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Executive summary

Rampion Extension Development Limited (hereafter ‘RED’) (the Applicant) intends to build
a new offshore windfarm ‘Rampion 2’ (the Proposed Development) adjacent to the existing
Rampion 1 Offshore Windfarm in the English Channel, 13km to 25km off the Sussex
coast.

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 and the Conservation of
Offshore Marine Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (together, the ‘Habitats
Regulations’) are amended by The European Union Exit Regulations (2019). These
Regulations require that the relevant competent authority (in this case, The Secretary of
State for the Department Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ)) must undertake an
appropriate assessment of the implications if a proposed plan or project is likely to have a
significant effect on a particular type of designated conservation site (traditionally known
as European sites), alone or in-combination with other plans or projects. The three-stage
process of determining impacts to the sites to which the Habitats Regulations apply is
known as Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). This report provides information to
support Stage Two (Appropriate Assessment (AA)) of the HRA process.

A HRA Stage One Screening exercise was completed for the Proposed Development in
September 2020 to determine whether and how Likely Significant Effects (LSEs) might
result on European sites. This Report to Inform an Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) builds
upon the conclusions of the Screening exercise, with further information presented to
better understand the risks presented by potential effects identified at Screening. It
constitutes Stage Two of the HRA by presenting a study of the potential implications of the
Proposed Development on the integrity of 35 European sites. These sites protect
designated features from four receptor groupings: terrestrial (onshore) ecology which
includes wetland wildfowl and waders, migratory fish species (for offshore effects only),
marine benthic habitats and offshore ornithology.

An analysis of each mechanism for LSEs identified at Stage One was undertaken for the
35 sites advanced to HRA Stage Two (AA). This includes three ‘transboundary’ sites in
France, also the Alderney West Coast and the Burhou Islands Ramsar site in Guernsey.
Consideration was given to the potential for the Proposed Development to result in an
adverse effect on the integrity of the sites against the respective sites’ conservation
objectives, for the project alone or in-combination with other plans and projects.

On detailed consideration of the potential for Adverse Effects on Integrity (AEol) and in
light of Commitments (embedded environmental measures) secured for the Proposed
Development, a determination that no AEol will result was reached for all sites considered
alone and in-combination.

In conclusion, based on the information presented in this report, it is considered that there
will be no AEol of any European sites caused by the Proposed Development, however a
‘Without Prejudice’ derogation case has been provided with the Application (Document
Reference: 5.10).
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1. Introduction

1.1 Report overview

1.1.1 Rampion 2 Offshore Wind Farm (hereafter referred to as ‘the Proposed
Development’) is a proposed extension of the existing Rampion Offshore Wind
Farm (Rampion 1). The Proposed Development 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).

112 This ‘Report to Inform the Appropriate Assessment’ (or RIAA) supports the
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the Proposed Development in the
determination of the implications for European sites, if the Proposed Development
is consented. Following the United Kingdom’s (UK) exit from the European Union
(EU Exit), these European sites (if located within the UK) are collectively referred
to as the UK’s National Site Network (Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Defra), (2021).

113 This RIAA is informed by the Environmental Statement (ES) for the Proposed
Development’'s DCO Application and considers its effects on European designated
site features. Ultimately this information will be used by the Secretary of State
(SoS) for the Department for Energy Security & Net Zero (DESNZ), as the relevant
competent authority, to inform its Appropriate Assessment (AA), if so required, for
the HRA in accordance with the legislation detailed in Section 2.4. It builds upon
both the HRA Stage One Screening exercise completed in September 2020
(Rampion Extension Development Ltd (RED), 2020a)! and feedback received on
the draft RIAA following consultation in July 2021 during the pre-application stage
when it accompanied the Preliminary Environmental Information Report? (PEIR)
(RED, 2021)3.

1.2 Habitats Regulations Assessment

121 HRA provides the process for the consideration of potential impacts of plans and
projects on a particular type of designated conservation site. The requirement
follows from the EU Habitats Directive (European Commission, 1992) and, by
virtue of Article 8 of that Directive, also the Wild Birds Directive (the Nature
Directives) (European Commission, 2009).

122 The Europe-wide network of nature conservation areas that are the subject of the
HRA process was established under the Nature Directives. These areas are
known as “European sites” and collectively, as the “Natura 2000” network. The
wording of Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive underlies the sequential

1 A summary of the HRA Screening updates is available at Appendix B

2 prepared as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”) of the Proposed
Development

3 published alongside the draft RIAA

July 2024
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1.2.3

124

1.3

131

132

1.3.3

decision-making tests applied under the HRA process to projects likely to affect
European sites.

Following the United Kingdom’s (UK) departure from the European Union (EU) on
31 December 2020 (EU Exit), the UK is no longer an EU Member State.
Notwithstanding, the Habitats Regulations (2017) (as amended) continue to
provide the legislative backdrop for HRA in the UK through the Conservation of
Habitats and species Amendment (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 (“EU EXxit
Regulations”). The HRA process implemented under the Habitats Regulations
(2017) continues to apply (subject to minor changes) and the UK is bound by HRA
judgments handed down by The Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU)
prior to 31 December 2020%.

Accordingly, the EU Exit Regulations are considered to have no material bearing
on the requirement or process for the HRA of the Proposed Development. The
Applicant, in providing a RIAA for the competent authority, will comply with the
requirements of Habitat Regulations (2017) (as amended) other than where
specific changes are identified by the government. In accordance with the present
position on HRA terminology (Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(Defra), 2021), this report will still refer to “the Habitats Regulations”, “European
sites” and HRA caselaw®. However, as mentioned above, European sites in the
UK are collectively termed the “National Site Network” and no longer form part of
the Natura 2000 network. However, for the sake of this report they are still referred
to as European Sites. The HRA will not refer to any obligations under the Nature
Directives but may have regard to European Commission (EC) guidance, so far as
it is relevant.

Background to the Proposed Development

The UK government has committed to deliver 50 gigawatts (GW) of offshore wind
generating capacity by 2030. The announcement was part of the British Energy
Security Strategy (DESNZ, 2022) and optimising the potential of the UK’s offshore
energy resources is part of the strategy to deliver this target.

The Crown Estate, as the managers of most of the seabed around England and
Wales and Northern Ireland, has identified ‘extension projects’ (the expansion of
existing offshore wind farms (OWF)) as an efficient means to increase the UK’s
installed capacity (The Crown Estate, 2019a). The Crown Estate’s ‘2018 Offshore
Wind Extensions opportunity’ brought forward eight projects seeking to extend
existing windfarms. These included a proposal to extend the existing Rampion
Offshore Wind Farm (Rampion 1) which forms part of the Crown Estate’s 2018
Offshore Wind Extensions Plan (OWEP).

A plan-level HRA of OWEP concluded that the plan, with the Rampion extension
as a component, will not adversely affect the integrity of any European sites (The
Crown Estate, 2019b). The OWEP HRA also included an in-combination
assessment of the adjacent (to Rampion 2) Zone 6 site wherein Rampion 1 is

4 Other than the Supreme Court. The stipulated mase under section 6(3) EU (Withdrawal)
Act 2018 (as amended) only relates to Judgements prior to 31 December 2020
5> From before 31 December 2020

July 2024
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143

1.5

151
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located, as well as the remaining (undeveloped) balance of Zone 6, as allocated
for future development.

The proposal to extend Rampion 1 OWF (i.e., the Proposed Development) was
subsequently awarded seabed development rights, subject to the necessary
consents and the project-level assessments required as a matter of law.

Rampion 2

Rampion Extension Development (RED) (‘the Applicant’)’ is a joint venture
between RWE Renewables, and a consortium consisting of Macquarie and
Enbridge. The Applicant intends to build a new OWF adjacent to Rampion 1 OWF
in the English Channel, 13km to 25km off the Sussex coast, within DCO limits that
include the defined OWEP Rampion 1 extension area and the balance of Zone 6
(see Figure 1-1, located within this document). The Proposed Development will
comprise an array of wind turbine generators (WTG) and associated foundations
and the onshore and offshore components of a transmission system. Information
about the Proposed Development is provided in Section 3 and Chapter 4: The
Proposed Development, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.4).

With a generating capacity of over 100 megawatts (MW), the Proposed
Development qualifies as a NSIP. The PA 2008 is the primary legislation that
establishes the legal framework for applying for, examination and determination of
applications for DCOs for NSIPs.

A number of environmental assessments and surveys are required before an
Applicant can seek a DCO, including the appropriate marine licences under the
Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009). These include the requirement to
undertake a HRA under Regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations (2017 and
Regulation 28 of the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and Species
Regulations (2017)). The Applicant must therefore provide the relevant competent
authority with the information it needs to undertake a HRA and establish the
implications of the Proposed Development for European sites.

Progress to date

A Screening exercise was completed for the Proposed Development in September
2020 (RED, 2020a) to determine whether and how likely significant effects (LSES)
might result on European sites. This Screening was not able to exclude the
potential for risk of LSEs on a number of European Sites and therefore Stage Two
(AA) is required.

The Applicant’s Screening Report (RED, 2020a) was shared with consultees
through late September 2020 to mid-October 2020. The Screening Report
responses (detailed in full at Appendix A) raised a number of points. In particular,
the Applicant was advised to apply the mean-maximum foraging range plus 1
standard deviation (SD) when using foraging ranges for seabirds (i.e., Woodward
et al., 2019) to establish potential connectivity between OWFs and Special
Protection Areas (SPA) (no standard deviation had been applied at the Screening
stage).

Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment Page 11
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Following Screening and S42 consultation, in September 2020 and July 2021
respectively (see Section 4: Consultation), this RIAA document incorporates the
necessary updates made in response to the points raised. This document
therefore firstly confirms the final list of European sites, features, and pathways for
which the potential for LSEs have been identified or discounted, as well as
provides a complete account of post Screening and post PEIR consultation
updates. All post-consultation updates (and sites for which the risk of LSEs was
discounted) are provided at Appendix B.

Additional comments concerning collision risk to migratory species prompted the
Screening to be revisited with the methodologies updated; accordingly, however,
this did not result in the inclusion of additional sites. Technical notes explaining the
method and outcomes of these Screening updates are available at Appendix C
(regarding migratory non-seabirds) and Appendix D (breeding seabirds), while
Appendix E presents the updated Screening matrices, based on the Planning
Inspectorate (2022).

A summary of sites for which the potential for LSEs was identified and for which
AA is required is provided in Table 5-2.

RIAA development

To ensure potential impacts are accurately described at every stage of the iterative
HRA process, the assessments have been updated to take account of new
developments, changes or information. This RIAA builds upon the conclusions of
both the Screening and draft RIAA consultations, with further information
presented to better understand the risks presented by potential effects identified at
previous stages. This includes updated Screening and assessment methods (see
Appendix C and D), review of baseline ecological conditions of the European
sites under consideration (existing condition, threats, and pressures (see
Appendix F)), results from project-specific technical reports and the likely
manifestation of effects in this context (such as the updated study area to match
the impact range identified in the sediment plume model).

Further, this RIAA has been developed alongside the Proposed Development’s
final ES produced as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment (“EIA”)
process (under the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017). Previously, where information was not available the Screening
adopted a highly precautionary stance; however, the RIAA is informed by
assessments available in the final ES supporting the EIA process which provides
the evidence to refine the conclusions concerning impacts to European sites.
Where design or supporting information is common to both assessments (ES and
the HRA) this information has been used as referenced throughout the RIAA.

Key information about the Proposed Development is found in the following
chapters and documents:

e Chapter 4: The Proposed Development, Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.4) provides a description of the Proposed Development
including the design parameters, described in accordance with the Rochdale
Envelope approach which is an acknowledged way of assessing a Proposed
Development comprising EIA development where uncertainty exists and

Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment Page 12
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necessary flexibility is sought. It allows a flexible and evolutive process to be
used during consent applications in the absence of fully defined technical
aspects of a project.

Chapter 5: Approach to the EIA, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.5) provides details of the method followed to assess cumulative effects in
relation to the offshore environment. This approach has helped to inform the
assessment of in-combination effects for the HRA.

Commitments Register (Document Reference: 7.22) is the Commitments
register document which summarises the embedded environmental measures
within the chapters of the ES and associated appendices.

Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.9) sets out the approach used to characterise the
benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology baseline environment as a basis for the
EIA presented in the ES.

Appendix 5.4: Cumulative effects assessment shortlisted developments,
Volume 4 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.4.5.4) sets out a short list of
‘other developments’ (in this report, ‘external plans or projects’) that may
interact with the Proposed Development’s respective Zones of Influence (ZOls)
during construction, operation and maintenance or decommissioning.

Chapter 12: Offshore and intertidal ornithology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.12) presents an assessment at the EIA level of
potential effects from the impacts of the Proposed Development to
ornithological features in the offshore and intertidal environment.

Appendix 12.1: Offshore and intertidal ornithology baseline technical
Report, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.4.12.1) provides a
detailed description of the baseline environment with respect to offshore and
intertidal ornithology.

Chapter 22: Terrestrial ecology and nature conservation, Volume 2 of the
ES (Document Reference: 6.2.22) provides an EIA of the potential effects on
habitats and legally protected and notable species above mean high water
springs due to the construction, operation and maintenance and
decommissioning of the onshore transmission cables and substation.

Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment Page 13
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Figure 1-1 The Proposed Development DCO Order Limits
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1.7 The structure of the RIAA

1.7.1 The RIAA is structured in the following way:

e Section 1: Introduction - introduces the Proposed Development and
establishes the need for, and the purpose and structure of the RIAA;

e Section 2: Habitats Regulations Assessment - sets out the process,
principles, tests, (including those established by case law) and guidance
applied to the RIAA;

e Section 3: Information on the Proposed Development - drawing on the
information presented in relevant ES chapters, this section sets out information
on the Proposed Development and programme considered pertinent to the AA,
including relevant maximum design parameters;

e Section 4: Consultation - provides a summary of the consultation undertaken,
responses provided and how these have been addressed; and

e Section 5: HRA Stage One Screening - clarifies the updates to Screening
(methodologies and outcomes) and presents the final list of sites at risk of
LSEs and the features and pathways for which AA is required, both alone and
in-combination.

1.7.2 Information for Stage Two (AA) is then provided in the following sections.

e Section 6: Embedded environmental measures — all commitments to avoid
or reduce effects that are relevant to the receptors under consideration are
presented in this section;

e Section 7: Appraisal of potential Adverse Effects on Integrity (AEol) on
relevant sites alone - for each of the sites, features and pathways identified at
Screening, a determination of AEol alone is made;

e Section 8: Appraisal of potential AEol on relevant sites in-combination -
for each of the sites, features and pathways identified at Screening, a
determination of AEol in-combination is made;

e Section 9: Transboundary Statement - statement on the potential for any
transboundary effects; and

e Section 10: Conclusions of the assessment — the conclusions of Section 7
(effects alone) and Section 8 (effects in-combination) are summarised for
clarity and the overall finding of the RIAA is provided.

173 Appendices that provide information to support this report are as follows:

e Appendix A: Consultation responses on Screening - provides a record of
consultation comments received in response to the Screening Report issued in
September 2020 (RED, 2020a), together with the Applicant’s responses;

e Appendix B: HRA Screening update — provides an update to the original
Screening Report 2020 (RED, 2020a) in response to comments received,
summarising conclusions on the potential for LSEs for all sites considered. It
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therefore addresses comments received on the Screening Report and
identifies where material changes to Screening outcomes have occurred,;

e Appendix C: Technical note: European site identification for migratory
non-seabirds - reports on the approach and outcomes of the Screening
update for migratory birds;

e Appendix D: Technical note: European site identification for breeding
seabirds — reports on the approach and outcomes of the Screening update for
foraging ranges for breeding seabirds;

e Appendix E: HRA Screening matrices - provides (updated) Stage One
Planning Inspectorate (PINS) Screening matrices for all sites considered
through Screening;

e Appendix F: European site information - site-specific information supporting
the AAs is provided in this appendix;

e Appendix G: Offshore Ornithology Population Viability Analysis for
Alderney - methods and results of population viability analysis (PVA) run for
the gannet, Morus bassanus, feature of the Alderney West Coast and Burhou
Islands Ramsar site;

e Appendix H: HRA Stage Two (AA) - PINS integrity matrices for all AA in the
RIAA; and

e Appendix I: HRA Glossary of terms - a glossary of HRA-specific terms used
in this report has been prepared and is provided in this appendix.
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2. Habitats Regulations Assessment

2.1 Requirement for Habitats Regulations Assessment

2.1.1 As explained in Section 1.2, the EU Exit Regulations (UK Government, 2019)
establish that the regimes that inform planning decisions (including environmental
impact assessments such as HRA) will largely remain as set out in the founding
legislation and UK European sites will continue to receive the same level of
protection. EU Exit-related changes to the Habitats Regulations (2017) are
considered to have no material implications on the requirement or process for a
HRA for the Proposed Development.

2.1.2 This document has therefore been drafted on the basis that all relevant HRA-
related legislation remains in place and in accordance with The Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 and The Conservation of Offshore Marine
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (together, the Habitats Regulations
(2017)) that transposed the European requirements for HRA into UK law and as
effected by the EU Exit Regulations (2019) (the Habitats Regulations (2017) (as
amended).

2.2 European sites (post EU Exit)

221 The National Site Network comprises of European sites in the UK that already
existed on 31 December 2020 (or proposed to the EC before that date) and
established under the Nature Directives (Defra, 2021). Regulation 8 of Habitats
Regulations (2017) (as amended) defines European sites as Special Areas of
Conservation (SAC), Sites of Community Importance (SCI), candidate SACs,
proposed SPAs (pSPA)) and SPAs.

2.2.2 The term ‘European marine site’ is interchangeable with ‘European site’ and refers
to Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and SPAs covered by tidal water that
protect marine and coastal habitats and species. UK planning policy extended the
definition to include proposed and designated Ramsar wetland sites of
international importance designated under the Ramsar Convention 19718, Defra
has confirmed that following EU Exit, Ramsar sites remain protected in the same
way as SACs and SPAs, but do not form part of the National Site Network (Defra,
2021).

2.3 The HRA process

23.1 The Stages covered by HRA are referenced in Planning Inspectorate Advice Note
Ten (Planning Inspectorate, 2022). Each stage (except the last) defines the

6 stated in para 176 of the National Planning Policy Framework (Ministry of Housing,
Communities & Local Government, 2019), Ramsar sites are afforded the same
consideration as European sites and are addressed in this document accordingly.
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requirement for and scope of the next. An initial 'Screening’ stage (Stage One) is
followed by Stage Two (AA) if proposals are likely to have a significant effect.

The latter stage becomes relevant if the AA cannot exclude the risk of an adverse
effect on (European site) integrity. The derogation stage will be addressed in the
event there is a negative outcome to the Stage Two (AA). The current report
therefore presents the conclusions of Stage One and the findings of Stage Two;
these findings do not identify any requirement to progress beyond Stage Two
(AA).

Guidance

The EC guidance listed in this section has been referenced. However, The
Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note Ten, which deals explicitly with HRA for NSIP
under the PA 2008 process, is a principal resource. That document states:

“Applicants should provide the following HRA information with their application:

e A summary table of all European sites and qualifying features and each
pathway of effect considered at each HRA Stage (screening, AA/IROPI, and
the derogations, as applicable), for each phase of the Proposed Development
(construction, operation, decommissioning, as relevant) (Appendix E and H);

e A copy of the citation/Natura 2000 data sheet for each European site
(Appendix F);

e A copy of the conservation objectives for all European sites for which LSE have
not been excluded and have been carried forward to HRA Stage 2 (Appendix
F);

e a plan of the European site(s) potentially affected in relation to the Proposed
Development (as required to be submitted with the DCO application in
accordance with Regulation 5(2)(I)(i) of the APFP Regulations);

e a statement which identifies (with reasons) whether significant effects are
considered to be likely in respect of European sites in devolved administrations
or within EEA States (Section 9);

e evidence (such as Evidence Plans, copies of correspondence, agreement logs,
or Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)) of agreement between the Applicant
and relevant ANCBs (including those in devolved administrations and/or
relevant bodies in EEA States, where applicable) on the scope, methodologies,
interpretation, and conclusions of the screening assessment (Appendix A);
and

e cross references to relevant draft DCO requirements, development consent
obligations and any other mechanisms proposed to secure measures relied
upon in the AA and derogation cases (as applicable), including the
identification of any factors that might affect the certainty or efficacy of their
implementation (throughout this document as relevant).”

Advice Note Ten also provides the templates for assessment matrices (HRA Stage
One: Screening Matrices and HRA Stage Two: Integrity Matrices) (Appendix E
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and H respectively). The Planning Inspectorate expects that Applicants complete
these and submit them with the HRA.

244 Reference to EC guidance on the interpretation of key HRA concepts post EU EXxit
appears optional. Section 6(2) of the EU (Withdrawal) Act 2018 (as amended)
establishes that UK courts “may have regard to anything done by an EU entity
[i.e., the European Commission] (...) so far as it is relevant” (Defra, 2021). The
appropriate authorities may publish guidance on meeting the management
objectives for the National Site Network (the ‘Network Objectives’). No such
guidance has been identified and Defra (2021) has confirmed that existing
guidance is still relevant.

245 The RIAA has been carried out with reference to guidance listed below:

e Defra. 1 January 2021. Policy paper - Changes to the Habitats Regulations
2017 (Defra, 2021);

e Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note Ten (2022) (Version 9) (The Planning
Inspectorate, 2022);

e ‘Assessment of plans and projects significantly affecting Natura 2000 sites.
Methodological guidance on the provisions of Article 6(3) and (4) of the
Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC’ (European Commission, 2018);

e Commission notice Guidance document on wind energy developments and EU
nature legislation (European Commission, 2020);

e Communication from the Commission on the precautionary principle (European
Commission, 2000);

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

e When new marine Natura 2000 sites should be taken into account in offshore
renewable energy consents and licences’ (Department of Energy and Climate
Change (former) (DECC), 2016); and

e Regulations and the Habitats Regulations Assessment Handbook (Tyldesley
and Chapman, 2013).

25 Case law

251 Two cases are considered particularly pertinent to the RIAA and the principles
defined by them have been applied to this RIAA.

25.2 First, the approach takes into consideration the decision of the Court of Justice of
the European Union in ‘People Over Wind and Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta’
(C323/17) (April 2018) (the ‘Sweetman ruling’) and where significant effects are
likely in the absence of mitigation, it is determined that an AA should be
undertaken.

253 Secondly, the ruling in Holohan and others v An Bord Pleanala [2018] (Case C-
461/17) EU:C:2018:883, on 7 November 2018 determined that the AA must
identify and examine the implications of the Proposed Development for the
designated features present at the site, but also habitat types and species present
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outside the boundaries of that site and functionally linked; insofar as those
implications are liable to affect the conservation objectives of the site.
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3. Information on the Proposed
Development

3.1 Overview of the Proposed Development

3.1.1 The Applicant will seek development consent for an OWF, located adjacent to the
existing Rampion Offshore Wind Farm (Rampion 1) located in the Eastern English
Channel in the south of England, as illustrated in Figure 1-1 (located within this
document p15).

312 The proposed DCO Order Limits (as illustrated in Figure 1-1, located within this
document p15) has been used to inform the HRA. It is defined as the area within
which the Proposed Development and associated infrastructure will be located,
including the temporary and permanent construction and operational work areas.

3.1.3 Full details on the project description, upon which this RIAA is based, are
presented within the ES, specifically in Chapter 4: The Proposed Development,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.4) — Section 4.3 (offshore) and
Section 4.4 (Onshore).

3.1.4 For the purposes of this RIAA, the assessments are based on the Maximum
Design Scenario (MDS) / Rochdale Envelope presented within Section 3.3.

3.15 The key components of the Proposed Development are illustrated in Figure 3-1
(located with this document).

3.2 Proposed Development components

3.2.1 The Offshore Elements of the Proposed Development are situated within an area
adjacent to the south and west of the existing Rampion 1 project site comprising
seabed areas extending between 13km and 26km offshore.

3.2.2 The offshore part of the proposed DCO Order Limits comprises the following:

e an area of approximately 160km? include the WTGs, WTG foundations,
offshore substations and associated foundations, and an additional area of
approximately 36km? to accommodate marine cables;

e a marine cable link area is located at the south west corner of the Rampion 1
site. For clarity, no WTGs or offshore substations will be located in the cable
link area, and will be shown on the DCO Works Plans (Doc Ref);

e the Offshore Export Cable Corridor (ECC) of approximately 59km?2, which will
connect the offshore wind farm area to the shore. The nearest coastal
settlements are Littlehampton, Worthing, Shoreham-by-Sea, Brighton and
Newhaven; and

e An area to the west of Rampion 1, which is designated a Helicopter Refuge
Area (HeRA), with the sole purpose of addressing the lines of sight (for search
and rescue) and navigational safety concerns safety concerns raised by the
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3.2.3

3.24

3.25

Marine and Coastguard Agency (MCA) during statutory consultation. An area
to the south of Rampion 1, which was introduced to mitigate visual impacts by
separating the Rampion 2 array area from the built Rampion 1 turbines. This
will also be compliant for use as a HeRA at 1nm width, but it has not been
designated solely for this purpose.

The onshore part of the proposed DCO Order Limits comprises the following:
e a landfall area at Climping, West Sussex;

e an onshore cable corridor, approximately 38.8 km in length and nominally 40m
in width (20m either side of a centreline), widened locally, where necessary, for
construction purposes; and

e a new onshore substation, to be located at Oakendene 2km east of Cowfold,
that will connect to the existing National Grid Bolney substation, mid Sussex,
via buried onshore cables.

The onshore and offshore parts of the proposed DCO Order Limits has been
refined through multidisciplinary workshops, which took stakeholder feedback,
including supplemental statutory consultation (Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR), Supplementary Information Report (SIR), PEIR Further
Supplementary Information Report (FSIR), Preliminary Environmental Information
(PEI) Bolney Substation Extension works) to seek feedback on alternative routes,
into account. Further details on changes made through the pre-application process
are provided in Chapter 3: Alternatives, Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.3). The offshore part of the proposed DCO Order Limits is
illustrated in Figure 3.2, Volume 3 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.3.3)
onshore part of the proposed DCO Order Limits are illustrated in Figure 4.2,
Volume 3 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.3.4).

The key characteristics of the proposed DCO Order Limits are summarised in
Table 3-1.

Table 3-1 DCO order limit characteristics

Characteristic Measurement

Wind farm and cable corridor area for the 196km?
Proposed Development

ECC Area of Search 59km?

Closest distance to shore of wind farm 13km

area

Water depth range in wind farm area 15m — 65m below Lowest Astronomical
Tide (LAT)
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Characteristic Measurement
Onshore cable corridor length Approximately 38.8km
Onshore cable corridor width (indicative 40m

cable route)

Onshore cable corridor proposed
trenchless crossings and associated
compounds

Onshore temporary construction
compounds

27 crossings which are likely to utilise
HDD

Various area measurements — 5
compounds required along onshore
cable route.

July 2024
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Figure 3-1 Key components of the Proposed Development
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3.3
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Maximum Design Scenario (Rochdale Envelope)

The maximum adverse (or worst-case) scenario (hereafter, the Maximum
Design Scenario (MDS) is applied within the RIAA for the assessment of
adverse effects. This approach ensures that the scenario that will have the
greatest impact (e.g., largest footprint, longest exposure, or tallest
dimensions, depending on the relevant aspect) is assessed; it can then be
assumed that any other (lesser) scenarios will have an impact that is no
greater than that assessed.

The Screening exercise identified a number of receptor groups, with the topic
specific MDS for each group presented within the relevant aspect chapter
from the ES, with those drawn on here. The receptor groups are outlined
below, together with the relevant ES aspect chapter and Table number. The
potential for impacts from Rampion 2 to cause an LSE on marine mammals
was screened out during the screening exercise (see RED, 2020a) and
consequently effects on sites for which marine mammals are a qualifying
interest are also screened out in so far as effects relate to those interests;
therefore, the RIAA does not draw on ES assessment information for marine
mammals.

e Table 22.18 from Chapter 22: Terrestrial ecology and nature
conservation, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.22);

e Table 9.15 from Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and intertidal ecology,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.9);

e Table 8.12 from Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish ecology, Volume 2 of
the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.8); and

e Table 12.19 from Chapter 12: Offshore and intertidal ornithology,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.12).

The MDS, as it applies to each receptor group, is defined below in Table 3-2.
For clarity regarding the differences between receptor groups, the information
is presented according to individual parameters for the Proposed
Development, including a note regarding why the scenario is relevant to that
receptor. Where relevant, the information includes any embedded
environmental measures.

In the opinion of the assessor any development scenario that fall below the
maximum design parameters presented in Chapter 4: The Proposed
Development, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.4) would fall
below the MDS.
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Table 3-2 Maximum Design Scenarios applied for each phase of the Proposed Development for the relevant AA

Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-  Justification
case scenario applied to

the AAs

Construction

Horizontal Directional Drilling Ornithology Method: Horizontal HDD to take place between

(HDD) and general operations (birds utilising coastal habitats) Directional Drilling (HDD) marine habitats (below MLWS)
Number of HDD drills: 4 and an arable field above

Intertidal Visual or noise disturbances Landfall construction MHWS.

leading to displacement compound (m2): 50m x 75m  All activities associated with the

(located inland from HDD are proposed to be within
intertidal zone) the landfall construction
Duration of works (start — compound within an onshore

Piling to install WTG
foundations

Offshore

Migratory fish
(during offshore phase of lifecycle)

Underwater noise resulting in
mortality, injury, behavioural
changes and auditory masking
from noise and vibration.

finish) (months): four months location that is not visible to the
intertidal area.

Maximum design scenario The maximum spatial design
(monopiles): scenario equates to the greatest
effect from subsea noise at any
one-time during piling. This
scenario assumes monopile
Piling of 90 smaller monopile foundations installed

WTG foundations (13.5m sequentially, with a higher
diameter) hammer energy.

The maximum temporal design
scenario represents the longest
duration of effects from subsea
noise. This scenario assumes

Sequential installation
monopiles.

Up to 3 offshore converter
substations
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Relevant activity Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Maximum hammer energy
4,400kJ

12 months duration

Maximum spatial design
scenario (monopiles):

2 monopiles per day = 45
days piling

Maximum temporal design
scenario (monopiles):

90 WTGs on piled multileg
foundations = 360 pin piles

Up to 3 offshore substations
= 36 pin piles

Total of 396 pin piles in the
array = 99 piling days

WTG foundation
installation:

Crew transport vessels; 400
trips - assuming 4 visits per
foundation for bolting and
finalising purposes from
local construction harbour

pin-pile foundations, which could
result in a longer duration of
piling per foundation.
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Relevant activity Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-  Justification
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Maximum design scenario
(multileg foundations)
maximum spatial and
temporal design scenario:

Sequential piling of multileg
foundations (4.5m diameter
piles)

Installation of 396 pin piles
(4 pin piles piled sequentially
at separate locations within
a period of 24 hours)

Up to 3 offshore converter
substations (maximum of 6
legs per multileg foundation,
up to 12 pins per multileg
foundation)

Maximum hammer energy
2,500kJ

4 pin piles per day
30-minute soft-start ramp
up.

The total number of vessel

return trips made during
foundation installation = 680

July 2024
Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

Page 33



© WSP UK Limited

\\\I)

Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant

effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Installation of Array and
Interconnector Cables

Offshore

Migratory fish

(during offshore phase of lifecycle)

Underwater noise resulting in

mortality, injury, behavioural
changes, auditory masking

Array and Interconnector
Cable installation:
Number of interconnector
cables: 2

Total interconnector cable
length: 40km

Total array cable length:
250km

Total duration of cable
installation: 12 months

Export Cable Installation:
Where possible, the export
cables will be buried below
the seabed through to
landfall (1 m burial depth)

Total length of export cable:

170km
Total duration of cable
installation: 6 months.

Array and Interconnector
Cable Installation:

A maximum of 21 vessels
making up to 318 return
trips.

Maximum spatial design
scenario

The maximum spatial design
scenario equates to the greatest
effect from subsea noise at any
one-time during piling.

Piling fewer (65) but larger
(13.5m) WTG monopiles
represents a greater spatial
impact than more (90) smaller
(10m) monopiles.

Maximum temporal design
scenario

The maximum temporal design
scenario represents the longest
duration of effects from subsea
noise. This scenario assumes
pin-pile foundations, which could
result in a longer duration of
piling per foundation.
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Seabed preparations for
foundation installation

Foundation installation
Export cable installation

Offshore

Benthic ecology, coastal
habitats

Degradation of
habitats/communities due to
deposition (smothering) of re-
suspended sediments and/or
release of sediment-bound
contaminants

Seabirds
(intertidal or offshore foraging)

Direct: Visual impairment during
foraging due to suspended
sediment concentration (SSC).

Indirect: Effects
due to prey affected by habitat
changes.

Export Cable Installation:
A maximum of 24 vessels
making up to 154 return
trips.

Sandwave clearance
Total sandwave clearance
volume in array area =
1,375,000ms.

WTG foundations

Spoil volume for all WTG
foundations from drill arising
(if drilling required due to
pile driving refusal and
assuming 10 m diameter 60
m embedment monopile):
4,000m? x 90 monopiles =
360,000m3.

Spoil volume for offshore
substation foundations
(multileg with pin pile
foundations) from drilling
arisings (if drilling required):
12,000m? x 3 offshore
substations = 36,000m3.

The maximum adverse scenario
for foundation installation results
from largest volume suspended
from seabed preparation (suction
bucket foundation) or the largest
volume suspended from
potential drilling of foundations
(monopiles) as these are
mutually exclusive, both with the
maximum number of foundations
(90).

For cable installation, the
maximum adverse scenario
results from the greatest volume
from sandwave clearance and
installation. This also assumes
the largest number of cables and
the greatest burial depth.
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Vessels operating within
array and associated
activities

Offshore

Offshore Ornithology
(foraging or commuting)

Direct disturbance and
displacement from foraging due to
unfamiliar stimulus (vessel
activities)

Indirect: Effects due to
degradation of supporting habitats

Export cable installation
Burial spoll (jetting) =
340,000m3.

HDD bentonite drilling fluid
loss = 450m3.

Interconnector cable
installation

Burial spoill jetting =
80,000m?3

Array cable installation
Burial spoil (ploughing/mass
flow excavation) =
500,000m3

Foundation installation
Installation vessel —
maximum number of
vessels: 3

Installation vessel —
maximum number of return
trips: 60

Support vessels — maximum
number of vessels: 10

The greatest number of vessels
and greatest total number of trips
will lead to the greatest
disturbance to ornithological
receptors.

As the risk of introduction

of marine invasive and non-
native species (MINNS)

Is via vessel fouling and vessels
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Vessels operating within
offshore cable corridor and
associated activities

Offshore

due to invasives, pollution or direct
interactions with seabed (e.g.,
anchoring)

Offshore Ornithology
(foraging or commuting)

Disturbance and displacement
from foraging due to unfamiliar
stimulus (vessel activities)

Support vessels — maximum
number of return trips: 60
Transport vessels —
maximum number of
vessels: 6

Transport vessels —
maximum number of return
trips: 60

Crew Transfer vessels —
maximum number of
vessels: 6

Crew Transfer vessels —
maximum number of return
trips: 500

Helicopters: maximum
number of vessels: 2
Helicopters — maximum
number of return trips: 500

Length of offshore cable
corridor, link to shore (km):
19km

Width of offshore cable
corridor, link to shore (km):
1.5km

Main Laying vessels:
Number: 2

entering ports, the greatest
number of vessels and greatest
total number of trips will
represent the best ‘worst-case’
for this effect.

The greatest number of vessels
operating within the array will
lead to the greatest potential for
seabed interactions.

The greatest number of vessels
and greatest total number of trips
will lead to the greatest
disturbance to ornithological
receptors.

For more details on the vessels
involved, see Chapter 4: The
Proposed Development,

July 2024

Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

Page 37



© WSP UK Limited

\\\I)

Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant

effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Indirect: Effects due to

degradation of supporting habitats
due to invasives, pollution or direct

interactions with seabed (e.g.,
anchoring)

Main laying vessels (return
trips): 6

Main jointing vessels:
Number: 2

Main jointing vessels (return
trips): 6

Main burial vessels:
Number: 2

Main burial vessels (return
trips): 6

Number of Multicat-type
vessels (for excavating duct
extensions): 4

Multicat-type vessels (return
trips): 16

Number of Spoil barges (for
duct extensions): 4

Spoil barges (return trips):
60

Support vessels: Number:
10

Support vessels (return
trips): 60

Helicopter support (return
trips): 0

Duration: six months

Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.4).

As the risk of introduction

of marine invasive and non-
native species (MINNS)

is via vessel fouling and vessels
entering ports, the greatest
number of vessels and greatest
total number of trips will
represent the best ‘worst-case’
for this effect.

The greatest number of vessels
operating within the array will
lead to the greatest potential for
seabed interactions and
pollution.
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Installation of onshore
infrastructure

Cable laying (trenching)
Construction of substation

Onshore

Operation and Maintenance

Cable repairs
Maintenance activities

Terrestrial ecology
(wildfowl and waders, barbastelle
bats)

Habitat loss, fragmentation and
disturbance due to land-take for
onshore infrastructure and
associated activities.

Ornithology
(birds using coastal habitats)

Closest assumed
construction activity
measured from DCO order
limit

Land take by habitat type
based on realistic worst-
case scenario accounting for
the indicative cable corridor,
trenchless crossing
compounds, temporary
construction compounds,
access tracks and
associated visibility splays
and the substation footprint.
Length of each section is a
maximum of 1,000m in any
given location (based on
maximum lengths of cable
between joint bays), with
progression of duct
installation assumed to be
150m per day.

Operational lifetime: around
30 years

The greatest level of land take
will result in the greatest levels of
habitat loss, fragmentation and
disturbance.

The maximum amount of routine
maintenance and repairs will
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Coastal habitats

Presence of WTG
foundations

Presence of scour protection
Presence of cable protection

Offshore

Direct: Visual or noise
disturbances leading to
displacement

Indirect: Effects on foraging due to
degradation of supporting

(intertidal) habitat due to invasives,

pollution or direct interactions.

Benthic ecology, coastal
habitats

Loss or degradation of habitat due

to scour or wider effects on coastal

process (waves, current, sediment
transport regimes)

Or invasive species that benefit

from increased hard substrate

Routine maintenance:
minimal

WTG and substation
foundations:

WTG footprint with scour
protection (3,580m? per
monopile), based on 65
WTG monopiles =
232,700m?,

Offshore Substation footprint
(multileg foundation with pin
pile foundations) with scour
protection (7,300m? per
multileg foundation). Based
on up to three offshore
substations = 21,900m?.

lead to the greatest disturbance
to key ornithological receptors.
No works directly on land below
MHWS are expected to occur.
This parameter refers more
generally to the potential for
noise and visual disturbances,
general operations associated
with repairs or maintenance such
as the presence of people and
machines on the coastline

This represents the MDS for the
Proposed Development and
therefore the maximum area of
seabed lost as a result of the
placement of structures, scour
protection and cable protection.
Habitat loss from drilling and drill
arisings is of a smaller
magnitude than presence of the
Proposed Development’s
infrastructure.
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Relevant activity Receptor group and relevant

effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Array and interconnector
cables:

Maximum rock protection
area for array cable crossing
= 40,000m?,

Maximum rock protection
area for array cables (based
on 20% of cable requiring
protection) = 300,000m?.
Maximum rock protection
area for interconnector
cables (based on 20% of
cable requiring protection) =
122,000m?,

Offshore Export Cable
Corridor Protection:
Maximum rock protection
area for export cables
(based on 20% of cable
requiring protection) =
517,000m?

Total Habitat Loss/Change:
4,250,000m?

Cable protection requirements
have been identified as a
maximum of 20% of the entire
cable. This is derived from a
cable route study of the
underwater terrain and an
estimate of the percentage of
seabed that would not support
natural reburial and may require
trenching and subsequent rock
protection. The value of 20%
therefore is based on the
potential maximum expected
area of cable that may interact
with seabed that required
protection. This is an estimate
and may be lower (see
Appendix 9.5: Rampion 2
Technical Note: Cable
Corridor area mitigation for
sensitive features, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document Reference:
6.4.9.5)).
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

The operation of WTG

Offshore

Maintenance vessels
operating within array
and associated activities

Offshore

Ornithology
(foraging. commuting, migrating)

Mortality or injury due to
interaction with WTG (collision
risk)

Ornithology
(offshore foraging / commuting)

Direct: Visual or noise
disturbances leading to
displacement

Indirect: Effects on foraging due to

degradation of supporting seabed
habitats (pollution, MINNS,
sediment)

Number of WTGs: 90
Rotor diameter: 250m

Minimum height of lowest
blade tip above MHWS: 22m

Operational lifetime: around
30 years

Helicopter total trips (per
year): 120

Jack-up WTG visits (per
year): 10

Jack-up platform visits (per
year): 9

Jack-up total trips (per year):
19

Crew vessels wind WTG
visits (per year): 850

For collision risk, the worst-case
scenario is the greatest number
of smaller WTG. Although the
total frontal area is higher using
larger WTG, the vast majority of
bird flights are at low heights
e.g., for kittiwvake 90.7% are
below 25m above sea level
(ASL) and 99.995% are below
100m ASL (Cook et al., 2012).
Therefore, a greater number of
smaller WTG creates a higher
collision risk (Johnston et al.,
2016).

The greatest number of vessels
and greatest total number of trips
will lead to the greatest
disturbance to ornithological
receptors.

For more details on the vessels
involved, see Chapter 4: The
Proposed Development,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.4).
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Maintenance vessels
operating within offshore
cable corridor and associated
activities

Offshore

As above

Number of WTG 90

Rotor diameter: 250m
Minimum height of lowest
blade tip above MHWS (m):
22m

Maximum number of
remedial burial events —
lifetime quantity: 18
Maximum length of cable
subject to jetting remediation
re-burial) per remedial burial
event (m): 2,000m

Most scheduled maintenance is
expected to occur April —
September.

The greatest number of vessels
operating within the array will
lead to the greatest potential for
seabed interactions and
pollution.

As the risk of introduction

of MINNS is via vessel fouling
and vessels entering ports, the
greatest number of vessels and
greatest total number of trips will
represent the best ‘worst-case’
for this effect.

The maximum amount of
remedial work will lead to the
greatest impact through
disturbance.

Also, the greatest potential for
pollution, the introduction or
spread of MINNS and activities
disturbing sediments.
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Routine system maintenance
and repairs

Onshore

Water usage during
maintenance visits to
unmanned substation

Decommissioning

Removal of offshore
structures

Offshore

Removal of structures
Underwater cutting

Terrestrial ecology

(wildfowl and waders, barbastelle
bats)

Visual or noise disturbances
leading to displacement

Terrestrial ecology

(wetland features and associated
fauna)

Habitat degradation through over-
abstraction of water

As for construction phase
(regarding seabed and visual/
noise disturbances)

As for construction phase
(regarding underwatering noise)

Operational lifetime: around
30 years

Routine maintenance:
minimal

Operational lifetime: around
30 years

Routine maintenance:
minimal

MDS is identical (or less) to
that of construction phase.

Maximum levels of
underwater noise during

The maximum amount of routine
maintenance and repairs will
lead to the greatest disturbance.
Majority of activity located within
substation compound.
Maintenance restricted in
location to joint bays, with typical
access taken by a light van or 4
X 4 using existing tracks and field
edges.

Maintenance of substation will
be required. Welfare facilities on-
site will result in mains water
usage. Mains water may also be
required in emergencies to feed
a sprinkler system in case of fire.

See justification above.

This will result in the maximum
potential disturbance associated
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Offshore

Activities to disconnect the
transmission system

Coastal habitats

Decommissioning vessels
operating within array
and associated activities

Offshore

As for construction phase
(regarding visual / noise
disturbances and indirect effects)

As for construction phase
(regarding visual / noise
disturbances and indirect effects)

decommissioning will be
from underwater cutting
required to remove
structures. This is much less
than pile driving and
therefore impacts will be
less than as assessed
during the construction
phase/piled foundations will
likely be cut approximately
1m below the seabed.

Minimal

As per construction

with noise associated with
decommissioning activities
including foundation
decommissioning.

It is anticipated that the electrical
cables passing through the
landfall area will be left in-situ
with ends cuts, sealed, and
buried to minimise environmental
effects associated with removal.

The decommissioning sequence
will generally be the reverse of
the construction sequence and
involve similar types and
numbers of vessels and
equipment.

The greatest number of vessels
and greatest total number of trips
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Relevant activity

Receptor group and relevant
effect

Parameters for the worst-
case scenario applied to
the AAs

Justification

Removal of offshore cables

Offshore

Removal of onshore
(terrestrial) cables

Onshore

As for construction phase
(regarding visual / noise
disturbances, sediment dispersal
and indirect effects)

Terrestrial ecology
(bats and wintering wildfowl/
waders)

As per construction

Minimal

will lead to the greatest
disturbance to ornithological
receptors and supporting
environment.

It is expected that most array
and export cables will be left in
situ in line with current UK
Government approved practice,
however for the purposes of the
assessments within this RIAA,
the MDS assumes that all
offshore cables will be removed,
which will be a similar process to
the construction process in
reverse. This will therefore entail
a similar amount of disturbance
over a similar period of time.

It is anticipated that the electrical
cables passing through the
landfall area will be left in-situ
with ends cuts, sealed and
buried to minimise environmental
effects associated with removal.
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programme

3.4.1 An indicative construction programme for the Proposed Development is presented
in Figure 3-2 below.

3.4.2 The programme illustrates the anticipated duration of the major construction /
installation elements. The anticipated maximum total construction duration is
approximately four years.

Figure 3-2 Indicative construction programme

Onshore Construction

Onshore substation preliminary works

(access road)site prep)

Onshore substation equipment manufacture
Onshore substation construction &
commissioning

Hornizontal Directional Drills (incl. landfall HDDs)
Onshore cable manufacture

Onshore cable route construction,
commissioning & reinstatement

Landfall tie-in and TJB construction
Offshore Construction
UXO & boulder clearance

Offshore Substation equipment manufacture 8
topside and foundation fabrication
Offshore Substation installation & commissioning

Offshore export cable manufacture
Offshore export cable installation
Wind Turbine foundations fabrication
Wind Turbine foundations installation
Array cable manufacture

Array cable installation

Wind turbine manufacture

Wind turbine installation

First Power

Wind turbine commissioning

Commercial Operations Date (COD)

! Year 2 ; Year 3 } Year 4 ]

Year 1 H

Year 5
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4. Consultation

41 The Evidence Plan Process

411 The Evidence Plan process is a voluntary, but formal mechanism that the
Applicant has undertaken to meet the recommendation for pre-application
consultation (Advice Note Ten (PINS, 2022) and agree the information the
Applicant needs to supply to meet statutory nature conservation bodies (SNCB)
expectations. The Evidence Plan Process has been followed during the
development of the RIAA and includes a number of relevant authorities and
stakeholders, although not all provide comment directly on the HRA process. The
Evidence Plan Process has been managed through a series of Expert Topic
Group (ETG) meetings, which have been held throughout the project design
phases.

4.2 Consultation to date

421 The Applicant shared the Screening Report (RED, 2020a), together with
supporting matrices, with consultees on 11 September 2020. The consultation
period (initially 11 September 2020 to 09 October 2020) was extended to enable
consultees additional time to consider and respond due to restrictions arising from
measures put in place to protect individuals during the Covid-19 pandemic. The
Screening Report (approach and conclusions) was also discussed with Natural
England at an additional ETG meeting on 13 October 2020 and a further ETG on
the 26 March 2021.

422 The following consultees provided written responses to the invitation to participate
in the consultation:

e Arun District Council;

e Horsham District Council;

e Natural England,;

e Sussex Ornithological Society (SOS);

e Sussex Wildlife Trust (SWT);

e The Wildlife Trusts (TWT);

e West Sussex County Council (WSCC); and
e Whale and Dolphin Conservation.

423 No responses were received from the following during the consultation period,
although a number have participated in later ETG meetings including the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO), the Centre for Environment, Fisheries and
Aquaculture Science (Cefas) and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
(RSPB):

e The Planning Inspectorate;
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e The MMO;

e RSPB;

e The Environment Agency;

e East Sussex County Council (ESCC);

e Sussex Inland Fisheries Conservation Authority;
e South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA);
e Adur District Council and Worthing;

e Brighton and Hove City Council;

e Lewes and Eastbourne Councils;

e Mid Sussex District Council,

e West Sussex County Council;

e Hampshire County Council;

e Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (IFCA);
e Isle of Wight Council;

e Zoological Society London (ZSL);

e Chichester City Council; and

e Cefas (made aware by a third party as direct requests for consultation do not
accord with the organisation’s policies).

4.2.4 In July 2021 the Applicant shared the draft RIAA with consultees together with
supporting matrices during PEIR consultation (RED, 2021). The following
consultees provided written responses to the invitation to participate in the PEIR
consultation:

e The MMO; and
e Natural England.

425 The draft RIAA conclusions and Natural England response was also discussed
with Natural England at additional ETG meetings on 02 November 2021, 03
November 2021, 12 April 2022 and 26 May 2022.

4.2.6 A complete record documenting all consultation responses received from the
consultation on the Screening report in September 2020 and consultation on the
draft RIAA in July 2021 (along with the Applicants responses) are summarised in
Appendix A. The key comments (those that most defined the updates made to
Screening and the draft RIAA) are listed in Table 4-1.
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Table 4-1

Summary of key points from consultation on the HRA (September 2020 — May 2022).
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Note: A full account of consultation undertaken regards the Screening Report (RED, 2020a) is provided at Appendix A

Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
18 MMO ETG Meeting Offshore Presentations outlining scope of The HRA Screening Report
September SOS Ornithology, assessments for ornithology and marine was sent out for consultation
2020 TWT (online) Marine mammals. Methodologies, baseline data, (week commencing 14
Cefas Mammals and datasets, modelling and data concerns. set  September 2020) shortly
HRA out, followed by group discussions. For the  before this meeting.
HRA: Appendix B presents the
Aim 1 — to agree principles of HRA HRA Screening Updates
Screening Report. made in response to
Aim 2 — agree the appropriateness and comments received during
sufficiency of the datasets to inform the this consultation.
baseline for HRA Screening.
Applicant presented criteria used in the
European site selection process and the
parameters used to determine connectivity
between sites. For cetaceans (Species
Management Units (MU) and seals (ranges
of 145km and 120km for grey and harbour
seal). There were no questions about the
screening parameters proposed for birds
and marine mammal HRA Screening.
13 October Natural ETG Meeting Offshore For breeding ornithological features, the The standard deviation
2020 England (online) Ornithology, standard deviation range should be applied range has been considered
RSBP Marine to the foraging ranges (Woodward et al., in the revised Screening.
Mammals and 2019) for the identification of European This exercise has been
HRA sites. undertaken for all breeding
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
Sea Mammal ornithological features listed
Research Unit in Woodward et al., 2019.
(SMRU) The update is reported in
Appendix D.
28 October Natural ETG Meeting Terrestrial The survey programme was described and  The draft Sussex SAC bat
2020 England (online) ecology and discussed to ensure sufficient baseline protocol has been used to
WSCC HRA information was to be collected. The draft inform the HRA screening
Environment Sussex SAC bat protocol was agreed as assessment.
Agency, applying.
SOS,
SDNPA,
SWT
RSPB
Ouse and Adur
Rivers Trust
09 October Natural Letter by email Benthic Due to the application of mitigation Sites considered at Stage
2020 England habitats measures, Solent Maritime SAC, South Two (AA).
Wight Maritime SAC and Isle of Wight
Lagoons SAC- should be considered at
Stage Two (AA) unless there is more
information to clarify sediment dispersal,
including during operational activities.
09 Natural Letter by email Marine The HRA suggests there are low numbers of Noted. However, as
November England mammals harbour seal present in the Solent. Whilst reported in Appendix B
2020 Natural England agree that there are (and summarised in

relatively low numbers here compared to

Appendix A), no LSEs were
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
other areas, the numbers in the Solent are identified to SACs for
increasing annually and therefore Natural harbour seal features based
England would advise the Applicant looks on the application of the
for more recent data sources than Special provisional Seal
Committee on Seals (SCOS), 2018. Management Units (SCOS,
2016).
09 Natural Letter by email Marine For grey seals and harbour seals, receptor Screening has been
November England mammals ranges of 145km and 120km have been revisited in line with the
2020 used respectively. Natural England would comment. The relevant Seal

advise that Seal Management Units should
be used

Management Unit (SMU)
(South England — Unit 10)
was applied to the site
identification process
(SCOS, 2016). This
indicated that there are no
SACs for either seal species
that share the SMU with the
Proposed Development.
Therefore, no sites for seals
have been identified (or
‘Screened’) in the updated
Screening. To align with
comments made on the
marine mammal EIA
(Scoping Opinion, July 2020
(RED, 2020b), the HRA also
considered connectivity to
SACs within the adjacent
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Date Consultee Type of Topic
contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

09 October Natural
2020 England

Letter by email In-combination
assessment

09 October Natural
2020 England

Letter by email Migratory birds

Expected Applicant to have identified a
comprehensive list of projects based on
information currently available. Natural
England acknowledge that further
information is likely to become available
throughout the application process, however
Natural England expect the Applicant to

make all efforts to consider a

comprehensive list of plans or projects with
the potential to result in in-combination
effects at this stage. It is unclear if the
projects listed in Table 3.3 (of the Screening
Report (RED,2020a) represent a
comprehensive list and whether LSEs in-
combination decisions have been made in
this assessment have been made taking into

account all relevant projects.

If collision risk mortality has been ruled out
for migratory birds, it is unclear why

SMU (MU 9 — South East
England). No connectivity to
SACs within that SMU (i.e.,
The Wash and North Norfolk
SAC for harbour seals or the
Humber Estuary SAC for
grey seals) could be
established.

External plans and projects
to include in-combination
have been updated for the
RIAA. The working
assumption is that potential
for LSEs alone requires
consideration of potential for
LSEs from effects in-
combination (hereafter
‘LSEI’). The potential for
LSEI (where there is no
LSEs alone) has also been
addressed with 14 sites
identified for inclusion in the
Stage Two (AA).

Collision risk mortality has
not been ruled out for
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
common and Sandwich terns associated migratory birds. Common
with the east coast SPAs have been and Sandwich terns
included in the matrices. associated with east coast

SPAs have been revisited
as part of the Screening
update, along with other
ornithological receptors
recorded at the Proposed
Development array area
during site specific surveys.
These sites are included in
the revised Screening (see

Appendix C).
09 October Natural Letter by email Breeding birds The matrices do not acknowledge the Migratory non-seabirds have
2020 England non-breeding potential pathway for impact from collision to been re-considered (see
season migratory waterbirds. It would be helpful if Appendix C). Migratory

collision risk was added and the reasoning waterbirds, which may have

why it has been ruled out for waterbirds on connectivity with the

migration. Proposed Development,
have also been considered
in the migratory non-
seabirds HRA Screening

update.
09 October Natural Letter by email In-combination Expected the Applicant to have identified a External plans and projects
2020 England assessment comprehensive list of projects based on the to include in-combination
information currently available. Natural have been updated for the
England acknowledge that further RIAA. The working
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
information is likely to become available assumption is that potential
throughout the application process, however for LSEs alone requires
Natural England expect the Applicant to consideration of potential for
make all efforts to consider a LSEI.
comprehensive list of plans or projects with
the potential to result in in-combination
effects.
23 March Natural ETG Meeting  Terrestrial Winter bird survey results were discussed, Winter bird survey results
2021 England, (online) ecology including linkages from the Arun Valley SPA are provided within
WSCC, the / Ramsar site to functionally linked land Sections 5.3 and 7.2.
Environment within and adjacent to the PEIR Assessment
Agency, SOS, Boundary. Bat surveys focused on the
SDNPA, Mid- areas within 12km of The
Sussex District Need for survey work for bats to focus on Mens SAC took place during
Council, areas within 12km of The Mens SAC was the spring / summer of
RSPB, and raised. 2021.
Adur &
Worthing
District Council
26 March MMO, ETG Meeting Updates and Update addressed Scoping Opinion No requirement for
2021 Cefas, intended (Planning Inspectorate, 2020), development responses.
Natural (Video roadmap for of the PEIR (RED, 2021) and the design
England, conference via 2021 process for the indicative Assessment
RSPB, Microsoft Boundary. The refined offshore boundary
SOS, Teams) Section 42 and new cable route were presented, and
SWT and consultation: consultation feedback summarised. Also,
TWT Sept 2021 intentions for future consultations and a
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
Titled: possible environmental enhancement (kelp
‘Ornithology, Application: restoration). Some PEIR survey data is not
Marine end of 2021 yet available.
Mammals and
HRA (offshore)
26 March As above: As above: Ornithology Survey updates; information gaps & initial Natural England was
2021 MMO, Expert Topic presentation trends presented. Analysis not yet complete concerned about the use of
Cefas, Group Meeting covering: (no estimated densities, corrections, or preliminary data to make
Natural apportionment). Aerial (Feb 21) & intertidal final conclusions, however
England, Ornithology i) baseline (Mar 21) survey data supplements ES the final assessments
RSPB, Baseline Report. presented within this RIAA
SOS, are based on the full 24
SWT and months of data as agreed
TWT. with Natural England as
being appropriate.
Ornithology Relatively low numbers of most species (all  Natural England advised not
ii) trends gull spp. and prior to 2020, kittiwakes) to exclude data believed to

Large numbers (locally) of Dark-bellied
Brent goose, Mediterranean & herring gull
(offshore).

Post-breeding migration of gannet,
guillemot, razorbill may pass through.
High numbers reported for Feb 2020 -
unusually high auk numbers and kittiwake.
Storm Ciara believed to have skewed data
towards higher numbers.

be influenced by the storm.

SOS and Natural England
expressed concern that the
local kittiwake population
(may winter in the English
Channel) is not given due
regard. A detailed
assessment of the potential
impact on local kittiwake
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
colonies is presented within
the ES but is not considered
within the RIAA as the local
colonies are not relevant to
the HRA process.
Ornithology iii) Method Statement & in-combination effects  Parties agree operational
approach to discussed. OWEFs are not part of the
assessment The current sample size is currently too baseline.
small to provide site-specific flight heights.
A displacement analysis will not be As agreed, the assessment
undertaken for Sandwich tern due to very methodologies used (flight
low abundance. For gannet, the array area  heights) have been shared
plus a 2 km buffer is proposed as the through the Evidence Plan
reference for displacement process.
Ornithology iv)  Consultation comments (as addressed by LSEs identified to additional
feedback Screening updates) were explored. This is SPAs and Ramsar sites. For
covered in more detail below. others, LSE is discounted.
New pathways include
Dungeness, Romney Marsh
and Rye Bay SPA and
Ramsar in the HRA as well
as the Alderney West Coast
and Burhou Islands Ramsar.
26 March As above: ETG Meeting Marine As the HRA has not identified LSEs for any = Baseline information and
2021 MMO, mammals marine mammal sites, discussion was more approaches to the EIA were
Cefas, for the benefit of EIA considerations presented in detail. The
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
Natural (seals) HRA references its
England, conclusions against
RSPB, pertinent baseline
SOS, information.
SWT and
TWT. Marine New potential data sources discussed (e.g., The Applicant confirms the
mammals Natural Resources Wales research on use of updated MU data
behavioural responses to dredging, drilling & within the assessments.
baseline, vessels). SMRU Consulting will compile

method both at sea usage and habitat preference

statements maps but use only the latter.

26 March As above: HRA (offshore) Presentation of process & outcomes of an Natural England was

2021 MMO ETG Meeting updated Screening in response to grateful for the breakdown
Cefas Consultation stakeholder comments. of comments/responses and
Natural comments on was pleased to note that a
England, HRA Substantial changes with most relate to breakdown of the Screening
RSPB, Screening seabirds. minor updates to terrestrial and a summary table is
SOS, ecology, benthic. provided, as it was what
SWT and Natural England asked for.
TWT.

HRA (offshore) Substantial detail was provided in ETG
documents:

ETG materials ‘Summary of Consultation’ with the
Applicant’s answers to comments

The ETG materials provide
an account of the
substantial changes made in
response to comments. The

Updates to ‘Post-consultation Screening outcomes’ —a  Applicant has added one
HRA full account of the revised Screening for standard deviation to the
Screening every site Woodward et al., 2019

mean max foraging ranges,

July 2024
Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment Page 59



© WSP UK Limited

\\\I)

Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
Two technical notes explain two notable which extended those
updates and concern sites identification for:  ranges and identified
a) breeding seabirds and additional sites.
b) migratory non-seabirds.
New LSEs are identified for
migratory birds, to benthic
habitat sites on the South
coast
HRA (offshore) The Applicant clarified that following the Natural England advised it
Other points updates, and on the application of the will consider the detail of the
HRA requested MUs, no LSEs are identified. ETG materials and the
Screening RSPB sought clarification that the specific questions asked by
appropriate tern ranges are applied. the Applicant (to ensure due
A number of ‘points for clarification’ arose regard) in a written
during the process and these were resolved. response, but on an
A revised Screening Report will not be uncertain timeframe.
issued. The RIAA clarifies Screening
outcomes. The draft RIAA was issued
TWT & Natural England believe the as part of the first Statutory
comments on benthic ecology impacts were  Consultation exercise in July
more about EIA considerations. 2021 (with the PEIR).
16 Natural Letter by email Section 42 Clarification requested on parameters Table 3-2 presents the final
September England consultation presented in the MDS (need for concurrent ~ MDS.
2021 response on piling, cable burial depths, HDD and
draft RIAA associated intertidal disturbance risks, cable
(RED, 2021): protection quantities, commitments in piling

methodology).
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
General
comments

In-combination
assessment

The operation, maintenance and
decommissioning of Rampion 1 should be
included in receptor specific in-combination
assessments that the HRA relies upon.

The operation, maintenance
and decommissioning of
Rampion 1 has been
included in the cumulative
effects assessments
presented in the following
ES aspect-specific chapters
listed used to inform this
RIAA:

Chapter 6: Coastal
processes, Volume 2 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.2.6).

Chapter 8: Fish and
shellfish ecology, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.8).

Chapter 9: Benthic,
subtidal and intertidal
ecology, Volume 2 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.2.9).
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Date Consultee Type of Topic
contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

The Applicant should ensure that the
timescales presented for the Aquind
Interconnector (AQI) are correct in order to
properly assess temporal overlap with the
Proposed Development (only some chapters
of the PEIR assume there will be temporal
overlap).

Chapter 12: Offshore and
intertidal ornithology,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.2.12).

Chapter 22: Terrestrial
ecology and nature
conservation, Volume 2 of
the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.22).

The AQI project did not
obtain a development
consent; however, the
project was given
permission to apply for a
judicial review of the
rejection decision, which
was upheld (24 January
2023) and the project is now
with the SoS for re-
determination. The
proposed development has
therefore been retained in
the in-combination
assessments. No updated
construction programme for
AQI is available at this stage

July 2024
Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

Page 62



© WSP UK Limited

\\\I)

Date Consultee Type of Topic
contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Marine
mammals

Joint Nature Conservation Committee
(JNCC) reported updated abundances for
cetacean Management Units in 2021
(JNCC, 2021): the Applicant should use the
updated abundances.

however it is anticipated that
the minimum delay would be
around 2 years based on
the currently uncertain
progression of the
subsequent referral back to
the Secretary of State for
decision following the
judgement. Therefore,
following the precautionary
approach based on the high
level of uncertainty, the
maximum design scenario
for the project would be if
the timeline is pushed back
by 2 years, with construction
is completed by 2026, and
site preparation works
related to its cable laying
completed by 2025.

The potential for LSEs was
discounted at Screening for
marine mammals, therefore
no sites were progressed to
Stage Two (AA). Given this,
abundances for MUs are not
reported in the RIAA.
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Date Consultee Type of Topic
contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Benthic and
intertidal
ecology

That the Proposed Development will
potentially have less of an impact on marine
mammals than AQI is not a reason to justify
no LSEI. Any impact from the Proposed
Development would add to the impact
already identified from the AQI.

Noted not yet satisfied with level of sediment
plume modelling presented. Updated
modelling (to include mapped locations of
Z0I and designated sites) should take tidal
state, range and sediment types into
account and resultant impacts (temporary
changes in water quality, increased
sediment deposition and smothering and
exposure to sediment-bound contaminants)
should be used to update the assessments.

The justification for a lack of
in-combination impact
pathways for marine
mammals has been
updated. It now relates to
both the lack of connectivity
between the Proposed
Development and sites
designated for marine
mammals, and the lack of
significance of in-
combination impacts on all
marine mammal species (at
the broader MU level)
presented in Chapter 11:
Marine mammals, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.11).

Detailed quantitative
assessments of sediment
plumes are provided in
Appendix 6.3: Coastal
processes technical
report: Impact
assessment, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.6.3), also
summarised in Chapter 6:
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Consultee

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Evidence used to demonstrate the short-
term and localised nature of sediment plume
effects (i.e., increases in SSC) from
aggregates activities should use up-to-date
references from recent aggregate site
monitoring data.

Welcomed inclusion of assessments of
suspended sediment and deposition within
Solent Maritime SAC, South Wight Maritime
SAC and Solent & Isle of Wight lagoons
SAC. Noted that the tidal excursion is
identified to be 16km the buffer from both
the array and cable corridor should also be

Coastal processes,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.2.6) and Chapter 9:
Benthic, subtidal and
intertidal ecology, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.9). The
assessments in Section 7.4
are based on the modelled
effects of suspended
sediment concentration and
the resulting patterns of
sediment deposition,
including cumulative and in-
combination effects where
appropriate (e.g., in
conjunction with nearby
aggregate dredging).

Updated reference used in
paragraph 7.4.21.
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Date Consultee Type of Topic

contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

16km (rather than 15km for the array and
10km for the cable corridor) and this should
be reflected in the screening of these sites.

Where they overlap, SAC habitats are also
supporting habitats for SPA features;
therefore, conclusions of AAs for such
benthic sites should feed into the site-
specific assessments for functionally linked
SPA sites (i.e., those overlapping with
Solent Maritime SAC).

Agreed that the HRA risks presented by
elevated levels of sediment contaminants
identified in EMU (2011) should be
assessed. Requested relevant references to
support the expectation that any
contaminants released would be subject to
rapid dilution, weathering and dispersion
and are therefore unlikely to persist in the
marine environment.

Requested details of the Marine Pollution
Contingency Plan (MPCP) to be presented
within the RIAA.

In-combination sediment plume modelling
should be carried out to assess potential for
cumulative impacts during construction with

The assessments in
Section 7.4 are based on a
Z0I of 16km from both the
array and cable corridor.

Conclusions of AAs for SAC
benthic features (Section
7.4) are aligned with
assessments for supporting
habitats of overlapping
SPAs (Section 7.5).
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
existing aggregates sites (as was Section 8.4 addresses the
undertaken for Rampion 1). There isalsoa  potential for cumulative
need to consider if there is the potential for ~ impacts during construction
in-combination effects to arise with the to occur with existing
operation and maintenance of Rampion 1. aggregates sites.
Ornithology Do not agree with conclusion of no AEol in-  In-combination assessments
combination for kittiwake of Flamborough for Flamborough and Filey
and Filey Coast (FFC) SPA and lesser Coast SPA and Alde-Ore
black-backed gull of Alde-Ore Estuary Estuary SPA are presented
(AOE) SPA based on other recent OWF in Section 8.5.
DCO decisions (i.e., Norfolk Vanguard and
Norfolk Boreas). There is also the potential
for AEol in-combination for gannet, guillemot
and razorbill of Flamborough and Filey
Coast SPA although firm conclusions for
these features will be led by the outcome of
the Hornsea Four examination.
02 MMO, ETG Meeting Ornithology Applicant presented aerial digital survey The full results from the
November  Cefas, Update on data (which was undergoing review at that aerial digital surveys are
2021 Natural (Video survey data time, particularly with regards to auk presented in Appendix
England, conference via Discussion identification), as initial findings indicated 12.1: Offshore and
SOS, Microsoft comments there may be some anomalies in the levels  intertidal ornithology
SWT, Teams) received from  of with razorbill to guillemot that were baseline technical report,
SMRU. S42 unexpected. Volume 4 of the ES
Titled: Consultation (Document Reference:
‘Ornithology, 6.4.12.1). All auk IDs were
Marine reviewed.
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
Mammals and The Applicant requested clarification with
HRA (offshore) regards to Natural England comments on As Natural England did not
the use of de minimis provide clarification on the
use of de minimis, that
phrase is no longer used in
the ornithology appraisals.
HRA (offshore) Consider the Alderney and Burhou Islands A meeting was held with the
Discussion Ramsar in your Section 42 Responses Alderney Wildlife Trust and
comments the States of Guernsey on
received from 15/05/2023. It was agreed
S42 that as this Application was
Consultation due to be submitted
imminently, the approach
set out would not be altered
prior to submission but the
Applicant would continue to
engage with any concerns
through the post-submission
and examination phase.
02 MMO ETG Meeting Physical Spreadsheet modelling approach: some Proposed new example for
November  Centre for Processes groups felt it was difficult to visualise or modelling approach.
2021 Environment, (Video Discussion interpret.
Fisheries and  conference via comments
Aquaculture Microsoft received from  Consideration for plume extent from the Buffers would be continuous
Science Teams) S42 array and export cable route. The proposed along the whole cable route
(Cefas,) Consultation DCO order limits will not show the extent of and array area.

the plume and impact on designated sites.
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Date Consultee

Type of
contact

Topic

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Natural
England,
Environment
Agency,
SWT, ZSL,
and

IFCA.

Titled: Physical
Processes
(Water
Quality),
Benthic
Ecology & Fish
Ecology

Ornithology

Discussion on
remaining S42
Consultation

Natural England queried whether any boat-
based surveys/ radar surveys have been
conducted in areas of high migration.

Common Scoter has not been mentioned at
all.

The narrow buffers describe
the sands and gravels. The
finer sediment is the orange
buffer on the figure. Refer to
Appendix 6.3: Coastal
processes technical
report: Impact
assessment, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.6.3), also
summarised in Chapter 6:
Coastal processes,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.2.6) and Chapter 9:
Benthic, subtidal and
intertidal ecology, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.9).

There is no requirement for
radar in UK legislation and
boat-based has moved in
the last 10-years to aerial
digital surveys.

Common scoter not factored
in the collision risk modelling
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Date

Consultee

Type of
contact

Topic

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

HRA (offshore)
Discussion on
remaining S42
responses,
particularly in
response to:

French
Authorities’
response and
data
clarification.

No AEol (FFC
SPA, AOE
SPA).

Non-material
contribution
and
proportionality

PVA modelling

Derogation risk

The Applicant asked, if given that decisions
are made on earlier OWF projects and
appropriate compensation secured, is it still
considered that the Proposed
Development’s impacts are big enough for a
derogation case. Natural England
responded they will defer to the Secretary of

State.

(CRM) based on an
encounter likelihood.
Individuals are considered
to avoid the Proposed
Development in its entirety.

The Applicant remains of
the position that a
derogation case is not
required for the Proposed
Development.

Given the Proposed
Development has a minimal
impact of less than one
individual kittiwake per
annum apportioned to
Flamborough and Filey
Coast SPA, it is considered,
following discussion with
Natural England, that any
compensation required may
be better delivered through
strategic compensation or
collaboration with other
projects. Further, without
prejudice, detail on this is
provided within the Outline
Kittiwake Implementation
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
of and Monitoring Plan
compensation (KIMP), Appendix A of the
in relation to Without Prejudice HRA

the Proposed
Development

Derogation Case
(Document Reference:
5.10).

Benthic Further discussion was had
ecology with Sussex Ornithological
Society (SOS) concerning
Discussion screening, HRA, SPAs and
comments how the methodologies

received from
S42
Consultation

Natural England queried if the predictive
habitat model will incorporate new data?

used were decided on. This
was carried out at the
Ornithology, Marine
Mammals & HRA (offshore)
ETG Meeting in April 2022
(see below).

Since PEIR further site-
specific survey data has
been added to habitat
mapping. It should be
stressed that where site
specific data have been
collected, this has been
prioritised within the
predictive habitat map and
that an appropriate baseline
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
has been characterised.
Chapter 9: Benthic,
subtidal and intertidal
What other options is the Applicant ecology (Document
considering as an alternative to floatation Reference: 6.2.9) has been
pits? updated accordingly.
Flotation pits are no longer
required for the Proposed
Development
12 April MMO, Expert Topic HRA (offshore  Applicant presented offshore ornithology Migropath modelling for
2022 Cefas, Group Meeting ornithology) updates including the full 24 months of non-seabirds (primarily
Natural Discussion on  aerial digital survey data (no requirement for waders) and a “broad front”
England, (Video remaining S42 radar surveys) and updated collision risks approach for migratory
RSPB, conference via responses, based on reduced WTGs (116 to 90). seabirds has been
SOS, Microsoft particularly in Migratory seabirds and non-seabirds (i.e., presented. The “broad front”
SMRU. Teams) response to scoter) have been considered in the Spring  approach is comparable to
agreeing HRA and Autumn, using APEM bespoke the MacArthur Green
Titled: approach: Migropath model and seabird approach (WWT &
Ornithology, apportionment, as requested in Section 42 MacArthur Green, 2014),
Marine responses. Natural England expressed but not identical. The results
Mammals & agreement with assessment methodology for this modelling are
HRA (offshore) and requested both Migropath and included in Sections 7.5 and
MacArthur Green approaches are used in 8.5.
assessment, with a presentation of both.
CRM and For displacement, the applicant proposed a

displacement

revised lower rate of gannet displacement to
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
be used during the breeding season (40- 70% macro-avoidance rate
60%) and higher rate in the non-breeding for gannet has been applied
season (60-80%); thus reducing monthly in Sections 7.5 and 8.5.

densities, further reducing birds assessed
for the impact of collision from WTGs
through the CRM. Natural England noted
that the current advice will be to apply 70%
or more avoidance.

French FFC SPA and AOE SPA: Annual in-

Authorities’ combination impacts for Rampion 2 are low

response and  values constituting non-material impacts

data (under one bird per annum). If French Section 8.5 presents the full

clarification. Authorities respond with updated colony in-combination impacts on
counts, the assessments can be updated; features of FFC SPA and

No AEol (FFC  however, Natural England discouraged AOE SPA with the meeting

SPA, AOE changing apportioning assessments. Natural on 22.9.22 summarising the

SPA). England confirmed impacts for UK sites are  further discussions on

Non-material presented satisfactorily, but whether this proportionate compensation

contribution constitutes an AEol will be the decision of on a without prejudice basis.

and the SoS. Therefore, it is not possible to

proportionality  advise whether a derogation case is

of required. If it is, it is hoped that the small

compensation impacts can be addressed through strategic

in relation to compensation although it is not clear what

the Proposed compensation measures would be

Development. appropriate. Natural England confirmed that

they will discuss internally and escalate
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Topic

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Date Consultee Type of
contact
26 May MMO, ETG Meeting
2022 Cefas,
Natural (Video
England, conference via
Environment Microsoft
Agency, Teams)
RSPB.
SWT, Titled: Physical
IFCA. Processes,
Benthic

ecology & Fish

ecology

Discussions on
remaining S42
Consultations
and agreeing
ES approach
for:

Fish and
Shellfish
Ecology

Benthic
ecology

within Natural England with a view to giving
advice at a later date.

Rampion 1 had a seasonal restriction to
herring, what survey information is available
now that confirms that isn’t necessary for
the Proposed Development?

In terms of cable corridor mitigation, Natural
England raised concerns on the sufficiency
of the data that has informed the mitigation,
lack of habitat mapping and identification of
impacts on designated sites.

Chalk reef permanent loss is significant.

The restriction was relaxed.
The modelling outputs and
likelihood of meaningful
interactions with gravel is
low with these grounds. Not
addressed in the text.

Applicant has incorporated
all data available including
aggregate and drop-down
data from 2020 and 2019.
See Table 9.9 of Chapter 9:
Benthic, subtidal and
intertidal ecology, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.9). The
secondary ZOI buffer area
has been increased to 16km
around the proposed DCO
Order Limits to match the
16km tidal excursion zone
for SSC (Figure 9.1 within
Chapter 9: Benthic,
subtidal and intertidal
ecology, Volume 2 of the
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Date Consultee Type of Topic
contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Physical
processes

Requested evidence that there is little to no
effect on the sediment and tidal regime.

ES (Document Reference:
6.2.9).

Follow up meeting with
Cefas, MMO and Natural
England concerning cables
passing through chalk
feature and permanent
habitat loss.

The changes in the currents,
wave and sediment
transport regimes as a result
of the fully operational
Proposed Development are
set out in paragraphs
6.10.1to 6.10.8,
paragraphs 6.10.10 to
6.10.16 and paragraphs
6.10.19 to 6.10.32,
respectively within Chapter
6: Coastal processes,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.2.6). Changes to waves
have been assessed by
numerical modelling of
various complete layouts
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Date

Consultee

Type of Topic
contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

22
September
2022

Natural
England

(Video Ornithology
conference via Project
Microsoft updates
Teams)

Refined DCO Order Limit (now two distinct
array areas, one to south and one to the
west), re-run collision risk modelling. The
reduction in DCO Order Limit hasn’t
changed any of the outcomes for
assessment conclusion so project
maintaining no AEol conclusion for all
features. The primary objective of this
meeting is to establish what would be a
proportionate compensation measure for
less than 1 kittiwake per annum, and
whether a proportionate approach
constitutes a strategic/regional level option
rather than the traditional project alone
compensation measure.

and wave climate scenarios
and changes to currents and
sediment transport have
been assessed (in
conjunction with the
assessment of waves) using
an evidence-based
approach, as presented in
Appendix 6.3: Coastal
processes impact
assessment, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.6.3).

The updated appraisals for
all ornithological receptors
screened in is presented in
Section 7.5 of this report.
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Date Consultee Type of

contact

Topic

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Key issues raised

Apportioning
for kittiwake

Proportionate,
strategic
kittiwake
compensation

Apportioning results are
presented in paragraph
8.5.28.

Using the Furness apportioning method, the
number of kittiwake from FFC SPA that are
estimated to be lost in the return migration is
0.56, and 0.16 post-breeding migration,
equalling an annual total of 0.72 birds from
FFC SPA. Apportioning for auks not
available during meeting.

Natural England advised that most parallels  N/A
are EA1N and EA2 which collaborated with
Vanguard and Boreas for kittiwake and

LBBG but included caveat in compensation
package whereby if collaborative

compensation didn’t materialise, there was a
commitment to deliver project alone
compensation. For the proposed

development project alone compensation

does not seem appropriate and ideally a

strategic measure i.e., the marine recovery

fund (as part of the Offshore Wind

Environmental Improvement Programme)

will be in place to address the proposed
development’s impact. A collaboration with

other OWFs that may be overcompensating

could be the best option, providing timelines
align, or a contributions type approach.

N/A
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Date Consultee Type of Topic
contact

Key issues raised

Applicant response and
section where addressed

Gannet, auks
and lesser
black-backed
gull potential
for
compensation

08 Natural ETG Meeting  Terrestrial

November England, ecology (HRA

2022 Environment (Video related
Agency, conference via sections

The Applicant advised that the RIAA will
include wording that confirms that a non-
standard, strategic/collaborative
compensation strategy will be sought as a
priority due to the very small impact on
kittiwake, if compensation is required.

Contact with Defra has been made which
confirmed that there is low confidence in
strategic compensation options being in
place in time for the Proposed
Development’s DCO submission.

Points discussed for kittiwake are relevant to
other features at FFC SPA and lesser lack-
backed gull of Alde-Ore Estuary SPA.
Should await the Hornsea Four decision on
auks (guillemot and razorbill), but decision is
unlikely to be in public domain by time the
Proposed Development submits DCO
application. Possible advantages of offshore
structures over onshore for auks, early
indication that auks also take to offshore
structures which may be an option.

Mitigation measures to reduce potential
effects of construction disturbance

Mitigation through
construction scheduling is
addressed in Section 6.
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Date Consultee Type of Topic Key issues raised Applicant response and
contact section where addressed
WSCC, Microsoft focused on
SDNPA, SWT, Teams) waterbirds
RSPB, SOS from Arun
Entitled: Valley SPA /
Terrestrial Ramsar site
Ecology and
Nature
Conservation
07 March Natural ETG Meeting  Terrestrial Water Neutrality was raised as a potential Assessment is provided in
2023 England, ecology issue due to the allowance of water main fed Section 7.2.
SDNPA, (Video update welfare facilities within the substation when
WSCC, SWT, conference via operational
Environment Microsoft
Agency, and Teams)
RSPB
Entitled:
Terrestrial
Ecology and
Nature
Conservation
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4.3 Transboundary consultation

43.1 The requirement for energy developments to consider transboundary effects
(effects on European sites in other Member States) is established in the principles
of the Habitats Directive. As per Advice Note Ten (PINS, 2022) (paragraph 2.1),
prior to EU-EXxit, the Applicant was required to provide the necessary information
with its DCO Application to enable the SoS DESNZ to consider such effects.

432 The UK is committed under the ‘Espoo Convention’ to preventing transboundary
harm. Noting this and that “the obligations of the competent authority as set out in
the Habitats Regulations (2017) do not change” [post EU-EXxit] (Defra, 2021) the
continuation of the expectation of transboundary consultation is assumed for
developments likely to affect interest features in other European countries.

433 The Applicant has referenced DECC’s ‘Guidelines on the assessment of
transboundary impacts of energy developments on Natura 2000 sites outside the
UK’ (2015) that advise the Applicant to agree the format and extent of
transboundary consultation with PINS. The Screening Report (RED, 2020a)
addressed possible effects on transboundary sites. A full account of the Screening
is provided in Appendix B and in the Screening matrices at Appendix E.
Transboundary consultation received will be published on the Planning
Inspectorate website.

4.4 Transboundary Screening (Planning Inspectorate, 2021)

441 On 20 May 2021, the Applicant was advised that a Transboundary Screening had
been undertaken for the Proposed Development on behalf of the SoS BEIS (now
DESNZ) under the (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017
(Planning Inspectorate, 2021). The reported findings of the Transboundary
Screening have been reviewed as to how they pertain to the HRA.

442 With reference to the Scoping Report, within their Scoping Opinion (Planning
Inspectorate, 2020) the Planning Inspectorate concluded that, in applying a
precautionary approach, the Proposed Development may potentially have
transboundary interactions (the magnitude of which has not been specifically
identified) on the environment in Netherlands, Belgium, France, and Spain. These
states have been notified, accordingly.

443 The potential for significant transboundary impacts is identified for the HRA-
specific receptors below. Planning Inspectorate (2021) advises that these
pathways are assessed further in the EIA and mitigation strategies considered.

e Marine mammals: underwater noise during offshore development. Impacts
could extend to France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Spain.

e Ornithological receptors: collisions with WTG offshore. Impacts could extend
to France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Spain.

4.4.4 The RIAA information provided for the Proposed Development’s HRA has
addressed the above-mentioned receptors as follows:

e Marine mammals: On SNCB advice, the Inter-Agency Marine Mammal
Working Group (IAMMWG) species MU together with any potential connectivity
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indicated by current research, were referenced to identify sites during
Screening. Sites in France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Denmark were
Screened’, but connectivity was not established to sites in Spain. LSEs were
discounted for all sites on distance and low species densities in the Channel.
With no site within 101km of the Proposed Development, once effects are
diluted over these ranges and apportionment to all SACs with that range,
impacts would be of negligible magnitude and significance, alone and in-
combination. These findings have not raised comment at consultation.

e Ornithological receptors: On SNCB advice?, the application of Woodward (et
al., 2019) breeding season mean max foraging ranges plus one SD (a highly
precautionary approach) and information on migratory routes were referenced
to identify sites for Screening. Ten sites in France?, five sites in Ireland!® and
the Alderney West Coast and the Burhou Islands Ramsar in Guernsey were
Screened. No sites were identified in Belgium, the Netherlands or Spain. Three
French sites and the Ramsar in Guernsey were advanced to Stage Two (AA)
but AEol on those sites can be discounted on the information provided in this
RIAA.

e On the robust and precautionary approaches applied to identify risks to HRA
receptors, the HRA is satisfied there is either no connectivity or the potential
only for de minimis interactions between the Proposed Development and
European sites in the transboundary countries Planning Inspectorate has
indicated (alone and in-combination), or any others. With no LSEs to Irish sites
and France notified by Planning Inspectorate, there remains for the HRA only a
potential obligation with respect to notify Guernsey.

445 The following, additional findings were of note to the HRA:

e Planning Inspectorate (2021) found there would not be significant
transboundary impacts associated with the onshore development (given the
nature, scale and duration of potential effects and the relative distances
between the onshore works); and

e Planning Inspectorate (2021) did not identify any interests within the European
site network that could be exposed to significant transboundary impacts
regarding Annex Il fish.

e AQI and the A27 Arundel by-pass are the key external projects considered to
have the potential to act cumulatively (in-combination) with Rampion 2.

" see Section 6 of the Screening Report (RED, 2020a) ‘Consideration of Likely Significant
Effects’

8 See Appendix A, B, C and D

91i) Littoral seino-marin SPA (Matrix 14) ii) Falaise du Bessin Occidental SPA (Matrix 29)
iii) Chausey SPA (Matrix 32) iv) Cap d'Erquy-Cap Fréhel SPA (Matrix 33) v) Tregor Goélo
SPA (Matrix 36) vi): Cote de Granit Rose-Sept lles SPA (Matrix 40) vii) Matrix 44:
Ouessant-Moléne SPA viii) Camaret SPA (Matrix 45) ix) lles Houat-Hoédic SPA (Matrix
46) x) Cap Sizun SPA (Matrix 47) (Appendix E)

10j) Deenish Island and Scariff Island SPA (Matrix 57)/ i) Puffin Island SPA (Matrix 59)/
i) Skelligs SPA (Matrix 60)/ vi) Blasket Island SPA (Matrix 61) v) Cruagh Island SPA
(Matrix 62) (Appendix E)
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4.5

45.1

452

July 2024

Following the SoS decision to refuse consent for AQI in January 2022, AQI
have been given permission to apply for a judicial review of the decision.
Accordingly, AQI will be addressed in the in-combination assessments for the
HRA (between Section 8.2 and Section 8.5).

Transboundary PEIR consultation (France, 2021)

On 6 September 2021 following PEIR consultation, the Applicant received a
response from the French Office for Biodiversity (FOB) making six
recommendations for assessment updates. Those addressing the assessments
presented in the draft RIAA (RED, 2021) focused on mobile receptors (marine
mammals and seabirds) of Natura 2000 sites designated in France. On 17 March
2022, the Applicant sent a response to the FOB including a number of requests for
further information in order to update the RIAA in line with the recommendations
made.

Table 4-2 summarises the FOB recommendations with relevance to the draft RIAA
and the requests made by the Applicant in response to each.
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Table 4-2 Summary of recommendations made by the French Office for Biodiversity relevant to the draft PEIR (RED, 2021)
and Applicant requests

Recommendation Recommendation Applicant response/request summary

number summary

2 Consider all sites Only protected areas designated under the Birds Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC)
designated under Article (i.e., SPAS), the Habitats Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) (i.e. SCls and
L.334-1 of the SACs) as well as Ramsar sites are assessed in the Habitats Regulations
Environmental Code. Assessment (HRA).

3 Review the analysis of Noted only Natura 2000 sites within approximately 200km from the proposed DCO
French Natura 2000 Order Limits boundary listed as having potential connectivity; however, for bird
zones, for each species of ~ Species connectivity to the proposed DCO Order Limits is expected to be further
seabird and marine than 200km.
mammal (and provided list
of Natura 2000 sites to Request 3: Request to provide species specific standard foraging distances for
consider). seabirds and marine mammals that should be used for assessing connectivity with

sites in France.

Regarding the Littoral seino-marin SPA assessment within draft RIAA matrices
(Appendix H, Matrix 19), clearer cross-referencing to earlier chapters will be
provided in the final RIAA matrices to provide justifications for why non-seabird
features of this SPA have been screened out.
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Recommendation Recommendation
number summary

Applicant response/request summary

5 Review the analysis of
French sites containing
colonies of nesting
seabirds whose foraging
ranges reach the Proposed
Development project zone.

6 Review risk of impacts on
seabirds by considering
the indices of sensibility
regardless of the
geographic origin of
species expected to be
present in and around the
wind farm.

Deferred to Recommendation 3 and Request 3 above. Confirmed apportioning
calculations will be reconsidered using information received in response to Request
21 (not specific to the draft RIAA) and Request 3'2.

Acknowledged that limiting some sensitivity scores to UK/British populations
potentially introduces a bias against seabirds originating from France.

Request 4: Request to identify additional designated species missed by only using
English / British scores of sensitivities.

Request 5: Request to identify species whose sensitivity scores should be updated.

Request 6: Request to provide the proportion of individuals from each French SPA
colony that enter UK waters (during the non-breeding bio-season), specifically within
the relevant biologically defined minimum population scales (BDMPS) region
defined for each species in Furness (2015)

11 Request 2 to FOB: A list of non-natura 2000 designated seabird colonies and their counts is provided.

121n line with advice from Natural England received

on 12 April 2022 (see paragraph 4.5.3), final apportioning rates presented in this

document do not include colony counts from non-natura 2000 designated colonies in France.
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45.3 No further information in response to the Applicant’s requests have been received
from the FOB since their response on 06 September 2021. Furthermore, in a
subsequent ETG meeting (12 April 2022) Natural England discouraged changing
the ornithology apportioning methodology to include transboundary colonies as the
adopted methodology is an agreed, well-defined protocol. Therefore, no changes
to the assessments presented in the draft RIAA have been made, with specific
relevance to the recommendations submitted by the FOB.
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5. HRA Stage One Screening

5.1 Screening outcomes for the Proposed Development
alone

5.2 Introduction

5.2.1 The potential for LSEs to result from the Proposed Development acting alone, was
identified at Screening for 35 European sites. Therefore, these sites require an AA.
European sites within 100km (and subject to Stage Two (AA)) are presented within
Figure 5-1 (located with this document page 91).

5.2.2 Screening Matrices for all sites identified for all receptor groups are provided at
Appendix E.
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Figure 5-1 The Proposed Development and European sites within 100km that are subject to Stage Two (AA)
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5.3

53.1

5.3.2

5.3.3

534

5.3.5

Terrestrial ecology (including wildfowl and waders)
(effects alone)

The Applicant’s Screening Report (RED, 2020a) identified seven European sites
for consideration within the Screening exercise, as follows.

e Arun Valley (UK) Ramsar;

e Arun Valley (UK) SPA,

e Arun Valley (UK) SAC

e The Mens (UK) SAC;

e Pagham Harbour (UK) Ramsatr;

e Pagham Harbour (UK) SPA; and

e Duncton to Bignor Escarpment SAC.

Of these seven sites, LSEs both alone and /or in-combination with external plans
or projects were identified for three, these being the Arun Valley Ramsar site, Arun
Valley SPA and The Mens SAC. Following consultation, a further two European
sites supporting designated features that may occur above MHWS have been
included within the assessment, namely Portsmouth Harbour Ramsar site and
SPA.

The publication of the Applicant's HRA Screening Report (RED, 2020a), the EIA
Scoping Opinion (Planning Inspectorate, 2020a) and consultation responses (as
detailed in Table 4-1) have enabled further clarity to be drawn within the
Screening process. Firstly, for reasons of clarity an LSE of land take / land cover
change for functionally linked land has been included. Previously this was included
within the LSEs covering fragmentation of habitat.

Secondly, the emissions associated with construction and operational traffic and
site plant both alone and in-combination have now been discounted for all
European sites alone and in-combination. This is based both on the location of the
European sites identified in relation to the Proposed Development and the
temporary (when considering the construction and decommissioning phases) and
relatively low levels of road traffic predicted. This was confirmed within the EIA
Scoping Opinion (Planning Inspectorate, 2020a) when specifically addressing
European sites.

Lastly, it was also agreed that the potential for effects on dark-bellied brent geese
associated with the Pagham Harbour Ramsar site and SPA could be screened out
for all potential terrestrially based effects based on the geographical separation
between these European sites and the Proposed Development (in excess of
10km). However, Pagham Harbour Ramsar site and SPA and Portsmouth Harbour
Ramsar site and SPA are now included with regards the potential for birds to
collide with WTG whilst on migration following consultation. The Arun Valley
Ramsar site and SPA are not considered with regards to collision risk as the
typical patterns of movement to and from these designated sites will not take birds
across the array area.
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5.3.6

5.3.7

5.3.8

5.4

541

5.4.2

5.5

5.6

5.6.1

LSEs due to changes in hydrology on functionally linked land associated with
cable landfall and cable installation were concluded for the Arun Valley Ramsar
site and SPA and The Mens SAC within the Applicant's HRA Screening Report
(RED, 2020a). However, following the release of that document, further
assessment of the effects on the water environment was provided within the PEIR
(RED, 2021). This demonstrated that the potential for degradation of habitats
sensitive to changes in groundwater (e.g., from water extraction from cable trench
excavations) is negligible. This includes consideration of areas of adjacent habitat
known to be functionally linked to the Arun Valley Ramsar site and SPA, namely
the Arun Valley: Arundel to Watersfield Local Wildlife Site. Therefore, changes of
hydrology are now screened out of consideration at Stage Two (AA).

Additional water usage during the operational phase was raised as a potential
issue by the Environmental Technical Group in March 2023 based on concerns
around water neutrality. Additional abstraction from the Sussex North Water
Supply Zone is threatening the conservation objectives of the Arun Valley SAC,
SPA and Ramsar site. Although, the water usage at the substation would be highly
restricted as it would be used for the provision of welfare facilities that would be
used sporadically only (noting that the substation is not a permanently staffed
facility, with people present for routine maintenance and repairs only) to achieve
water neutrality mitigation would still be necessary and therefore it has been
screened in for consideration at Stage Two (AA).

A full account of HRA Screening is available at Appendix B which identifies the
outcomes for all sites considered, post-consultation updates and the potential for
LSEs. Where the potential for LSEs has been identified, this is noted in Table 5-2.

Migratory fish (effects alone)

Two European sites designated for migratory fish species were considered at
Screening:

e River Itchen (UK) SAC; and
e Littoral Cauchois (FR) SAC.

Only the River Itchen SAC, designated for Atlantic salmon, was advanced to Stage
Two (AA). These are the same sites identified in the HRA Screening Report (RED,
2020a) and no updates have been made to the Screening for migratory fish. A full
account of HRA Screening is available at Appendix B which identifies the
outcomes for all sites considered, post-consultation updates and the potential for
LSEs. Where the potential for LSEs has been identified, this is noted in Table 5-2.

Marine mammals (effects alone)

Pinnipeds

Following consultation on the Applicant’s Screening Report (RED, 2020a), the
Screening was revisited with respect to grey seals and harbour seals (see
Appendix A). The Applicant has applied the relevant provisional SMU (South
England — unit 10) provided by the SCOS (2016). This indicated that there are no
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SACs for either seal species that share the MU with the Proposed Development.
Consequently, no sites were identified for either seal species for Screening and
the conclusion remained that there was no potential for LSEs.

5.6.2 To align with comments made on the marine mammal EIA (Scoping Opinion,
Planning Inspectorate, 2020a), HRA Screening also considered connectivity to
SACs within the adjacent SMU (MU 9 — South East England) (SCOS, 2016). No
connectivity to SACs within that MU (i.e., The Wash and North Norfolk SAC for
harbour seals or the Humber Estuary SAC for grey seals) could be established.
Therefore, no European sites, with Pinniped features, were identified for Stage
Two (AA).

5.6.3 A full account of HRA Screening is available at Appendix B which identifies the
outcomes for all sites considered, post-consultation updates and the potential for
LSEs.

5.7 Cetaceans

5.7.1 For cetaceans, the SMU defines the spatial extent over which effects were
considered (Inter-Agency Marine Mammal Working Group (IAMMWG, 2015)). The
Screening accordingly considered all (24) SACs designated for harbour porpoise
within the North Sea SMU and all SACs (15) designated for bottlenose dolphin
within the Offshore Channel, Celtic Sea and South West England SMU. This
includes sites in France, the Netherlands and Denmark.

5.7.2 The potential for LSEs was discounted at HRA Screening and no sites were
progressed to Stage Two (AA). Natural England has confirmed (Natural England,
2020a) with respect to the closest SAC to the Proposed Development for harbour
porpoise (The Southern North Sea SAC), that, given the distance of the site from
the array (>127km), it is satisfied with the decision to discount LSEs for this site.
No comments were made as to the findings of no LSEs for all SACs with
bottlenose dolphin features, or other SACs designated for harbour porpoise other
than to support the method applied to identify sites for consideration at Stage One
Screening.

57.3 A full account of HRA Screening is available at Appendix B which identifies the
outcomes for all sites considered, post-consultation updates and the potential for
LSEs.

5.8 Benthic habitats and communities (effects alone)

5.8.1 Three European sites explicitly designated for Annex | habitat features were
considered at Screening, and all were advanced to Stage Two (AA). These are as
follows:

e Solent Maritime (UK) SAC,;
e Solent and Isle of Wight lagoons SAC (UK); and
e South Wight Maritime (UK) SAC.

5.8.2 These sites were initially identified for inclusion in the Screening on the basis of a
highly precautionary 30km range (as the maximum potential range for sediment
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5.8.3

5.8.4

5.9

59.1

5.9.2

5.9.3

5.9.4

dispersal in the absence of supporting information at that time). As the maximum
extent of effects is, on current information, not predicted to extend further than a
16km buffer around the array and ECC, no potential impact pathway was identified
in the EIA or therefore, explicitly addressed in Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and
intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.9).

All three SACs are, however, still advanced to HRA Stage Two (AA) (and
considered in Section 7.4). The SACs are addressed in the RIAA following advice
at consultation (see Appendix A) and with reference to mitigation (commitments)
applied (irrespective of the presence of these European sites) which will reduce
seabed disturbance (and thereby potential effects related to sediment suspension)
and risks related to MINNS and pollution. Since the Screening, and in response to
comments received on the Screening Report (see Table 4-1), the potential for
LSEs have now been identified for additional pathways to these three sites during
operation and maintenance.

A full account of HRA Screening is available at Appendix B which identifies, the
outcomes for all sites considered, post-consultation updates and the potential for
LSEs. A summary of sites potentially at risk of LSEs is provided in Table 5-2.

Offshore ornithology (effects alone)

Consultation responses identified two key points in relation to Screening European
sites for breeding seabirds and migratory non-seabirds. Additional information on
the approach taken in response is provided in Appendices C and D. The
consequent updates to the Screening methodology resulted in a number of
additional SPAs and Ramsar sites being advanced to HRA Stage Two.

Since Screening, the pathway to effects for a number of cited features of
designated sites have been updated. This includes removal of potential collision
risk to Bewick’s swan and migratory waterbirds from the Arun Valley SPA, as their
migratory flight paths do not cross over the Proposed Development array area
(Wright et al, 2012).

Further updates included the removal of potential pathways to gannet (for collision
and risk of displacement) during the breeding season from breeding colonies
outside of the English Channel (e.g., with respect to Grassholm SPA and
Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA), as evidence suggests birds do not realistically
reach the English Channel, and therefore the Proposed Development array area,
during the breeding season (Wright et al, 2013).

The potential for effects on prey species from construction activities to impact tern
species from south coast SPAs has also been discounted (i.e., with respect to the
common tern features of Pagham Harbour SPA and Solent and Dorset SPA). This
latter potential pathway was removed on the basis that tern species were scarcely
recorded foraging within the Proposed Development array area during site-specific
surveys, which took place during the breeding season (as reported in the
Appendix 12.1: Offshore and intertidal ornithology baseline technical report,
Volume 4 (Document Reference: 6.4.12.1)). In addition, any potential for this
pathway from cable laying activities within nearshore waters surrounding a cable
laying vessel is considered to be so minimal to be undetectable during the
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5.95

5.10

5.10.1

5.10.2

5.10.3

5.10.4

5.10.5

5.10.6

restricted temporal and spatial period this may occur and therefore, no pathway to
effects either alone or in-combination are considered.

89 European sites were considered at HRA Screening for breeding seabirds and
migratory non-seabirds, of which, 24 sites were advanced to HRA Stage Two
(AA). It would not be practicable to list those sites here; a full account of the HRA
Screening conclusions is available at Appendix B, which identifies, the outcomes
for all sites considered during Screening, post-consultation updates and the
potential for LSEs. A summary of sites potentially at risk of LSEs is provided in
Table 5-2.

Screening outcomes for the Proposed Development in-
combination

In addition to the Screening process for the Proposed Development (alone), the
Habitats Regulations also require consideration of the effects of the Proposed
Development in-combination with other plans or projects (hereafter “external
projects”), where these are not directly connected with or necessary for the
management of the designated site.

The working assumption applied here is that where the potential for LSEs has
been identified alone, the potential for LSEs in-combination requires consideration.
It is also acknowledged that potential remains for a non-significant effect alone
(insufficient to result in a conclusion of potential LSES) to be deemed sufficient to
contribute to potential LSEs in-combination.

The amalgamation of non-significant effects alone that have the potential to result
in a LSEs in-combination with external projects are hereafter referred to as LSEI
(Likely Significant Effects In-combination). The potential for LSEI to arise via the
identified effect pathways has been identified to 14 sites in the Screening matrices
at Appendix E for the operation and maintenance phase of the Proposed
Development. As summarised in Table 5-2.

A summary discussion on the potential for LSEI is also provided for each receptor
group addressed in the RIAA in the sections below.

The consideration of LSEI draws on the Cumulative Effects Assessment (CEA)
undertaken for the ES. The detailed method followed in identifying and assessing
potential cumulative effects in relation to the offshore environment is set out in
Chapter 5: Approach to the EIA, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.5). The short list of ‘other developments’ (external projects”) that may interact
with the Proposed Development’s Zones of Influence (ZOI) during their
construction, operation and maintenance or decommissioning’ is presented in
Appendix 5.4: Cumulative effects assessment shortlisted developments,
Volume 4 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.4.5.4).

A tiering structure has been used in the HRA Screening process and assessment
of other developments in accordance with PINS Advice Note Seventeen (2019)
(see Chapter 5: Approach to the EIA (Document Reference: 6.2.5)). The tiers
describe the level of detail for the cumulative effects assessment for the EIA which
has relevance to the in-combination assessments required for the HRA.
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5.11

5.11.1

5.11.2

5.12

5121

5.12.2

5.12.3

5.12.4

Terrestrial ecology (including wildfowl and waders)
(effects In-combination)

LSEs for the Proposed Development alone for the Arun Valley Ramsar site, Arun
Valley SPA and The Mens SAC associated with land take / land cover change,
fragmentation of habitats and disturbance have the potential to be greater when
considered in-combination with the A27 Arundel By-pass project. The A27 Arundel
by-pass is within the Arun Valley, in areas where mobile species listed on the
designations have been identified through desk study and field survey.

In accordance with the methodology, where the potential for LSEs alone is
identified it is assumed that LSEI could result. Consideration for the potential for
AEol to result from effects acting in-combination is therefore provided in Section
8.2. No other in-combination dynamics are identified for this receptor group.

Migratory fish (effects In-combination)

There are two European sites for which the estuary connecting the SAC to the
marine environment is within 100km of the Proposed Development. Both of these
sites were considered at Screening. LSEs alone were discounted to Littoral
Cauchois (France (FR)) SAC which is located 97km from the Proposed
Development) on the basis of weak connectivity. Given the dissipation of potential
effects over distance (and weak connectivity), there is considered to be no
potential for the Proposed Development to contribute to measurable in-
combination effects to Littoral Cauchois SAC.

For the impact of underwater noise, a search area of 100km was used to identify
external projects for the CEA, which are discussed in Section 8.3. The following
types of external development are considered to have the potential to result in
effects on migratory fish:

e sub-sea cables, interconnectors, and pipeline (installation);
e aggregate production areas;

e tidal energy; and

e OWEF (during construction).

AQIl is a proposed sub-sea power transmission link between France and
Portsmouth. Planning Inspectorate (2021) indicated AQI for potential cumulative
interactions with Rampion 2 during its transboundary Screening.

The ‘Indicative worst-case construction programme’ for AQI was for a 2024 (Q2)
end-date, with cable-related works ending 2023 (Q3) (AQUIND, 2019). However,
given that the project is currently with the SoS for redetermination, the project
remains uncertain and a delay to the potential construction period has therefore
been assumed. On this basis, therefore, the maximum design scenario for this
project considers that there will be a 2026 (Q2) end-date, with cable-related works
ending 2025 (Q3) to ensure consideration of potential construction phase overlap.
Therefore, any Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) clearance (the only underwater noise
source from the construction of the AQI cable that is considered to have the
potential to cause in-combination impacts on migratory fish) is likely to have
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5.12.5

5.13

5.13.1

5.13.2

5.13.3

5.13.4

5.135

temporal overlap with the construction phase of the Proposed Development.
However, the HRA of AQI found that standard mitigation would reduce their effects
to negligible levels due to a substantial distance which results in the ZOls for both
projects having no overlap with the River Itchen SAC (AQUIND, 2019). Therefore,
if it can be concluded that there is no pathway for in-combination impacts.

Therefore, the only potential for in-combination effects is considered to be limited
to the potential impact of underwater noise during construction for salmon
migrating to or from the River Itchen SAC. As the potential for LSEs is identified
alone, it is assumed that LSEI could result. The potential for AEol from effects
acting in-combination is therefore provided in Section 8.3. No other in-
combination issues are identified for this receptor group.

Marine mammals (effects In-combination)

All SACs considered for marine mammals (including transboundary sites) are at
least 101km from the Proposed Development. Most SACs within the relevant MUs
are considerably greater distance. It was established for the assessment of the
Proposed Development acting alone that connectivity between its direct ZOls and
the SACs considered was possible, but the pathways to effect are extremely weak
in view of the low species densities in the English Channel. The evidence
supporting the lack of connectivity between SACs designated for marine mammals
and the Proposed Development is set out in Chapter 11: Marine mammals,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.11).

For all potential pathways to effects, the severity of the effect experienced locally
is considered to be not significant for the project alone. Measurable effects will not
therefore manifest on distant SACs after the likelihood and severity of effects on
the SAC populations have been diluted over distance. It is determined that over
the relevant scales, the contribution of the Proposed Development to impacts
would be small to the extent impacts will not likely amount to a measurable
contribution to significant effects in-combination with external plans or projects.

For AQI specifically, LSEs were identified for numerous cetaceans and pinnipeds
sites across the wider Channel (UK and France) concerning contaminants
released from sediments and/or spills (AQUIND, 2019).

Chapter 11: Marine mammals, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.11) considers the potential for in-combination effects from construction (i.e., all
underwater noise impacts) to occur as a result of the Proposed Development and
AQI. However, given that all SACs considered for marine mammals (including
transboundary sites) are at least 101km from the Proposed Development and that
the pathways to effects are extremely weak in view of the low species densities in
the English Channel, impacts will not likely amount to a measurable contribution to
in-combination effects. To support this conclusion, even when considering in-
combination impacts on marine mammal populations at the MU level, all in-
combination impacts assessments for all species drew conclusions of either minor
adverse or negligible significance, which is Not Significant in EIA terms.

No LSEI are therefore identified for this receptor group and it is therefore not
considered further in this document.
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5.14

5.14.1

5.14.2

5.14.3

5.15

5151

5.15.2

Benthic habitats and communities (effects In-
combination)

For benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology, the potential for cumulative effects and
therefore the search area for external projects for inclusion in the CEA was limited
to the potential dispersal range of suspended sediment. As above, this search
area extends 16km around the array and ECC. The following type of external
project made the short list if located within this area:

e sub-sea cables and pipelines (telecom and power cables);
e aggregate production areas; and
e OWF.

Following consultation, the potential for LSE has been identified for the three
European sites designated for benthic features that are closest to the Proposed
Development (but beyond the 16km buffer defined to capture the greatest potential
range of effects); Solent Maritime SAC, Solent and Isle of Wight lagoons SAC, and
South Wight Maritime SAC. As the potential for LSEs is identified alone, it is
assumed that LSEI could result. The potential for AEol are therefore considered
for these sites in Section 8.4.

A conclusion from the alone assessment of detectable measure of change (i.e.,
above natural variation) from the Proposed Development alone, would mean that
the potential for an AEol in-combination would need to be considered. This was
with reference to the external projects identified within the CEA search area'?, with
further regard given to the potential for external projects to consecutively, or
concurrently affect the European sites under consideration.

Offshore ornithology (effects In-combination)

There is potential for cumulative impacts to birds as a result of construction,
operational and decommissioning activities associated with the Proposed
Development in-combination with external projects. For the purpose of this RIAA
such cumulative impacts are defined as in-combination impacts. Potential in-
combination collision risk with WTGs and associated infrastructure from OWFs
could result in injury or fatality. This may occur when birds fly through multiple
OWFs whilst foraging for food, commuting between breeding sites and foraging
areas, or during migration.

A further in-combination risk from the Proposed Development and external
projects may be to species that are sensitive to the presence of activities
associated with the construction, operation and decommissioning of WTGs, such
that they may result in mortality as a consequence of being displaced from multiple
OWE site areas and buffers surrounding them. The only external projects identified
for this RIAA are those defined as being within Tier 1 and Tier 2 presented in
Table 5-1.

13 See Appendix 5.4: Cumulative effects assessment shortlisted developments,
Volume 4 (Document Reference: 6.4.5.4)

July 2024

Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment Page 100



WP UK Limed WS I )

5.15.3

5.15.4

5.155

5.15.6

5.15.7

The approach taken to assessing collision risk and displacement mortality from the
Proposed Development in-combination with external projects is a quantitative one,
drawing upon the published information produced by the respective project
developers and / or as agreed as appropriate with SNCBs for historic projects that
may not have quantified such risk. Such published, quantitative information on
predicted mortality rates is not available at an early stage in the development of
external projects e.g., an external project in Tier 3. The result is that the collision
risk and displacement assessments for the Proposed Development in-combination
with external projects therefore addresses external projects in Tiers 1 and 2, but
not Tier 3 or below, for which no quantitative data are available.

The process taken for this RIAA in assessing cited features from designated sites
identified for potential LSEI (but not for LSEs alone) considers the relative risk for
LSEs alone first ahead of any potential contribution to LSEI. If the potential for
LSEs was identified to a cited feature from designated sites with respect to the
Proposed Development acting alone, the potential for LSEI is assumed (and
assessed).

The foundation of the assessment of AEol in-combination is the contribution made
by the Proposed Development to the collective impact. Accordingly, the approach
has assessed the nature of the effect acting alone for each cited feature from
designated sites (see alone assessments in Section 7.5), even where only the
potential for LSEI is identified.

Where a measurable effect (i.e., an effect that is detectable above baseline
mortality) is identified in the course of the alone assessment to conclude AEol, the
cited feature from such a designated site is considered with respect to AEol in-
combination in Section 8.5.

However, where, on further scrutiny, there was found to be no pathway to effect,
or no detectable measure of change, it is considered there is no potential for an
AEol in-combination. Accordingly, in such cases, the site has not been assessed
in Section 8.5.

Table 5-1 Descriptions of tiers of projects to be included in the in-combination

assessment.

RIAA Assessment ES Assessment Description of stage of development of

Tiers

Tiers project

Tier 1a Tier 1 Operational and under construction

projects which were not in place when
baseline data was collected. Projects with
a legally secure consent that have been
awarded a contract for difference (CfD) but
have not yet been implemented.

Tier 1b Tier 2 Includes all projects/plans that have a

legally secure consent, but have no CfD;
therefore, there is uncertainty about the
timeline for construction of these projects.
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RIAA Assessment ES Assessment Description of stage of development of
Tiers Tiers project

Tier 1c Tier 3 Projects for which an application has been
submitted, but not yet determined. There is
therefore information on which to base a
guantitative assessment of cumulative
impact but there is a degree of uncertainty
as to the final approved design of the
project and the timeline for construction.

Tier 1d Tier 4 Relevant marine infrastructure projects that
the regulatory body are expecting to be
submitted for determination and projects
for which PEIR has been submitted, but
not yet a full ES. There is therefore some
information on which to base a quantitative
assessment of cumulative impact but there
is a large degree of uncertainty as to the
final design of the project and the timeline
for construction.

Tier 1e Tier 5 Relevant marine infrastructure projects that
the regulatory body are expecting to be
submitted for determination.

Tier 2 N/A Projects on the Planning Inspectorate’s
Programme of Projects where a Scoping
Report has been submitted

Tier 3 N/A Projects on the Planning Inspectorate’s
Programme of Projects where a Scoping
Report has not been submitted.

Identified in the relevant Development Plan
(and emerging Development Plans with
appropriate weight being given as they
move closer to adoption) recognising that
much information on any relevant
proposals will be limited.

Identified in other plans and programmes
(as appropriate) which set the framework
for future development consents /
approvals, where such development is
reasonably likely to come forward.
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5.16 Summary of Screening conclusions

Table 5-2

\\\I)

European sites (and relevant pathways) for which LSEsS/LSEI could not be discounted and Stage Two (AA) is required.

No Designated
site

Distance to (km)

Array

ON

OFF

Relevant feature(s)*
(NB - Non-breeding B -
Breeding

Only European site Construction
features to which an

effect pathway has been

identified (relevant

features) are listed

Operation &
maintenance

Phase of the Proposed Development
# Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result

Decommissioning

Terrestrial ecology (including wildfowl and waders) (NB - Non-breeding B - Breeding M - [on] Migration)

1 Arun Valley
Ramsar

2 Arun Valley
SPA

26.8

26.8

4.7

4.7

12.2

12.2

Land take / land
cover change
(functionally linked
land)

Noise and
vibration
Fragmentation of
habitats

Pollution effects
Spread of non-
native species

Northern pintail Water neutrality

Land take / land
cover change
(functionally linked
land)

Noise and
vibration
Fragmentation of
habitats

Pollution effects
Spread of non-
native species

Assemblage of wintering
waterfowl

Water neutrality

Land take / land
cover change
(functionally linked
land)

Noise and
vibration
Fragmentation of
habitats

Pollution effects

Bewick’s swan Water neutrality

Land take / land cover change (functionally linked land)
Noise and vibration

Fragmentation of habitats

Pollution effects

Spread of non-native species

Land take / land cover change (functionally linked land)
Noise and vibration

Fragmentation of habitats

Pollution effects

Spread of non-native species

Land take / land cover change (functionally linked land)
Noise and vibration

Fragmentation of habitats

Pollution effects

Spread of non-native species
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No Designated  Distance to (km) Relevant feature(s)* Phase of the Proposed Development
site (NB - Non-breeding B - # Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result
Breeding
Array ON OFF Only European site Construction Operation & Decommissioning
features to which an maintenance
effect pathway has been
identified (relevant
features) are listed
Spread of non-
native species
Non-breeding waterfowl Land take / land Water neutrality Land take / land cover change (functionally linked land)
assemblage cover change Noise and vibration
(functionally linked Fragmentation of habitats
land) Pollution effects
Noise and Spread of non-native species
vibration
Fragmentation of
habitats
Pollution effects
Spread of non-
native species
3 Arun Valley 26.8 4.7 12.2 Ramshorn snalil No LSEs Water neutrality No LSEs
SAC
4 Pagham 14.7 11.5 9.5 Dark-bellied brent goose No LSEs. Collisonrisk on  No LSEs.
Harbour SPA migration (NB)
Common tern No LSEs Collision risk (B) No LSEs
Ruff No LSEs. Collison risk on  No LSEs.
migration (NB)
5 Pagham 453.8 421.4 439.7 Dark-bellied brent goose No LSEs. Collisonrisk on  No LSEs.
Harbour migration (NB)
Ramsar
6 Portsmouth 382.8 349.4 345 Dark-bellied brent goose No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Harbour SPA Black-tailed godwit migration (NB)
Dunlin
Red-breasted merganser
7 Portsmouth 38.2 34.8 34.4 Dark-bellied brent goose No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Harbour migration (NB)
Ramsar
Bats
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No Designated  Distance to (km) Relevant feature(s)* Phase of the Proposed Development
site (NB - Non-breeding B - # Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result
Breeding
Array ON OFF Only European site Construction Operation & Decommissioning
features to which an maintenance

effect pathway has been
identified (relevant
features) are listed

8 The Mens 35.2 11.2 20.7 Barbastelle bat Land take / land No LSEs# Land take / land cover change (functionally linked land)
SAC cover change Habitat fragmentation
(functionally linked Increased light levels
land) Pollution effects
Habitat Spread of non-native species

fragmentation
Increased light
levels

Pollution effects
Spread of non-
native species

Migratory fish

9 River ltchen 50.5km to the mouth of Atlantic Salmon Underwater noise No LSEs. Underwater noise
SAC Southampton Water.

Marine mammals — no sites identified for potential LSEs

Benthic habitats and communities

10 Solent 23..3 16.2 15.9 Estuaries, Spartina swards, Suspended MINNS Suspended sediment / deposition
Maritime Atlantic salt meadows, sediment/ Physical MINNS
SAC Sandbanks slightly covered deposition processes Pollution
by sea water all the time, MINNS Suspended
Mudflats & sandflats not Pollution sediment /
covered by seawater, deposition
Coastal lagoons, Salicornia Pollution
& other annuals colonizing
mud/ sand
11 South Wight 23 30.6 25 Reefs Suspended MINNS Suspended sediment / deposition
Maritime Submerged or partially sediment/ Physical MINNS
SAC submerged sea caves deposition processes Pollution
MINNS Suspended
Pollution sediment /
deposition
Pollution
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No Designated  Distance to (km) Relevant feature(s)* Phase of the Proposed Development
site (NB - Non-breeding B - # Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result
Breeding
Array ON OFF Only European site Construction Operation & Decommissioning
features to which an maintenance
effect pathway has been
identified (relevant
features) are listed
12 Solent & Isle  33.1 32 315 Coastal lagoons Suspended MINNS Suspended sediment / deposition
of Wight sediment / Physical MINNS
lagoons SAC deposition processes Pollution
MINNS Suspended
Pollution sediment /
deposition
Pollution
Offshore ornithology
13 Dungeness, 46 47.4 67.3 Common tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Romney migration (NB)
Marsh & Rye
Bay SPA Sandwich tern Disturbance / Collision risk (B Disturbance / displacement
displacement & NB)
Disturbance /
displacement
14 Solent and 11.6 2.5 0.96 Common tern Disturbance / No LSEs Disturbance / displacement
Dorset Coast Little tern displacement
SPA
Sandwich tern Disturbance / Disturbance / Disturbance / displacement
displacement displacement
15 Chichester 23.3 16.1 15.9 Sandwich tern No LSEs Collision during  No LSEs
and breeding season
Langstone Barrier effect
Harbours Disturbance /
SPA displacement
Common tern No LSEs Collision risk (B) No LSEs
Bar-tailed godwit No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs

Curlew

Dark-bellied B goose
Dunlin

Grey plover

Pintail

Red-b. merganser

migration (NB)
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No Designated
site

16 Chichester &
Langstone
Harbours
Ramsar

17 Solent and
Southampton
Water SPA

18 Solent and
Southampton
Water
Ramsar

19 Medway
Estuary &
Marshes SPA

Distance to (km)

Array

ON

OFF

Relevant feature(s)*
(NB - Non-breeding B -
Breeding

Only European site
features to which an
effect pathway has been
identified (relevant
features) are listed

Phase of the Proposed Development
# Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result

Construction

Operation &
maintenance

Decommissioning

23.1

30.9

30.8

97.5

16.1

36.7

36.7

72.1

15.8

32.4

32.3

102.2

Redshank

Ringed plover
Sanderling

Shelduck

Shoveler

Teal

Turnstone

Wigeon

Waterbird assemblage

Ringed plover
Black-tailed godwit
Redshank

Dark-bellied Brent goose
Shelduck

Grey plover

Dunlin

Waterbird assemblage

Sandwich tern

Black-tailed godwit
Dark-bellied brent goose
Ringed plover

Teal

Waterbird assemblage

Ringed plover
Dark-bellied brent goose
Teal

Black-tailed godwit
Waterbird assemblage

Common tern

No LSEs

No LSEs

No LSEs

No LSEs

No LSEs

Collison risk on
migration (NB)

Collision risk (B)
Barrier effect
Disturbance /
displacement

Collison risk on
migration (NB)

Collison risk on
migration (NB)

Collison risk on
migration (NB)

No LSEs

No LSEs

No LSEs

No LSEs

No LSEs
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No Designated  Distance to (km) Relevant feature(s)* Phase of the Proposed Development
site (NB - Non-breeding B - # Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result
Breeding
Array ON OFF Only European site Construction Operation & Decommissioning
features to which an maintenance
effect pathway has been
identified (relevant
features) are listed
20 Littoral seino- 77.4 109.9 95.0 Lesser black-backed gull No LSEs Collisionrisk (B No LSEs
marin (FR) Kittiwake & NB)
SPA
21 Foulness 116.2 91.6 121.6 Sandwich tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
(Mid-Essex Common tern migration (NB)
Coast Phase
5 SPA
22 Falaise du 132.7 156.8 141.4 Kittiwake No LSEs Collisionrisk (B No LSEs
Bessin & NB)
Occidental
SPA
23 Alde-Ore 188.1 162.6 192.7 Sandwich tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Estuary (UK) migration (NB)
SPA
24 Alde-Ore 188.1 162.6 192.7 Lesser black-backed gull No LSEs Collison risk No LSEs
Estuary (UK) (NB)
Ramsar
25 The Wash 239.2 204.3 229.9 Common tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
SPA migration (NB)
26 Breydon 245.1 215.9 245.5 Common tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Water SPA migration (NB)
27 Greater 253.7 218.8 244.6 Common tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Wash SPA Sandwich tern migration (NB)
28 North Norfolk 260.7 225.8 251.8 Common tern No LSEs Collisonriskon  No LSEs
Coast SPA migration (NB)
Sandwich tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
migration (NB)
29 260.7 225.8 251.8 Common tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs

migration (NB)
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No Designated  Distance to (km) Relevant feature(s)* Phase of the Proposed Development
site (NB - Non-breeding B - # Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result
Breeding
Array ON OFF Only European site Construction Operation & Decommissioning
features to which an maintenance

effect pathway has been
identified (relevant
features) are listed

North Norfolk Sandwich tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Coast migration (NB)
Ramsar
30 Coéte de 259.3 278 268 Gannet No LSEs Collison risk (B No LSEs
Granit Rose- and NB)
Sept lles
SPA Disturbance /
displacement
(NB and B)
31 Alderney 148.1 N/A 154 Gannet No LSEs Collisionrisk (B No LSEs
West Coast & & NB)
Burhou
Islands Disturbance /
Ramsar displacement (B
& NB)
32 Grassholm 357.7 354.2 354.3 Gannet No LSEs Collison risk No LSEs
SPA (NB)

Disturbance /
displacement

(NB)
33 Flamborough 378.4 344.1 366.4 Gannet No LSEs Collison risk No LSEs
and Filey (NB)
Coast SPA
Disturbance /
displacement
(NB)
Guillemot Disturbance / Disturbance / Disturbance/displacement (NB)
Razorbill displacement (NB) displacement
(NB)
Kittiwake No LSEs Collison risk No LSEs
Herring gull (NB)
34 Northumbria  453.8 421.4 439.7 Arctic tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
Coast SPA migration (NB)
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No Designated  Distance to (km) Relevant feature(s)* Phase of the Proposed Development
site (NB - Non-breeding B - # Indicates pathway for which LSE alone is discounted but LSEI could result
Breeding
Array ON OFF Only European site Construction Operation & Decommissioning
features to which an maintenance
effect pathway has been
identified (relevant
features) are listed
35 Northumbria  453.8 421.4 439.7 Arctic tern No LSEs Collision risk on  No LSEs
Coast migration (NB)
Ramsar
36 Coquet 522.9 490.6 508.5 Sandwich tern No LSEs Collisonriskon  No LSEs
Island SPA Arctic tern migration (NB)
Common tern
Herring gull No LSEs Collision risk No LSEs
Lesser black-backed gull (NB)
Kittiwake
37 Farne Islands 555.0 522.8 540.9 Common tern No LSEs Collisonrisk on  No LSEs
SPA Arctic tern migration (NB)
Sandwich tern
Black-legged Kittiwake No LSEs Collison risk No LSEs
(NB)

Guillemot

Disturbance /

displacement (NB)

Disturbance /
displacement
(NB)

Disturbance/displacement (NB)
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6.

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.1.3

July 2024

Embedded environmental measures

Embedded environmental measures (commitments) of relevance to the
assessment of potential impacts on European sites are presented in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1 draws on embedded environmental measures from individual aspect
chapters of the Proposed Development’s ES and, where appropriate, embedded
environmental measures (that are specific to the RIAA). In accordance with the
Sweetman ruling (People over Wind, 2018), such measures were not considered
during the Screening exercise but are included within the determination of AEol.

The Applicant is cognisant that measures designed to avoid or reduce the overall
impact of a plan or project on a European site, must be considered at the
appropriate stage of the HRA. The distinction between ‘mitigation’ and
‘compensation’ was clarified in Grace v An Bord Pleanala (2018). Measures
intended to avoid or reduce any adverse effects that might result from the proposal
are mitigation and appropriately discussed at HRA Stage Two. However,
measures that seek to offset, or ‘make up for’ the negative effects are
compensation and should be examined at IROPI (HRA Stage Three). The RIAA
refers only to the former.
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Table 6-1 Embedded environmental measures of relevance to the AA of potential impacts on European sites

Commitment Commitment

Relevant Receptor / Pathway

Secured through

ID
C-1 The onshore cable route will be completely buried Waders and wildfowl — collision  DCO requirements or dML
underground for its entire length where practicable. risk with overhead power lines conditions.
C-41 The subsea inter-array cables will typically be buried at Migratory fish — EMF and loss/  DCO requirements or dML
a target burial depth of 1m below the seabed surface. change of habitat conditions.
The final depth of the cables will be dependent on the
seabed geological conditions and the risks to the cable
(e.g., from anchor drag damage).
C-43 The subsea export cable ducts will be drilled Benthic ecology — Suspended DCO requirements or dML
underneath the beach using horizontal directional sediment conditions.
drilling (HDD) techniques.
C-44 An Outline Scour Protection and Cable Protection Migratory fish and benthic DCO requirements or DML
Plan (Document Reference 7.12) has been submitted  ecology — loss / change of conditions.
with this application, and includes details of the need, habitat
type, quantity and installation methods for scour
protection. A Final Scour Protection and Cable
Protection Plan will be completed prior to construction
commencing and submitted to the Marine Management
Organisation (MMO).
C-45 Where possible, subsea cable burial will be the Benthic ecology — Suspended DCO requirements or dML

preferred option for cable protection. Cable burial will
be informed by the cable burial risk assessment and

sediment

conditions.
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Commitment
ID

Commitment Relevant Receptor / Pathway

Secured through

C-51

C-52

C-53

detailed within the Cable Specification and Installation

Plan.
A Vessel Management Plan will be developed pre- Marine Mammals — vessel
construction which will determine vessel routeing to disturbance and collision risk

and from construction areas and ports to minimise, as
far as reasonably practicable, encounters with marine
mammals. It will also consider vessel codes of conduct
provided by WiSe Scheme, Scottish Marine Wildlife
Watching Code (MWWC) and the Nature Scott "Guide
to best practice for watching marine wildlife".

A piling Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol (MMMP) Marine mammals — underwater
will be implemented during construction and will be noise
developed in accordance with Joint Nature

Conservation Committee (JNCC, 2010) guidance and

with the latest relevant guidance and information and in
consultation with stakeholders. The piling MMMP will

include details of soft starts to be used during piling

operations with lower hammer energies used at the

beginning of the piling sequence before increasing

energies to higher levels. A Draft Piling Marine

Mammal Protocol (Document Reference: 7.14) has

been submitted with this application.

An Outline Marine Pollution Contingency Plan Benthic ecology — accidental
(MPCP) has been submitted with this Application as pollution

Appendix A of the Outline Project Environmental

Management Plan (Document Reference: 7.11). This

DCO requirements or dML
conditions.

DCO requirements or dML
conditions.

DCO requirements or dML
conditions
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Commitment
ID

Commitment Relevant Receptor / Pathway

Secured through

C-54

C-56

C-65

Outline MPCP provides details of procedures to protect
personnel working and to safeguard the marine
environment and mitigation measures in the event of
an accidental pollution event arising from offshore
operations relating to Rampion 2. The Final MPCP will
include relevant key emergency contact details.

A Decommissioning Marine Mammal Mitigation Marine mammals — underwater

Protocol (MMMP) will be implemented during noise
decommissioning. The Decommissioning MMMP will
be in line with the latest relevant available guidance

RED will apply for Safety Zones post consent. Safety Benthic Ecology
Zones of up to 500m will be sought during construction,
maintenance and decommissioning phases. Where
appropriate, guard vessels will also be used to ensure
adherence with Safety Zones or advisory passing
distances, as defined by risk assessment, to mitigate
any impact which poses a risk to surface navigation
during construction, maintenance and
decommissioning phases. Such impacts may include
partially installed structures or cables, extinguished
navigation lights or other unmarked hazards.

The proposed offshore cable corridor and cable landfall Migratory fish, benthic ecology —
(below mean high water springs (MHWS)) will avoid all  underwater noise, suspended
statutory marine designated areas. sediment, pollution

DCO requirements or dML
conditions.

Electricity application
procedures (Section 95 of
Energy Act 2004)

DCO requirements or dML
conditions.
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Commitment
ID

Commitment

Relevant Receptor / Pathway

Secured through

C-76

C-89

C-95

C-96

C-102

In line with good practice, Pollution Prevention Plans
(PPPs) will be developed to detail how ground and
surface waters will be protected from construction and
operation related pollution. These will include
information on the use and storage of any fuels, oils
and other chemicals (in line with C-8 and C-167),
measures for protecting licenced and private
groundwater abstractions (in line with commitment
C-147) and pollution incidence response planning.

There will be a minimum blade tip clearance of at least
22m above Mean High Water Springs (MHWS).

The assessment has taken into consideration the
mitigation and control of invasive species measures,
this has been incorporated into the Outline Project
Environmental Management Plan (PEMP)
(Document Reference: 7.11).

Subsea array and export cables will be installed via
either ploughing, jetting, trenching, or post-lay burial
techniques, to a target burial depth of 1m.

A UXO Clearance Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol
(MMMP) will be developed in consultation with Natural
England to appropriately manage the risk to marine
mammals during UXO clearance. A Draft UXO
Clearance MMMP (Document Reference 7.15) has
been submitted with this Application.

All mobile features of identified
European sites using
functionally linked land /
pollution prevention

Offshore ornithology — collision
risk.

Benthic ecology — introduction
and / or spread of invasive non-
native species

Migratory fish, benthic ecology -
suspended sediment, pollution,
habitat loss/change

Marine mammals — underwater
noise

Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP) and DCO
articles and requirement

Secured in the description
of the development

DCO requirements or dML
conditions

DCO requirements or dML
conditions

DCO requirements or dML
conditions
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Commitment
ID

Commitment

Relevant Receptor / Pathway

Secured through

C-103

C-105

Areas of temporary habitat loss will begin
reinstatement within 2 years of the loss, other than at
the temporary construction compounds, cable joint
bays, some haul roads, some construction access
roads, landfall and substation location where activities
may take longer to complete. Habitat restoration (i.e.,
planting and seeding) will take place at an appropriate
time of year dependent on habitat type. In general
habitat restoration will seek to deliver the same habitat
type as the baseline, unless there is an opportunity to
deliver enhancements. Woodland cannot be replaced
above the cable ducts and in these situations
woodland ride habitats will be delivered.

A lighting design of all temporary and permanent
lighting will be developed once contractors are
appointed; however, the principles of lighting design
will be detailed at the time of Application and adhere to
the joint guidance provided by the Bat Conservation
Trust and Institution of Lighting Professionals (2018).
The lighting design will account for the potential effects
on people (residents and walkers) and biodiversity by
taking measures to minimise lighting usage, minimise
light spill, use most appropriate wave lengths of light
and locate lighting in the most appropriate locations —
this is to decrease the potential displacement effects
on light sensitive fauna such as bats.

All onshore mobile features of
identified European sites using
functionally linked land / habitat
loss and fragmentation

Barbastelle / Disturbance via
light

Outline CoCP and DCO
articles and requirement

Outline CoCP and DCO
articles and requirement
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Commitment Commitment

Relevant Receptor / Pathway

Secured through

ID

C-107 Tried and tested invasive species control, disease All European sites connected Outline CoCP and DCO
control and biosecurity measures will be used to avoid  via a river system / spread of requirement
the spread of infested materials or pathogens. invasive non-native species

C-111 A Decommissioning Plan will be prepared for the All European sites DCO requirements or DML
project in line with the latest relevant available conditions
guidance.

C-115 Hedgerows/tree lines crossed by the cable route will be Barbastelle bat / loss and Outline CoCP and DCO

‘notched’ to reduce habitat loss and landscape and
heritage impacts wherever possible. This is defined as
temporarily displacing one or more short sections (i.e.,
notches) within the same hedgerow/tree line.
Hedgerow/tree line losses will thereby be kept to
approximately 14m total width at each hedgerow
crossing point where notching can take place.
Hedgerows deemed "important” under the Hedgerows
Regulations 1997 (or where there are other
considerations), losses will be reduced to a 6m notch
for the temporary construction haul roads only, by
trenchless installation of the cable ducts under them.

Where appropriate, hedgerows will be temporarily
translocated using a tree spade to maintain diversity
and structure and result in more rapid reinstatement.
Where chances of success are questionable, notches
will be made by removal and reinstatement through
planting. The ECoW will justify the approach being

fragmentation of functionally
linked habitat

requirement
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Commitment
ID

Commitment Relevant Receptor / Pathway

Secured through

C1l1v

C-204

taken in line with the responsibilities of implementing
the vegetation retention plan (see C-220).

Reinstated hedgerows and tree lines will be monitored
over a period of 10 years, and remedial action taken
rapidly where signs of failure are identified.

Further details are provided in the Outline Code of
Construction Practice (Document Reference: 7.2)
and Outline Landscape and Ecology Management
Plan (Document Reference: 7.10).

Works on areas identified as floodplain (Flood Zones 2  Wildfowl and waders / loss and
and 3) will be programmed to avoid the period between fragmentation of functionally
October and February inclusive to avoid disturbance of linked land and disturbance
waterbirds, and where possible, will be programmed to

occur in late summer/ early autumn, to avoid

interaction with known flooding periods to minimise the

potential for displacement of floodwater.

The working corridor within woodland will be narrowed  Barbastelle bat / loss and

to be no more than 30m to reduce tree loss. Where the fragmentation of functionally
working corridor passes close to woodland that is being linked habitat

retained (as shown on the Vegetation Retention Plan)

root protection areas conforming to BS5837:2012 will

be demarcated and maintained.

Outline CoCP and DCO
requirement

Outline CoCP and DCO
requirement
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7.

7.1

711

7.2

Appraisal of potential AEol (the
Proposed Development alone)

Introduction

Where the potential for a LSES/LSEI on a relevant site has been identified, there is
a requirement to consider whether those effects will adversely affect the integrity
of the site in view of its conservation objectives. The conclusion on the potential for
LSEs and LSEI for the Proposed Development is presented in Table 5-2 and the
conservation objectives for all relevant sites provided in Appendix F. The
information is presented below according to the following receptor groupings:

e terrestrial ecology (including wildfowl and waders);
e migratory fish;
e benthic and intertidal habitats; and

e offshore ornithology.

Appraisal of potential AEol alone for terrestrial ecology
(including wildfowl and waders)

Introduction

7.2.1

Information to inform the assessment for terrestrial ecology is provided in Table
3-2 (the MDS relevant to terrestrial ecology), Section 6 (Embedded environmental
measures),the Commitments Register (Document Reference: 7.22) and
Appendix F (Information on the designated sites). The potential for LSEs as
regards terrestrial ecology is summarised in Section 5.11 with the Stage Two (AA)
presented below.

Arun Valley Ramsar

Features and effects for assessment

7.2.2

July 2024

The potential for LSESs to result from the Proposed Development acting alone has
been identified for the following:

e northern pintail during construction and decommissioning due to land take /
land cover change and fragmentation of functionally linked land, pollution and
invasive species spread and disturbance from noise and vibration; and

e assemblage of wintering waterfowl! (identified as being of importance due to
teal, wigeon, shoveler and ruff within the Ramsar information sheet) during
construction and decommissioning due to land take / land cover change and
fragmentation of functionally linked land, pollution and invasive species spread
and disturbance from noise and vibration.
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Assessment information

7.2.3 The conservation objectives (as described in Appendix F) for the site'* are as
follows:

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

» the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features;
» the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features;

» the supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features
rely;

» the population of each of the qualifying features; and
» the distribution of the qualifying features within the site.

7.2.4 In addition to the site-specific information presented in Appendix F, surveys for
the Proposed Development have been carried out and reported in Appendix
22.14 Onshore winter bird report 2020-2022, Volume 4 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.22.14).

Construction and decommissioning

Land take / land cover change

7.25 The installation of the cable within the Arun Valley will result in the temporary loss
of habitat from coastal and floodplain grazing marshes and arable fields, that could
provide functionally linked land for foraging wildfowl of the Arun Valley Ramsar site
(located 4.7km from the DCO order limit at the closest point). The installation of
the cable will be done sequentially to avoid large scale open excavations being
present at any given time. It is estimated that within a single location less than four
hectares will be within an active working area at any given time. This may include
the following: open cable trenches, an HDD launch / retrieval pit, haul road, access
points, soil storage and construction compounds.

7.2.6 The functionally linked land for the Arun Valley Ramsar site of interest with regards
the Proposed Development is defined differently for different species as:

e for Northern pintail, wigeon, teal, and shoveler it is defined as the floodplain of
the Arun Valley to the south of Arundel, the floodplain of the Adur Valley
between Ashurst and Partridge Green, and the coastal strip at Climping Beach
based on the location of the Proposed Development, the typical foraging
distances of these species (Johnson et al., 2014) and information received
from Natural England during technical engagement; and

4 There are no published conservation objectives for the Arun Valley Ramsar site.
Therefore, the conservation objectives for the Arun Valley SPA have been used due to
their applicability to the wildfowl! features being assessed.
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e for ruff it is defined as the floodplain of the Arun Valley to the south of Arundel
and the coastal strip at Climping based on habitat preferences.

7.2.7 The area of the Arun Valley described above is approximately 8.7km from the
designation boundary at the closest point. It has been defined as that shown within
the Priority Habitat Inventory as coastal and floodplain grazing marsh south of
Warningcamp. This area is approximately 387ha in extent and characterised by a
farmed landscape dominated by improved pasture and arable fields with a network
of ditches on both the east and west banks of the River Arun. There are
considerable areas of additional functionally linked land to the east and north of
Arundel, as well as the Ramsar site itself. The area of Adur Valley has been
defined as the 133ha of largely grazing land that lies immediately adjacent to the
River Adur (at the closest point the DCO Order Limit is approximately 12.7km
away). The areas defined as coastal and floodplain grazing marsh along the River
Adur are relatively narrow and typically bordered by extensive areas of arable
land. The coastal strip at Climping Beach is made up of arable fields (with some
recent disturbance due to flood defence works) and a golf course when north of
the sea wall.

7.2.8 A number of embedded environmental measures outlined in Table 6-1
characterise the design and schedule of working that reduces the potential for
conflict with the non-breeding wildfowl and waders. These are:

e C-1-The onshore cable route will be completely buried underground for its
entire length where practicable;

e C-4 —HDD technique will be used at the landfall location.

e C-103 - Areas of temporary habitat loss will be reinstated within 2 years of the
loss, other than at the temporary construction compounds, cable joint bays,
landfall and substation location where activities may take longer to complete.
Habitat restoration will take place at an appropriate time of year dependent on
habitat type. In general habitat restoration will seek to deliver the same habitat
type as the baseline, unless there is an opportunity to deliver enhancements.
Woodland cannot be replaced above the cable ducts and in these situations
woodland ride habitats will be delivered; and

e C-117 —Works on areas identified as floodplain (Flood Zones 2 and 3) will be
programmed to avoid the period between October and February inclusive to
avoid disturbance of waterbirds, and where possible, will be programmed to
occur in late summer/ early autumn, to avoid interaction with known flooding
periods to minimise the potential for displacement of floodwater.

7.2.9 The baseline survey information on the distribution and numbers of over-wintering
wildfowl and waders within the vicinity of the Proposed Development in the coastal
strip (near Climping), Arun Valley and Adur Valley is provided within the ES
(Appendix 22.14: Onshore winter bird report 2020-2022, Volume 4 (Document
Reference: 6.4.22.14)). This appendix identifies a peak count of 18 pintail
recorded below MHWS at Climping Beach. This species was noted on a single
occasion above MHWS in February 2022 (peak count of 4 individuals). The four
individuals were recorded in flooded fields in the Adur Valley (classified as coastal
and floodplain grazing marsh in the Priority Habitat Inventory) south of Partridge
Green. A peak count of 600 wigeon were noted within the Adur Valley in January
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2021 in the same area as the peak pintail count noted above. Wigeon were noted
regularly in this area, although more frequent sightings came from the Arun Valley
in waterbodies to the north-west of the Church of St. Mary Magdalene, Lyminster
(peak count 116). Teal were noted on ten occasions above MHWS, with nine of
these being from the Adur Valley (peak count 151). As with pintail and wigeon the
birds recorded were in flooded fields between Partridge Green and Henfield.
Shoveler was recorded on a single occasion during the survey period (peak count
15) in January 2021 close to Henfield and outside of the DCO order limit. No ruff
were recorded during the two winters of survey.

7210  The assessment within the ES (Chapter 22: Terrestrial ecology and nature
conservation, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.22)) concludes that
there will be no significant effect on the Arun Valley Ramsar site (in terms of the
EIA Regulations) based on the location of the Proposed Development, the
temporary nature of the works, the scale of development compared to the
availability of functionally linked land, the timing of the works (outside of the period
when these species tend to be present), the restoration of habitat and the sporadic
occurrence of the designated features identified during the survey programme.

Northern pintail

7211 The temporary loss of arable and coastal and floodplain grazing marsh that may
be utilised by northern pintail (particularly when flooded) will occupy only a small
proportion of the available functionally linked land based on the foraging range of
this species (~18km — Johnson et al., 2014). The loss of habitats in-land, and
within the construction footprint will largely take place outside of the period when
pintail are present (October through February inclusive) largely negating this LSE.

7212  In addition to the restricted spatial and temporal extent of the construction works,
the potential for temporary habitat loss to result in the loss of fitness of individual
northern pintail is further reduced by the small numbers, limited distribution and
sporadic occurrence of this species within the vicinity of the Proposed
Development.

7213 There s, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives of
the northern pintail of the Arun Valley Ramsar site in relation to land take /
land cover change effects from Proposed Development alone and therefore,
subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Assemblage of wintering waterfowl

7214  The floodplain of the Arun Valley and Adur valley within the proposed DCO Order
Limit provides functionally linked habitat for shoveler, teal and wigeon (Johnson et
al., 2014), it is assumed that ruff associated with the Arun Valley Ramsar site
could also use this habitat as well as that associated with the coastal strip at
Climping.

7215  As no ruff were recorded and shoveler was only noted on a single occasion within
the area within which land take / land cover change is proposed, these species
can be discounted. It is acknowledged that these species could be present within
the functionally linked land identified, however the survey data suggests that this
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habitat is not providing an area that is relied upon to support the fitness of these
populations.

7216  Wigeon were noted on thirteen occasions in numbers exceeding 1% of the
designation figure (4,742 individuals) in the Arun and Adur Valleys. In the Arun
Valley the records were focused on waterbodies close to the Church of St. Mary
Magdalene, Lyminster. The waterbodies favoured by wigeon are outside of the
DCO Order Limits and screened from it by dense scrub; however these birds may
venture onto the coastal and floodplain grazing marsh to forage. In the Adur valley
wigeon are associated with flooded fields between Partridge Green and Henfield,
including a number that lie within the DCO Order Limits. Teal were recorded on a
single occasion in the Arun Valley (on the same waterbody favoured by wigeon in
the area), with the other nine records from the flooded fields between Partridge
Green and Henfield.

7217  The restricted spatial (compared to the availability of suitable habitat) and temporal
extent of the construction works, and the restricted timing of works suggests that
any land take / land cover change will not affect the fitness of individual birds.
Within the Arun Valley this is largely due to the favoured habitat (waterbodies
close to Lyminster) remaining unaffected, whilst in the Adur Valley areas in flood
are favoured ensuring that when this habitat is available no works will be ongoing
(i.e., it is not possible to install cable ducts within flooded fields).

7218  Thereis, therefore, no potential for an AEol to affect the assemblage of
wintering waterfowl! of the Arun Valley Ramsar site in relation to land take /
land cover change effects from the Proposed Development alone and
therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.

Fragmentation of habitats

Introduction

7219  The installation of the cable within the Arun Valley and Adur Valley will result in
periods of additional human activity within functionally linked land. If designated
features of the Arun Valley Ramsar site avoid moving across or near to these
areas due to the presence of human activity or the physical damage of habitat they
may be prevented from reaching other suitable foraging opportunities.

Northern pintail

7220  The presence of construction and decommissioning works could result in northern
pintail avoiding certain fields (i.e., feeding resources) as they may not cross an
active work site to reach them. This could reduce the effective resource base for
the waterfowl of the Arun Valley Ramsar site.

7221 The construction of the proposed onshore cable corridor will progress across
relatively short distances (~1,000m, with active areas likely to be across 150m of
this on any given day) at any given point limiting the potential for fragmentation to
occur (i.e., avoidance of working area will be highly localised). The mobility of this
species is such that a deviation of a few hundred metres will not result in a level of
energy expenditure likely to alter the fitness of individual birds. It should also be
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7.2.22

noted that to reach the floodplain of either the lower Arun Valley or the Adur Valley
between Partridge Green and Henfield these birds will already have passed
across or close to various towns and villages and crossed many roads, suggesting
that they are already acclimatised to some degree of human activity. Further, as
works will not be taking place during the vast majority of the period in which pintalil
would be expected to be present (see embedded environmental measure C-117)
the potential to reduce fithess of individual birds due to fragmentation is negligible.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the northern pintail of the Arun Valley Ramsar site in relation to
fragmentation of habitats from the Proposed Development alone and
therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.

Assemblage of wintering waterfowl

7.2.23

7.2.24

7.2.25

The assessment of the fragmentation of habitats for the Proposed Development
for ruff and shoveler mirrors that provided in paragraphs 7.2.16 and 7.2.18 for
northern pintail.

With respect to wigeon and teal there will be periods when construction activity will
be close to the waterbodies near the Church of Mary Magdalene, Lyminster
(around 285m away) and within the coastal and floodplain grazing marsh within
the Adur Valley. For these birds to move between the Arun Valley Ramsar and
these areas will require them to cross the working area or divert around it.
However, as the active working area will be discrete and require only a marginal
change in flight line to avoid, will be temporary in nature (e.g., progression of 150m
per week, assuming 4 cable ducts being installed) and works will mainly be
undertaken outside the period when wigeon and teal are present the potential for
these species to be excluded from this area due to fragmentation is negligible.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the assemblage of wintering waterfow! of the Arun Valley Ramsar site in
relation to fragmentation of habitats from the Proposed Development alone
and therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.

Pollution effects and spread of non-native species

Introduction

7.2.26

7.2.27

July 2024

The installation of the cable within the Arun Valley and Adur Valley comes with an
inherent risk of accidentally releasing pollutants such as hydrocarbons or drilling
fluids, or inadvertently spreading non-native invasive species. Based on the
location of the DCO Order Limits any loss of pollutants or spread of non-native
invasive species would only occur on functionally linked land. This is due to both
the separation distance between the designation boundary and the working area
and its location downstream.

A number of embedded environmental measures outlined in Table 6-1
characterise the design and schedule of working that reduces the potential for
pollutant loss or non-native species spread to occur. These are:
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e C-76 —In line with good practice, pollution prevention plans (PPPs) will be
drawn up to detail how ground and surface waters will be protected in
construction and operation. These will include information on the storage of
any fuels, oils and other chemicals (in line with C-8 and C-167) and pollution
incidence response planning. These will include measures for the protection of
licenced and private abstractions. This could include a monitoring regime
associated with critical or very near receptors; and

e C-107 — Tried and tested invasive species control and biosecurity measures
will be used to avoid the spread of infested materials.

7228  Best practice is commonly implemented across all nationally significant
infrastructure projects as they are delivered. These tried and tested methods
provide confidence that accidental pollutant release or spread of non-native
species can be adequately controlled within the working area. Further detail on
these commitments is provided in the Outline Code of Construction Practice
(Document Reference: 7.2).

7229  Thereis, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on northern pintail or the assemblage of wintering waterfowl of the Arun
Valley Ramsar site in relation to pollution effects and spread of non-native
species from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to
natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Disturbance due to noise and vibration

Introduction

7230  The construction, and to a lesser extent decommissioning activity, will result in the
production of noise and vibration through the use of plant, human presence etc.
This activity may disturb designated features of the Arun Valley Ramsar site whilst
foraging or loafing in functionally linked land within 500m (Cutts, Phelps & Burdon,
2009) of active parts of the construction / decommissioning site.

7231 Two of the embedded environmental measures outlined in Table 6-1 characterise
the design and schedule of working that reduces the potential for conflict with the
non-breeding wildfowl. These are:

e C-4 — Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) technique will be used at the landfall
location; and

e C-117 —Works on areas identified as floodplain (Flood Zones 2 and 3) will be
programmed to avoid the period between October and February inclusive to
avoid disturbance of waterbirds, and where possible, will be programmed to
occur in late summer/ early autumn, to avoid interaction with known flooding
periods to minimise the potential for displacement of floodwater.

Northern pintail

7232  Northern pintail was not recorded frequently or in high numbers above MHWS,
however it is still likely that they will be present occasionally within or close to the
DCO Order Limits. However, the survey results do suggest that temporary
displacement of this species at a level that is likely to result in a perceivable
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7.2.33

reduction of fitness will not occur as they are not reliant on the locale (i.e., they
have other foraging opportunities). Further, as the cable installation will mainly
take place during the period when they are not present (as per commitment
C-117) the potential for disturbance is negligible.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the northern pintail of the Arun Valley Ramsar site due to disturbance via
noise and vibration from the Proposed Development alone and therefore,
subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Assemblage of wintering waterfowl

7.2.34

7.2.35

The assessment of disturbance due to noise and vibration for the shoveler, and
ruff components of the assemblage of wintering waterfowl mirrors that provided in
paragraph 7.2.31 for northern pintail. For wigeon and teal, although the frequency
of occurrence and size of peak counts is greater the temporal overlap between
presence of wintering birds and construction (due to C-117) is such that any
disturbance is unlikely to affect the fitness of individual birds. Should any
construction activity occur in the coastal and floodplain grazing marsh of the Arun
Valley when birds are present (i.e. in September or March) the waterbodies
favoured by wigeon and teal are screened by dense scrub from the working area
suggesting that these birds are unlikely to react due to human presence and
construction noise (given the separation to main construction works will be in
excess of 280m), whilst in the Adur Valley disturbance is highly unlikely to occur
as if birds are present then the fields are flooded, thereby stopping construction
works progressing.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the assemblage of wintering waterfowl of the Arun Valley Ramsar due to
disturbance via noise and vibration from the Proposed Development alone
and therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.

Operation and maintenance

Water neutrality

7.2.36

Natural England cannot conclude that current levels of water abstraction within the
‘Sussex North Water Supply Zone’*®> may be having an impact on the Arun Valley
Ramsar site. Therefore, any newly proposed development within this zone must
not add to the impact. To demonstrate water neutrality the Proposed Development
will need to show that the use of water in the supply area is the same or lower than
before the development is in place. It has been agreed between Natural England
and Horsham District Council that there is sufficient ‘head room’ available during
the construction phase to make it necessary to consider the operation and
maintenance phase in detail only.

15 See map on West Sussex County Council’s water neutrality pages at
hitps://www.westsussex.gov.uk/planning/water-neutrality/ [accessed 01 July 2023]
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7.2.37

7.2.38

7.2.39

7.2.40

7.2.41

The substation location at Oakendene will include welfare facilities (including a
toilet, wash hand basin and additional sink) and a fire control (sprinkler) system.
These would be connected to the mains water supply, and therefore although the
substation is not permanently staffed (i.e., welfare facilities would be used only
during periods of maintenance or repair) and the sprinklers would only be used in
the case of an emergency additional water usage is proposed. Therefore, to
adhere to achieve water neutrality there is a need to ensure that water use
elsewhere within the ‘Sussex North Water Supply Zone''6 is at least no greater
than current (or lower).

West Sussex County Council and the local planning authorities within the Sussex
North Water Supply Zone are currently working towards the delivery of a strategic
scheme whereby developers can contribute financially to an offsetting scheme
(based on predicted water usage) that will deliver the necessary water use
reductions across the area to enable developments to achieve water neutrality.
Currently this scheme is being formulated (following endorsement of approach by
Natural England) but is expected to be in operation well before the substation at
Oakendene would be commissioned. Assuming this strategic scheme is available
at the time of commissioning RED would provide the required financial contribution
to the scheme to enable the water usage at the substation to be fully mitigated.

The scale of the financial contribution cannot yet be estimated as there is neither a
detailed design for the substation (which is reliant on a large range of factors
including number, type and output of individual wind turbines, number of
transmission cables etc.) allowing for an estimate of water usage.

If the strategic scheme is not available at the time, then a range of bespoke
measures would be put in place. This would include the reduction of potential
water use on-site at the substation (as per commitment C-260) via water
harvesting and recycling and other measures (such as alternative supply of water
via tanker) which are discussed within Chapter 26: Water environment,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference 6.2.26).

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the features of the Arun Valley Ramsar site due to over abstraction of
water from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to
natural change, the features will be maintained in the long term.

Arun Valley SPA

Features and effects for assessment

7.2.42

The potential for LSEs to result from the Proposed Development acting alone has
been identified for the following:

16 See map on West Sussex County Council’s water neutrality pages at
hitps://www.westsussex.gov.uk/planning/water-neutrality/ [accessed 01 July 2023]
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e Bewick’s swan during construction and decommissioning due to land take /
land cover change and fragmentation of functionally linked land, pollution and
invasive species spread and disturbance from noise and vibration;

e non-breeding waterfowl assemblage (identified as being of most importance
due to the presence of teal, wigeon and shoveler within the designation) during
construction and decommissioning due to land take / land cover change and
fragmentation of functionally linked land, pollution and invasive species spread
and disturbance from noise and vibration; and

e non-breeding waterfowl assemblage during operation due to potential for
collision risk on migration.

Assessment information

7.2.43

7.2.44

The conservation objectives (as described in Appendix F) for the site are as
follows:

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

» the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features;
» the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features;

» the supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features
rely;

» the population of each of the qualifying features, and
» the distribution of the qualifying features within the site.

In addition to the site-specific information presented in Appendix F, surveys for
the Proposed Development have been carried out and reported in Appendix 23.3
(Document Reference: 6.4.22.3) of the ES.

Construction and decommissioning

Land take / land cover change

Bewick’s swan

7.2.45

7.2.46

July 2024

Bewick’s swan were not recorded during the wintering bird surveys undertaken.
Information provided by SOS for the same winter period provided first
observations in December 2020 (10-year average has return date in November)
with a peak count of 14 Bewick’s swans. These records were from an area known
as “Burpham Water Meadows” which is outside of the survey area being more
than 900m from the proposed DCO Order Limits and separated by an area of
ancient woodland and the crest of a hill.

The temporary loss of coastal and floodplain grazing marsh and arable land that
may be utilised by Bewick’s swan will occupy only a small proportion of the
available functionally linked land based on the foraging range of this species
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7.2.47

7.2.48

(10km — Robinson et al., 2004) — note it is assumed that Bewick’s swan may be
present in the area on occasion regardless of the survey findings. The loss of
habitats within the construction footprint will largely take place outside of the winter
period (commitment C-117) with trenches being dressed back following duct
installation.

It is apparent, from desk study and field survey data, that the habitats within the
proposed DCO Order Limits do not provide habitat relied on by Bewick’s swan.
Therefore, the potential for individuals birds to lose of fithess due to the installation
of underground cables for the Proposed Development is minimal. Further, the
restriction on the timing of construction (C-117) and the small spatial extent of
construction works (compared to available habitat) ensure that Bewick’s swan of
the Arun Valley SPA will remain unaffected by the Proposed Development.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the Bewick’s swan of the Arun Valley SPA in relation to land take / land
cover change effects from the Proposed Development alone and therefore,
subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Non-breeding assemblage of waterfowl

7.2.49

7.2.50

For assessment of shoveler, teal and wigeon please refer to paragraph 7.2.18 for
the Arun Valley Ramsar site.

There is no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives on the non-
breeding assemblage of waterfowl of the Arun Valley SPA in relation to land
take / land cover change effects from the Proposed Development alone and
therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.

Fragmentation of habitats

Introduction

7.2.51

The installation of the cable within the Arun Valley will result in periods of
additional human activity within functionally linked land. If designated features of
the Arun Valley SPA avoid moving across or near to these areas due to the
presence of human activity or the physical damage of habitat, they may be
prevented from reaching other suitable foraging opportunities.

Bewick’s swan

7.2.52

7.2.53

July 2024

The presence of construction and decommissioning works could result in Bewick’s
swan avoiding certain fields (i.e., feeding resources) as they may not cross an
active work site to reach them. This could reduce the effective resource base for
the waterfowl of the Arun Valley SPA. However, the location they favour regularly
(i.e., Burpham Water Meadows) is north of the proposed DCO Order Limits
meaning that movements between this area and the Arun Valley SPA will not
require any movement across the construction area.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the Bewick’s swan of the Arun Valley SPA in relation to fragmentation of

Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment Page 131



WP UK Limed WS I )

habitats from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to
natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Non-breeding assemblage of waterfowl

7.2.54

7.2.55

For assessment of shoveler, teal and wigeon please refer to paragraph 7.2.18 for
the Arun Valley Ramsar site.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the non-breeding assemblage of waterfowl of the Arun Valley SPA in
relation to fragmentation of habitats from the Proposed Development alone
and therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.

Pollution effects and spread of non-native species

7.2.56

7.2.57

7.2.58

The installation of the cable within the Arun Valley and Adur Valley comes with an
inherent risk of accidentally releasing pollutants such as hydrocarbons or drilling
fluids, or inadvertently spreading non-native invasive species. Based on the
location of the proposed DCO Order Limits any loss of pollutants or spread of non-
native invasive species would only occur on functionally linked land. This is due to
both the separation distance between the designation boundary and the working
area and its location downstream.

For assessment of the effects of pollution and non-native species spread on the
Arun Valley SPA, please refer to paragraph 7.2.18. Addressing this with regards
the Arun Valley Ramsar site as the embedded environmental measures to be
implemented to negate the effect are consistent.

There is, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives on Bewick’s
swan or the assemblage of non-breeding waterfowl of the Arun Valley SPA
site in relation to pollution effects and spread of non-native species from the
Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to natural change, the
feature will be maintained in the long term.

Disturbance due to noise and vibration

7.2.59

7.2.60

July 2024

The construction, and to a lesser extent decommissioning activity, will result in the
production of noise and vibration through the use of plant, human presence etc.
This activity may disturb designated features of the Arun Valley SPA whilst
foraging or loafing in functionally linked land within 500m (Cutts, Phelps & Burdon,
2009) of active parts of the construction / decommissioning site.

Two of the embedded environmental measures outlined in Table 6-1 characterise
the design and schedule of working that reduces the potential for conflict with the
non-breeding wildfowl. These are:

e C-4 — Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) technique will be used at the landfall
location; and

e C-117 — Works on areas identified as floodplain (Flood Zones 2 and 3) will be
programmed to avoid the period between October and February inclusive to
avoid disturbance of waterbirds, and where possible, will be programmed to
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occur in late summer/ early autumn, to avoid interaction with known flooding
periods to minimise the potential for displacement of floodwater.

Bewick’s swan

7261 Although Bewick’s swan were not recorded above MHWS, it is still likely that they
will be present occasionally within the area. However, the survey results suggest
that temporary displacement of this species at a level that is likely to result in a
perceivable reduction of fithess will not occur as they are not reliant on the locale
(i.e., they have other foraging opportunities). Further, as the cable installation is
likely to take place outside of the period when Bewick’s swans are present (as per
commitment C-117) the potential for a temporal overlap is minimal.

7262  Thereis, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the Bewick’s swan of the Arun Valley SPA due to disturbance via noise
and vibration from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject
to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Non-breeding assemblage of waterfowl

7263  For assessment of shoveler, teal and wigeon please refer to paragraphs 7.2.13
and 7.2.14 for the Arun Valley Ramsar site.

7264  Thereis, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives of
the non-breeding assemblage of waterfowl of the Arun Valley SPA due to
disturbance via noise and vibration from the Proposed Development alone
and therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.

Operation and maintenance

Water neutrality

7265  For assessment of water neutrality please refer to paragraph 7.2.36 to 7.2.41 for
the Arun Valley Ramsar site.

7266  Thereis, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the features of the Arun Valley SPA due to over abstraction of water from
the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to natural change,
the features will be maintained in the long term.

Arun Valley SAC
Operation and maintenance

Water neutrality

7267  For assessment of water neutrality please refer to paragraph 7.2.36 to 7.2.41 for
the Arun Valley Ramsar site.

July 2024
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7268  Thereis, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the features of the Arun Valley SAC due to over abstraction of water from
the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to natural change,
the features will be maintained in the long term.

The Mens SAC

Features and effects for assessment

7269  The potential for LSEs from the Proposed Development alone has been identified
for the following:

e Dbarbastelle during construction due to land take / land cover change
(functionally linked land), habitat fragmentation and disturbance from light;

e Dbarbastelle during decommissioning due to land take / land cover change
(functionally linked land), habitat fragmentation and disturbance from light; and

e the potential for LSEI during operation.

Assessment information

7270  The conservation objectives (as described in Appendix F) for the site are as
follows:

e ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate,
and ensure that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation
Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring:

» the extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of
qualifying species;

» the structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural
habitats;

» the structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species;

» the supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the
habitats of qualifying species rely;

» the populations of qualifying species, and
» the distribution of qualifying species within the site.

7271 In addition to the site-specific information presented in Appendix F, surveys for
the Proposed Development have been carried out and reported in Appendix 22.8:
Passive and active bat activity report, Volume 4 (Document Reference:
6.4.22.8) of the ES.

July 2024
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Construction and decommissioning

Land take / land cover change

Barbastelle bat

7.2.72

7.2.73

7.2.74

7.2.75

The draft Sussex SAC bat protocol (SDNPA and Natural England, 2018) suggests
that the barbastelle associated with The Mens SAC are known to commute up to
12km to reach foraging areas. This means that there are areas within the footprint
of the Proposed Development that may be used by this species given that at its
closest point it is 11.2km away (11.2km is the closest point of the proposed DCO
Order Limits marking an operational access route that requires no construction
activity (i.e. use of existing track), the closest point to potential construction activity
is approximately 11.8km away and 11.9km to the indicative cable corridor)

The extent of the overlap with the Proposed Development (when a 12km buffer is
placed around The Mens SAC boundary) is approximately 6.3ha (when accounting
for areas within the proposed DCO Order Limits that could be subject to
construction activity), which is a small proportion (0.01%) of the area within a
12km foraging range (45,239ha in 12km foraging range — noting that much of this
area will not be suitable habitat for barbastelle bats). Further, the area of overlap
lies within an area of the South Downs National Park at Sullington Hill that is
dominated by large arable fields that support very limited amounts of the types of
habitats preferred by this species for foraging such as riparian corridors and
broad-leaved woodland (Zeale, Davidson-Watts and Jones, 2012).

Within the area of overlap of the 12km buffer the only two habitats present are
improved pasture (which dominates) and a small section of an arable field. Both of
these habitats are not typically used by barbastelle bat.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the barbastelle bats of The Mens SAC due to land take / land cover
change from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to
natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Fragmentation of habitats

Barbastelle bat

7.2.76

7.2.77

7.2.78

July 2024

The installation of the cable could result in the temporary loss of habitats that may
be used by barbastelle of The Mens SAC to navigate the landscape. This may
prevent barbastelle crossing the working area to reach suitable foraging
opportunities.

However, the area of the Proposed Development within 12km of The Mens SAC
where temporary habitat loss is proposed is made up of two habitat types only,
namely improved pasture and arable land. These habitats are not typically
considered to be favoured by barbastelle bats.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the barbastelle bats of The Mens SAC in relation to fragmentation of
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habitats from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to
natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Pollution effects and spread of non-native species

7.2.79

7.2.80

7.2.81

The installation of the cable across land within 12km of The Mens SAC comes with
an inherent risk of accidentally releasing pollutants such as hydrocarbons or
drilling fluids, or inadvertently spreading non-native invasive species. Based on the
location of the proposed DCO Order Limits any loss of pollutants or spread of non-
native invasive species would only occur on functionally linked land, as opposed to
within the SAC itself. This is due to the large separation distance between the
designation boundary and the working area.

For assessment of the effects of pollution and non-native species spread on The
Mens SAC please refer to paragraphs 7.2.26 and 7.2.29 addressing this with
regards the Arun Valley Ramsar site, as the embedded environmental measures
to be implemented to negate the effect are consistent.

There is, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives on
barbastelle bats of The Mens SAC in relation to pollution effects and spread
of non-native species from the Proposed Development alone and therefore,
subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Disturbance by light

Barbastelle bat

7.2.82

7.2.83

7.2.84

July 2024

Temporary lighting will be needed during works to install and decommission the
cable. This lighting will be required in locations for security purposes (e.g., site
access points, equipment storage), during periods when normal working hours are
within periods of darkness (e.g., over-winter) and at sites that could operate over a
24-hour period (e.g., sites used to launch or retrieve sub-surface drills). These
areas will be restricted, as lighting will not be needed in all areas; however, the
specific locations of lighting are yet to be determined.

The embedded environmental measures outlined in Table 6-1 will reduce the
potential for conflict with barbastelle. Specifically:

e C-105 - A lighting design of all temporary and permanent lighting will be
developed once contractors are appointed; however, the principles of lighting
design will be detailed at the time of application and informed by the joint
guidance provided by the Bat Conservation Trust and Institution of Lighting
Professionals (2018). The lighting design will account for the potential effects
on people (residents and walkers) and biodiversity by taking measures to
minimise lighting usage, minimise light spill, use most appropriate wave lengths
of light and locate lighting in the most appropriate locations — this is to
decrease the potential displacement effects on light sensitive fauna such as
bats.

As the degree of overlap with the 12km buffer zone around The Mens SAC is
small (see paragraph 7.2.73), the works are temporary, lighting localised, lighting
used most at times of year when bat activity will be lowest, the habitats being sub-
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optimal and the lighting design being sensitive, it is unlikely that the patterns of
barbastelle movement will be disrupted markedly, and not enough to challenge the
fitness of individual bats.

7285  Thereis, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the barbastelle bats of The Mens SAC in relation to disturbance by light
from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to natural
change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

7.3 Appraisal of potential AEol alone for migratory fish

Introduction

7.3.1 Information to inform the assessment for migratory fish is provided in Section 3.3
(the MDS relevant to migratory fish), Section 6 (Embedded environmental
measures) and Appendix F (for information on the designated site). The potential
for LSEs with regard to migratory fish is summarised in Table 5-2 and Section 5.4
with the Stage Two (AA) presented below.

River Itchen SAC

Features and effects for assessment

7.3.2 The potential for LSESs to result from the Proposed Development acting alone has
been identified for the following:

e Atlantic salmon mortality and injurious effects due to exposure to underwater
noise generated during construction and decommissioning; and

e Atlantic salmon behavioural changes due to exposure to underwater noise
generated during construction and decommissioning causing barriers to
migration.

Assessment information

7.33 The conservation objectives (Natural England, 2018 (as described in Appendix
F)) for the site are as follows:

e to ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate,
and ensure that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation
Status of its Qualifying Features, by maintaining or restoring:

» the extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of
qualifying species;

» the structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural
habitats;

» the structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species;

» the supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the
habitats of qualifying species rely;

July 2024
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7.3.4

7.3.5

» the populations of qualifying species, and
» the distribution of qualifying species within the site.

The following targets from the Supplementary Advice (Natural England, 2019) for
the site are considered to be pertinent to the AA.

e Population (of the feature): Adult Run Size - Restore the population to that
expected under un-impacted conditions.

e Supporting Habitat: Structure / Function Biological Connectivity - Barriers
to adult migration have cumulative effects on the ability of individuals to reach
spawning grounds and need to be considered in combination.

e Structure and Function: Supporting Off-Site Habitat - The conditions
experienced by long-distance migratory species (such as salmon) out with the
site (through the saline transition zone, estuary, coastal waters and into the
high seas) are critical to the well-being of populations within the site.

e Structure and Function: Supporting Off-Site Habitat- Habitats beyond the
site boundary upon which characteristic biological communities of the site
depend should be maintained in a state that does not impair the full expression
of the characteristic biota within the site.

A detailed literature review was undertaken to describe the use of the area by fish
in relation to key life stages (including on migration). This review was informed by
the existing Rampion 1 project’s Environmental Statement (ES) (E.ON, 2012), and
broader surveys across the English Channel and its coastal waters. Chapter 8:
Fish and shellfish ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.8)
reports the full baseline characterisation (in Section 8.6) and the data sources
used to inform the ES and the HRA (Table 8.10).

Construction and decommissioning

Underwater noise

7.3.6

7.3.7

July 2024

The Southampton Water (located 49.3km from the closest boundary point of the
Proposed Development) forms part of the migratory route for Atlantic salmon,
some of which will likely contribute to the River Itchen SAC population. The
migratory routes taken by salmon smolt, are considered to vary depending upon
the river from which they originate (Malcolm et al., 2010). However, the main
migration routes for this species are believed to be in and out of the western
approaches / channel into the Atlantic, rather than via the North Sea (ABPmer,
2014). For example, evidence exists to show that returning Atlantic salmon to the
River Frome (Dorset) were feeding in north Atlantic and Arctic waters around
Iceland (MacKenzie et al., 2012). This may indicate a potential westward migration
by salmon smolt out through the English Channel and on into the north Atlantic.
Data from the River Test (as reported in the Catchment Summary for the
Itchen(Natural England, 2013)) further indicate that salmon from the River Test
head west to Iceland and return to the river again, from the west.

Further, the Environment Agency was noted to have commented the following in
relation to the Navitus Bay OWF:
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7.3.8

7.3.9

7.3.10

7.3.11

7.3.12

7.3.13

“Work under the SALSA (Salmon at Sea) programme has identified that salmon
from the South of the UK feed as adults around the Icelandic basin (NASCO
Salmon Summit 2011) and adult salmon returning to the Southern Chalk Streams
are known to have been captured in the mixed stock drift net fisheries of the West
of Ireland. This would indicate that the salmon returning to the Hampshire Avon
and Itchen are doing so from a Westerly direction, therefore bringing them through
the development area and/or the area of sea affected by it.”

Therefore, the migratory route to (and from) the River Itchen is considered to be
from the west and therefore unlikely to interact with underwater noise arising from
the construction and decommissioning of the Proposed Development, except in
the eventuality that underwater noise modelling shows potential for interaction at
the eastern arm of the Solent and the entrance to Southampton Water. Therefore,
during upstream (16 May to 15 August)!’ and seaward migrations (between 7 April
and 15 May in any year) to and from the River Itchen, there is a theoretical risk
individual salmon or salmon smolt could be exposed to underwater noise from
pile-driving.

At the highest levels of noise, sub-lethal and lethal effects may occur, resulting in
injury and in extreme cases, the death of exposed fish. Exposure to underwater
noise will only result in physical injury at close range, but disturbance
displacement or behavioural effects could occur over greater distances. As a
result, returning salmon may be temporarily displaced and deflected from making
their entry into the river.

Pile driving will not be continuous throughout the construction period. A total of 99
piling days is anticipated. However, as the timing depends on the weather and any
piling restrictions etc, this total might occur outside a consecutive 99 day window.

An assessment has therefore been undertaken for the Proposed Development to
guantify the spatial extent of any potential noise impacts on fish (including
migratory salmon). This assessment is reported in full in Chapter 8: Fish and
shellfish ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.8).

To inform the assessment of potential impacts associated with underwater noise
as a result of the installation of foundations, predictive underwater noise modelling
has been undertaken for the relevant piling MDS, full details of which are
presented in Appendix 11.3: Underwater noise assessment technical report,
Volume 4 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.4.11.3).

The predictive modelling has been undertaken at four representative locations
(locations illustrated in Figure 8.16 and 8.17, Volume 3 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.3.8)), with consideration of the key parameters associated with two
MDSs outlined below (presented in full in Table 8.17 within Chapter 8: Fish and
shellfish ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.8)):

e a spatial MDS (the scenario with the greatest potential spatial extent of impact);
and

17 These dates were agreed with respect to the Application for the proposed Navitus Bay
Wind Park as reported in Planning Inspectorate (2015).

July 2024
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7.3.14

7.3.15

7.3.16

7.3.17

7.3.18

7.3.19

July 2024

e atemporal MDS (the scenario with the longest potential duration).

There is the potential for foundations to be installed sequentially (multiple piles
installed one after the other in the same location within a 24-hour period) (Figure
8.16 and Figure 8.17, Volume 3 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.3.8)). This
scenario represents the worst-case piling scenario, and is assessed through
reference to predictive underwater noise modelling, and the relevant metric and
associated threshold criteria for migratory salmon.

The spatial MDS equates to the greatest area of effect from subsea noise at any
one-time during piling which is considered to result from the sequential installation
of two monopile foundations at separate locations within a 24-hour period (total of
90 monopiles) (Appendix 11.3: Underwater noise assessment technical
report, Volume 4 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.4.11.3)). The temporal
maximum design scenario represents the longest duration of effects from subsea
noise, this is considered to result from the sequential installation of four pin piles
for multileg foundations at separate locations within the array (total of 396 pin
piles).

The predictive underwater noise modelling was completed using a semi-empirical
underwater noise propagation model (INSPIRE) based on the maximum design
scenario hammer energy (4,400 kJ for monopile installation and 2,500kJ for pin-
pile installation) at four noise modelling locations; one at the East, one at the
North-west (the location closest to the Solent), one at the South and one at the
West of the proposed DCO Order Limit. As the point closest to the Solent, the
north-west location is considered to represent the worst-case piling location for the
AA of migrating salmon and is therefore the only location reported in full in the
RIAA.

The modelling outputs for all four locations are presented in Table 8.21 within
Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.8), with full details presented in Appendix 11.3: Underwater
noise assessment technical report, Volume 3 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.4.11.3). The sensitivity assessment reported in the Chapter 8: Fish and
shellfish ecology, Volume 2 the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.8) puts the
modelling into context with respect to sensitivity of fish receptors, including
salmon. A summary of the findings from both reports is provided here.

The assessment focuses on underwater noise from pile-driving for the installation
of foundations for offshore structures (for instance WTG and offshore substations).
While other activities such as cable laying, dredging and vessel movements will
result in underwater noise, these have the potential to affect a relatively small area
in the immediate vicinity of activities and are therefore insignificant in the context
of the underwater noise from piling operations.

Unexploded ordnance (UXO) removal will be sought in a separate future Marine
Licence application, when geophysical survey data of suitable spatial resolution is
available, prior to construction, to identify and quantify UXO. Detonation of UXO
would represent a short term (seconds) increase in underwater noise (sound
pressure levels and particle motion) and while noise levels will be elevated such
that this may result in mortality, injurious effects or behavioural effects on fish and
shellfish species, these effects would be considerably reduced compared to those
associated with piling operations. As such, since the Proposed Development is not
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7.3.20

applying for licence to detonate UXO at this stage, therefore no further
consideration of the impacts from UXO clearance is provided here.

The following commitment (also set out in Table 6-1) is considered relevant to the
AA:

e Hammer energies will likely start at low levels (soft start / ramp up) and
gradually increase to the maximum required installation energy (see embedded
environmental measure C-52).

Atlantic salmon

7.3.21

7.3.22

7.3.23

July 2024

Due to the absence of secondary hearing modifications linking the swim bladder to
the auditory system, salmon are understood not to have sensitive hearing, relative
to many other marine fish (Simpson and Bruintjes, 2016). This understanding
concurs with past studies (e.g., Hawkins and Johnstone, 1978) that have
categorised salmon as a species with poor hearing. This poor hearing has been
associated with smaller ranges of behavioural response (startle and alarm,
avoidance, migration, fatigue, loss of equilibrium) to noise in the marine
environment than those documented for other more sensitive species. Sound
levels eliciting behavioural responses in salmon are between 102 and 205dB re
1pPa (Turnpenny and Nedwell, 1994 reported in Horst and Rodhouse, 2000).

The fish receptors within the DCO order limits have been grouped into the Popper
et al., (2014) categories based on their hearing system. Atlantic salmon are Group
2 fish as their swim bladder is not involved in hearing. Fish from Group 2 are
considered to be less sensitive to sound pressure, with these species detecting
sound in the environment through particle motion. When considering particle
motion, little to no data exists on the effect on demersal fish species or on the
levels generated during marine impact piling (Hawkins and Popper, 2016).
However, particle motion generated from piling would be expected to attenuate
more rapidly than the acoustic pressure component in the water.

For fish in Group 2, the maximum worst-case underwater noise impact areas for
fleeing receptors from the simultaneous piling of monopile and multileg
foundations at the east and west modelled locations are presented in Table 7-1
and Table 7-2. The location of the Proposed Development relative to the River
Itchen SAC and the Southampton Water is presented in Figure 7-1 (located within
this document), together with the outcomes of the underwater noise modelling.
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Table 7-1  Maximum simultaneous piling worst-case noise impact areas for
monopile foundations at the east and west modelling locations for
fleeing fish (Group 2, 1.5ms™) according to Popper et al. (2014)

Noise level (dB Impact areas from the simultaneous piling of 2
Criteria re 1 yPa Sound monopiles
Pressure Level
(SPL) dB re 1 East modelling West In-combination
pPa2 s Sound location modelling area
Exposure Level location
(SEL))

Mortality and potentially mortal injury

SELcum 210 <0.1km?2 <0.1km?2 No in combination
effect

Recoverable injury

SELcum 203 <0.1km?2 <0.1km?2 No in combination
effect

Temporary threshold shift (TTS)

186 800km? 260km? 1600 km?2
SELcum

Table 7-2  Maximum simultaneous piling worst-case noise impact areas for
multileg foundations at the east and west modelling locations for
fleeing fish (Group 2, 1.5ms-1) according to Popper et al. (2014)

Noise level (dB Impact areas from the simultaneous piling of 4
Criteria re 1 yPa Sound multileg foundation piles
Pressure Level
(SPL) dB re 1 East modelling West In-combination
pPa2 s Sound location modelling area
Exposure Level location
(SEL))

Mortality and potentially mortal injury

SELcum 210 <0.1km?2 <0.1km?2 No in combination
effect

Recoverable injury

SELcum 203 <0.1km?2 <0.1km?2 No in combination
effect

Temporary threshold shift (TTS)
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Noise level (dB Impact areas from the simultaneous piling of 4
Criteria re 1 yPa Sound multileg foundation piles
Pressure Level
(SPL)/ dB re 1 East modelling West In-combination
uPa2 s Sound location modelling area
Exposure Level location
(SEL))
186 630km? 180km? 1300 km?2

SELcum

7.3.24

The following paragraphs provide the assessment of potential impacts on
migratory fish for the spatial and temporal maximum design scenarios associated
with foundation installation.

Mortality and Injurious effects / Population Maintenance

Atlantic salmon

7.3.25

7.3.26

7.3.27

July 2024

Table 7-1 shows the potential for mortality and potential mortal injury of Atlantic
salmon from the simultaneous piling of monopiles foundations has the potential to
occur within an area of 0.1km? (4,400 kJ hammer energy, SELcum), within the
immediate vicinity of the piling operations. Instantaneous injury may occur up to
310m (SPLpeak) from the piling activity. The temporal MDS worst-case impact
ranges result from the sequential piling of pin piles for multileg foundations at a
single location. As shown in Table 7-2, the mortality and potential mortal injury of
Atlantic salmon from the simultaneous piling of pin piles has the potential to occur
within an area of 0.1km? (2,500 kJ hammer energy, SELcum) within the immediate
vicinity of the piling operations. Instantaneous injury may occur up to 250m
(SPLpeak) from the piling activity.

Recoverable injury is a survivable injury with full recovery occurring after
exposure, although decreased fitness during this recovery period may result in
increased susceptibility to predation or disease (Popper et al., 2014). Table 7-1
shows the potential for recoverable injury of Atlantic salmon from the simultaneous
piling of monopile foundations to occur within an area of 0.1km? (4,400 kJ hammer
energy, SELcum) within the immediate vicinity of the piling operations.
Instantaneous injury may occur up to 310m (SPLpeak) from the piling activity. The
temporal MDS worst-case impact ranges result from the sequential piling of pin
piles for multileg foundations at a single location. As shown in Table 7-2,
recoverable injury of Atlantic salmon from the simultaneous piling of pin piles has
the potential to occur within an area of 0.1km? (2,500 kJ hammer energy, SELcum)
within the immediate vicinity of the piling operations. Instantaneous injury may
occur up to 250m (SPLpeak) from the piling activity.

Temporary threshold shift (TTS) is a temporary reduction in hearing sensitivity
caused by exposure to intense sound. TTS has been demonstrated in some
fishes, resulting from temporary changes in sensory hair cells of the inner ear
and/or damage to auditory nerves. However, sensory hair cells within fish re-grow
and are replaced when damaged and therefore the extent of TTS is of variable
duration and magnitude. Normal hearing ability returns following termination of the
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7.3.28

7.3.29

7.3.30

noise causing TTS, though this period is variable. When experiencing TTS, fish
may have decreased fitness due to a reduced ability to communicate, detect
predators or prey, and/or assess their environment. Table 7-1 shows that the
spatial MDS worst-case impact ranges for effects on Group 2 fish result from the
simultaneous piling of monopile foundations. TTS of Group 2 fish receptors has
the potential to occur within an area of up to 1,600 km? (4,400 kJ hammer energy,
SELcum) from the piling activity. The temporal MDS worst-case impact ranges
result from the sequential piling of pin piles for multileg foundations at a single
location. As shown in Table 7-2, TTS of Atlantic salmon from the simultaneous
piling of pin piles has the potential to occur within an areas of up to 1,300km?
(2,500kJ hammer energy, SELcum) from the piling activity.

Based on the predictive underwater noise modelling for Group 2 receptors,
Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish ecology, Volume 2 the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.8) concluded minor adverse significance of effects for Group 2 fish with
respect to mortality and injurious effects arising from noise and vibration during
construction. The same conclusion was found for the decommissioning phase.

Atlantic salmon would not be attracted to the area within the proposed DCO Order
Limits or be present within the area in significant numbers (as per the baseline
reports in Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish ecology, Volume 2 the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.8), or resident within or around the array. As such, the likelihood of
exposure to lethal or injurious sounds levels is expected to be low and limited to
sporadic, low numbers of passing migrants (at most). As such, mortality and
injurious effects due to exposure to underwater noise are not expected to manifest
at levels that could (with reference to the site’s target objectives) undermine the
viability of the SAC population. It is determined that the relevant target attribute (to
maintain ‘Population: Adult run size’ will not be hindered.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the Atlantic salmon feature of The River Itchen SAC in relation to
mortality and injurious effects directly associated with underwater noise
from the Proposed Development alone and therefore, subject to natural
change, the feature will be maintained in the long term.

Behavioural changes / barrier to migration

Atlantic salmon

7.3.31

July 2024

Due to the range of behavioural responses elicited from fish receptors, and the
influence from environmental variables and ecological stressors, Popper et al.
(2014) recommend the application of a qualitative assessment. The qualitative
behavioural criteria derived from Popper et al. (2014) categorise the risks of
effects in relative terms as 'high, moderate or low' at three distances from the
source: near (10s of metres), intermediate (100s of metres), and far (1000s of
metres), respectively. This qualitative approach as recommended by Popper et al.
(2014) has therefore been applied to the assessment of behavioural impacts of
migratory fish. Considering the Popper et al. (2014) criteria, any risk of behavioural
effects in Atlantic salmon from piling are expected to be high in in the near field,
moderate in the intermediate field, and low in the far field.
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7.3.32

7.3.33

7.3.34

7.3.35

7.3.36

7.3.37

July 2024

Migrating salmon that encounter increased levels of underwater noise may display
avoidance and displacement behaviour. Such behaviour would be intermittent and
temporary. As the Southampton Water (which provides migratory access to the
River Itchen) is ¢.50km from the Proposed Development, passage to the River
Itchen would not be materially impeded over this scale, especially as fish are likely
accessing the Solent and Southampton Water from the west (as evidenced in
paragraph 7.3.6). Any short-term behavioural effects would be temporary and not
amount to AEol.

In light of the muted sensitivities and with reference to the modelled noise
predictions (see Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish ecology, Volume 2 the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.8) finds, due to the temporary and intermittent nature of
any potential noise impacts, significant effects on migration, including barrier
effects, effects on coastal migrations or movement to/from coastal habitats during
key migration periods, would not be expected.

The location of the Proposed Development relative to the River ltchen SAC and
the Southampton Water is presented in Figure 7-1 (located with this document).
Behavioural effects on Group 2 fish receptors in the Proposed Development Study
Area (for which particle motion is most relevant) have been found likely to be
spatially limited to within tens to hundreds of meters of the piling operations (noting
that any risk of behavioural effects beyond this distance are low).

During decommissioning, the noise levels are expected to be much less than pile
driving and therefore impacts would be less than as assessed during the
construction phase. The noise resulting from WTG decommissioning employing
abrasive cutting is unlikely to result in any injury, avoidance or significant
disturbance. Some temporary minor disturbance might be experienced in the
immediate vicinity of the decommissioning activity, for example, from jack-up
vessels or from cutting piled foundations. The impact is predicted to be of highly
local spatial extent, short term duration, intermittent and reversible.

It is determined that the relevant target attribute: to maintain ‘Population: Adult
run size will not be hindered. In turn, the maintenance of the feature will continue
to support site features dependent on the health of the salmon feature.

There is, therefore, no potential for an AEol to the conservation objectives
on the Atlantic salmon feature of The River ltchen SAC in relation to
disturbance (barrier to migration) from the Proposed Development alone and
therefore, subject to natural change, the feature will be maintained in the
long term.
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Figure 7-1la The Proposed Development and underwater noise impact ranges for the piling of monopile foundations relative to the River Itchen SAC and Southampton Water (fleeing

receptor)
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Figure 7-1b The Proposed Development and underwater noise impact ranges for the piling of multileg foundations relative to the River Itchen SAC and Southampton Water (fleeing

receptor)

5640000

5620000
L

5600000

5580000

5560000

Contains OS data © Crown Copyright and database right 2020

© Matural England copyright 2020; Contains Joint
NatureConservation Committee data © copyright and database right
2020; © European Commission

Key

® Noise Modelling Locations

D Proposed DCO Order Limits
7 River ltchen Special
m Area of Conservation
Southampton Water
{undesignated)

MDS Multileg Contours 4,400 kJ dB SELcum:

] e

=== == 203dB

Kilometres
25 5 10 15 20
e —
1:500,000
WGS 1984 UTIM Zone 30N Transverse Mercator

Rampion Extension Developrnent

\gﬁ Rampion2

WIND FARM

Rampion 2 Offshore Wind Farm

Figure 7-1b The proposed development and
underwater noise impact ranges for the piling
of multileg foundations relative to the River
ltchen SAC and Southampton Water (Fleeing
Receptors)

Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

Systemn Identifier: Version:
R2_WC_Multileg_Fleeing 1.1

Company: |Drawn By | Chk/Aprvd: |Drawn Date] Status:
GOBE GB AL 05/07/2024 | FINAL

Document uncontrolled when printed 1SO A3 Landscape

July 2024
Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

Page 148



©wsP UK Linies WS I )

Page intentionally blank

July 2024
Rampion 2 Habitats Regulations Assessment: Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment Page 149



WP UK Limed WS I )

7.4 Appraisal of potential AEol alone for benthic habitats and
communities

Introduction

7.4.1 Information to inform the assessment for benthic habitats is provided in Section
3.3 (the MDS relevant to benthic habitats), Section 6 (embedded environmental
measures and the commitments register) and Appendix F (Information on
Designated sites). The potential for LSEs /LSEI as regards benthic habitats is
summarised in Table 5-2, with the Stage Two (AA) presented below.

Solent Maritime SAC

Features and effects for assessment

7.4.2 The Potential for LSEs to result from the Proposed Development acting alone has
been identified for the following listed features of the SAC:

e estuaries complex: an overarching habitat complex, comprising sub-feature
habitats® some of which are designated in in their own right;

e Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae);

e mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide (mudflats and
sandflats);

e salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand (Salcornia);
e spartina swards (Cord-grass swards) (Spartinion maritimae) (Spartina);

e sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time (subtidal
sandbanks); and

e coastal lagoons.

7.43 The potential for LSEs to result from the Proposed Development acting alone
relates to the following effect pathways (which apply to each feature listed above):

e Construction and decommissioning:

» Suspended sediment and deposition — effects due to suspended
sediment dispersion and deposition following works during construction and
decommissioning.

» MINNS (introductions) — effects associated with the potential introduction
and/or spread of new or existing invasive non-native species during
construction and/or decommissioning.

18 Subtidal coarse sediment, subtidal sand, subtidal mixed sediments, subtidal seagrass
beds, intertidal coarse sediment, intertidal sand and muddy sand, intertidal mud, intertidal
mixed sediment and intertidal seagrass beds.
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Pollution — changes to water quality associated with the introduction of
harmful contaminants to the environment following accidental leakages or
spillages during marine works in the construction and decommissioning
phases.

Operation and maintenance:

»

Suspended sediment and deposition — effects due to suspended
sediment dispersion and deposition associated with activities during the
operation and maintenance phase.

MINNS (new substrate) — effects associated with the introduction of hard
substrates and man-made underwater structures that could act as local
vectors (new habitats) for the spread of introduced invasive and non-native
marine species throughout operation.

Pollution — changes to water quality associated with the introduction of
harmful contaminants to the environment following accidental leakages or
spillages associated with activities during the operation and maintenance
phase.

Coastal processes — effects on habitats, or processes supporting those
habitats from changes in the hydrodynamic regime and/or coastal
morphology (i.e., waves, currents and / or local sediment processes) due to
the presence of the windfarm throughout its operation.

Assessment information

7.4.4

7.4.5

July 2024

The conservation objectives (March 2013) (Natural England 2020b) (as described
in Appendix F) for the site are as follows:

To ensure that, subject to natural change, the integrity of the site is maintained
or restored as appropriate, and that the site contributes to achieving the
Favourable Conservation Status of its qualifying features, by maintaining or
restoring:

»

>

>

the extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of the
qualifying species;

the structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural
habitats;

the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying species;

the supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the
habitats of qualifying species rely;

the populations of each of the qualifying species; and

the distribution of qualifying species within the site.

The SAC overlaps geographically with the Solent and Southampton Water SPA,
Solent and Southampton Water Ramsar and Solent and Dorset Coast SPA. The
Conservation Objectives also refer to these sites and Chichester and Langstone
Harbours SPA and Ramsar as functionally linked estuaries and habitat features.
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7.4.6

7.4.7

7.4.8

7.4.9

The following Conservation Objectives (that apply to ornithological features in
SPAs?!? and supporting habitats) are therefore also relevant:

e to ensure that the site contributes to achieving the aims of the Birds Directive,
by maintaining or restoring:

» the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features;
» the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features;

» the supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features
rely;

» the population of each of the qualifying features; and
» the distribution of the qualifying features within the site.

At the conclusion of the AA for Solent Maritime SAC, any findings of significant or
residual adverse effects on the supporting habitats of the SAC will feed into the
site-specific assessments for functionally linked sites.

Supplementary Advice for the SAC (Natural England 2020c), sets out the
ecological attributes that contribute to the site’s integrity. The attributes and targets
have been considered as they specifically relate to each feature identified in
paragraph 7.4.2, each effect and the target objective to maintain, or recover the
feature.

Natural England’s Advice on Operations (Natural England 2020d), provides an
initial assessment of potential impacts arising from for all phases of a theoretical
‘offshore wind project’ and direction (through the allocation of a sensitivity rating)
as to, which interactions require further assessment. This advice is referenced
where applicable.

In addition to the site-specific information presented in Appendix F, information
supporting the assessment is reported in:

e Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.9) which reports the full baseline characterisation
(Section 9.6) and the data sources used to inform the benthic subtidal and
intertidal assessment for the ES (listed in Table 9.9 and Table 9.10 of that
chapter); and

e Chapter 6: Coastal processes, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.6) where a full description of the offshore physical environment (Section
6.6) and an assessment of the potential effects from the Proposed
Development on that environment (Sections 6.9 — 6.12) is provided.

19 For Ramsar sites, Defra and Natural England chose not to produce Conservation
Advice. Natural England considers the advice for overlapping designations to be, in most
cases, sufficient to support the management of the Ramsar interests (Natural England,

2016).

July 2024
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7410  The location of designated benthic and intertidal habitats in the Solent Estuarine
system are shown in Figure 7-220 (located within this document).

Construction and decommissioning

Suspended sediment and deposition

7411 This section addresses the potential for AEol from effects associated with the
dispersion of suspended sediments specifically related to seabed preparation and
physical disturbances during construction and decommissioning works.

7412 During construction, offshore and/or intertidal works, notably foundation and cable
installation and seabed preparation (including sandwave clearance) would cause a
temporary, localised increase in SSC in the surrounding marine environment.
During decommissioning, sediment could be mobilised during the removal of
foundations, cables, and rock protection. Following this mobilisation, and
dependent on hydrological conditions and sediment characteristics, the suspended
sediment would be dispersed in the water column and ultimately, deposited. If
contaminated seabed were disturbed, sediment bound contaminants could also be
released and dispersed (Roberts, 2012).

7413  Designated subtidal and intertidal habitats (and associated communities) and
habitats supporting designated features present within the dispersal range of
sediment plumes could be affected by a temporary change in water quality (i.e.,
reduced visual clarity?!), increased sediment deposition (smothering) and/or
exposure to sediment-bound contaminants. The ‘Pressure Names’ described in
the Advice on Operations (Natural England, 2020d) for the SAC have been
adopted in the sections below to address the three potential effects on each
feature at risk:

e smothering and siltation rate changes (light or heavy);
e changes in suspended solids (water clarity); and
e contamination levels of sediment.

7414  The implications of changes to SSC and seabed deposition are considered within
Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.9), with reference to Chapter 6: Coastal processes,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.6) which describes the coastal
process in the receiving environment. The AA has drawn upon the information and
conclusions of the ES to determine how effects might manifest on the SAC and its
features in relation to the site-specific objectives, and component attributes and
targets.

20 The Estuary Complex feature of the Solent Maritime SAC comprises of the mapped
sub-feature habitats (subtidal coarse sediment, subtidal sand, subtidal mixed sediments,
subtidal seagrass beds) that are shown on Figure 7-2 (located within this document).

21 Turbidity is a relative measure of light scattering by suspended particles. Visual clarity is
referred to instead of turbidity, as the preferred (and more precise) optical quantifier.
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7.4.15

7.4.16

7.4.17

7.4.18

7.4.19

7.4.20

July 2024

Potential effects are explored with reference to the maximum design parameters
set out in Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the
ES (Document Reference: 6.2.9) (and Section 3.3 of this report). These refer to
the total volume (m?) of sediment that could be mobilised (thereby resulting in a
sediment plume) considering the area extent of the array and offshore ECC and
the need for seabed preparation for foundations, sandwave clearance, offshore
trenching for cables and drilling at foundations. This provides a total estimate of
‘temporary habitat disturbance’ in the Proposed Development array area and
offshore ECC from construction activities.

The behaviour and impact of the plumes is relative to tidal state and range and
sediment type. The baseline is described in in Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and
intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.9) with
reference to existing sources, notably work undertaken to characterise the benthic
ecology baseline for Rampion 1 (EMU, 2011) and the Proposed Development
specific site-surveys (presented in Tables 9.9 and 9.10 in in Chapter 9: Benthic,
subtidal and intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.9), respectively). The most dominant habitat types are circalittoral coarse
sediments, deep circalittoral coarse sediments, and deep circalittoral sand. These
habitats are found predominantly across the proposed DCO Order Limits and
across the mid to offshore portion of the Proposed Development. Sublittoral
sediments, infralittoral coarse sediments and circalittoral fine sands or circalittoral
muddy sands dominate the inshore portion of the offshore ECC. Suspended
sediments originating from the adjacent coastline are transported in the direction
of net tidal residual flow, that is, to the east-northeast (with some offshore
dispersion) (see Chapter 6: Coastal processes, Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.6).

Detailed quantitative assessments of sediment plumes arising from the Proposed
Development activities (i.e., sediment plume modelling) have been undertaken
and are provided in Appendix 6.3: Coastal processes technical report: Impact
assessment, Volume 4 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.4.6.3).

Table 9.21 in in Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and intertidal ecology, Volume 2
of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.9) details the maximum sediment plume
distance and the peak increases in SSC and deposition that could occur because
of construction activities and relates to individual plumes/activities. Based on this
information, the secondary ZOI buffer area has been set at 16km around the
proposed DCO Order Limits to match the 16km tidal excursion zone for SSC
(Figure 9.1 in Chapter 9, Volume 2 (Document Reference: 6.2.9)).

Plumes as a result of boulder clearance will be similar in nature to that described
for ‘offshore trenching of cables’ in Table 9.21 (Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and
intertidal ecology, Volume 2 (Document Reference: 6.2.9)). The SSC,
dimensions and duration of the plumes resulting from boulder clearance will be at
most similar to, or relatively smaller than described for trenching activities.

Jack-up vessels might cause very localised and temporary plumes as their feet are
lowered into and raised from the seabed. The volume of sediment disturbed will be
relatively small compared to the other activities considered (proportional to the
size and number of feet on the vessel). The SSC, dimensions and duration of the
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7.4.21

7.4.22

7.4.23

July 2024

resulting plumes will be at most similar to, or relatively smaller than described for
other activities.

Prior analysis of sediment plumes resulting from marine aggregate activities in the
vicinity of the Proposed Development have shown that increases in SSC due to
disturbance of the locally present sediments are expected to present short-term,
temporary and localised effects only (e.g., concentrations > 500 mg/l only
occurring within 200m of the Licence Area boundary, see Wallingford (2010), and
Chapter 6: Coastal processes, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.6). Furthermore, the target material at nearby marine aggregate areas is sands
and gravels and characteristically, the aggregate deposits in the Marine Aggregate
Regional Environmental Assessment region contain 1 to 3% mud (silt and clay) in
situ; therefore, the SSCs in the overflow from dredging vessels are relatively low
compared to other regions of the UK (EMU Limited, 2012) (see Chapter 9:
Benthic, subtidal and intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.9)).

Peak increases in SSC are expected to be local to the source. After larger
(heavier) particles drop quickly out of suspension, the fine-grained sediments that
are still suspended would form a plume. This plume would be rapidly dispersed by
tidal currents and background concentrations restored rapidly. Activities that
disturb the sediment would occur intermittently through construction and would not
necessary manifest consistently (i.e., in the same direction). As the resulting
sediment plume would be intermittent, transient, and subject to rapid dilution and
dispersion, most material will be re-eroded between activities and non-appreciable
within a few tidal cycles. There is little potential for the coalescence of plumes
(e.g., during the installation of multiple foundations) and due to the transient nature
of effects and dynamic receiving environment, little potential for cumulative effects
between activities.

Embedded environmental measures (as referenced within each assessment
below) have been secured to minimise seabed disturbance and reduce sediment
suspension. In view of these commitments, the magnitude of the impact that
construction activities relating to the Proposed Development will have on
designated sites (generally) is concluded in Chapter 9: Benthic, subtidal and
intertidal ecology, Volume 2 of the ES (Document Reference: 6.2.9) to be Minor
and of Minor adverse significance. This refers to effects that are discernible,
temporary changes, over a minority of the receptor, and/or limited but discernible
alterations to key characteristics of the feature.
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Figure 7-2 The distribution of estuarine habitats* in the Solent
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Smothering and siltation rate changes

7.4.24

7.4.25

Sensitive habitats (and communities that define habitats) could be adversely
affected by the redeposition of mobilised sediment through smothering, abrasion,
or habitat alteration. The AA of the effects of suspended sediment deposition on
features of the Solent Maritime SAC is provided below.

To minimise the disturbance of the seabed and potential impacts on designated
sites, no temporary disturbance will occur within the intertidal (below MHWS). This
is ensured by the following commitments (also set out in Section 6).

e C-65: The proposed offshore ECC and cable landfall (below mean high water
springs [MHWS]) will avoid all statutory marine designated areas.

e (C-43: The subsea export cable ducts will be drilled underneath the beach using
horizontal directional drilling (HDD) techniques.

e C-45: Where possible, cable burial will be the preferred option for cable
protection. Cable burial will be informed by the cable burial risk assessment
and detailed within the Cable Specification Plan.

Inter-tidal habitats

7.4.26

7.4.27

7.4.28

Suites of habitats that consistently occur together (in this case, within sheltered
estuarine environments) can be considered as functional units (or an intertidal
sub-sy