consultees made general, non-technical comments only on the HRA
Screening Report and/ or deferred to NE:

MMO;
Suffolk County Council;
East Suffolk Council;

Environment Agency.
Consultation on the Scoping Report and Screening Report (complete, with all
comments received and how these have been taken into account) is summarised in

Table 5.1 to Table 5.6 of the HRA Screening Report. For brevity, the information
presented in those tables is not repeated here.

Meetings of the HRA-relevant Expert Topic Groups (ETG) complete, with all
comments received until PEIR are summarised and considered within the following
relevant aspect chapter tables (and are also not repeated here):

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 2: Marine Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes;

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 4: Offshore Ornithology;
Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 5: Benthic and Intertidal Ecology;
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6.1.5

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

6.3.1

6.3.2

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 6: Fish and Shellfish Ecology;
Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal Ecology;
Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 4: Onshore Biodiversity and Nature Conservation.

Consultation since the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) included
the above consultees. With regard to Onshore Biodiversity and Nature Conservation
NE were the only consultee with further comments relevant to this topic. A summary
of the comments from NE is provided in Table 6.1 below:

PINS Advice Note 10 (PINS 2022) notes that where an application is ‘likely to have
a significant effect (either alone and/ or in-combination) on a Natura 2000 site in
another Member State, the applicant should obtain and provide all relevant
information, as reasonably practicable...’. That position was reiterated by
Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) in their 2016 guidance on
transboundary impacts on Natura 2000. DECC (2016) went on to say that ‘the format
and extent of transboundary consultation is for the applicant to agree with the
Planning Inspectorate’.

The RIAA (and Screening Report) provides the information necessary for
transboundary consultation on HRA matters for the application, initially through the
identification of transboundary sites (see those listed in Table 9.1) where potential
Likely Significant Effect (LSE) applies in relation to the Project alone in the Screening
Report, followed by consideration of potential LSE in-combination (drawing on recent
Examination stages of similar projects in the region and the transboundary projects
identified during that process) and the determination of adverse effect alone and/ or
in-combination made here within the RIAA.

Updates to this RIAA have been made in response to the Secretary of State’s (SoS)
Request for Further Information dated 11 July 2025; namely to screen in
transboundary sites for harbour porpoise within the North Sea Management Unit.
These updates have been made within Section 9, Table 9.1 and within the
assessment at paragraph 11.3.163. Further response is also provided within 10.74
Applicant’s Responses to SoS Request for Further Information — Part 2.

The Evidence Plan Process (EPP) has been managed through a series of ETG
meetings. These have been incorporated into this report and the topic specific PEIR
chapters and supporting appendices on which the RIAA draws (Section 2.4) and have
therefore been considered during the preparation of the RIAA where relevant.

To date, consultation with regards to HRA has been undertaken via ETG meetings
under the EPP, described within Volume 6, Part 1, Chapter 3: EIA Methodology of
the ES, with various meetings held in October 2020, and throughout 2021-2023.
Furthermore, consultation has been carried out through formal submission of the VE
Scoping Report. Feedback received through this process has been considered in
preparing the HRA documents where appropriate and the topic specific PEIR
chapters and supporting appendices on which the RIAA draws (Section 2.4).
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6.3.3 The responses received from stakeholders with regards to HRA matters are
summarised in Table 6.1, including details of how these have been taken account of.
Additional topic specific consultation detail is available in each respective ES chapter.

6.3.4 Consultation has continued to be carried out through the EPP, up until DCO
application submission, and will continue as required post-application.
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Table 6.1 Summary of consultation relating to HRA

l\

February 2020

Pre-scoping ETG
meeting

NE advise to utilise the Woodward ., (2019) mean-
maximum foraging ranges in the HRA Screening
report.

Recommended methodology used

It was agreed to consider colony specific data where
it is available in addition to the Woodward ., (2019)
ranges within the RIAA.

Noted and implemented.

The proposed methodology for the HRA screening
of fish was agreed.

Noted and proceeded on this basis.

November 2021

Essex County Council
Scoping Opinion

‘We would welcome early sight of the PEA wintering
bird surveys to inform the scope of the project level
Report to Inform an Appropriate Assessment
(Shadow HRA) in relation to any functionally linked
land for the coastal SPA & Ramsar sites, particularly
at Hamford Water.’

The results of onshore wintering bird surveys
completed are summarised in ES Volume 6,
Part 3, Chapter 4: Onshore Biodiversity,
Section 4.8, with further details provided in ES
Volume 6, Part 5, Annexes 4.6, 4.10, 4.11 and
4.12.

November 2021
PINS Scoping Opinion

‘The ES must describe all the individual forms of
damage identified which would lead to significant
effects on designated sites.’

Designated sites and the potential pathways
for likely significant effect are identified in
Table 9.1.

November 2021

Essex County Council
Scoping Opinion

‘The brackets at the end of 3.6.3 listing key project
parameters should also list that HDD will be used
under Holland Haven Marshes SSSI (as stated in
19.5.7).”

HDD will be used under Holland Haven
Marshes SSSI (Section 11.4).

December 2021

It was agreed that the proposed approach for
quantifying displacement of seabirds will utilise the

Agreement on this displacement impact
assessment methodology has been reached

S
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Post-scoping ETG

Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCB)
metric (% displacement x % mortality).

during the consultation process. Methodology
is described in ES Volume 6, Part 2 Chapter

Post scoping ETG

meeting 4: Offshore Ornithology Section 4.11.
The Option 2 variant of the Band (2012) model
has been used for calculating collision rates,
British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) flight data will be | which uses BTO flight data. This is consistent
used to inform the Collision Risk Modelling (CRM). with the Natural England (2022a) Interim
Advice on updated Collision Risk Modelling
parameters.
Migrant collisions will be considered using the BTO | Potential impacts on migrants, in relation to
tool produced for the SOSS-05 BTO report (Wright ., ' SPA populations, have been assessed in the
2012) RIAA.
The potential for barrier effects will be assessed Barrier effects have been scoped in, see ES
within the marine mammal assessment of Volume 6, part 2 Chapter 7 Marine Mammal
December 2021 disturbance and displacement effected. Ecology, Section 7.11.

The potential for Permanent Threshold Shift (PTS)
and Temporary Threshold Shift (TTS) arising from
operational noise will be assessed.

Operational noise impacts have been
assessed, see ES Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
7 Marine Mammal Ecology, Section 7.12.

February 2021

Marine Ecology &
Processes ETG

It was requested that biotope codes should be
converted to the European Union Nature Information
System (EUNIS) equivalent.

EUNIS biotopes have been recorded using the
new 2022 biotope codes (EUNIS, 2022).

November 2021
MMO, Scoping Opinion

MMO raised concerns regarding the offshore cable
route having a small overlap with the Margate and
Long Sands SAC. They confirmed that a small
adjustment to the route would prevent any overlap
with the site if practicable.

The Project has considered the guiding
principles of site selection using a
proportionate approach taking into account all
relevant constraints, see ES Volume 6, Part 1,
Chapter 4: Site selection and Alternatives.

l\

S —

Page 44 of 792

—



\/ =
e

The conservation objectives for all designated
sites are referred to within this RIAA, however,
due to the small footprint of VE, no AEol is
predicted. VE have progressed a without
prejudice derogation case for this site,
including compensation options for potential
impacts to the features of the Margate and
Long Sand SAC. Furthermore, ES Volume 6,
Part 2, Chapter 5: Benthic Ecology, Section
5.10 and 5.11 provides a thorough
assessment of the impacts to protected
features.

This impact has been screened into the RIAA
(Section 11)

November 2021
NE, Scoping Opinion

NE advised for the impact of accidental pollution to
be scoped into the HRA assessment due to regular
pollution reports concerning leaks and spillages from
support vessels and Wind Turbine Generators
(WTGs).

This impact has been screened into the RIAA
(Section 11).

November 2021
NE, Scoping Opinion

NE stated that for all Annex | habitats there must be
clear demonstration of how impacts will be avoided,
reduced, and mitigated. In addition, cable protection
should also be avoided in areas identified for reef

Pre-construction surveys will be undertaken to
determine the location, extent and
composition of any habitats of principal
importance and/or Annex | and impacts to the
features will be avoided as far as reasonably

l\
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management. There will need to be an assessment | practicable. VE have progressed a without

of the impacts for Margate and Long Sands SAC. prejudice derogation case for this site,
including compensation options for potential
impacts to the features of the Margate and
Long Sand SAC. ES Volume 6, Part 2,
Chapter 5: Benthic Ecology, Section 5.10 and
5.11 provides a thorough assessment of the
impacts to protected features. The
assessment of Margate and Long Sands SAC
is presented within Section

An assessment of SPA designations with

NE advised the assessment to include impacts on regards to the benthic habitats acting as

SPA designations where the benthic habitats serve

November 2021 ) . . supporting habitats for bird features has been
o Eoupporing hablats or S b S8 ol uded n ES Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
,» ©COpINg LUpinion Benthic Ecology, Section 5.10 and 5.11. The

of the supporting habitats for Red-throated diver are

present within the Area of Search (AoS). Outer Thames Estuary (OTE) SPA is

assessed within Section 11.4.
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November 2021
NE, Scoping Opinion

NE is happy to see the clarification regarding the
approach that will be used in generating the design-
based abundance/density estimates, 95%
confidence intervals and levels of precision that will
be used in impact assessments.

NE is satisfied with the method proposed for
calculating the 95%confidence intervals in the
method statement. The values from this method
should be presented alongside the values using the
HiDef transect based approach to clearly see how
they differ.

NE request confirmation in writing from HiDef that
this approach is appropriate for their survey data.

Noted. Methodology for calculating density
and abundance is presented in Volume 6, Part
5, Annex 4.1: Offshore Ornithology Technical
Report.

Confirmation from HiDef relating to the
appropriateness of approach was provided on
24 March 2022 via email (and reproduced in
the Ornithology Method Statement).

NE welcomes the use of adjustment rates for
adjusting availability bias for auks.

This process has been used for estimating
abundance and densities of auk species for
the purposes of assessment (see Volume 6,
Part 5, Annex 4.1: Offshore Ornithology
Technical Report for details).

Assessment of effects

Natural England recommends the use of the
stochastic CRM for the basic model (i.e. Options 1
and 2), but not the extended model (Options 3 and

Option 2 of the Band (2012) model has been
used to estimate the collision rates for all
species (see ES Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.3:
Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling

- —
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4), as there are no agreed upon suitable avoidance
rates for the extended, stochastic model.

If the deterministic model is to be used, NE
recommends that uncertainty around key input
parameters is captured by undertaking multiple runs.

for details). The largest contributor to variation
in collision estimates is seabird density, which
typically has a CV (coefficient of variation) an
order of magnitude greater than those for bird
dimensions and flight speed and four orders of
magnitude greater than that due to variation in
avoidance rates. Therefore, since variations in
collision predictions are overwhelmingly due to
variations in seabird density only that measure
has been used to derive upper and lower
estimates in the collision modelling.

Species biometric values for seven species are laid
out in the Natural England (2022) Best Practice for
Data Analysis document (gannet, kittiwake, lesser
black-backed gull, herring gull, greater black-backed
gull, little gull, sandwich tern). The values match
those contained in Table 1 of the Method Statement,
except the flight speed of little gull, where NE
recommends the use of 12.2.

For the species not included in the Best Practice
document, the BTO values are suitable for the CRM.

The species’ biometrics used for collision risk
calculations are consistent with those
recommended by Natural England (2022),
including for little gull. See Table 20 of ES
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.8: Collision risk
modelling inputs and outputs for details.

NE recommends following the guidance for
displacement matrices laid out in the Natural
England (2022) Best Practice for Data Analysis
document.

The Natural England (2022) matrix-based
methodology for assessing displacement
impacts has been used. ES Volume 6, Part 2,
Chapter 4: Offshore Ornithology Section 4.11.

June 2022

The findings of the SPA review should be fully taken
into account for any surveys or decisions associated

HDD will be used under Holland Haven
Marshes SSSI. Great Holland Pits LoWS will

l\
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RSPB response to
Preliminary Ecological
Appraisal (PEA)
consultation

with the VE potential cable route. Holland Haven
Marshes SSSI and Great Holland Pits LoWS should
be avoided where possible. Main concerns relate to
direct loss and disturbance of this habitat and its
dependent species.

be avoided. Effects on SPA bird species have
been considered within ES Volume 6, Part 3,
Chapter 4: Onshore Biodiversity, Section
Sections 4.11 to 4.14 and in this RIAA
(Sections 11.6 and 12.6).

June 2022

NE response to PEA
consultation

NE advised consideration of potential impacts to
functionally linked habitats supporting SPA species.

Effects on SPA bird species have been
considered within ES Volume 6, Part 3,
Chapter 4: Onshore Biodiversity, Section
Sections 4.11 to 4.14 and in this RIAA
(Sections 11.6 and 12.6).

With respect to SPA bird species NE reiterated that
the:

Effects on SPA bird species have been

November 2022 ‘ . considered within ES Volume 6, Part 3,

onshore scoping area should be based on the Chaoter 4: Onsh Biodi itv Secti
Pre-PEIR onshore . . . apter 4: Onshore Biodiversity, Section

potential for species to be present in the area, the Sections 4.11 to 4.14 and in this RIAA
ecology ETG Impact Risk Zone (IRZ) for designated sites, (Sections 11.6 and 12 6)

ecology, and a consideration of FLL.’ ' e

NE has concerns regarding the location of the

landfall HDD) compound in close proximity to .

Holland Haven Marshes Special Site of Scientific gasrg:llfiaril tﬁ;oﬁc;]aatle?oﬁgageféiosrigrosllggr?aﬂs':/I is

Interest (HHM SSSI), which supports wintering and that the same Tempora Cons.truction
November 2022 breeding birds and Fisher's Estuarine Moth, which porary

. Compounds (TCCs) and haul roads are used

Pre-PEIR onshore are designated features of nearby SAC, and for NF OWF and VE undertakes additional
ecology ETG SPA/Ramsar sites. We advise that the landfall onshore cable trenching and ducting works for

compound should be sited to cause the least
disturbance to these designated features and any
impacts avoided or mitigated. Furthermore, careful
consideration should be given to seasonal

NF OWEF. This will reduce construction
activities across the two projects.
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sensitivities of waterbirds using HHM SSSI and
adjacent areas throughout the year. We also advise
that, now that the landfall zone has been selected
and the onshore cable corridor refined, the
assessment in the ES /RIAA should be updated to
reflect this selection/refinement. Lastly, we
encourage VE to continue exploring options for
sharing and aligning construction activities and
infrastructure onshore with North Falls, as far as is
reasonably practicable, in order to minimise
environmental impacts and disturbance to sensitive
habitats, species and soils.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB note the conclusion that the potential for an
adverse effect on integrity (AEQI) for Lesser Black
Backed Gulls (LBBGs) from the Alde-Ore Estuary
Special Protection Area (SPA) cannot be ruled out.
Given the assessment presented in the RIAA and its
supporting documents and the conclusions of the
Secretary of State in respect to other OWFs in
regard to this species and linkages to the Alde-Ore
Estuary SPA, it is their position that the proposal
would cause an AEOI. They would welcome
clarification from VE that we accept that an AEOI
cannot be ruled out. In this context, RSPB request
further engagement on the development of the
required compensation measures for LBBGs.

VE acknowledge that an AEOI cannot be ruled
out for lesser black-backed gull and as such
have submitted a full derogation case.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

The aim of the pre-application phase should be to
secure any compensation measure, not only to

Noted, VE have sought to progress and
secure compensation measures as far as

l\
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Date and consultation
phaseltype

15/06/2023

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Consultation and key issues raised

develop the proposal. This includes relevant
licences and consents to provide the necessary
confidence to the Examining Authority and,
subsequently, Secretary of State. RSPB request that
there are detailed discussions on how the
compensation requirements are calculated in order
to reach agreement in advance of an application
being submitted.

RSPB are broadly content with the selection of
predator fencing as a possible compensation option
to explore further.

RSPB consider the habitat creation option should
explicitly be expanded to include habitat restoration
(and possibly shift emphasis to this depending on
local circumstances). They consider habitat
restoration in areas currently occupied by LBBGs to
have a greater chance of more predictable success
than de nouveau habitat creation. They request
scientific evidence on the use of habitat creation as
a specific LBBG conservation measure to inform
whether or not this is appropriate to rely on as a
compensation measure.

The consideration of potential compensation
locations (for either approach) should examine all
potential limiting factors to successful breeding and
recruitment operating at the location. This is to
ensure critical factors are not missed by a focus only

Comment

possible during the pre-application phase,
whilst ensuring the option to use strategic
and/or collaborative compensation measures
is retained. We are in on going engagement
with the RSPB on the compensation
measures.

Noted and further discussions and agreement
through the ETG and stakeholder meetings
have been undertaken.

Noted, the compensation measures now refer
to habitat restoration rather than creation.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Site selection has also looked into factors
restricting breeding and recruitment at sites
outside of AOE SPA after advice from Natural
England/RSPB at the ETG/stakeholder
meetings. Through this process a potential
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on predation or the availability of suitable habitat. In
this context, the use of predator fencing as a
compensation measure for the Norfolk Projects,
EA1N and EAZ2 is not yet proven to succeed and did
not take account of other factors limiting breeding
success in the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA.

compensation measure at Outer Trial Bank
(OTB) has been identified and included within
the application. Nonetheless, it is considered
that predator control at AOE SPA remains a
suitable compensation measure for VE.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Site selection will need to give careful consideration
to avoiding conflicts with other nature conservation

interests, especially those for which, for example, a
SSSI or SPA may have been designated.

Noted, the site selected at the AOE SPA have
been chosen after consultation with
landowners/managers and site surveys.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB raise concerns over the ability to calculate the
benefit of each of these measures, especially habitat
creation, given the lack of detailed research in this
area.

Noted, habitat creation will be removed as a
measure.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document
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& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

The spatial approach to the search hierarchy should
be revisited to consider giving greater priority to
locations that do not expose any breeding LBBGs
arising from the compensation measure to the same
or similar risk of collision with offshore windfarms.
For this reason, RSPB question the removal of
potential locations on the basis of low or no
connectivity with the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA.

Noted, following advice at the ETG other sites
away from the AOE SPA have been
considered with a proposed measure at OTB
included in the Application as well as the
measure at the AOE.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB would welcome greater pre-application
engagement on LBBG compensation in general
given our experience in managing colonies of this
species. This would include engagement on
selection of measures, potential locations, design,
management, monitoring and adaptive
management.

Noted, RSPB have been consulted during the
planning of the compensation measure for
both AOE and OTB.
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Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Adaptive management should be linked to possible
risks of failure associated with the specific measure
in the chosen location and be ecologically credible
and appropriate.

Noted, adaptive management measures have
been included.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Plans for monitoring and adaptive management
should be prepared during the pre-application phase
as part of the application, to be incorporated into an
implementation and monitoring plan as part of the
application.

Noted, adaptive management plans have
been included in the IMP.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

The use of shelters and rafts as possible
compensation measures should be ruled out as
unproven, unless VE are able to provide substantial
scientific evidence that demonstrates their
effectiveness for LBBG.

Noted, use of shelters and rafts has not been
considered.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

RSPB request that any approach to RSPB reserves
for up-to-date information is made centrally via the

Noted.
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15/06/2023

lead RSPB contacts on the Five Estuaries project.
This is to ensure appropriate co-ordination of an
RSPB response. We will then undertake to contact
relevant site managers.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB note the conclusion in this paragraph that the
potential for an adverse effect on integrity (AEOI) for
Lesser Black Backed Gulls (LBBGs) at the Alde-Ore
Estuary SPA cannot be ruled out. Given the
assessment presented in the RIAA and its
supporting documents and the conclusions of the
Secretary of State in respect to other OWFs in
regard to this species and linkages to the Alde-Ore
Estuary SPA, it is our position that the proposal
would cause an AEOI. They would welcome
clarification from VE that the project accept that an
AEOI cannot be ruled out. This would be in line with
a similar approach adopted by other developers in
relation to in-combination impacts on kittiwakes from
the Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA in light of the
Secretary of State’s conclusions on previous
developments.

VE acknowledge that an AEOI cannot be ruled
out for lesser black-backed gull and as such
has prepared a full derogation case.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB note the conclusion in this paragraph that in
the event the Secretary of State is minded to confirm
a DCO for the project that derogation would be
required and compensatory measures provided. It is
their position that effective compensatory measures
would be required to be secured, and they discuss
further below the suitability of the currently

Noted, compensatory measures have been
secured as far as possible prior to submission,
with input from stakeholders.
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suggested compensatory measures. RSPB would
welcome further engagement on this.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

The final stage is not to “develop” compensation
measures but to “secure” compensation measures.
This is a significant difference in approach and level
of requirement prior to any application.

Noted, VE have secured compensation
measures as far as possible prior to
submission.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

As noted in RSPB comments on the RIAA above,
they request clarification over whether Five
Estuaries adopt the position that recent developers
have with kittiwakes and Flamborough and Filey
Coast SPA and accept that an in-combination AEOI
cannot be ruled out for LBBG and the Alde-Ore
Estuary SPA and therefore that compensation is
required? This would remove any uncertainty on this
aspect in future discussions. Currently, paragraph
1.1.5 is couched in terms of “likely to be” AEOI in
line with conclusions in the RIAA.

VE acknowledge that an AEOI cannot be ruled
out for lesser black-backed gull and as such
have prepared a full derogation case.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB note the conclusions of the shortlisting
exercise for compensation options (presumably with
Natural England), which has concluded that the
main options are:

- Predator exclusion fencing around existing colony;
and

- Habitat creation (with emphasis on land adjacent to
the SPA).

They accept that appropriate predator fencing is
proven to be an effective method in reducing
predation of breeding LBBGs i.e. in an appropriate

Noted, habitat restoration rather than creation
is the measure that has been taken forward.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.
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location where predation has been proven to be a
limiting factor.

However, they would welcome further information on
the evidence base in respect of habitat creation as a
method to increase breeding populations of LBBG
(as opposed to other species) in a predictable
manner. This could be in the form of specific case
studies that set out where, when and how habitat
creation has been targeted at breeding LBBG, the
rate of colonisation, breeding success and
recruitment.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB note that calculating the compensation
requirement is to be based on demographic data
from Horswill and Robinson (2015). While this is a
good starting point, they strongly recommend local
information is used where possible to make the
calculation as location specific as possible. For
example, the RSPB has productivity information for
the LBBG colony at Havergate Island in the Alde-
Ore Estuary SPA. They request that there are
detailed discussions on how the compensation
requirements are best calculated so that agreement
can be reached in advance of DCO submission.

Noted, local demographic data from nearby
colonies have been considered in the
compensation requirements.

See Chapter 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15:
Apportioning Note.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB consider important additional context has
been omitted from this section.

It should include information that several of the UK’s
major LBBG SPA colonies have suffered significant
declines i.e. the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA, Morecambe

Noted, more up to date information has been
obtained.
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Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA and Bowland Fells
pSPA colony. The first two are ¢.90% declines.
Bowland is recovering now that culling has paused,
but up to date information on its current status is
required.

They recommend obtaining up to date information
on the current status of the Ribble Estuary
SPA/Ramsar site from Natural England who
manage the National Nature Reserve which
supports the SPA colony.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

This focuses solely on conclusions in Davis et al
(2018) that relate to predation. That same report
also considered other potential limiting factors at
each colony, variously including cattle, habitat
quality, disturbance in addition to mammalian
predation.

Noted, all relevant factors have been
considered.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

As each colony will have its own set of limiting
factors, it is important to take a rounded approach to
ensure all such factors are known and, in this
context, the relative importance of predation
understood. Otherwise, it would be possible to miss
a more important limiting factor e.g. food supply.

Noted, all relevant factors have been
considered.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document
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Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

The precedent of Norfolk Projects and EA1N/2
should not be relied on at this point in time as it is
premature. Fencing has only been installed in early
spring 2023 so it is still in its first season.

The RSPB has made clear in its various
submissions to those schemes that there are other
factors at play in the Alde-Ore Estuary in addition to
predation, and set out its concerns that a narrow
focus on predation may not be enough. For
example, productivity at Havergate Island has
declined in recent years and predation and habitat
quality/availability are not limiting factors at that site.
This is in addition to the ongoing concern that the
compensation for the Norfolk Projects and EA1N/2
is located in an area known to expose breeding
LBBG to collision risk with offshore wind farms.

Noted, all relevant factors have been
considered during the pre-implementation
phase.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Compensation measures are recommended to
have connectivity to the affected SPA, hence
the locations of the sites selected in relation to
the AOE SPA.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB understand the challenge with obtaining up to
date colony counts. They are conscious that the
results of the most recent national seabird census
should be made available later this year. When this
information is available it should be used to update
relevant colony counts to give an up to date
understanding of the conservation status of each.

Colony count data has been updated following
the most recent census being made available.
Table 11.12, Table 11.260utline the most
recent colony counts used.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB request that any approach to RSPB reserves
for up-to-date information is made centrally via the
lead RSPB contacts on the Five Estuaries project to
ensure appropriate co-ordination of an RSPB

Noted.

l\

S —

Page 59 of 792

—



\/ =
e T

response. We will then undertake to contact relevant
site managers.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

2.4.3.1 & 2.4.3.3: RSPB recommend that any such
review needs to request information on any other
factors thought to be limiting breeding success and
colony size at the relevant location, in addition to
predation. This will ensure all factors are considered
in subsequent site selection stages as predation
may not be the critical limiting factor at the colony
level.

Noted, consultation with stakeholders has
been carried out throughout the process.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

2.4.3.3: factors to be considered in assessing
feasibility should also include relevant consents and
licences to install fencing as this will be central to
identifying any potential showstoppers or causes of
significant delay. This should not be left to Stage 5
(2.4.3.5).

Noted, the compensation measure is included
with the Applicant’s DCO order limits,
providing the necessary security of
deliverability.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

2.4.3.4: RSPB question the ability easily to quantify
the expected benefit of any such proposal as (i)
there is little research on these measures in respect
of fledging, recruitment etc; (ii) any benefit will be
highly site specific and (iii) needs detail on all
current pressures etc affecting breeding success
including food supply etc.

Noted, consultation with stakeholders will be
carried out when producing the
implementation monitoring plan post-consent.
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Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Compensation for breeding seabirds due to offshore
wind farm impacts challenges the normal spatial
search hierarchy for compensation due to the strong
likelihood of ongoing exposure to the same adverse
impacts.

Therefore, RSPB question the priority being placed
on compensation proximity to the Alde-Ore Estuary
SPA given that it is proximity of the SPA to the
offshore wind farms that is giving rise to an AEOI
and the need for compensation due to collision risk.
Further discussion is needed on this, as priority
arguably should be given to locations that are NOT
within Mean-Max Foraging Range (MMF)/MMF+1SD
of any offshore wind farms. If this is not possible (i.e.
all locations are at risk), then the impact of those
offshore wind farms on a potential compensation
location would need to be built into the
compensation requirement calculations.

Connectivity to the effected SPA has been key
to previous measures and advice. A site away
from the AOE SPA has been selected as an
alternative compensation measure alongside
the AOE site.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document and
Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-
backed Gull — Implementation and Monitoring
Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Stakeholder engagement

The RSPB would welcome greater pre-application
engagement by the Applicant on this and its other
LBBG compensation issues given our experience
with managing SPA colonies for this species and
dealing with the various pressures they face.

Noted, RSPB has attended ETGs and
stakeholder meetings.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

The RSPB would welcome involvement in pre-
application development of the monitoring plan in
respect of both this and the habitat creation
measure.

Agreed, although it is now a habitat restoration
measure rather than creation.
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Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

The RSPB recommends that an adaptive
management plan is developed in the pre-
application phase as part of the application to be
incorporated into the implementation and monitoring
plan with the application documents.

Adaptive management measures should be linked to
the possible risks of failure with the particular
measure and be ecologically credible and
appropriate. Therefore, we question the role of
bycatch reduction as listed.

Greater monitoring should form part of the
monitoring plan aspects rather than being seen as
an adaptive management measure.

Unless built in as an integral part of the measure
itself, breeding habitat creation would be a de
nouveau compensation measure in the context of
predator management and therefore should not be
seen as an adaptive management measure in this
context. With respect to the Marine Recovery Fund,
it is currently unclear how this fund will operate and
whether any measures implemented under it will be
relevant to the delivery of LBBG compensation.

Noted, adaptive management plan has been
considered in the implementation and
monitoring plan.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Suggest title explicitly extends consideration to
include habitat restoration where there is a need for
improved management of existing, degraded
habitat, including if the current management is
unsuitable e.g. through excess grazing. Restoration

Agreed and amended.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document
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is mentioned later, but it would be useful to be more
explicit on scope in the title.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB strongly question the role of artificial shelters
for this species and recommend it is withdrawn. We
cannot perceive of a conservation benefit. To the
RSPB’s knowledge:

- The use of shelters for LBBG chicks has not been
tested;

- Shelters would only be relevant if predation is by a
species that cannot get under shelters. As LBBG
chicks get quite big it is likely that any shelter of a
suitable size for LBBG chicks would be vulnerable to
likely predators which would be strong enough to flip
it over;

- Shelters work for the smaller terns as they protect
them from relevant predators that are not able to flip
the shelter.

You suggest that published evidence of artificial
shelters for this species is “limited”. Could you
provide the references to the evidence you have
discovered for review?

Agreed, reference to shelters removed.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

A particular issue (common to this and predator
fencing) is the quality of the available food supply to
support the proposed increase in colony.

Therefore, an understanding of current productivity
should be a starting point and critical analysis of the
potential reasons for limited breeding success at a

Agreed, local and recent productivity levels
have been assessed. Compensation
requirements have been assessed on two
fronts, using national productivity rates
(Horswill et al) and local productivity rates
from the AOE SPA.
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site in case this points to reasons in addition to
existing habitat quality and/or availability.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Same concerns as per para 2.4.5. As above.
15/06/2023
Section 42 Comments
RSPB Same comment as per para 2.4.9. As above.
15/06/2023
Section 42 Comments o o
RSPB Same comments as per monitoring section in As above.

section 2.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

The RSPB recommends that an adaptive
management plan is developed in the pre-
application phase as part of the application to be
incorporated into the implementation and monitoring
plan with the application documents.

Adaptive management measures should be linked to
the possible risks of failure with the particular
measure and be ecologically credible and
appropriate.

Adaptive management measures are outlined
in the LBBG IMP.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Depending on the local situation, it is probable that
predator fencing would be required anyway to
improve the likelihood of success of a habitat
creation/restoration measure.

Agreed, amended.

See Environmental Statement: Volume 5,
Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser Black-backed
Gull — Implementation and Monitoring Plan.
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Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

With regard to connectivity of the listed sites to the
Alde-Ore estuary, consideration should be made of
the natal philopatry and breeding site fidelity of
Lesser Black-Backed Gull, both of which will vary on
a site by site basis and will influence the propensity
of the birds to colonise a potential compensation
area. This will also influence whether any birds that
do breed at a compensation site will return to breed
there in subsequent seasons and whether any
chicks fledged there subsequently return to breed.
As such, a review of any available information
should be carried out.

Available information has been reviewed.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

As set out in RSPB's comments on the Ecological
Evidence note, the RSPB raises a concern
regarding the focus on connectivity to the Alde-Ore
Estuary SPA. While proximity to the adversely
effected SPA is the normal starting point for a
compensation measure, that must be approached
with major caution in the context of a development
(Offshore Wind Farm) which will place any such
breeding birds at risk of the same collision as has
given rise to the need for compensation. Careful
consideration should be given to giving greater
weight to areas with no or low risk of collision with
OWEFs (if such exist).

Another site away from the AOE SPA, Outer
Trial Bank, has also been included following
the site-selection process. Site surveys were
carried out at Steepholm as well but deemed
to be less suitable than the AOE and OTB
sites.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.
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Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB would welcome clarification of the exclusion
of sites on the basis of “no connectivity”. Is this tied
to connectivity to the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA? For
reasons set out elsewhere, we consider this raises
concerns as this may be too restrictive in searching
for potential locations that reduce the risk of birds
being exposed to offshore wind collision.

Following consultation sites with little or no
connectivity have been considered.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Careful consideration will need to be given to
avoiding conflicts with other nature conservation
interests e.g. increase in predation risk to breeding
avocets etc at RSPB Boyton Marshes reserve
(established to support SPA species displaced from
RSPB Havergate by the LBBG colony displaced
from Orfordness).

RSPB raise serious questions over the reference to
the use of rafts and consider it should be deleted.
Based on considerable experience, we are confident
that LBBGs do not use rafts. The species closely
associated with the use of rafts are Common Terns
and Black-headed Gulls.

Noted, sites have been selected to avoid
conflict where possible.

Noted, the use of rafts has been removed.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

Agree. SPA colony is in process of recovery so not
suitable.

Noted.
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Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Agree - not suitable.

Noted.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

As LBBG is not a qualifying species of this SPA (or
the underlying SSSI) the creation of nesting habitat
creation within the SPA (and SSSI) would not be
related to site management. This raises a red flag in
terms of potentially damaging impacts on existing
SPA/SSSI habitat for existing qualifying interests.

RSPB note the age of the data relating to breeding
LBBG within Hamford Water. The latest information
we have been able to source is from the Essex Bird
Report 2018, which notes that there was no detailed
count but that 213 nests were detected in a mixed
colony with Herring Gulls. This suggests the species
has declined in this location.

Re the Bathside Bay Container Terminal Little
Oakley compensation site: the priority here is for
non-breeding waterbird interest and, in respect of
benefits to breeding birds, species of priority within
the context of the Hamford Water SPA/SSSI e.g.
ringed plover. Therefore, encouragement of
breeding LBBG would be inappropriate,

Noted, Hamford Water SPA is no longer
considered.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

\



\/ =
e T

notwithstanding the lack of confidence in ensuring
LBBG colonisation of habitat in a new area.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Without specific detail on the areas of land adjacent
to the SPA being considered, it is difficult to
comment. However, in respect of farmland adjacent
to the SPA, it is important to note that this SPA is
one of those identified in the 2016 UK SPA Review
for boundary review in respect of adjacent farmland
that supports SPA species. Therefore, any such
land could be considered potential SPA land and
measures affecting it would likely require
appropriate assessment.

Noted, this site no longer being considered.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Low potential is agreed, but on the basis that the
SPA colony has access to suitable habitat already.

Noted.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

RSPB assume this is within the Solway Flats and
Marshes SPA/Ramsar site. Based on previous
consideration of this site for another reason, we
consider this should be kept on the list of potential
options. The existing colony has suffered significant
historic declines (likely due to an inappropriate
grazing regime) and may be worth investigating
further to understand the reasons for those declines
and the potential to restore it.

Noted, other locations discussed during the
ETG and deemed more suitable than this
location.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

We assume the reference to “the bank” is to the
Outer Trial Bund which current supports somewhere
between 1,000-3,000 pairs each of LBBG and

Noted, following stakeholder discussions with
Natural England and the RSPB this site has
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Herring Gull. Based on our understanding, we are been taken forward as a possible location for
15/06/2023 " ,

not aware of any additional management measures | compensation measures

that would increase the numbers of LBBG breeding
in this location. Any proposal to increase the
population of LBBG within The Wash SPA/Ramsar | See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser

site would need to be assessed for its potential Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
impacts on breeding SPA interests including Site Selection and Roadmap document
Common Tern and Little Tern, as well as SSSI & Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
features. Black-backed Gull — Implementation and

Monitoring Plan.

Lesser Black-backed Gulls are adaptable, occupying
a variety of natural and urban habitats. Predation

and food availability are the key drivers of population
changes and distribution. Avoiding predation affects

Section 42 Comments colony location in particular, and perhaps also the
RSPB habitat selection of the nest site within the colony. Noted
Food availability will influence whether breeding '
15/06/2023 takes place (through the condition of the adult
female) and is also important in determining the
outcome of the breeding attempt. Breeding is often
in mixed colonies with Herring Gulls. Larus fuscus
graellsii is the subspecies present in the UK.
Nest sites o _ _
Section 42 Comments - Nests are generally located on a solid surface, Noted, this information was used to help in the
RSPB usually on the ground although sometimes on flat or | Site selection and habitat restoration
gently sloping roofs, especially those topped with measures.
15/06/2023 shingle or colonised by lichens and mosses (Rock

2005). Both coastal and inland sites are used.
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 Habitat at the nest site can vary from open rock,
shingle, bare peat or roof, where nests are very
visible, to rank vegetation or even bushes. However,
dense vegetation is more usually avoided and areas
of taller vegetation within a colony are associated
with indicators of lower-quality adults suggesting
these are less-preferred areas. The most-preferred
breeding sites are open with surrounding vegetation
(Kim and Monaghan 2005) which may combine the
advantages of an open aspect (visibility of potential
predators

and a drier, sunnier microclimate) with shelter and
hiding-places for the chicks once mobile.

* A successful colony needs to be safe from flooding
(climate-change related increases in storm
frequency and sea level rise are affecting colonies
such as the Ribble Estuary. Gavin Thomas pers.
comm.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Predators

* site selection by Lesser Black-backed Gulls
suggests that areas inaccessible to ground
predators are particularly important as colony sites
e.g. offshore islands, inland freshwater bodies, cliffs,
roofs of buildings (Mitchell et al. 2004, Sellers and
Shackleton 2011). Foxes caused the abandonment
of many coastal colonies on the Dutch coast, driving
colonisation of inland sites (Gyimesi et al. 2016).
Introduced American Mink Mustela vison are
considered an important cause of chick mortality

Noted, this information was used to help in the
site selection and habitat restoration
measures.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document
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(Varty and Tanner

2009b) and illicit an attacking response, indicating a
threat to chicks and eggs but not to adults (Clode .
2000).

* High productivity is reported from studies of urban-
nesting gulls (Rock 2005) where roof top nest sites
are likely to be free from most predators (although
they may be subject to human interventions).

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Food availability

* A generalist and opportunistic feeder, Lesser
Black-backed Gulls will forage on fishery discards
and at rubbish tips (Gyimesi et al. 2016) as well as

crustaceans and molluscs from the intertidal zone Noted, this information was used to help in the
(swimming crabs have been found to be an site selection and habitat restoration
important at some colonies, Schwemmer and measures.

Garthe 2005), terrestrial invertebrates including
earthworms (Coulson and Coulson 2010) and small

Section 42 Comments mammals (which may be scavenged rather than See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
RSPB hunted, Alfarwi pers. comm.; Gyimesi et al. 2016) Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
15/06/2023 and birds, especially unfledged Site Selection and Roadmap document

chicks of other seabirds (pers. obs). When food
availability is low, Lesser Black-backed Gulls will
predate chicks of conspecifics (Gareth Fisher pers.
comm.).

* There is evidence of individual specialization in the
use of different food resources (Tyson et al. 2015)
and also of differences between males and females,
with the larger males, spending more time offshore
and foraging at fishing trawlers (Camphuysen et al.

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.
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* There are reports of increasing numbers of Lesser
Black-backed Gulls following tractors, e.g. spreading
muck and slurry or cutting silage (Gavin Thomas
pers. comm.), while supplementary feeding of
livestock also presents an opportunity for gulls.
Tracking data shows significant use of open-air pig
units in some areas (Aaron Howe pers. comm.).

* Colonies with access to a variety of food resources
are more likely to be resilient to short- and long-term
changes in accessibility to particular types of food.

* Chicks are preferentially fed high-quality food items
such as crustaceans and fish discards, and when
access to these is reduced and lower-quality food is
fed to chicks, productivity is sometimes seen to be
reduced (Perrins and Smith 2000), although other
studies have also found good productivity in
terrestrially-feeding birds (Gyimesi et al. 2016).

* Lesser Black-backed Gulls have been found to
feed more at sea than other sympatric gull species
(Kubetzki and Garthe 2003; Kim and Monaghan
2006) and are known to be capable of long foraging
flights, tracking data indicating a maximum off-shore
foraging distance of 533 km (Woodward et al.,
2019), however time spent away from the colony
reduces nest attendance and increases the risk of
chicks being predated or chilled (Bukacinska .
1996).

» Urban-nesting gulls appear to often forage outside

\
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towns, and it appears that for some, landfill sites are
an important foraging resource (Rock 2005).

* Botulism, often associated with rubbish tips in
warm weather, is not uncommon among Lesser
Black Backed Gulls (Mitchell et al. 2004) and is
linked to some historic population declines such as
in the Severn Estuary Region in the late 1970s
(Rock 2005). Dependence on low quality food
resources such as rubbish tips is likely to make

populations more vulnerable to this and other toxins.

Section 42 Comments
RSPB

15/06/2023

Disturbance

* Human activity can deter Lesser Black-backed
Gulls from using a breeding site, particularly if the
presence is persistent or accompanied by
destruction of nests and eggs or killing adults
(Calladine et al. 2006).

» Exploitation and persecution by humans is thought
to have depressed the population historically, until
protective legislation was introduced in the 20th
century (Mitchell et al. 2004).

Noted, this information was used to help in the
site selection and habitat restoration
measures.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document.

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England are concerned that the daily
threshold for the SNS SAC is predicted to be
exceeded for concurrent piling as well as due to two
concurrent high order UXO clearances. Therefore,
they are unable to conclude no Adverse Effect on
Integrity (AEol) from the project alone without
mitigation being presented and secured.

The mitigation used within the RIAA is the
outline piling and UXO MMMPs and the SIP,
which have been developed and submitted
alongside the ES. All relevant mitigation to
ensure no AEol is detailed within the two
outline MMMPs and the SIP. However, it is
worth noting that detail around UXO (and
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Date and consultation
phaseltype

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Consultation and key issues raised

Consequently, they advise that, as a minimum
requirement for addressing alone and in-
combination impacts, appropriate mitigation should
be discussed and agreed through the evidence plan
process to ensure that the project alone will not
exceed the daily threshold.

Natural England advise that habitat loss needs to be
included as an impact pathway for all relevant sites.
There is a clear overlap with the Southern North Sea
Special Area of Conservation (SNS SAC). Habitat
loss should be taken through to the Appropriate
Assessment stage unless a clear justification can be
made that there would be no Likely Significant Effect
(LSE) either alone, or in-combination with other
projects with footprints within the SNS SAC.

Natural England provided a number of comments on
the Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal
Ecology and Underwater noise modelling report and
until those comments are addressed, they are not
able to agree on the conclusions of the Adverse
Effect on Integrity (AEol) assessments which are
based on the information from these reports.

Natural England is concerned with the undeveloped
and high-level nature of documents relating to
compensatory measures. They highlight the
significant difficulties experienced by other projects
where compensatory measures have been required.

Comment

therefore the outline UXO MMMP) is provided
for information only and is not being licenced
within this application. Text has been added to
clarify within Section 11 and 12.

Habitat loss has been added to the RIAA for
harbour porpoise at the SNS SAC. Please see
Section 9.

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal
Ecology has been updated following Natural
England comments, and the authors/ technical
specialists of the marine mammals chapter
have reviewed the RIAA to ensure any
relevant comments and changes from the
PEIR chapter to ES are reflected in the RIAA
throughout.

Noted, the compensatory measures have
progressed and details are provided in the
application documents.
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Designing and siting measures, securing tenure,
regulatory or other third-party agreements as well as
evidencing likely effectiveness all present significant
challenges. Their experience is that there is
generally insufficient time to adequately shape,
finalise and secure compensatory measures during
Examination. Leaving key details regarding the
nature, location and implementation of the measures
until the Examination could carry a significant
consenting risk. Consequently, we advise the
Project to use the expert topic group (ETG) meeting
process to advance development of compensatory
measures prior to submission.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England question the validity of the
methodology applied to apportion lesser black-
backed gull (LBBG) to Special Protection Area
(SPA) colonies during the breeding season. They
have concerns regarding the use of the NatureScot
(2018) apportioning methodology in all instances,
and instead advocate drawing upon multiple sources
of information (e.g. tracking data). In particular, they
consider that apportioning to the Alde-Ore Estuary
SPA using the NatureScot tool may result in
potential underestimation of impacts. Where there is
evidence to inform likely connectivity, or a lack
thereof, this should be also considered in relation to
the apportionment of impacts to SPA colonies.

Noted, apportioning amended and agreed with
Natural England.

l\

\



\/ =
BT i sed o

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Overall, Natural England advise that a more
precautionary and case-specific approach to
apportioning is required for the Project and would
welcome further discussions through the Expert
Topic Group (ETG) process to define and agree the
methodology.

Noted, apportioning amended and agreed with
Natural England.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

The assessment of impacts on RTD within the OTE
SPA due to cable installation, construction and
Operation & Maintenance (O & M) vessels only
considers impacts in terms of mortality, rather than
disturbance levels, or reduced habitat availability
during the winter period. Furthermore, no mitigation
measures have been brought forward to address
potential impacts. Therefore, Natural England advise
that the submitted RIAA should assess duration and
scale of reduced habitat availability over the
nonbreeding season and mitigation measures
should be brought forward. They advise that the
Natural England best practice protocol for
minimising vessel disturbance should also be
adopted as a minimum requirement.

Noted, the reduced habitat availability has
been assessed and the Natural England best
practice protocol for minimising vessel
disturbance has been adopted.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England notes that habitat loss has not been
included in the list of impact pathways for any of the
sites, despite the overlap with the Southern North
Sea Special Area of Conservation (SNS SAC).
Habitat loss should be taken through to the
appropriate assessment stage unless a clear
justification can be made that there would be no

Habitat loss has been added to the RIAA for
harbour porpoise at the SNS SAC, please see
Section 11.
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Likely Significant Effect (LSE) either alone, or in-
combination with other projects with footprints within
the SNS SAC.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England provided a number of comments on
the Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal
Ecology and Underwater noise modelling report and
until those comments are addressed, they are not
able to agree on the conclusions of the Adverse
Effect on Integrity (AEol) assessments which are
based on the information from these reports. Please
update the Report to Inform Appropriate
Assessment (RIAA) accordingly once Natural
England's comments on the PEIR have been
addressed.

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal
Ecology has been updated following Natural
England comments, and the authors/ technical
specialists of the marine mammals chapter
have reviewed the RIAA to ensure any
relevant comments and changes from the
PEIR chapter are reflected in the RIAA and
ES.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England advises that the maximum area
overlap, not the average, is used to calculate the
seasonal habitat loss in the SNS SAC in order to
represent the worst-case scenarios. Use maximum
spatial area overlap to calculate the seasonal habitat
loss.

The maximum overlap has been used on a
precautionary basis within the SNS SAC.
Please see Section 11.3.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Not enough justification has been provided to
conclude no AEol for prey availability for harbour
porpoise within the SNS SAC considering that the
outcome of the fish assessment concluded
moderate significant effects on spawning herring.
The submitted RIAA would need to provide more
justification in order to exclude AEol.

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 6, Fish and
Shellfish Ecology determines no significant
effects on spawning herring when utilising the
proposed mitigation for the project. Therefore,
the approach used within the RIAA to
conclude no AEol for changes to prey of
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harbour porpoise within the SAC is considered
appropriate.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England are concerned that the daily
threshold for the SNS SAC is predicted to be
exceeded for concurrent piling as well as concurrent
monopiling and two high order unexploded ordnance
(UXO) clearances. Accordingly, they are unable to
conclude no AEOI from the project alone without
mitigation being brought forward. As a minimum
requirement for addressing impacts on the SNS
SAC (alone and in-combination), bring forward
appropriate mitigation to ensure that the project
alone will not exceed the daily threshold.

The mitigation considered within the RIAA is
the SIP which is being developed and has
been submitted alongside the ES. All relevant
mitigation to ensure no AEol has been
detailed within the SIP. For detail surrounding
the mitigation please see Section 8.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

The conclusion of no AEol relies on the Marine
Mammal Mitigation Plan (MMMP) which have not
yet been agreed or seen as in the case of UXO
MMMP. Present draft MMMPs for review and
discussion as part of the Evidence Plan Process.

An outline UXO specific MMMP is being
submitted at DCO application (Volume 9,
Report 14.2). It should be noted that UXO
clearance would be subject to a separate
Marine Licence and the UXO MMMP is
provided for information.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

The in-combination assessment for SNS SAC has
only been provided for piling and not UXO
clearance. The submitted RIAA should provide
sections on the in-combination assessment for UXO
clearance.

UXO clearance is considered within the in-
combination assessment, Table 12.3
considers both piling disturbance and UXO
disturbance as utilise the same 26 km EDR.
This is stated within Table 12.3 the potential
for effect from a single event (assumed worst
case, whether that be monopiles or UXO
clearance) per day for VE and the projects
assessed in combination with VE."
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Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England notes that their previous advice on
the pathways to be screened in for the assessment
of potential Likely Significant Effect (LSE) has been
considered and included in the updated screening
report.

This is noted by the Applicant.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England agrees that all relevant national
sites for marine mammals have been identified and
the appropriate Management Units (MU) have been
used.

This is noted by the Applicant.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Regarding the transboundary sites for harbour
porpoise, a 26 km Effective Deterrence Range
(EDR) cannot be used in isolation as a basis for
screening out. Instead, all sites within the North Sea
MU should be appropriately considered. As
previously advised, the relevant authorities for
transboundary sites should be consulted. Consider
all harbour porpoise sites within the North Sea MU
for screening.

This approach of identifying sites and
screening them out of assessment on the
basis of EDR's aligns with industry standard
from other offshore wind farm developments
(including Hornsea Project 4). The project has
attempted to consult with transboundary
consultees on the site selection and
screening, with limited responses. In the
absence of detailed responses from
consultees, the approach used is considered
appropriate.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England seeks clarification as to why vessel
disturbance during the O&M phase was not
screened in for Southern North Sea Special Area of
Conservation (SNS SAC). Provide justification why
this impact pathway was not screened in,
considering that there is a potential for disturbance

The assessment has been updated to include
vessel disturbance during the O&M phase.
Please see Section 9.
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and vessel collision due to the presence of vessels
during the O&M phase.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England notes that habitat loss has not been
included in the list of impact pathways for any of the
sites, despite the overlap with the SNS SAC. Habitat
loss should be taken through to the appropriate
assessment stage unless a clear justification can be
made that there would be no LSE either alone or in-
combination with other projects with a footprint
within the SAC. They advise that this is included
especially given the location of the project. Add SNS
SAC to the list of sites for which Habitat Loss is
screened in.

The assessment has been updated to include
habitat loss where relevant. Please see
Section 9.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.3.30 Natural England provided a number of
comments on the Preliminary Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR)Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine
Mammal Ecology and Underwater noise modelling
report and until those comments are addressed, we
are not able to agree on the

conclusions of the Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEol)
assessments which are based on the information
from these reports. Please update the RIAA
accordingly once Natural England’'s comments on
the PEIR have been addressed.

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal
Ecology has been updated following Natural
England comments, and the authors/ technical
specialists of the marine mammals chapter
have reviewed the RIAA to ensure any
relevant comments and changes from the
PEIR chapter are reflected in the RIAA.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.3.111 It is not clear which area was used to
calculate the daily allowance. Please clarify whether
the entire area of the SAC was used or the winter

The text in paragraph 11.3.109 has been
updated to clarify the values used.
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area alone. The values used for calculation should
be presented clearly in the submitted RIAA.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.3.113 Natural England advises that the maximum
area overlap, not the average, is used to calculate
the seasonal habitat loss in the SNS SAC in order to
represent the worst case scenarios. As such, the
seasonal habitat loss would be 7.4%. Use maximum
spatial area overlap to calculate the seasonal habitat
loss.

Noted, the assessment has been updated to
reflect the maximum area of overlap. Please
see Section 11.3.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Figure 11.6 and 11.7 Figures appear to be the
same. Figure 11.7 should present two high-order
UXO clearances. Correction needed in the
submitted RIAA.

The figures have been updated to reflect the
appropriate two high-order UXO clearance.
Please see Figure 11.6 and Figure 11.7.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Assessment of adverse effect on integrity alone
Southern North Sea SAC (harbour porpoise): For
clarity, seasonal disturbance thresholds calculations
(worst- and best-case scenarios) for piling and UXO
clearance should be presented within a summary
table indicating values used for the calculations.
Consider presenting these calculations within a table
in the submitted RIAA.

Table 11.2 presents the calculations for
maximum and minimum (worst-and best-case
scenarios) for single and concurrent events
within the vicinity of the SNS SAC. This
applies to both piling and UXO.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.3.106-107 and 11.3.120 Natural England cannot
agree with the conclusion of no AEol on the viability
of harbour porpoise due to potential Permanent
Threshold Shift (PTS) (mortality or injury) as a result
of pile driving and Unexploded Ordinance (UXO)
clearance at VE alone in relation to the SNS SAC,

An outline UXO specific MMMP is being
submitted at DCO application (Volume 9,
Report 14.1). A draft MMMP was provided for
PEIR for discussion, with an updated version
submitted alongside the ES.
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as these outcomes are based on the Marine
Mammal Mitigation Plan (MMMP) which have not
yet been agreed.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.3.112, 114, 125, 127 Mitigation will be needed to
address the threshold exceedance for concurrent
monopiling and two high order UXO clearances
(27.2% of the site). Without such mitigation, these
statements are not correct: “Therefore, it is
concluded that there will not be an AEol from
disturbance during pile driving at VE alone on the
Conservation Objective for harbour porpoise for the
SNS SAC.” And: “It is not possible for VE alone to
exceed the 20% and 10% thresholds of reduction in
habitat availability as a result of high-order UXO
clearance and an AEol will not occur as a result of
disturbance to harbour porpoise VE alone during
construction and decommissioning as a result of
high-order UXO clearances”. As a minimum
requirement for addressing impacts on the SNS
SAC (alone and in-combination), bring forward
appropriate mitigation to reduce the disturbance and
demonstrate that the project alone will not exceed
the daily threshold.

The mitigation relevant to the assessment for
the SNS SAC is the Piling and UXO MMMP
Volume 9, Report 14.1 and 14.2 respectively)
and Site Integrity Plan (SIP) (Volume 9,
Report 15). Information on this mitigation is
presented and discussed throughout the
assessment in Section 11.3. It should be
noted that any UXO clearance will be subject
to a separate Marine Licence and UXO
MMMP is provided for information.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.3.128-129 This section does not provide
information on the assessment for the prey
availability, yet it concludes no AEol for impacts on
prey for harbour porpoise from the SNS SAC.

A cross reference has been added to the
“changes to prey” assessment as undertaken
within paragraphs 11.3.203 to 11.3.207. The
changes to prey assessment concludes no
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Date and consultation
phaseltype

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Consultation and key issues raised

Provide more information on the assessment for
prey in the submitted RIAA.

11.3.133 The literature relevant to vessel
disturbance is wrongly cited in this section on vessel
collision risk. Provide relevant literature for this
assessment in the submitted RIAA.

11.3.176 A correction factor needs to be applied to
estimate the seal population associated with the
Wash and North Norfolk SAC (WNNC SAC), in
order to ensure a more accurate assessment. It is
the project’s responsibility to determine the
reference population as accurately as possible in the
ES. It is not acceptable to rely on an inaccurate
reference population to conclude no AEol. Apply the
appropriate correction factor to estimate the
population size of common seals in the WNNC SAC,
taking into account the seal counts at haul out sites
and at-sea data. Update the assessment for the
submitted RIAA.

11.3.288 SCOS (2021) report would be more
appropriate reference for estimating the Humber
Estuary SAC population size as it is newer than
Russel et al (2016). SCOS (2021) assumes that
23.9% of the population was counted at the hauled
out thus based on the latest counts, the Humber
Estuary population is 16,306. Briefing papers (BP)

Comment

AEol and therefore the conclusions presented
within Sections 11.3.188 to 11.3.189.

The references used for the harbour porpoise
collision risk assessment (Heinanen and Skov,
2015) was supporting information around the
impact of vessels however as it is not
fundamental to the assessment this text has
been removed. Please see Section 11.3.

Noted. Section 11.3 has been updated to align
with the marine mammal ES chapter with
oversight from technical specialists, therefore
it is considered that the reference populations
and scalars are now up to date.

Noted. Section 11.3. has been updated to
align with the Marine Mammal Ecology ES
chapter (Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7) with
oversight from technical specialists, therefore
it is considered that the reference populations
and scalars are now up to date.
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21/03 and BP 21/06 in SCOS (2021) provide more
information on Humber Estuary SAC. Use newer
reference to estimate grey seal population size at
the Humber Estuary SAC in the submitted RIAA.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

12.3.3 Natural England provided a number of
comments on PEIR Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7:
Marine Mammal Ecology relating to the assigned
magnitude and sensitivity scores and the resulting
significance of the assessment. Thus, if any
potential significance of the impact from VE alone
has been re-assessed as higher than negligible, it
needs to be added to the in-combination
assessment and included in Table 12.2. Update the
in-combination assessment with the submitted RIAA
where relevant. upon consideration of our comments
on the PEIR Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine
Mammal Ecology.

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal
Ecology has been updated and outcomes
used in the ES. The authors/ technical
specialists of the marine mammals chapter
have reviewed the RIAA to ensure that the
conclusions from the EIA are reflected within
Section 11.3.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Table 12.4 and 12.5 For clarity and visualisation, the
EDRs for relevant projects overlapping the winter
area of the SAC should be presented as figures.
Consider producing figures to illustrate spatial in-
combination effects of disturbance in the submitted
RIAA.

The 26 km EDRs for the projects considered
are presented within Figure 11.3.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

12.3.35 The statement: “...it is clear that VE alone
would not trigger the 20% threshold under any
circumstance.” Is not correct as it has been
demonstrated that the concurrent piling at VE would

Noted, this text has been amended. See
Section 11.3.
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Date and consultation
phaseltype

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Consultation and key issues raised

exceed the daily threshold. Amend this statement
accordingly in the submitted RIAA.

Table 12.6 Natural England advise that the
maximum area overlap should also be presented in
the Table. The submitted RIAA should include
maximum area overlap in the Table and later
discussion.

Table 12.6 the Applicant should not rely on the
concurrent piling as a way of reducing the
exceedance of the seasonal threshold considering
that it has been demonstrated that concurrent piling
would exceed 20% seasonal threshold in certain
circumstances. Amend the assessment in the
submitted RIAA accordingly.

12.3.43 At this point, Natural England cannot agree
that AEol will not occur as a result of disturbance to
harbour porpoise (as defined by the daily 20% and
seasonal 10% thresholds) for VE alone and/or in-
combination during construction and
decommissioning due to piling, considering that the
exceedance of the daily threshold for concurrent
piling at VE alone, and calculations for seasonal
habitat loss using the average not maximum area
overlap thus not taking into account the worst-case
scenarios. Additionally, the conclusion of no AEol
relays on the MMMPs which have not yet been

Comment

Table 12.6 presents the maximum area of
overlap.

Table 12.6 presents the maximum overlap for
single piling events not concurrent piling, as
this has the maximum effect on the seasonal
threshold. The assessment does not rely on
the use of concurrent piling as it is all
addressed within the SIP. The table has been
amended to ensure clarification and reference
to concurrent piling reducing the impact has
been removed for clarity.

The assessments have been updated to
reflect the maximum areas of overlap.
Additionally, the mitigation used within the
RIAA is the UXO and Piling MMMP (Volume
9, Report 14.1 and 14.2) and SIP (Volume 9,
Report 15) which is referenced within Section
11.3 and 12.3 and has been submitted
alongside the ES. All relevant mitigation to
ensure no AEol has been detailed within the
SIP. Text has been added to clarify.
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agreed or seen as in the case of UXO MMMP.

Ensure RIAA and documents submitted in support of
the ES address Natural England’s concerns,
including bringing forward avoidance and/or
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to
acceptable levels. Present draft MMMPs for review
and discussion as part of the Evidence Plan
Process.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Table 12.7 Natural England is unsure as to how the
summary table of the in-combination risks includes
UXO clearance, when such in-combination
assessment has not been presented in the main
body text. As far as they can see, the in-combination
assessment has only been provided for piling. The
submitted RIAA should provide sections on the in-
combination assessment for UXO clearance.

Table 12.3 and Table 12.4 present single and
double events respectively, including both
piling and UXOs. The table captions have
been amended to reflect this. Therefore, as
UXO assessments are presented, the
statements within Table 12.6 are still
considered valid. It should be noted that any
UXO clearance will be subject to a separate
Marine Licence.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

12.3.46 Given the level of uncertainty in the
assessment at this point, it is not possible to
conclude that there will not be AEol resulting from
disturbance of harbour porpoise within the SNS SAC
from VE in-combination. The wording needs to be
carefully chosen to reflect the currently available
information (and lack thereof), threshold
exceedance and incomplete assessment. Reword
the paragraph to reflect the level of uncertainty in
the outcome of the assessment.

Paragraph 12.2.49 updated accordingly.
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Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

12.3.52 - 53 A summary table clearly indicating
values used to calculate the number of seals
impacted by in-combination disturbance is highly
recommended as it is hard to follow how the
calculation was done. Consider producing a
summary table to present the number of seals
distributed by in-combination effects of underwater
noise in the submitted RIAA.

This is noted by the Applicant. Additional
values have been added to enable further
clarity on the assessments.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

12.3.59 Vessel disturbance is usually addressed by
a Vessel Management Plan. The Site Integrity Plan
(SIP) is intended to ensure that the thresholds for
significant disturbance are not exceeded. Thus, the
project is inappropriately referring to the SIP in this
context.

Additionally, Natural England do not agree that the
vessel related disturbance will be restricted to the
same area as the disturbance from piling,
considering that there will be many other vessels on
the site throughout the project not related to piling
activity. The submitted RIAA should refer to the
correct best practice for vessel management.

The text has been amended to include the
Working in Proximity to Wildlife in the Marine
Environment (Volume 9, Report 18.1) however
it is considered through the text that the SIP is
still relevant mitigation and therefore is still
included. Please see Section 12.3.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England question the validity of the
methodology applied to apportion lesser black-
backed gull (LBBG) to Special Protection Area
(SPA) colonies during the breeding season for this
case. Please note that we do not advise the use of
the NatureScot (2018) apportioning methodology in
all instances. This is due to concerns around the

Noted, apportioning has been amended and
agreed following discussions with Natural
England.

See Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15:
Apportioning Note.
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calculation of density decay, which we consider
arbitrary and unlikely to be representative in many
cases. Specifically, they highlight that apportioning
to the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA may result in potential
underestimation of impacts. Colonies that we
consider extremely unlikely to have connectivity
(e.g. in Holland) with the site in the breeding season
have been included in apportionment calculations.
They note that elsewhere in the supplied
documentation, these colonies are scoped out using
tracking data to evidence a lack of connectivity.
Consequently, we consider that the impacts have
been underestimated for that site-species
combination.

Natural England advise that a more precautionary
and case-specific approach to apportioning is
required for VE and welcome further discussions
through ETG to agree methodology. The
methodology should draw upon multiple sources of
information e.g. tracking data rather than the
NatureScot apportioning tool in isolation. Where
there is evidence to inform likely connectivity, or a
lack thereof, they consider this should be considered
in relation to the apportionment of impacts to SPA
colonies. To better reflect the uncertainty in the
evidence available, Natural England consider it
appropriate to present a range of apportionment

\
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rates for the breeding season to be considered in
the assessment.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Apportioning of age-classes has been calculated
based on stable age structures rather than site
specific survey data. Natural England do not agree
with the use of the stable age structures for
apportioning age classes as they consider a regional
scale and may not be applicable at a much smaller
specific offshore site. Natural England advise that
best practice is to use site specific data for
apportioning age classes. Recognising that it can be
difficult to age some species from Digital Aerial
Survey (DAS) imagery, they currently recommend
that all adult type birds are assumed to be adults.

Noted, site specific data for aging has been
assessed.

See Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15:
Apportioning Note.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

The assessment of impacts on RTD within the OTE
SPA due to cable installation and construction and
O&M vessels only considers impacts in terms of
diver mortality, rather than disturbance levels in the
SPA or reduced availability of habitat during the
winter period. No mitigation measures are brought
forward to address potential impacts. The submitted
RIAA should include an assessment of the duration
and scale of reduced habitat availability over the
non-breeding season and bring forward mitigation
measures to address impacts. As a minimum,
Natural England’s best practice protocol for vessel
movements within diver SPAs should be adopted,

Noted, the reduced habitat availability has
been assessed and the Natural England best
practice protocol for minimising vessel
disturbance has been adopted.

See Volume 9, Report 9.18.1: Working in
Proximity to Wildlife in the Marine
Environment.
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but this may not obviate the need for additional
mitigation measures.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England highlight the undeveloped and high-
level nature of documents relating to compensatory
measures. They highlight the significant difficulties
experienced by other projects where compensatory
measures have been required. Designing and siting
measures, securing tenure, regulatory or other third-
party agreements as well as evidencing likely
effectiveness all present significant challenges. VE
should work collaboratively using the ETG process
to accelerate compensatory measure development
prior to submission. If compensatory measures are
likely to be required, or there is a level of uncertainty
pre-examination, then compensatory measures
should be fully considered on a without prejudice
basis. Natural England’s experience is that the
Examination period has generally proved insufficient
for measures to be adequately developed and
secured. Therefore, we would emphasise the need
to make significant progress with the draft
compensatory measures in the pre-application
period. Leaving key details regarding the nature,
location and implementation of the measures until
the Examination could carry a significant consenting
risk.

Noted, the compensatory measures are
progressing and details have been submitted
alongside the DCO application.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan & See Volume 5, Report 5,
Annex 5.7: Kittiwake — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan &

Guillemot and Razorbill Compensation —
Evidence, Site Selection and Roadmap
document.
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Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Natural England does not consider the
apportionment of 36.8% LBBG to the Alde-Ore SPA
to be defensible.

Whilst Natural England consider that the NatureScot
apportioning method can provide a useful
standardised method to apportion birds across
multiple colonies, they do not support its use in all
circumstances. In this instance Natural England
consider the method has not delivered realistic
apportioning rates. They believe that a more
evidence based approach to apportioning would
result in a higher proportion of LBBG should be
allocated to the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA. A more
appropriate approach to apportioning should be
identified and agreed through the ETG, and the
project impacts reassessed accordingly in the
submitted RIAA. This should draw upon tracking
studies for all relevant colonies. Natural England
recommend that when devising an alternative
approach, the project draws on the Examinations of
previous projects predicted to impact Alde-Ore
Estuary SPA LBBG. A more appropriate proportion
of LBBG from the SPA could be calculated using the
apportioning methods recommended by Natural
England to Galloper OWF (see Written Summary of
Oral case put by Natural England at the issue
specific hearing relating to biodiversity, biological
environment and ecology — Galloper Wind Farm

Noted, LBBG apportionment for AOE SPA
amended to 40% in agreement with Natural
England.

See Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15:
Apportioning Note.
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Order application, IPC ref. EN010003, 29/10/2012,
paras 62-83). It would also be prudent for a range of
apportionment rates for the breeding season could
be considered in the assessment. A range based
approach can help to acknowledge uncertainty and
explore the implications of different apportionment
rates for assessments. This approach was
advocated by Natural England for the (considerably
more distant) Norfolk Vanguard and Boreas projects
and was used as the basis of our advice into the
Examination. Natural England also suggest the
project monitors any outputs of the ORJIP funded
‘AppSas’ project which Natural England hope will
address our concerns around the current iteration of
the apportioning method.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.4.32 - 40 It will be necessary for the RIAA to
consider whether the impacts of Highly Pathogenic
Avian Influenza (HPAI) have increased the
sensitivity of particular SPA/species combinations to
additional impacts from e.g. OWF. This was raised
during the Examination of the Sheringham and
Dudgeon Extensions OWF, where the Applicant
produced a note assessing this based on the
information on HPAI available at that time. The
assessment of impacts on Outer Thames Estuary
SPA RTD from construction and operational effects
is focussed on potential mortality. Natural England
considers the potential for construction phase
disturbance during cable installation and

A more comprehensive assessment of red-
throated diver impacts within the OTE SPA
has been undertaken, considering the
Supporting Advice on Conservation
Objectives.

The Project would also be committing Natural
England’s advised best practice protocol for
vessel movements within diver SPAs, after
which the residual effects will be minimal, see
Section 11.4.71 and Volume 9, Report 18.1:
Working in Proximity to Wildlife in the Marine
Environment.
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construction/O&M vessel movements warrants
consideration in terms of disturbance levels in the
SPA and the loss of supporting habitat within the
site within a given winter period. Several OWF have
adopted Natural England’s advised best practice
protocol for vessel movements within diver SPAs
and Natural England consider this a minimum
requirement. Depending on the analysis of the
duration and extent of supporting habitat loss,
Natural England may seek a seasonal restriction (or
other mitigation measures) to cable-installation
activities within the SPA.

Review the Sheringham and Dudgeon Extensions
submissions regarding HPAI and consider taking a
similar approach and drawing on any additional
information on HPAI that emerges. Update the RIAA
assessment to include consideration of the OTE
SPA SACO attributes relating to disturbance and
availability of supporting habitat, adopt the Natural
England best practice protocol and consider the
need for mitigation measures for cable installation
within the SPA.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.4.35 It is stated that RTD displacement mortality
of >1% is unrealistic, citing the MacArthur Green
(2019) review. However, empirical evidence
regarding the energetic consequences of
displacement for seabirds and wintering waterbirds
using the marine environment are very limited.

Noted, a range of mortality estimates,
following Natural England guidance (Parker .,
2022c) have been presented.

See Section 11.4.
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Furthermore, the role of overwinter survival on
seabird population dynamics is poorly understood.
Considering the paucity of evidence Natural England
consider it appropriate, as a matter of best practice,
to assess a range of mortality impact scenarios.
Mortality rates of 1-10% should be considered to
identify if further investigation is warranted,
accepting that 10% represents a highly
precautionary scenario. However, Natural England
highlight that the mortality rates are essentially a
crude method of also capturing a range of potentially
deleterious effects and in-direct effects that could
conceivably arise from displacement.

As definitive mortality rates for seabirds (including
RTD and auks) are unknown, Natural England
advises consideration of a range between 1% and
10% for project alone and in-combination impacts
from array, construction and cable laying vessels for
RTD and auks (i.e. species for which the cost of
displacement could be significant). If significant
impacts are predicted under these scenarios further
investigation of those impacts may be required.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.4.198 During the Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) phase, VE speculate that the loss of 8 LBBG
per annum from the Alde-Ore SPA would have no
impact on site integrity as recent Population Viability
Analysis (PVAs) for East Anglia 2 OWF where 40
LBBG per annum may be lost from the Alde-Ore

Noted, estimates recalculated and
apportioning of 40% to AOE SPA has been
agreed.
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SPA found <1% decrease in population growth rate.
However, we do not consider the apportioning of
impacts to SPAs to be appropriate, and therefore
question whether the value of 8 adults per annum is
sufficiently evidence-based (see Natural England
ref. 1 above). Recalculate estimates of mortality
arising from collision for LBBG based on an updated
apportioning method. Use PVA to assess the
likelihood of Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEOI) both
for the project alone and in-combination.

See Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15:
Apportioning Note.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

11.4.6 Apportioning of ages classes has been
undertaken using season-specific proportions of
adults from the Biologically Defined Minimum
Population Scale (BDMPS) population derived from
the tables in Appendix A of Furness (2015). Natural
England does not consider this method appropriate
at small offshore sites, as at the regional scale
apportioning is unlikely to be representative.
Although it is acknowledged that accurately aging
some species using DAS is difficult, Natural England
best practice is to use site-specific data for
apportioning.

Wherever feasible, derive the proportion of adults in
SPA populations using site specific data such as
counts of all adult type birds seen in surveys, and
use this information in an updated impact
assessment in the RIAA.

Noted, site specific data has been used where
appropriate. Methodologies have been agreed
with Natural England. Where there is
disagreement both the Applicant and the
Natural England approaches have been
presented.

See Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15:
Apportioning Note.
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Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Where project alone impacts have been estimated
to cause a <1% increase in baseline mortality for a
given species, Natural England acknowledge the
contribution of VE to be small. Nevertheless, where
in-combination impacts cause a >1% increase in
baseline mortality PVA should be undertaken to
investigate the implications of this impact.

Where in-combination impacts on SPA populations
may cause a >1% increase to the baseline mortality
of an SPA population e.g. gannet, kittiwake,
guillemot and razorbill from the Flamborough and
Filey Coast (FFC) SPA and LBBG from the Alde-Ore
SPA during VE O&M, PVA needs to be undertaken
to demonstrate the in-combination effect as well as
indicating the VE contribution. Natural England’s
PVA tool has been designed to allow PVAs to be
undertaken in an efficient and transparent way.

Noted, PVA has been undertaken for the
species outlined.

See Volume 6, Chapter 5, Annex 4.16:
Population Viability Analysis

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Section 13 In the transboundary statement Dutch
LBBG colonies are disregarded as tracking studies
suggest little connectivity to VE, yet the NatureScot
apportioning tool attributes 45.1% of birds in the
PDA to Dutch colonies (Waddenzee, Veerse Meer,
Duinen en Lage Land Texel and Duinen Vlieland,
c.f. Appendix 2 Apportioning methodology, Table 4).
Note the gannet colonies at the Alderney West
Coast and Burhou Ramsar site and Cote de Granit
Rose-Sept lles are also screened out for

Noted, the Dutch colonies have been removed
altogether from the LBBG calculations and the
French colonies have been removed from the
gannet calculations. The Alderney colony has
remained in the gannet calculations as
tracking data shows connectivity between the
colony and VE.
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transboundary effects, yet in the HRA 14.5% and
24.8% of gannet in the PDA are apportioned to
these sites respectively (c.f. Appendix 2
Apportioning methodology, Table 3). See Natural
England ref. note 1 above. The approach to
apportioning should be fully informed by tracking
studies and other relevant information (e.g.
regarding gannet foraging space partitioning).

See Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 4.15:
Apportioning Note.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

In the light of the Hornsea 4 decision and the likely
additional impacts arising from not-yet-submitted
extensions and Round 4 projects, in the absence of
agreed project alone impact totals we consider it
appropriate to progress in-principal measures for all
four qualifying species at FFC SPA.

Noted, without prejudice compensation
measures have been progressed.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

3.2.11 VE suggest the delivery of alternative food
resources (such as whole sandeel via purchased
quota fished on behalf of the measure) could be
investigated. Natural England considers that, given
the impacts of forage fisheries on seabird
productivity, it would be fundamentally flawed to
perpetuate fisheries targeting sandeel and other
forage fish for any purpose, including compensatory
measures for the benefit of seabirds. Natural
England recommend this approach is not
progressed.

Agreed.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

Given the likely modest contributions that VE may
make to the in-combination totals on FFC SPA
kittiwake, the proposal to consider augmenting

Noted, suitable compensation measure now
agreed with Natural England.
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28/08/2023

compensatory proposals being developed for more
impactful proposals in the North Sea is appropriate.
Another potentially productive approach could be
collaborative working with other OWF that may have
similar-sized impacts e.g. North Falls, Rampion 2 to
deliver a single scheme, as measures that deliver
for combined impacts are likely to be more
practicable and cost-effective.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.4: Kittiwake
- Evidence, Site Selection and Roadmap

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

1.1.8 Whilst Natural England agree that habitat
restoration/ creation and predator fencing are
relevant measures to consider, at this early-stage
Natural England consider it is premature to exclude
predator eradication/ management (e.g. brown rat)
until a detailed exploration of issues potentially
affecting candidate sites is carried out. When
investigating site-specific opportunities for candidate
compensation sites, consider merits of predator
management/eradication as well as exclusion.

Noted, predator eradication is being
considered where appropriate.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

1.1.9 It is proposed that demographic data for LBBG
from Horswill & Robinson (2015) will be used to
calculate the number of additional breeding pairs
required to produce sufficient breeding adults back
into the bio-geographic population to compensate
for the predicted impacts. Natural England highlight
the complexities of compensating for the loss of
individuals at a specific SPA colony, and the stated
intention to calculate the numbers of additional
breeding pairs a compensatory measure would need

Noted and discussed at the ETG.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document
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to enable in order for sufficient breeding adults to
recruit back into the bio-geographic population.
Natural England recommend that detailed
discussion through ETGs will be required on an
appropriate approach to defining scale and success
for compensatory measures. In the meantime, we
recommend the project reviews the approved LBBG
Implementation and Monitoring Plan for the Norfolk
Vanguard and Boreas compensatory measures.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Table 2.1 Blackwater Estuary SPA, Hamford Water
SPA, Medway Estuary & Marshes SPA, North
Norfolk Coast SPA — Natural England notes these
SPAs are classified for breeding species that may
be susceptible to gull predation. Consider
downgrading potential rating due to this factor.

Agreed, downgraded.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Table 2.1 Steep Holm — it is unclear why landowner
collaboration and conservation work on the
neighbouring Flat Holm result in scores of low
potential, though we agree that connectivity is low.
However, at this stage it may be premature to scope
out Steep Holm from further consideration. Review
potential rating and if appropriate include as a site
for further consideration.

Noted, Steep Holm was considered and site
survey completed.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

28/08/2023

Table 2.1 The Wash SPA — we highlight that The
Wash SPA is not classified for breeding LBBG nor
for a breeding seabird assemblage, though the

Noted, Outer Trial Bank colony has been
established as a potential site for
compensation measures.
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LBBGs nesting on the Outer Trial Bank may make a
contribute to the non-breeding waterbird
assemblage at some times of the year. As well as
vegetation management, mammalian predation
issues may also be an issue that warrants further
investigation as part of next steps. However we do
not consider that rafts would be suitable within the
Wash SPA/Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC.
Consider including Outer Trial Bank as a site for
further consideration.

See Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.3: Lesser
Black-backed gull Compensation — Evidence,
Site Selection and Roadmap document.

& Volume 5, Report 5, Annex 5.6: Lesser
Black-backed Gull — Implementation and
Monitoring Plan.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Natural England is concerned that EIA assessment
criteria and matrices have been applied to Habitats
Regulations within the VE Draft RIAA. We would
advise that if there is an impact pathway that leads
to a credible risk to an interest feature of a European
site, then a Likely Significant Effect (LSE) should be
concluded. Similarly, the Appropriate Assessment
stage in the RIAA should simply conclude that an
Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEol) on that European
site(s) and qualifying features either can or cannot
be ruled out. The Project should then apply the
mitigation hierarchy to suitably avoid, reduce and
mitigate the impacts to remove the AEol.

This is noted. The suggested approach has
been followed throughout and the EIA
assessment criteria removed to avoid
confusion.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

In line with our comments above, we advise that EIA
assessment criteria and matrices should not be
applied to HRA. We advise that, in line with the
mitigation hierarchy, every effort should be made to
avoid-reduce-mitigate impacts to the site, not only

This is noted. An avoid-reduce-mitigate
approach has been used throughout and the
reference to EIA criteria has been removed to
avoid confusion.
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for project alone effects, but also the contribution
made to existing pressures/cumulative impacts. If
this is not possible, for example, due to a
requirement for cable protection in the Special Area
of Conservation (SAC) and AEol cannot be
excluded, then the proposal will have to proceed
with a derogation case.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

The VE export cable corridor (ECC) overlaps MLS
SAC by 1.26 km2(0.19% of the SAC), sandwave
clearance is proposed over 0.7 km2(0.11% of the
SAC), cable protection is proposed in 0.16 km2
(0.02% of the SAC), and a further c. 4 km of ECC
lies adjacent to the SAC at its northernmost tip.
These impacts may be small in the context of the
overall size of the SAC, but we advise that they are
considerable in absolute terms. We draw the
Project’s attention to Natural England’s advice
provided in our Norfolk Boreas (NB) and Norfolk
Vanguard (NV) Relevant Representations on small
scale losses, and to the NB and NV Outline Site
Integrity Plan for Haisborough Hammond and
Winterton SAC for consideration of impacts and
mitigation. Furthermore, we advise that the Project
should consider all construction and Operations &
Maintenance (O&M) activities and also the Project’s
impacts in the context of the considerable level of
existing pressures on the site (i.e. Cumulatively and
in-combination).

Detail regarding cable protection mitigation
has been included within the assessment
which reduces the overall amount of impact on
the SAC. Please see Section 11.2.

\
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Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Natural England advises that herring and sandeel
are important prey components for designated SAC
and Special Protection Area (SPA) species. We
have concerns regarding fish prey availability for
SPA/SAC species. In particular, we are currently
unable to agree with the conclusions drawn
regarding herring (in particular the Downs herring
population spawning habitat area) and, in turn, the
assessment of impacts to them during
construction/decommissioning, operation and in-
combination with other plans/projects.

As detailed within Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
6: Fish and Shellfish Ecology, the project will
be implementing a seasonal piling restriction
to mitigate against impacts from underwater
noise from piling operations in the array area
on spawning Downs herring.

Section 42 Comments

Please note that Natural England defers to Cefas for

07/09/2023

Natural England ; _ _ Noted
advice on underwater noise modelling. '

07/09/2023

Section 42 Comments _ .

Natural England Natural England are content with the sites screened Noted.

in for potential LSE.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

There are several uncertainties within the
assessments. Natural England are, therefore,
unable to agree with the conclusions of the RIAA.
Natural England advise that their advice on the
PEIR is reflected on in an updated RIAA before they
provide further comments.

Noted. The Applicant has updated the
assessments within the RIAA based on the
comments received on the PEIR, and updates
between the PEIR and ES.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

12.2.53 Natural England note that it has been
concluded “that there is no potential for an AEol to
the conservation objectives of the features and sub-

Text around mitigation measures proposed
have been added to paragraph 12.2.51,

S —
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07/09/2023

features of the MLS SAC and Essex Estuaries SAC
has been concluded in relation to permanent habitat
loss/disturbance from VE in-combination with other
plans or projects and therefore...the features will be
maintained in the long-term....” Natural England
believe that the conservation objectives for the site
interest features are already being hindered and that
further pressures due to the project alone, and in-
combination, are likely to further hinder the
achievement of these objectives. Natural England
advise that, in line with advice provided by Natural
England to the PEIR, the mitigation hierarchy should
be followed to suitably avoid, reduce, and mitigate
the impacts to a level that removes the risk of AEol.

following the mitigation hierarchy and enabling
a conclusion of no AEol to be reached.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Further consideration should be given to the
potential impacts of the proposed development on
the sub-1mm fraction. The sub-1mm (0.5-1.0mm)
fraction is considered the largest element of the
invertebrate biomass (crustacea in particular), which
form a large part of the food source for fish and
invertebrates. We advise that further consideration
should be given to this size fraction for infauna,
especially on sandbanks and large sand areas (i.e.,
MLS SAC).

The assessment demonstrates recoverability
of the sandbank features for all size fractions.
Benthic and Intertidal Ecology (Volume 9, Part
2, Chapter 5) concludes no significant impact
on the benthic environment (including the sub-
1mm fraction), further evidencing that there is
no AEol on the sandbanks at the MLS SAC.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

The VE benthic survey was carried out in November
2021. This is sub-optimal in terms of peak biomass.
Natural England are concerned that this could have
implications for the sites surveyed, including for

The Applicant notes Natural England’s
concern that November may not be the
optimal time to undertake a benthic survey,
however in terms of subtidal biotopes this is
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Sabellaria sp. These limitations should be
considered and discussed in the updates ES and
analysis provided on the potential implications for
the conclusions of the impact assessment.

less important as many of the communities
discussed do not die back in winter months.
Sabellaria spinulosa reef is known to be
ephemeral in nature, however reef is not
understood to undergo significant seasonal
variation. Whilst there could be a seasonal
variation in biomass as described, this is not
expected to be significant sub tidally and
therefore not fundamentally change the
biotopes assessed or the conclusions of the
impact assessment. Limitations have been
discussed within the benthic ecology chapter
however the timing of the survey does not
impact the assessment presented here.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Natural England advise that there is a need for
additional consideration of impacts to prey
availability for SPA/SAC species, particularly during
construction and in-combination. Natural England
advise that the impact assessment for herring (in
particular Downs herring), as an important prey
species, should be revisited following additional
assessment of their habitat area.

As detailed within Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
6: Fish and Shellfish Ecology, the project will
be implementing a seasonal piling restriction
to mitigate against impacts from underwater
noise from piling operations in the array area
on spawning Downs herring.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Natural England agrees with the identification of
relevant sites and features.

Noted.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

Natural England largely agrees with the
methodology undertaken for migratory fish.

As detailed within Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
6: Fish and Shellfish Ecology, the project will

l\
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07/09/2023

However, they have concerns regarding the impact
assessment for fish prey species (particularly Downs
herring) during construction/decommissioning,
operation, and in-combination due to disturbance
from underwater noise and the potential for
change/removal of fish supporting habitat. Natural
England advises that an updated habitat
assessment for Downs herring should be carried out
and, in turn, the impact assessment for SPA/SAC
species should be adjusted accordingly.

be implementing a seasonal piling restriction
within the VE array during the peak Downs
herring spawning season.

Section 42 Comments

Please note that for advice on underwater noise

07/09/2023

Natural England impacts to migratory fish, Natural England deferto  Noted.

07/09/2023 Cefas.

Section 42 Comments Based on Natural England's current knowledge of

Natural England relevant developments, Natural England considers Noted
that the list of plans and projects identified is ’

Section 42 Comments Natural England agree with the onshore

Natural England SAC/SPA/Ramsar sites screened in for appropriate = Noted.

assessment.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Natural England note the avoidance of direct land
take within designated site boundaries, although, we
also note that the onshore project area is in
proximity to Hamford Water SAC, SPA/Ramsar site
(c. 900m at closest point). Natural England advises
that there is a need to consider all impact pathways

This is dealt with in the text, there is no land
take from Hamford Water SAC, SPA or
Ramsar site.
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and appropriate mitigation strategy for the features
of these designated sites.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Natural England note the close proximity of the
landfall HDD compound to Holland Haven Marshes
SSSI, which supports many of the notified features
of the designated sites, including Fisher’'s Estuarine
Moth, wintering and breeding wildfowl and waders.
Natural England advises that there is a need to
consider all impact pathways and appropriate
mitigation strategy for these important site features.

Holland Haven Marshes SSSI and it's use by
birds is covered substantially in the report.

Section 42 Comments

Natural England agree that the key potential

07/09/2023

Natural England pressures/impact pathways have been identified in | Noted.
07/09/2023 line with the relevant conservation advice.

Section 42 Comments Natural England agree with the methodology that

Natural England has been used to assess potential impact pathways Noted.

to international notified features e.g., wintering and
breeding birds, Fishers Estuarine Moth.

Section 42 Comments
Natural England

07/09/2023

Natural England agree with the key impacts listed in
the RIAA. Whilst the mitigation measures proposed
are broadly appropriate, Natural England advise that
they should be more robust and more specific.
Natural England recommend the following mitigation
measures should be included in a detailed mitigation
plan:

* Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) during
construction to carry out pre-commencement checks
for the presence of designated features and to

ECoW, the CoCP (Volume 9, Report 21) and
the Outline Landscape and Ecological
Management Plan (OLEMP) (Volume 9,
Report 22) are included in the mitigation plan
in Section 11.6.
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\



ensure that mitigation measures are in place and
that the impacts are either being avoided or
satisfactorily mitigated, Mitigation measures that
would fall within the remit of the ECoW would
include cessation of works in very cold weather,
review of effectiveness of acoustic and/or visual
screening.

» Consideration of planting unsuitable crops in
advance of construction in order to deter dark bellied
brent geese for the winters that construction will take
place.

* Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) and HDD
Method Statement and ‘Frack out’ Contingency Plan
» Landscape and Ecological Management Plan for
the satisfactory handing, storage and re-instatement
of soils and vegetation at FLL sites to benefit
feeding and roosting birds and Fisher’s Estuarine
Moth food plant.

* Sensitive lighting scheme limiting the increase in
lumens over the designated site.

Natural England would also wish to see firmer
commitments to mitigation prior to Examination, as
part of a detailed mitigation plan, which could be
reviewed by the relevant responsible officer in
Natural England.

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

The Inspectorate notes that the draft HRA
documents refer to further supporting information
being provided in the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) throughout. As the PEIR

References to PEIR have been amended to
ES where appropriate throughout the final
RIAA.

l\
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26/01/2024

would not form part of the development consent
order (DCO) application, the Inspectorate expects
that all such references would be updated in the
final HRA reports submitted i.e. to the relevant
location within the environmental statement (ES)
and its appendices, and any other application
documents of relevance.

Section 51 Comments

The Inspectorate has not reviewed the PEIR as part

The Planning of the draft document package and our comments

Inspectorate on the draft HRA reports are provided based on Noted.

26/01/2024 information reviewed in the HRA only.

Section 51 Comments

The Planning Appendix 1 is missing a site plan for Hamford Water = Noted. Appendix 1 (now referred to as Volume
Inspectorate SAC. This should be provided in the final version. 5, Report 4, Annex 4.4) has been updated.
26/01/2024

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Appendix 1 sets out the conservation objectives for
sites screened into the assessment of adverse
effects on integrity. For some sites, the conservation
status of the qualifying features is also provided, but
not for all. The Inspectorate advises that the
conservation status should be provided or an
explanation should be given as to why the
information is not available and what assumptions
have been made in the assessment, including how
any information or advice provided by the ANCB has
been considered.

Noted. Appendix 1 (now referred to as Volume
5, Report 4, Annex 4.4) has been updated to
ensure consistency throughout.

S
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Date and consultation
phaseltype

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Consultation and key issues raised

Table 6.1 summarises consultation relevant to HRA
matters but only up to November 2022. As set out in
Advice Note 10, the Inspectorate recommends that

the RIAA includes evidence to demonstrate that the
Applicant has fully consulted and had regards to

comments received by Natural England as the

relevant ANCB during the pre-application phase up

to the point of DCO application submission.

"Table 8.1 of the draft RIAA summarises proposed
mitigation measures, including a list of management
plans and how these would be secured. Drafts of the
management plans have not been submitted at draft
documents stage, so the Inspectorate is not able to
comment on their content. The Inspectorate has the
following observations on the mitigation proposals:

It is stated that the Landscape and Ecological

Management Plan (LEMP) setting out mitigation for
onshore ecology would be secured as a condition

within the deemed marine licence (DML). This
should be clarified, i.e. should it be through the
requirement (R) 12 of the dDCO.

There is a generic reference to following best
practice guidance and standard regulatory
requirements. Any measure being relied upon

should be described, together with confirmation of

timing in relation development progress and
mechanisms to secure measures.

Comment

Table 6.1 has been updated to reflect all
relevant consultation.

The comments on the proposed mitigation are
noted. Please see Table 8.1 for more details
on the proposed mitigation. The Applicant’s
response is broken down per point raised in
the consultation response:

The OLEMP (Volume 9, Report 22) is an
onshore plan and reference should be to the
DCO requirements. A detailed LEMP in
accordance with the outline must be approved
before the relevant works commence and this
is secured in the DCO requirements.

Regarding best practice guidelines, each
chapter of the ES (as referenced in Table 8.1)
details the best practice guidelines relevant to
that receptor. For brevity, these documents
are not explicitly listed within the RIAA.

The Outline PEMP (Volume 9, Report 18) will
be submitted alongside the DCO application.
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Paragraph 9.2.16 indicates that the project
environmental management plan (PEMP) is also of
relevance to benthic ecology (and preventing the
spread of invasive non-native species (INNS)). It is
recommended that measures to be included in a
biosecurity plan, or an outline version of this
document, should be submitted with the DCO
application.

Paragraph 1.2.6 of the Benthic Compensation
Strategy Roadmap suggests that a cable burial risk
assessment (CBRA) has been prepared. The
Inspectorate recommends this document is
submitted with the DCO application as it is likely to
contain information of relevance to the assessment
of potential adverse effects arising from cable
installation and how these could be mitigated.

An Outline CBRA (Volume 9, Report 9) will be
submitted alongside the DCO application.

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Regarding benthic ecology and potential effects
from cable installation/ protection, the Inspectorate
advises that it should be clear in the RIAA how the
Applicant has worked through the mitigation
hierarchy, as advised by Natural England as ANCB.
This should include an explanation of the process,
and which measures have been taken forward and/
or discounted and why. The Inspectorate notes that
the draft RIAA contains limited information about the
cable protection options and how they would be
selected (if required) but welcomes the confirmation
in paragraph 1.2.7 of the Benthic Compensation

Section 11.2 (specifically the O&M
assessment for the Margate and Long Sands
SAC) details the cable protection
commitments the project has made as
established within the Margate and Long
Sands SAC Benthic Mitigation Plan (Volume
9, Report 13).

l\
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Strategy Roadmap that this work is on-going and
would be used to inform the RIAA."

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Section 9.2 describes the methodology for the in-
combination assessment. Paragraph 9.2.11 states
that tiers were allocated to the identified plans and
projects before 1 February 2023, and that updates
after this date have not been captured in the draft
RIAA but may be included in future updates. The
final version of the RIAA should confirm whether any
updates have been made and, where additional
detailed information has become available about
other plans and projects, this should be reflected
where it could have a bearing on the incombination
assessment.

Section 9.2 details the approach to the in-
combination assessment which details the
updated approach with a final date for
consideration in-combination being 31
October 2023.

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Section 11.2 considers suspended sediment/
deposition as a potential impact pathway to benthic
qualifying features of the Margate and Long Sands
SAC and states that the pressure benchmark would
be exceeded if up to 5cm of fine material were
added to the habitat in a single event. It is stated
that deposition is likely to occur in a small area but
this is unlikely to exceed the pressure benchmark in
a significant way. The Inspectorate recommends
that the RIAA clearly describes or cross-refers to the
evidence that supports this assertion, and the
conclusion of no adverse effects on integrity (AEol).

The assessment within Section 11.2 has been
updated to reflect the updated assessments
within Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 5 Benthic
and Intertidal Ecology, which enable the
conclusion of no AEol.

l\
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Date and consultation
phaseltype

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Section 51 Comments
The Planning
Inspectorate

26/01/2024

Natural England’s
Relevant
Representations

21/06/2024

Consultation and key issues raised

Paragraph 11.2.28 states that the overlap between
the ECC and Margate and Long Sands SAC is 1.26
km?, with the total area affected by sandwave
clearance during construction at 0.7 m?, equating to
habitat disturbance of 0.11% of the SAC because of
the Proposed Development. The Inspectorate
advises that it should be clear in the RIAA the basis
on which this proportion is calculated and what
controls there are in the DCO to prevent it from
being exceeded, if that is what the assessment is
based on.

Paragraph 11.2.60 states that the maximum height
of any cable protection (if required) would be 1.4m
and that, on that basis, habitat loss in the Margate
and Long sands SAC during operation might not be
permanent as it could undergo periods of being
buried and uncovered. The Inspectorate advises
that it should be clear in the RIAA what controls
there are in the DCO to restrict the height of cable
protection, if that is what the assessment is based
on.

Natural England had several comments on the
approaches and outcomes of the RIAA, including

> Requests for clarity around the MDS for cable
protection, particularly around the phrasing of
“additional” protection

Comment

Section 11.2 details the assessment on the
Margate and Long Sands SAC, with the final
area of overlap being 1.26 km? of the SAC,
and the total area that is expected to be
disturbed by sandwave clearance is 0.6 km?
(based on 50% of the ECC requiring
sandwave clearance), which equates to 0.09
% of the total SAC. This is highlighted within
the Benthic Mitigation Plan (Volume 9, Report
13).

The updated value for cable protection height
is 1.1 m, this has been reflected within the text
as appropriate. The maximum height for cable
protection height will be secured within the
CSIP (Volume 9, Report 12).

The following amendments have been made
to this revision of the RIAA:

> The wording in the commitment relating to
cable protection has been updated (Table
8.1)
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Comments on the impacts of the cable protection
on the MLS SAC and requirement for additional
mitigation measures

Requests to update the assessments based on
updated conservation advice for the MLS SAC
which is due between Autumn 2024 and March
2025

Requests to update the screening outcomes for
harbour porpoise to include sites that were
previously screened out due to a lack of
connectivity

Requests for clarity around the inclusion of
seismic surveys within the in-combination
assessment for marine mammals

Requests for clarity on the tiers used for seismic
surveys for the marine mammal assessment

PVAs were run without a burn-in period

Requests to provide the omitted data so an
appropriate assessment can be made of the risk
posed to protected Razorbill populations at the
Farnes SPA.

Requests to update in-combination totals for
guillemot and razorbill using 70% Displacement
and 2% mortality

\/ =
e i

The Applicant maintains it's position based
on the negligible volume of cable protection
and the mitigation measures in place

The Applicant notes the upcoming updates
to conservation advice and requests to be
kept informed by Natural England on
timescales for these updates

The Applicant maintains it’s position with
respect to screening based on industry
standard approaches and lack of
transboundary consultation feedback

The Applicant notes the inclusion of seismic
surveys within the in-combination
assessment (Section 12.3)

The Applicant has updated the tiers used
for Seismic surveys to Tier 7 (Section 12.3)

All PVAs were re-run with 5-year burn in
where possible.

The Applicant has not included razorbill
impacts on the Farne Islands because the
predicted impact from the displacement
was 0.00%.

The Applicant will submit both the Natural
England’s preferred approach (70%
displacement and 2% mortality) and the

—
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> Request to present displacement matrices for all
species screened into the HRA.

Applicants preferred approach of 50%
displacement and 1% mortality.

The Applicant has included all relevant
matrices that were omitted

Secretary of State’s
Request for Further
Information - Decision
Period

11/08/2025

> Request to include an assessment of the
reasonable worst-case scenario of the impacts
from operation and maintenance port activities on
the environment.

> Request to revise RIAA and HRA Screening
Matrices to screen transboundary sites.

> Request to clarify whether seismic surveys have
been assigned to Tier 6 or Tier 7 in the in-
combination assessment.

The Applicant has responded and commented
on these requests within 10.74 Applicant’s
Responses to SoS Request for Further
Information.

> As requested the Applicant has provided a
separate O&M assessment (10.75
Supplementary Operations and
Maintenance Assessment). Where
appropriate, updates have been made to
this RIAA to consider the reasonable worst
case scenario from O&M port activities.

> As requested, the Applicant has screened
transboundary sites. These updates have
been made within Section 9, Table 9.1 and
within the assessment at paragraph
11.3.163.

> The Applicant has updated Table 12.2 to
clarify that seismic surveys were allocated
to Tier 7. These changes do not make a
material difference to the conclusions
presented.
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7.1.1

7.1.2

713

7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.24

The RIAA draws on Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 1: Offshore Project Description and
Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 1: Onshore Project Description, each of which includes an
‘envelope' designed to include necessary flexibility to accommodate further project
refinement and optimisation during detailed design, post consent. VE consists of
northern and southern array areas (collectively known as the array areas), an
offshore and an onshore boundary, including the landfall, onshore substation and
export cable corridor. VEs collective array area is approximately 128 km? and at it is
closet point located approximately 37 km from the Suffolk coastline.

Full details on the project description are presented within the ES, specifically in
Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 1: Offshore Project Description. It is noted that for a
number of aspects of the project, a range of options are available, particularly during
the construction phase. To manage the potential for impact, and in line with both the
ES and PINS Advice Note 9: Rochdale Envelope, the project elements that represent
the maximum design scenario (MDS) for each topic (the 'Rochdale Envelope') have
been identified and taken forward. The key project design parameters considered
within this RIAA are described below in Section 7.4.

The Screening report identified a number of receptor groups, with the topic-specific
MDS for each group presented within the relevant chapter from the ES. The receptor
groups identified are: benthic and intertidal Ecology; marine mammals; offshore and
intertidal ornithology; onshore ecology; and migratory fish.

A proposed maximum of 79 Wind Turbine Generators (WTGs) will be installed within
the array areas. Electricity generated will be transported to the coastline via a
maximum of 200 km of inter-array cables and 196 km of offshore export cables which
will be installed within the offshore AoS to a landfall site within the cable corridor, to
connect to the National Grid's EACN.

The foundation type used for the structures required (e.g. OSPs and WTGs) depends
on the site conditions (e.g. water depth and ground conditions) and supply chain
possibilities. Given the uncertainty regarding these conditions and the final project
design, no particular foundation type has been selected at this stage. At this stage,
six types of foundation are being considered: monopiles, multi-leg pin-piled jackets,
mono suction caissons, multi-leg suction caisson jackets, monopile GBS, and multi-
leg GBS jackets.

Scour protection will be put in place around the foundations (where necessary), with
several methods considered including rock or gravel placement, concrete
mattresses, flow energy dissipation devices, protective aprons or coverings (solid
structures of varying shapes, typically prefabricated in concrete or high-density
plastics), and bagged solutions.

Several cable installation methodologies are being considered for the installation of
inter-array and offshore export cables, including jet-trenching, pre-cut and post-lay
trenching, mechanical trenching, dredging (Trailing Hopper Suction Dredger and
backhoe dredger), mass flow excavation, rock cutting, and burial sledge. Additionally,
a ducted cable methodology is being considered for inter-array cables only.
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7.2.5

7.2.6

With respect to cable protection, all cables will be buried where possible. Where it is
not reasonably possible to bury cables (inter-array and export), it will be necessary
to install cable protection to prevent scour and minimise the risk of damage to the
cable. An analysis of the requirement for the cables to cross existing infrastructure
(such as cables and pipelines) is provided within the ES (Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
1: Offshore Project Description) along with realistic worst case design parameters to
enable a detailed assessment to be undertaken.

The onshore elements of VE will comprise the landfall, a substation and onshore
ECC (collectively, the "onshore infrastructure"). The landfall is where the offshore
electrical cable will come ashore to meet the onshore electrical cable. These will be
joined at a transition joint bay which will be onshore (further details of onshore cable
installation can be found in Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 1. Onshore Project
Description). The substation will be used to make the power generated by the wind
farm suitable for transfer to the National Grid. The electrical cable will link the landfall
to the substation and then the substation to the National Grid. The onshore sections
of the export cable will be buried underground. The onshore order limits form an area
of approximately 12,000 ha, encompassing land between Holland-on Sea, Frinton-
on-Sea, Manningtree and Elmstead Market. It is shown in Figure 7.1. The
assessments presented here assume the project is completed as detailed and
described in the paragraphs above. If the project design is further refined, the
conclusions of assessments made here will be revisited to confirm they remain valid.
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7.3.1

7.3.2

7.3.3

734

7.3.5

7.3.6

7.3.7

The Applicant has undertaken an extensive process to determine final site selection
and a consideration of alternatives. The process followed, together with the reasons
behind the final project site selection and alternatives considered (in terms of location
and methods) in relation to the HRA process, is presented in full in Volume 1, Chapter
4: Site Selection and Alternatives.

In summary, the approach taken to site selection and alternatives has involved early
engagement with stakeholders, together with a range of electrical, engineering,
ecological and socioeconomic considerations.

The site selection process began early in the project lifetime and involved the
following stages:

Stage 1 - identification of the array area,;

Stage 2 - identification of proposed grid connection location;

Stage 3 - identification of the landfall zones;

Stage 4 - identification of offshore cable route;

Stage 5 - identification of the onshore infrastructure area of search;

Stage 6 - offshore refinement of project from Scoping to ES; (with statutory
consultation); and

Stage 7 - onshore refinement of project from Scoping to ES; (with statutory
consultation).

Consideration has been given to feasible alternatives at every stage of the process
of developing VE. This has formed a fundamental driver for every decision within the
project, from the technical options within the engineering side to the micro-siting and
route changes during the development of the cable routes.

Consultation is a key part of this process informing all stages and has helped to refine
the project through wider spatial, design and process considerations discussed in
broader forums, both formally through the EPP and workshops with key stakeholders,
or more informally through the feedback received through public events. This process
was iterative, taking account of refinements to the preferred ECC search area and
the latest site-specific data to ensure that options were aligned and site appropriate.
Consideration was given to several technical, commercial and environmental
consenting constraints informed by data analysis and constraints mapping prior to
presentation and consultation with key stakeholders.

The aim of consultation is to seek consensus between all parties on the amount, type
and range of evidence collected to ensure the DCO Application meets the
requirement to provide sufficient information to enable recommendations to be made.

The following meetings have taken place to discuss, among other things, site
selection and alternatives with key stakeholders:

December 2021:
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Post-scoping ETG meetings were held for the offshore topics (see relevant
chapters for full details e.g. siting consultation is detailed within Volume 6, Part
2, Chapter 9: Shipping and Navigation);

May 2022:
Updates were provided to the ETGs for onshore topics including a site
selection update;

October 2022:

Shipping and Navigation Hazard Workshop, Site selection and alternatives
were discussed with key offshore shipping and navigation stakeholders and
feedback received,;

November 2022:
Pre-PEIR ETG Meetings across all topics to all key stakeholders:
> Project updates on site selection, approaches and evidence were

presented,;

December 2022:

Commercial Fisheries Working Group

> Project updates on site selection, approaches and evidence were
presented;

July 2023 to February 2024:

Post-PEIR meetings were held with a number of Shipping and Navigation
stakeholders including: UK Chamber of Shipping, Harwich Haven Authority,
DFDS Seaways, Marine Coastguard Agency, Trinity House, Port of London
Authority and London Gateway.

September 2023:
Post-PEIR ETG Meetings across all Onshore and Offshore topics to all key
stakeholders, including updates on site selection.

October 2023 to February 2024

Number of meetings held with Natural England and Defra to provide updates
regarding the project and to discuss compensation measures.

7.3.8 The consultees consulted with throughout the site selection process are listed below:
BT Group
Chamber of Shipping
East Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB
East Suffolk County Council
Eastern Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority
Environment Agency
Essex County Council
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7.4.1

7.4.2

Essex Wildlife Trust

Harwich Harbour Authority

Historic England

Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (IFCA)
Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) [and Trinity House]
Ministry of Defence

MMO

National Air Traffic Services

National Trust

Natural England

Port of London Authority

Royal Yachting Association

RSPB

Suffolk County Council

Suffolk Wildlife Trust

Sunk Vessel Traffic Services

Tarmac marine

Tendering District Council

The Wildlife Trust

The MDS is referred to throughout the ES and here in the RIAA. This approach
ensures that the scenario that would have the greatest impact (e.g. largest footprint,
longest exposure, or tallest dimensions, depending on the topic) is assessed; we can
be confident that any other (lesser) scenarios will have an impact that is no greater
than that assessed.

The Screening Report identified a number of receptor groups, with the topic specific
maximum design scenario for each group presented within the relevant chapter from
the ES. Where a receptor group remains screened in for potential LSE, these
chapters are drawn on here. The receptor groups are outlined below, together with
the relevant ES chapter:

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 4: Offshore Ornithology;

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 5: Benthic and Intertidal Ecology;

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 6: Fish and Shellfish Ecology;

Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal Ecology; and

Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 4: Onshore Biodiversity and Nature Conservation;
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7.4.3 The MDS, as it applies to each receptor group, is defined in the relevant chapter and

7.5.1

7.5.2

7.5.3

draws on the information presented in the tables listed above in the individual ES
chapters. The MDS for each receptor group is also summarised in a table at the
beginning of each assessment section. For clarity regarding the differences between
receptor groups, the information is presented according to individual project
parameters, including a note regarding why the scenario is relevant to that receptor.
Where relevant, the information includes any designed-in features which, whilst also
providing mitigation, are integral to the design or physical characteristics of the
project.

The construction programme for VE is dependent on a number of factors which may
be subject to change, including:

The date of a connection to the National Grid;
The date that the DCO is granted;

Should it be required, obtaining a Contract for Difference (CfD) from the UK
Government within the anticipated programme; and

The availability and lead-in times associated with procurement and installation of
project components.

Main offshore construction works are anticipated to commence in 2029, with some
preliminary survey and clearance works potentially taking place in 2026 to 2028. The
wind farm is anticipated to be operational by 2030.

Offshore construction works are typically carried out under relatively calm metocean
conditions normally experienced during the summer, although some activities may
take place throughout the year. Furthermore, 24-hour offshore working will be
required, with illumination required on construction vessels during night-time and low
light conditions. Figure 7.1 below illustrates the indicative dates and durations for
each activity, and the order in which they are expected to occur in the construction
campaign.

Page 120 of 792



\/ =

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Q1020304 Q1020304010203 Q4 Q1 0203 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Onshore
Onshore substation preliminary works (access road and site prep)
Onshore substation construction
Onshore substation commissioning and site demobilisation
Onshore cable route construction, including landfall and HDDs
Offshore
Offshore preconstruction works (survey/clearance etc)
Offshore substation installation and commissioning
Offshore export cable installation
Foundation installation
Array cable installation
Wind turbine installation
First generation
Offshore wind turbine and foundation commissioning / snagging
Commercial Operations Date

Key

Indicative duration

Potential date range for activity Note that works may not be continuous within this period
Indicative date

Figure 7.1 Indicative construction programme
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7.6.1

7.6.2

7.6.3

764

7.6.5

7.6.6

A full project description is provided in Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 1: Offshore Project
Description and Volume 6, Part 3, Chapter 1: Onshore Project Description, with
Operation and Maintenance addressed in Section 1.9 in both chapters. Each chapter
presents a summary of the MDS per receptor for all phases of the project.

The overall O&M strategy will be finalised once the O&M base location and technical
specification of VE are known, including wind turbine generator type, electrical export
option and final project layout. However, three O&M ports (Harwich, Lowestoft and
Great Yarmouth) have been considered as a realistic worst case scenario for the
O&M base location. Maintenance activities will be undertaken throughout the
operational life of VE (anticipated 24 to 40 years) and will be both preventive
(scheduled) and corrective (unexpected repairs). Full detail for the works to be
undertaken in this stage are presented within the Outline O&M Plan (Volume 9,
Report 17: Outline Offshore Operations and Maintenance Plan).

The onshore O&M requirements for the onshore export cables will be largely
corrective (because there is limited requirement for preventative maintenance on the
onshore cables), accompanied by infrequent on-site inspections of the onshore
export cables. Whereas O&M requirements for the onshore substation and electrical
balancing infrastructure will be both preventative and corrective.

For the purposes of the RIAA, at the end of the operational lifetime of VE, it is
assumed that all infrastructure above the seabed will be completely removed. The
decommissioning sequence will generally be in the reverse of construction (reverse
lay) and is expected to involve similar types and numbers of vessels and equipment
and take place over a three-year period.

Closer to the time of decommissioning, it may be decided that removal would lead to
a greater environmental impact than leaving some components in situ, in which case
certain components may be cut off at or below seabed level (e.g. in the case of piled
foundations) or left in situ (e.g. in the case of subsea cables and rock protection). As
part of the decommissioning works, cables may be removed or left in-situ. If removed
HDD ducts will be left in situ and capped appropriately.

The decommissioning plan and programme will be updated during VE's lifespan to
take account of changing best practice and new technologies. The approach and
methodologies employed at decommissioning will be compliant with the legislation
and policy requirements at the time of decommissioning.
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8.1.1

The information on mitigation per receptor draws on individual topic chapters as listed
in Section 2.4. All impact avoidance/ mitigation measures relevant to the RIAA are
summarised below in Table 8.1 including the route for securing each element of
mitigation. Further detail is presented in the ES Volume 9, Report 31: Schedule of
Mitigation and Mitigation Route Map. The mitigation measures contained in Table 8.1
are mitigation measures or commitments that have been identified and adopted as
part of the evolution of the project design of relevance to the topic, these include
project design measures, compliance with elements of good practice and use of
standard protocols. Mitigation is only a consideration during the determination of
potential for adverse effect within the design scenario assessed. The approach

ensures the RIAA is compliant with the People over Wind ruling referenced in Section
4.4.
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Table 8.1 Mitigation relevant to HRA receptor groups

N

Avoidance Through Project Design

> Benthic and Intertidal

Ecology Avoidance of designated sites and sensitive habitats through
> Migratory Fish careful ECC route selection
Impact avoidance/ reduction | > Offshore and Intertidal Full details of avoidance/ mitigation through design are set out in
through project design Ornithology Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 5: Benthic and Intertidal Ecology,
) Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 6: Migratory fish, Volume 6, Part 2,
> Marine Mammals Chapter 4: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology, and Volume 6, Part
> Onshore Ecology and 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal Ecology.
Biodiversity

Additional Mitigation

Volume 9, Report 14.1: Outline Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol
- Piling will be implemented as a condition in the dML. The MMMP
will be secured as a condition within the dML. The purpose of the
MMMP will be to reduce the impact of auditory injury (PTS) to
negligible levels. A final MMMP will be produced in the post-consent

Marine Mammal Mitigation > Marine Mammals phase (see Volume 7, Report 8: Outline MMMP

gg}gfﬁ;ém{xp) > Migratory Fish A decommissioning MMMP will be implemented subject to a

separate Marine Licence application prior to decommissioning,
should this be required.

Further detail of the MMMP are set out in Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
6: Fish and Shellfish Ecology, and Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7:
Marine Mammal Ecology.

\



Mitigation Relevant Receptor

> Benthic and Intertidal

Cable Specification and
Ecology

Installation Plan (CSIP)

implementation > Migratory Fish

Southern North Sea (SNS)

SAC Site Integrity Plan (SIPy |~ > Marine Mammals

> Benthic and Intertidal
Ecology

Margate and Long Sands
SAC Benthic Mitigation Plan

Details

Development of, and adherence to, a Cable Specification and
Installation Plan (CSIP), relating to the offshore ECC, post consent.
The CSIP will set out appropriate cable burial depth in accordance
with industry good practice, minimising the risk of cable exposure.
The CSIP will also ensure that cable crossings are appropriately
designed to mitigate environmental effects, these crossings will be
agreed with relevant parties in advance of CSIP submission. The
CSIP will be conditioned in the deemed Marine Licence. An Outline
CSIP has been provided as part of this DCO Application (Volume 9,
Report 12).

Development of, an adherence to, the Outline SIP (see Volume 9,
Report 15) to reduce the impact of underwater noise disturbance on
the harbour porpoise feature of the Southern North Sea SAC as a
condition withing the dML.

As detailed within the Outline M&LS SAC Benthic Mitigation Plan
(Volume 9, Report 13) additional mitigation is applied to cable
protection within the M&LS SAC, this aims to reduce pressures on
the sandbank features within this site. This mitigation plan has been
developed in line with Natural England’s mitigation hierarchy for
designated sites. The mitigation that has been applied includes the
following commitments:

> The area of cable protection in the SAC will not exceed 5,400 m?;

> The volume of cable protection in the SAC will not exceed 5,400
m3;

> Final cable routing will seek to take the shortest route through the
M&LS SAC where possible, and considering the required
separation to North Falls cables and from the pilot boarding area
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Mitigation

Seasonal Piling Restriction

Project Environmental
Management Plan (PEMP)
implementation

Relevant Receptor

> Fish and Shellfish
Ecology

> Offshore and Intertidal
Ornithology

> Marine Mammals

Details

— this routing work will also consider the potential for successful
cable burial with the objective of avoiding the need for cable
protection using the cable burial hierarchy set out in Section 5 of
Volume 9, Report 13;

> Should burial not be achieved at the first attempt the burial
hierarchy will followed in line with Section 5 of Volume 9, Report 13;

> Rock dumping using loose rock will not be considered a
feasible protection in the M&LS SAC; and

> Should protection be required then mattresses or another
form of protection that is equivalent or less in terms of footprint or
impact will be used. Cable protection selection will also take into
account the ability to remove the protection at the end of the life of
the cables. Additional protection after construction would require a
subsequent Marine Licence.

No piling within the array area will be undertaken during the peak
Downs herring spawning period. Specific details can be found in
Volume 6, Part 5, Annex 6.4: Herring Seasonal Restriction Note.

A Project Environmental Management Plan (PEMP) (Volume 9,
Report 18) has been proposed to be produced to ensure that the
potential for contaminant release is strictly controlled. The PEMP
will include a Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (MPCP) and will
also incorporate plans to cover accidental spills, potential
contaminant release and include key emergency contact details
(e.g. NE, Maritime Coastguard Agency and the project site co-
ordinator). The PEMP will be secured as a condition in the deemed
Marine Licence (dML).
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Mitigation

Working in Proximity to
Wildlife

GCN, Bats and Dormouse
European Protected Species
Licences (EPSL)

Relevant Receptor

> Offshore and Intertidal
Ecology

> Marine Mammals

> Onshore Ecology

Details

Volume 9, Report 18.1: Working in Proximity to Wildlife will reduce
the risk of vessel disturbance and collision risk which will consider
the mitigation listed in the Working in Proximity to Wildlife in the
Marine Environment Code of Conduct document. The Working in
Proximity to Wildlife will be secured as a condition within the dML.

An EPSL from NE will be required for temporary works affecting
terrestrial habitat used by GCN along the route. The project
proposes to enter the District Level Licensing (DLL) scheme, based
on current survey data and available scheme details. The DLL
differs from the traditional EPSL route in that any impacts to GCN
are offset at a district or county-level rather than site-level and uses
a conservation fee from developers that is used to create and
maintain new ponds and habitat in locations that will benefit the
species for the foreseeable future.

This approach has been discussed and agreed with NE as part of
the evidence plan process; it is anticipated that NE will issue an
Impact Assessment and Conservation Payment Certificate (IACPC)
for countersigning based upon the MDS used to inform this
assessment, which will be included at Volume 6, Part 6 Annex 4.20:
Five Estuaries Offshore Wind Farm: GCN District Level Licencing
Impact Assessment and Conservation Payment Certificate
(unsigned) and associated documents. The IACPC is considered
equivalent to a “Letter of No Impediment” LON]I, i.e., confirmation
that NE agrees to the DLL approach described, subject to the
payment stated and conditions of the licence. The final approach to
GCN EPSL would be revisited post-consent, and would be informed
by pre-commencement survey data and final scheme design.

Page 127 of 792



Mitigation Relevant Receptor

Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP)
Implementation

> Onshore Ecology

Measures to reduce

disturbance to non-breeding

birds along the Onshore ECC > Onshore Ecology
and at the Onshore

Substation (OnSS)

Landscape and Ecological

Management Plan (LEMP) > Onshore Ecology

Details

All construction work will be undertaken in accordance with a Code
of Construction Practice (CoCP, see Volume 9, Report 21) which
includes the assessment of vegetation clearance and other
construction works, disturbance reduction to breeding and non-
breeding birds at landfall, Invasive Not Native Species (INNS)
control measures, and all best practice guidelines.

The draft CoCP (ES Volume 9, 9.21: Draft Code of Construction
Practice) includes measures to reduce disturbance to important
populations of non-breeding birds along the onshore ECC and at
the OnSS, including: Where practical, in areas where disturbance to
significant numbers of non-breeding waterbirds is likely, measures
such as fencing/ hoarding would be used during the winter months
to provide visual and acoustic screening of active working areas.
The requirement for such measures would be determined by the
ECOW, considering the nature and timing of the works and relevant
bird data, including previous survey data and observations made
during the construction period.

The Outline LEMP (OLEMP) (Volume 9, Annex 9.22, Outline
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan) includes measures
to reduce disturbance to important populations of non-breeding
birds along the onshore ECC and at the OnSS, including: Where
practical, in areas where disturbance to significant numbers of non-
breeding waterbirds is likely, measures such as fencing/ hoarding
would be used during the winter months to provide visual and
acoustic screening of active working areas. The requirement for
such measures would be determined by the ECOW, considering the
nature and timing of the works and relevant bird data, including
previous survey data and observations made during the
construction period.
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N N

Decommissioning Plan
implementation

Marine Mammals

Benthic and Intertidal
Ecology

Migratory Fish

Offshore and Intertidal
Ornithology

A Decommissioning Programme will be developed to cover the
decommissioning phase as required under Chapter 3 of the Energy
Act 2004. As the decommissioning phase will be a similar process
to the construction phase but in reverse (i.e., increased project
vessels on-site, partially deconstructed structures) the mitigation
measure will be similar to those for the construction phase. The
Decommissioning Programme will be secured as a condition in the
deemed Marine Licence.

Following best practice
guidance and standard
regulatory requirements

Offshore and Intertidal
Ornithology

Migratory Fish

Benthic and Intertidal
Ecology

Marine Mammals
Onshore Ecology

Adherence to best practice guidelines for all stages of the project to
reduce and minimise risk of injury or disturbance to wildlife and
sensitive habitats. The Applicant commits to the disposal of sewage
and other waste in a manner which complies with all regulatory
requirements, including but not limited to the IMO MARPOL
requirements.

Full details of best practice are set out in Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter
4: Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology, Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 6:
Fish and Shellfish Ecology; Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 5: Benthic
and Intertidal Ecology, Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine
Mammal Ecology, and Volume 3, Chapter 4: Onshore Biodiversity
and Nature Conservation.




9.1.1

9.1.2

9.1.3

9.14

9.1.5

9.1.6

The updated Screening report includes details on the changes made that are
associated with relevant consultation (Section 5.1 of the Screening Report),
incorporating VE’s comments on NE’s consultation response.

A key change included in the update to the Screening Report is a marked reduction
in the north eastern section of the northern array boundary and slight increases in
the offshore ECC (see Figure 1.1 in the Screening Report). For offshore ornithology,
onshore ecology, marine mammals, and migratory fish the screening approach (as
presented in the Screening Report) is primarily driven by the potential for connectivity
between designated sites and VE based on distance alone (where distances to
relevant sites have been confirmed through the use of Geographical Information
Systems (GIS). The change in such distances as a result of the changes in the
northern array area and the ECC boundaries is minimal and has not resulted in in
any change to the list of sites or features previously screened in for potential LSE.

For the onshore EEC, the refinement of the scheme to one option and the reduction
in the cable route area are key changes between this document and the Screening
report. The retained option is the Project and is what is assessed in the RIAA. The
designated sites identified for assessment at screening for onshore receptors remain
the same.

However, changes have taken place to the conclusions of potential for LSE for four
offshore ornithological features that were initially presented in Table 7.3 of the
Screening Report. Detailed explanations as to why these species have subsequently
been screened out can be found in the Volume 5, Report 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of
Designated Sites. These are as below:

Red-throated diver (Outer Thames Estuary SPA) — now screened in for disturbance
and displacement within the ECC during construction and decommissioning and
during operation and maintenance. The VE array area is beyond the maximum
expected extent of displacement/disturbance for red-throated divers (see SNCBs,
2022 for recent evidence and SNCB advice on red-throated diver displacement).
Therefore, red-throated diver was screened in for disturbance and displacement due
to work activity and vessel movements within the preferred ECC and the indicative
O&M port approach areas for Harwich, Great Yarmouth and Lowestoft.

Little tern (Outer Thames Estuary SPA, Alde Ore Estuary SPA, Thanet Coast and
Sandwich Bay SPA, Hamford Water SPA, Minsmere-Walberswick SPA) — now
screened out (previously screened in for collision on migration during operation and
maintenance, and for Outer Thames Estuary SPA also for disturbance and
displacement within the ECC during construction). Little tern in Outer Thames
Estuary SPA breed on Scroby Sands intertidal sand bank, located 79 km from the
ECC. This is well outside of the reported foraging ranges for the species (Thaxter et
al., 2012, 6.3+-2.4 km (MMF+-SD); Woodward et al., 2019, 5 km (MMF)). In addition,
little tern were not detected during the bird surveys of the VE site (March 2019 —
February 2021). The species can thus be considered highly unlikely to have
connectivity with the VE ECC, and as such, LSE can be discounted in relation to both
alone and in-combination effects.
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9.1.7

9.1.8

9.1.9

9.1.10

9.1.11

9.1.12

9.1.13
9.1.14

In addition, little tern has been screened out for risk of collision on migration.
Evidence shows that little tern are a strictly coastal, rather than marine species; they
are the most inshore of all tern species, found in shallow waters on passage (BirdLife
International, 2022). WWT & MacArthur Green (2014) found that little tern migrate
within 10 km of the shoreline. In addition, little tern were not detected during the bird
surveys of the VE site (March 2019 — February 2021). Based on the information
outlined above, the species can thus be considered highly unlikely to have
connectivity with the VE array area, and as such, LSE can be discounted in relation
to both alone and in-combination effects.

Little gull (Greater Wash SPA) - now screened out (previously screened in for
collision on migration during operation and maintenance and disturbance and
displacement). This species has been screened out based on the fact that Greater
Wash SPA is located >62 km north of both the VE array and ECC. As the species
breeds north of the SPA, there is no interaction with the VE array and ECC.

Sandwich tern (Alde Ore Estuary SPA) - now screened out (previously screened in
during operation and maintenance for collision, disturbance and displacement and
barrier effects). This species has been screened out owing to low numbers recorded
within the array; only two individuals were recorded throughout the entire two survey
years (both birds recorded in year one, in April and October respectively, no birds
recorded in year two). Furthermore, Alde Ore Estuary SPA is beyond mean max
foraging range (but within mean max foraging range +-1SD) of the VE array.

Common tern (Outer Thames Estuary SPA) now screened out (previously screened
in for collision during O&M). This species has been screened out owing to low
numbers recorded within the array (abundance estimate of 3.52 recorded in one
month only across the two survey years). Additionally, the ECC overlaps <1%
(0.892%) of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA and therefore any displacement from
this area during construction will have a negligible effect on habitat availability and
prey resource.

Marsh Harrier (Alde Ore Estuary SPA) — now screened out (previously screened in
for collision on migration during operation and maintenance). Alde-Ore Estuary SPA
lies directly to the west of the VE array. With migratory marsh harrier migrating to
Southern Europe and sub-Saharan Africa (i.e. in a southerly direction) (Wright .,
2012), it can be considered highly unlikely that migrating marsh harrier from this SPA
have connectivity with the VE array located to the east, and as such, LSE can be
discounted in relation to both alone and in-combination effect.

Nightjar (Minsmere-Walberswick SPA) — now screened out (previously screened in
for collision on migration during operation and maintenance) using the same
justification as for Marsh Harrier from Alde Ore Estuary SPA.

The updated screening conclusions for these features are presented in Table 9.1.

Additionally, for benthic and intertidal ecology, the screening approach has been
updated using the overlap identified between the zone of influence (i.e., the benthic
ecology study area) and designated sites for benthic and intertidal ecology features
(as presented in both Figure 5.1 in the Screening Report and Figure 5.1 in ES Volume
6, Part 2, Chapter 5: Benthic and Intertidal Ecology). The updated ranges for all
designated sites are included in Table 9.1.
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9.1.15 With respect to marine mammals, the SoS request has been considered for the
screening of transboundary sites for harbour porpoise. All transboundary sites within
the North Sea MU are now screened in (see Table 14.1). These are:

Bancs des Flandres SCI,;

Vlaamse Banken SAC;

Doggersbank (Netherlands) SAC;

Noordzeekustone SCI;

SBZ 1 SCiI;

SBZ 2 SCiI;

SBZ 3 SCiI;

Vlakte van de Raan SCI,

Voordelta SCI;

Waddenzee SCI; and

Westerschelde & Saeftinghe SCI.
9.1.16 These harbour porpoise transboundary sites have been screened in for underwater

noise phase (disturbance/TTS, PTS, and barrier effects) during construction and
decommissioning phases and collision risk for all phases.

9.1.17 Additional information has been considered for screening out impacts on
transboundary sites:

Underwater noise during operational phase (disturbance/TTS, PTS, and barrier

effects);
Operational noise is predominantly low frequency (below 1 kHz) and non-
impulsive (Thomsen et al., 2006), for both harbour porpoise and seal species
the nearing sensitivity below 1 kHz is poor. Underwater noise injury ranges
(PTS and TTS) from operational offshore wind farms are <100 m (Table 7.37
in ES Volume 6, Part 2, Chapter 7: Marine Mammal Ecology) therefore the
risk of injury is minimal. Additionally, marine mammal presence is recorded
within wind farm footprints with harbour porpoise and harbour seals being
regularly sighted during the operational phase (Diederichs et al., 2008;
Scheidat et al., 2011) and evidence that grey and harbour seals are using
offshore structures for foraging opportunities (Russel et al., 2014) suggesting
disturbance and barrier effects are negligible.

Habitat loss;

Harbour porpoise are known to be wide-ranging animals with a large range of
supporting habitats. When considering the distance to VE from any
transboundary site (65 km away from VE at it’s closest point), the short-term
and intermittent impacts from the development of VE, it is considered that
there are no impacts on harbour porpoise from habitat loss or disturbance and
therefore no LSE on any transboundary sites.

Accidental pollution and changes in water quality for all phases;
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Based on the distance to the transboundary sites (65 km to the closest site), it
is considered that there is no potential pathway for effect from this impact
given the extent of the impact and influence of tidal factors.

Changes to prey.

Harbour porpoise are known to be wide-ranging animals with large foraging
ranges and a wide variation in diet. When considering the distance to VE from
any transboundary site (65 km away from VE at it’s closest point), the short-
term and intermittent impacts from the development of VE, and the
conclusions drawn on both benthic ecology and fish and shellfish within the
RIAA and ES, it is considered that there are no direct impacts on harbour
porpoise prey species and therefore no indirect impacts on marine mammals
through impacts to prey.

9.1.18 Other than the information above, the full screening exercise is not repeated or
expanded on here further, with the screening conclusions for the project alone
summarised in Table 9.1. This summarises, on a site-by-site basis, the features
screened in for potential LSE from the project alone. Information on
sites/features/effects screened out from potential LSE is contained within the
Screening Report but is not reproduced in full here in the interests of brevity.
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Table 9.1 The results of the HRA screening assessment for VE alone

\/ =

Offshore Onshore . . . s
ECC ECC Construction Operation and Maintenance Decommissioning
Benthic and Intertidal Ecology Screening
Physical habitat loss/
Physical habitat loss/ disturbance Physical habitat loss/
disturbance Suspended sediment/ disturbance
Sandbanks which are : deposition .
Margate and Long > e Suspended sediment/ Suspended sediment/
Sands SAC 23.61 0.00 21.01 slightly covered by sea deposition INNS deposition
water all the time
INNS EMF INNS
Accidental pollution Changes to physical processes Accidental pollution
Accidental pollution
> Estuaries
> Mudflats and sandflats not
covered by seawater at
low tide
> Salicornia and other
o Physical habitat loss/
annuals colonizing mud . | dis¥urbance Physical habitat loss/
: isturbance uspended sedimen
> Spartina swards | _ depgsition Suspended sediment/
£ Estuaries SAC 64.38 9.02 737 (Spartinion maritimae) Suspended sediment/ deposition
ssex Estuaries : . . i+
> Atlantic salt meadows deposition INNS INNS
(Glauco-Puccinellietalia INNS EMF Accidental polluti
iti ccidental pollution
maritimae) Accidental pollution Changes to physical processes P
> Mediterranean and Accidental pollution
hermos-Atlantic P
halophilous scrubs
(Sarcocornetea fruitocosi)
> Sandbanks which are
slightly covered by sea
water all the time
Marine Mammal Screening
Underwater noise L Underwater noise
Berwickshire and North (disturbance/TTS, PTS, Collision risk (disturbance/TTS, PTS)
Northumberland Coast | 445.90 | 434.21 418.96 > Grey seal and barrier effect) Changes to prey > Collision risk
SAC Collision risk (injury and Disturbance at haul out
disturbance) > Changes to prey
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Offshore Onshore

Construction Operation and Maintenance Decommissioning

ECC

ECC

> Changes to prey
> Habitat loss
> Disturbance at haul out

>

>

Habitat loss
Disturbance at haul out

> Underwater noise

(disturbance/TTS, PTS,
and barrier effect)

> Collision risk (injury and

> Collision risk

Underwater noise
(disturbance/TTS, PTS)

Collision risk

Norfolk Coast SAC

> Changes to prey
> Habitat loss
> Disturbance at haul out

> Disturbance at haul out

Humber Estuary SAC 203.32 | 188.56 174.21 > Grey seal disturbance) > Changes to prey > Changes to prey
> Changes to prey > Disturbance at haul out > Habitat loss
> Habitat loss > Disturbance at haul out
> Disturbance at haul out
> Underwater noise
(disturbance/TTS, PTS, > Underwater noise
and barrier effect) o (disturbance/TTS, PTS)
Humber Estuary > Collision risk (injury and > Colision fisk > Collision risk
Ramsar 197.29 | 18218 | 167.67 > Grey seal disturbance) > Changes to prey > Changes to prey
> Changes to prey > Disturbance at haul out > Habitat loss
> Habitat loss > Disturbance at haul out
> Disturbance at haul out
> Underwater noise > Underwater noise
disturbance/TTS, PTS, .
o (disturbance/TTS) Collision risk
Southern North Sea 59| g g9 2752 > Harbour Porpoise > Collision risk o St |
SAC . . > Collision risk > Accidental pollution and
> Accidental pollution and chanaes in water qualit
changes in water quality > Changes to prey 9 quatity
~ Changes to prey > Changes to prey
> Underwater noise > Underwater noise
(disturbance/TTS, PTS, (disturbance/TTS, PTS)
and barrier effect) > Collision risk
. . > Collision risk
The Wash and North ' 455 45 141942 10540 | > Harbour Seal > Collision risk > Changes to prey

Changes to prey
Habitat loss
Disturbance at haul out
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Transboundary sites for
harbour porpoise;

> Bancs des
Flandres SCI;

> VIaamse Banken
SAC;

> Doggersbank
(Netherlands)
SAC;

> Noordzeekustone
SClI;

> SBZ 1 SCI;
> SBZ 2 SCI;
> SBZ 3 SCI;

> Vlakte van de
Raan SCiI;

> Voordelta SCI;

> Waddenzee SCI;
and

> Westerschelde &
Saeftinghe SCI.

Offshore
ECC

Onshore
ECC

Various

Various

Various

> Harbour porpoise

Construction

Operation and Maintenance

[

\/

Decommissioning

> Underwater noise

(disturbance/TTS, PTS,
and barrier effect)

Collision risk

> Collision risk

> Underwater noise
(disturbance/TTS, PTS, and
barrier effect)

> Collision risk

Transboundary sites for
seals;

> Bancs des Flandres
SCA;

> Doggersbank
(Netherlands) SAC

> Klaverbank SCI;

> Noordzeekustone
SCl;

> SBZ 1 SCI;
> SBZ 2 SCI;
> SBZ 3 SCI;

Various

Various

Various

> Harbour seal; and
> Grey seal

Underwater
(disturbance/TTS, PTS,
and barrier effect) noise

Collision risk

Changes to prey
Habitat loss
Disturbance at haul out

> Collision risk
> Changes to prey
> Disturbance at haul out

> Underwater noise
(disturbance/TTS, PTS)

> Collision risk

> Changes to prey

> Habitat loss

> Disturbance at haul out
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> Vlaamse Banked
SClI;

> Vlakte van de Raan
SClI;

> Voordelta SCI;

> Waddenzee SCI;
and

> Westerschelde &
Saeftinghe SCI..

ECC

Offshore

ECC

Onshore

Construction

Operation and Maintenance

\/ =

Decommissioning

Offshore and Intertidal Ornithology Screening

Outer Thames Estuary

> Red-throated diver

Disturbance and
displacement due to work
activity and vessel
movements within the
ECC only

Disturbance and displacement
due to work activity and vessel
movements within the ECC and
indicative port approach areas.

> Disturbance and displacement
due to work activity and vessel
movements within the ECC only

No LSE (see Volume 5,

No LSE (see Volume 5, Report

> No LSE (see Volume 5, Report

SPA 17.24 0.00 1.85 > Common tern Report 4, Annex .4'4: 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of
Summary of Designated . . . .
. Designated Sites) Designated Sites)
Sites)
No LSE (see Volumg 5 No LSE (see Volume 5, Report | > No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
. Report 4, Annex 4.4: ) .
> Little tern . 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of
Summary of Designated . . . .
. Designated Sites) Designated Sites)
Sites)
Lesser black-backed gull No LSE Risk of collision > No LSE
No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
Sandwich tern No LSE 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of > No LSE
Designated Sites)
No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
Little tern No LSE 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of > No LSE
No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
Marsh harrier No LSE 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of > No LSE
Designated Sites)
Avocet . - o
No LSE Risk of collision on migration > No LSE
Redshank
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Array Offshore Onshore . . . C
Area ECC ECC Construction Operation and Maintenance Decommissioning
Ruff
Lesser black-backed gull | > No LSE > Risk of collision > No LSE
Alde-Ore Estuary 3744 1227 2365 Avocet | N o
amsar > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration > No LSE
Redshank
> No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
Little tern > No LSE 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of > No LSE
Designated Sites)
> No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
Marsh harrier > No LSE 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of > No LSE
Designated Sites)
> No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
Nightjar > No LSE 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of > No LSE
g/lllarfmere-Walberswwk 4188 36.99 49 86 Designated Sites)
Avocet
Bittern
Gadwall
White-fronted goose > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration > No LSE
Hen harrier
Shoveler
Teal
Bittern
Gadwall
_ . Teal
vinsmere-Walberswick | 41.88  37.00  49.86 Shoveler > NoLSE > Risk of collision on migration | > No LSE
Marsh harrier
Avocet
Bearded tit
Avocet ] o o
Deben Estuary SPA 48.45 11.39 19.65 ) > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration > No LSE
Dark-bellied brent goose
Deben Estuary Ramsar | 48.45 11.39 19.65 Dark-bellied brent goose | > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration > No LSE
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Hamford Water SPA

Offshore

ECC

Onshore
ECC

51.17

3.16

0.80

Little tern

Construction

Operation and Maintenance

[

\/

Decommissioning

> No LSE (see Volume 5,
Report 4, Annex 4.4:
Summary of Designated
Sites)

> No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
4, Annex 4.4: Summary of
Designated Sites)

> No LSE (see Volume 5, Report

4, Annex 4.4: Summary of
Designated Sites)

Avocet

Black-tailed godwit
Dark-bellied brent goose
Grey plover

Redshank

Ringed plover

Shelduck

Teal

> No LSE

> Risk of collision on migration

> No LSE

Hamford Water Ramsar

52.89

3.70

0.81

> Black-tailed godwit

> Dark-bellied brent
goose

> Redshank
Ringed plover

> No LSE

> Risk of collision on migration

> No LSE

Stour and Orwell
Estuaries SPA

54.81

12.75

3.15

> Black-tailed godwit

> Dark-bellied brent
goose

> Dunlin

> Grey plover
> Knot

> Pintail

> Redshank

> No LSE

> Risk of collision on migration

> No LSE

Stour and Orwell
Estuaries Ramsar

54.80

12.75

3.15

> Black-tailed godwit

> Dark-bellied brent
goose

> Dunlin
> Grey plover
> Knot

> No LSE

> Risk of collision on migration

> No LSE
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ggzhore ggéhore Construction Operation and Maintenance Decommissioning
Pintail
Redshank
Thanet Coast and _ > No LSE (see Volume 5, Report
. 57.69  45.81 47.19 Little tern > No LSE 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of > No LSE
Sandwich Bay SPA . ,
Designated Sites)
Dark-bellied brent
goose
Colne Estuary (Mid- Pochard
Essex Coast Phase 2) | 66.63 | 10.89 7.30 ochar > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration | > No LSE
SPA Redshank
Ringed plover
Essex Coast Phase 2) | 66.62 | 10.89 7.30 goose > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration | > No LSE
Ramsar Redshank
Dark-bellied brent
oose
Dengie (Mid-Essex 73.74  19.59 17.91 g > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration | > No LSE
Coast Phase 1) SPA ' : - Grey plover 9
Knot
Dark-bellied brent
oose
Dengie (Mid-Essex 73.74  19.59 17.91 ° > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration | > No LSE
Coast Phase 1) Ramsar '~ ' - Grey plover
Knot
Black-tailed godwit
Blackwater Estuary Dark-bellied brent
(Mid-Essex Coast 77.81 | 21.08 14.36 goose > No LSE > Risk of collision on migraton > No LSE
Phase 4) SPA Dunlin
Grey plover
Black-tailed godwit
Blackwater Estuary Dark-bellied brent _ N o
(Mid-Essex Coast 77.81 21.08 14.36 goose > No LSE > Risk of collision on migration > No LSE
Phase 4) Ramsar Dunii
uniin
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Offshore
ECC

Onshore
ECC

> Grey plover

Construction

Operation and Maintenance

\/ =

Decommissioning

Flamborough and Filey

> Kittiwake

No LSE

Risk of collision (non-breeding)

> No LSE

> Gannet

Direct disturbance and
displacement

Risk of collision

Direct disturbance and
displacement

> Direct disturbance and
displacement

> Guillemot

Direct disturbance and
displacement due to the
potential for this species

Direct disturbance and
displacement due to the
potential for this species to

> Direct disturbance and
displacement due to the
potential for this species to

275.50 | 264.61 251.31 '

Coast SPA f/?ir:?;?z?\tzgziﬁ:?r? lzl/clf rtf]nd migrate through VE and winter migrate through VE and winter
Sea in southern North Sea in southern North Sea
dDigegthT:::lt;adnuc:tzq[ge Direct disturbance and > Direct disturbance and

_ otF()antiaI for this species displacement due to the displacement due to the
> Razorbill ’E)o miorate throu thE and potential for this species to potential for this species to
winte?’ in southe?n North migrate through VE and winter migrate through VE and winter
Sea in southern North Sea in southern North Sea
Direct disturbance and , . > Direct disturbance and
: Direct disturbance and .
_ displacement due to the disolacement due to the displacement due to the
> Guillemot potential for this species plac ; ) potential for this species to
. . potential for this species to . :
to winter in southern North . . migrate through VE and winter
Sea winter in southern North Sea in southern North Sea
Farne Islands SPA 472.54 | 461.41 446.28 ) ) . )
Direct disturbance and , . > Direct disturbance and
. Direct disturbance and .
_ displacement due to the disolacement due to the displacement due to the
> Razorbill potential for this species plac . ) potential for this species to
! . potential for this species to . :
to winter in southern North . . migrate through VE and winter
winter in southern North Sea :
Sea in southern North Sea.
No LSE (see Volume 5,
Little aul Report 4, Annex 4.4: No LSE (see'Vqume 5, Report > No LSE (see.Vqume 5, Report

Greater Wash SPA 62.70 69.41 89.71 > gu Summarv of Desianated 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of 4, Annex 4.4: Summary of
Sites) Y 9 Designated Sites) Designated Sites)

Migratory Fish Screening

Vlaamse Banken 34.75 40.44 83.67 > Twaite Shad Underwater Noise No LSE > Underwater Noise

Onshore Ecology Screening
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Offshore
ECC

Onshore
ECC

> Fisher's estuarine moth

Construction

Operation and Maintenance

\/ =

Decommissioning

Impacts on supporting
populations, food plant
and potential habitat
outside SAC.

Water quality: pollution

> Impacts on supporting
populations, food plant and
potential habitat outside SAC.

Estuaries SPA

> Dark-bellied brent
goose

the SPA

non-routine maintenance work

Hamford Water SAC 5473 | 4.04 0. 82 - : g - > No LSE > Water quality: pollution from site
Gortyna borelii lunata Lrgtg?t:':thlajlri]t;ﬁ affecting run-off affecting habitat quality
Decreases in water > Decreases in water quantity.
quantity. > Decrease in air quality.
Decrease in air quality
> Over winter:
> Avocet Loss of foraging and
. . roosting habitat outside
> Black-tailed godwit the SPA.
> Dark-bellied brent goose Disturbance of birds > Disturbance of birds outside
> Grey plover outside the SPA. > Disturbance of birds outside the SPA.
Hamford Water SPA 51.17 3.16 0.80 > Redshank Water quality: pollution SPA, as aresult or routine and | > Water quality: pollution from site
> Ringed plover from site run-off affecting non-routine maintenance work. run-off affecting prey availability.
prey availability. D . lit
> Shelduck _ > Decrease in air quality
Decreases in water
> Teal quantity.
During the breeding season: Decrease in air quality.
> Little Tern
o Disturbance/ displacement
> Important wintering of birds outside SPA. . _
populations of: Wat it luti > Disturbance/ displacement of
ater quality: pollution ; :
> Black-tailed godwit from si?e run)(o?f affecting | > Disturbance of birds outside the birds outside SPA.
Hamford Water Ramsar | 52.89 3.70 0.81 > Dark-bellied brent goose prey availability. SPA, as aresult or routine and | > Water quality: pollution from site
) non-routine maintenance work. run-off affecting prey a