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1 Applicants’ Response to IP submission at
Deadline 3- Natural England

1.1 Introduction

1.1.1.1 Following Deadline 3, Morgan Offshore Wind Limited (‘Morgan OWL')

and Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Limited (‘Morecambe OWL’),
(together, ‘the Applicants’) have reviewed each of the submissions
received from stakeholders who registered as Interested parties (IPs) in
the Examination.

1.1.1.2 Details of the Applicants’ response to Natural England’s submissions
(REP3-90, REP3-91, REP3-92, REP3-93, REP3-94 and REP3-95)
received at Deadline 3 as set out in this annex.

Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms: Transmission Assets
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2 Applicants’ Response to Written Representations

2.1 Natural England REP3-090 — Natural England’s Response at Deadline 3

Table 2-1: REP3-090 — Natural England's Response at Deadline 3

Reference IP submission Applicants’ response

REP3-090 1. Deadline 3 Submissions The Applicants note this response.
090.1 Natural England have submitted the following documents at Deadline 3:
* EN020028 514882 Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Transmission Assets - Appendix
K3 - Natural England's Risk and Issues Log Deadline 3;
* EN020028 514882 Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Transmission Assets - Appendix
L3 - Natural England's comments on Examining Authority’s written questions (ExQ1) [PD-008];
* EN020028 514882 Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Transmission Assets - Appendix
C3 — Natural England’s comments on Benthic and Subtidal Ecology Deadline 3; and

* EN020028 514882 Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Transmission Assets — Appendix
G3 — Natural England’s comments on Onshore Ecology and Nature Conservation Deadline 3

REP3-090 2. Submission of Updated Environmental Statement Chapters The Applicants note Natural England’s comment and as agreed will be updating the relevant Environmental

090.2 In REP2-001 the Applicant outlined the following approach to finalising chapters: ‘Prior to the | Statement chapters at Deadline 5 where necessary.

end of examination and once the Commitment Register is finalised, any necessary updates will
be made to the relevant Environmental Statement chapters, likely at Deadline 6.

Natural England would like to raise that should all chapters only be updated at Deadline 6
(22nd October), this would only allow a week before Deadline 7, and the close of Examination
(29th October), to review the changes in the chapters and provide a response. In our responses
in the Risk and Issues Log we highlight issues we think can be readily resolved by updating
certain chapters now. We would therefore encourage the Applicant to submit updated versions
of those chapters before Deadline 6, to allow adequate time to review changes and prevent all
updated chapters being submitted at the same deadline.

REP3-090 3. Updates to the Risk and Issues Log at Deadline 3 The Applicants note this response.

090.3 At Deadline 2 the Applicant submitted multiple documents requiring Natural England’s review.
Annex 1 lists the documents which have been reviewed by Natural England and where
comments can be found.

REP3-090 4. Onshore Ornithology Advice The Applicants acknowledge Natural England’s position regarding the unresolved onshore and intertidal

090.4 Natural England acknowledges the documents submitted into Examination regarding onshore ornithology matters and remain committed to working collaboratively with Natural England to resolve these

ornithology issues. We would like to highlight that these issues have been explored through our matters. As part of this, the Applicants met with Natural England on 25/07/2025 to discuss possible
Discretionary Advice Service and discussed on a site visit and teams meeting. We have commitments to resolve Natural England’s concerns which are found within the Outline Ecological

included some initial comments on resolved matters in response to the submitted documents in | Management Plan (J6/F04).
the relevant Examiner’s Questions and captured these in the Risk and Issues Log where
appropriate.

Due to unforeseen circumstances, unfortunately we are not able to provide advice on all the
onshore ornithology information submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2. Our outstanding
concerns relate to the impacts on passage waterbirds at the landfall and the proposed
management at Fairhaven saltmarsh, and the measures proposed to address the loss of
Functionally Linked Land affected by the onshore cable route. We are working to progress this
advice and will submit it as soon as possible after Deadline 3, in the hope that this will be
accepted into the Examination at the Examiner’s discretion. We will also provide the advice
directly to the Applicant to help progress these issues.
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Reference IP submission Applicants’ response

REP3-090 5. Onshore Ecology and Nature Conservation The Applicants acknowledge Natural England’s position regarding the unresolved onshore ecology and

0905 Natural England has provided comments and updates on Onshore Ecology and Nature nature conservation matters and remain committed to working collaboratively with Natural England to
Conservation issues in the Risk and Issues Log submitted at Deadline 3 (Appendix K3). In resolve these matters. This includes the preparation of a specific Sand Lizard Mitigation Plan as part of the
Appendix G3 we provide additional clarification and reiterate our advice on the outstanding Outline Ecological Managem?nt Plan (J6/F04), and an update_d NaFionaI Vegetati_on Classification Survey
issues in the Risk and Issues Log, however we wish to highlight that our advice in our Relevant (NVC) of the Lyth_am St Anne s Dunes SSSI, the results of which will be shared with Natural England in due
Representations [RR-1601] on these matters has not changed. course and submitted at Deadline 5.
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Applicants’ Response to Written Representations

Natural England REP3-092 — Appendix C3 to Natural England’s Deadline 3 Submission

Table 3-1: REP3-092 —Appendix C3 to Natural England’s Deadline 3 Submission

Reference

IP submission

Applicants’ response

Natural England’s Advice On: Benthic and Subtidal Ecology — Outline CSIP

REP3-092
0921

Natural England reiterate our Relevant Representations [RR-1601] Annex C advice
points C14, C22, and C45 which requires the Applicant to quantify and evaluate the
worst-case impacts from UXO clearance within and outside the Fylde MCZ. This
evaluation should provide evidence to justify the current temporary characterisation of
impacts.

As outlined in the Applicants’ response to RR-1601 (B1601.B.14; PDA-016) the desk-based review undertaken
indicates that there are no known UXOs recorded within the overlapping area of the Fylde MCZ and the Offshore
Order Limits. The Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) Screening and Stage 1 Assessment Report (APP-019) details
that, based on current information, there is only one known buried UXO within the Offshore Order Limits and this is
outside the boundary of the Fylde MCZ. However, a precautionary approach has been adopted to the assessment
which assumes that up to four UXOs may require clearance within the MCZ. The clearance of up to four UXOs
within the Fylde MCZ was assessed in paragraph 1.8.2.22 of the MCZ Screening and Stage 1 Assessment Report
(APP-019) and in section 2.11.2 of Volume 2, Chapter 2: Benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology (APP-045).

Data in the public domain was used to determine likely crater size for the most likely (common) maximum UXO size
of 130 kg with a diameter of 12.61 m and a depth of circa 3 m (Ordtek, 2018). Further data was also available for
larger UXO up to 700 kg (Equinor, 2022). Data relating to the larger UXO indicates that crater sizes for 700 kg
ordinance may be up to 5 m in depth (21 m in diameter), although observations of craters following high order UXO
clearance in areas of sandy gravel, similar to those found in the study area, were typically half of this predicted
diameter and less than 1.5 m in depth (Ordtek, 2018). Therefore, individual craters generated for high order
clearance for a maximum 907 kg UXO in an area characterised by active sediment transport would not give rise to
significant impacts on physical processes. Although craters may initially infill with the most mobile, finest, sediment
the baseline sediment processes would continue restoring the sediment transport regime and seabed
characteristics. Based on a diameter of 12.61m, the area impacted by one UXO clearance is 124.9m2.

The MDS for UXO removal is for clearance of up to 25 UXOs, 22 within the Morgan Offshore Export Cable Corridor
and 3 within Morecambe Offshore Export Cable Corridor. UXO clearance is likely to include a range of UXO sizes
with the net explosive quantity (NEQ) ranging between 25 kg to 907 kg with 130 kg being the most likely.

Based on an area impact of 124.9m2 per UXO clearance, the MDS for UXO clearance within the MCZ is for a
maximum of 4 UXOs (499.6m?), and outwith the MCZ is for a maximum of 21 UXOs (2,622.9m?). These values are
not quantified within the Stage 1 MCZ Assessment, or the Benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology chapter, as they
form part of the temporary habitat disturbance and are likely to be within the footprint of the sandwave clearance
activities.

In line with the Joint Position statement on unexploded ordnance clearance published on 21 January 2025, the
Applicants have committed to the use of low order techniques only as the primary mitigation measure for clearance
(Volume 1, Annex 5.3: Commitments Register (APP-037), CoT64). The Applicants are not seeking the licencing of
high order UXO clearance within the Transmission Assets DCO and agree that the use of high order detonation
would be subject to a separate Marine Licence. Low order clearance is a new technique which has been
successfully applied at the Moray West Offshore Windfarm, where 81 UXO ranging from 14 kg to 879 kg were all
cleared using this technique (Ocean Winds, 2024). This example demonstrates the success of low order detonation
techniques such as deflagration and demonstrates that it is highly likely the majority, if not all, of the UXO identified
could be cleared using low-order clearance methods with resulting crater sizes significantly smaller than those cited
here.

The UXO clearance path will be within the width of seabed disturbance from the pre-lay grapnel run (PLGR) and/ or
boulder removal clearance corridor, which will be 20 m wide centred on each cable, or up to 60 m wide where
sandwave clearance is undertaken for Morgan cables or 48 m where sandwave clearance is undertaken for
Morecambe cables. Based on desktop data available relating to crater sizes, any craters generated will also be
within the areas of disturbance assumed for sandwave clearance, PLGR and/ or boulder clearance, therefore the
Applicants would not expect low order UXO clearance to add to the existing disturbance footprint.

The Applicants will update Volume 2, Chapter 2: Benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology (APP-045) and Volume 2,
Chapter 1: Physical processes (APP-042), for submission at Deadline 5 to include all additional
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Reference IP submission

Applicants’ response

clarifications/justifications provided in submissions at previous deadlines to address Natural England’s comments
relating to UXO clearance.

REP3-092
092.2

Natural England welcomes the use of Control Flow Excavator for cable installation to
ensure retention of sediment within the local sediment cells, but that would not be the
case with the other proposed installation tools for sandwave clearance. Therefore, the
mitigation measures should go further to consider Natural England’s advice as detailed
in RR-1601 Annex C point C31. And R&l Log (Appendix K) points B6, B10, B16, C8,
C13, C14, and C15.

The Applicants can confirm that within the Fylde MCZ, the Control Flow Excavator will be the only method used for
sandwave clearance. The Applicants will update the Outline cable specification and installation plan (REP2-022),
Project Description (REP2-008) and the Dredging and disposal - site characterisation plan (APP-227) at Deadline 5
to remove reference to ‘dredging’ as a sandwave clearance method in the Fylde MCZ.

Natural England’s Advice On: Benthic and Subtidal Ecology — Project Description

REP3-092
092.3

Natural England requires assurance that the 20 m width quoted within Table 3.6 is a
realistic maximum design scenario for seabed disturbance.

As set out in Table 3.6 of the Project Description (REP2-008), the maximum design scenario for the trench within
which an offshore export cable is installed is 3 m centred on the cable (i.e. up to 1.5m either side of the cable). The
cable installation tools available for subsea cable installation range in size to a maximum of approximately 10 m
wide (e.g. SMD’s CBT1100 installation tool which is 7.5m wide (SMD, 2025a) and Prysmian HD3 installation tool
which is 6.5m wide (Prysmian, 2005)), which would also be centred on the cable (i.e. up to 5 m either side of the
cable). Best practice for the offshore renewables industry is to clear the path of the cable installation tool up to 10
m either side of the cable route to ensure that the cable installation tool does not become fouled with contingency
on the width of the cable installation tool i.e. 20 m centred on the cable. This is generally achieved using a pre-lay
grapnel run tool, which uses a grapnel and chain hook arrangement to snag and catch debris along the cable route
or pre-lay plough / boulder clearance plough such as the SMD multifunction pre-lay plough which is 12m wide
(SMD 2025b) and Helix multi-function i-plough which is 10 to 16m wide (Helix Energy Solutions, 2025). Therefore,
the Applicants are confident that the 20 m disturbance width for cable installation is appropriate and precautionary
as a maximum design scenario.

As noted in the Applicants’ response to comment RI_J1 & J3 in Appendix K3 - Natural England's Risk and Issues
Log Deadline 3 (REP3-094) and in response to Natural England response to question 7.1.4 in ExQ1 (S_D4_2.6),
the Applicants have responded to this point in full in the Applicants’ response to RR.1601.B.9 (PDA-016) and
RR.1601.C.14 (PDA-017), but reorganised the response below to aid in explaining the Applicants position.

e The MDS for pre-lay grapnel runs (PLGR) / boulder clearance does not include the areas where sandwave
clearance has occurred as sandwave clearance would either remove the need for PLGR / boulder clearance, or
those activities would occur within the disturbance footprint of sandwave clearance. This is because the
sandwave clearance swathe is 60 m wide for Morgan cables and 48 m wide for Morecambe cables centred on
each offshore export cable route, whilst the swathe for PLGR / boulder clearance is 20 m wide centred on each
offshore export cable route.

¢ In the event that sandwave clearance is not required and boulder clearance is required along 100% of offshore
export cables, then this remains within the MDS assessed as the width of disturbance for boulder clearance is
20 m and so well within the width of disturbance assessed for sandwave clearance.

e For the remaining 91% of the Morgan and Morecambe cables where sandwave clearance is not expected to be
required, the MDS assumes repeat disturbance of the same 20 m wide swathe centred on each export cable’s
route due to boulder clearance (by plough or grab) (PLGR and UXO clearance (if required) as set out in section
3.12.3 of the Project Description chapter (REP2-008)). Where a high density of boulders is encountered, the
expectation is that a boulder plough will be required to clear the installation corridor. Where medium and low
densities of boulders are present, a sub-sea grab is expected to be employed. In either case, boulders will be
side cast to the edge of the 20 m installation corridor.

The Applicants would highlight that a new commitment has also been added to the updated Commitments Register
submitted at Deadline 4 (F1.5.3/F05) as CoT134 which states that “As part of the detailed design process, micro-
siting of the offshore export cables within the offshore export cable corridors will be considered where successful
burial could pose a challenge or where a higher risk of remedial works such as external cable protection may be
required.”

REP3-092
092.4

Natural England is concerned that in the absence of an appropriately detailed CBRA
that the MDS for cable protection, particularly within the Fylde MCZ, may not be
realistic. We require further information as to how the MDS for rock protection,
specifically within the Fylde MCZ, has been confidently determined.

The Applicants’ position remains as outlined in response to comment RR.1601.43 on the location and design of
cable protection (PDA-014). Details of cable protection material and volumes for the Transmission Assets are
provided in sections 3.12.6 of Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project description (REP2-008) with further details provided in
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the Outline Cable Specification and Installation Plan (CSIP) (APP-220). These detail a Maximum Design Scenario
(MDS) for:

up to 51 crossings (Table 3.8 in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project description (REP2-008));
¢ the location of crossings are shown in Volume 1, Annex 3.1: Offshore Crossing Schedule ((APP-025);

e requirements for cable protection due to ground conditions (Table 3.7 in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project
description (REP2-008)); and

e Within the Fylde MCZ, there are up to 4 cable crossings (up to 4,000 m2 of cable protection) and a 3% cable
protection contingency for ground conditions (26,400 m? of cable protection) as detailed in section 7.2 and
section 7.3 in the Outline CSIP (APP-220)).

The use of cable protection for ground conditions, where required, will be further evaluated and considered post-
consent in the CSIPs, following further post-consent and pre-construction surveys, secured as part of the

Construction Method Statements. The Offshore Construction Method Statements are secured in the Draft DCO
(AS-004) in:

¢ Condition 18(1)(e) of Schedule 14 for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project: Transmission Assets; and

¢ Condition 18(1)(e) of Schedule 15 for the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm: Transmission Assets.

As outlined in Volume 2, Chapter 1: Physical Processes (APP-042) and Chapter 2: Benthic subtidal ecology (APP-
045), the physical process and benthic ecology assessments have been undertaken on the MDS as presented
within Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project description (REP2-008) with the assessment of the associated impacts for
sediment transport pathways identified as being of negligible to minor adverse significance, which is not significant
in EIA terms. The Applicants will update Volume 2, Chapter 1: Physical Processes (APP-042) Chapter to capture
the related information contained within the outline CSIP (APP-220) and CBRA (APP-219) to address Natural
England comments. This will be submitted at Deadline 5.

As outlined in the Applicants’ response to RR.1601.43 (PDA-014), the Applicants consider that a precautionary but
realistic approach has been adopted for the MCZ Screening and Stage 1 Assessment Report (APP-019). The
approach assumes that all long-term habitat loss associated with cable protection for ground conditions may occur
within either the subtidal mud or subtidal sand feature. As outlined in the Outline Offshore Cable Specification and
Installation Plan (CSIP) (APP-220) as part of the detailed design process pre-construction survey data will be used
to inform the final routing of the cable, along with any micro-siting requirements and areas where there is a higher
risk of remedial works such as external cable protection. The Applicants would highlight that a new commitment
has also been added to the updated Commitments Register submitted at Deadline 4 (F1.5.3/F05) as CoT134 which
states that “As part of the detailed design process, micro-siting of the offshore export cables within the offshore
export cable corridors will be considered where successful burial could pose a challenge or where a higher risk of
remedial works such as external cable protection may be required.” At this stage in the consenting process,
however, the Applicants are unable to refine these assumptions further. Following detailed design post-consent,
the exact compensation requirements may be refined, in consultation with stakeholders, which would then inform
MEEB compensation figures if it is deemed to be required by the SoS.

With regards to the cable protection required in the Fylde MCZ for the cable crossings, the Applicants provided a
Stage 2 MCZ Assessment, including a without prejudice, in-principle Measures of Equivalent Environmental Benefit
(MEEB) Plan, at Deadline 1 (REP1-059) which updated the MDS for long term habitat loss of each of the features
to account for the cable crossings occurring only within the subtidal mud feature. The Applicants will update the
MCZ Screening and Stage 1 Assessment Report (APP-019) for submission at Deadline 5 to include the update to
the MDS for the subtidal mud feature and all relevant new commitments for the Fylde MCZ.

The Applicants and Natural England met on 22 July 2025 to review outstanding offshore matters, with a focus on
the principal areas of disagreement summary statement (PADSS). During the meeting, Natural England confirmed
that subject to the Applicants setting out clear positions (above) and subject to review of updated application
documents at Deadline 5, these matters are considered to be resolvable within the timeframe of the Examination

REP3-092 Natural England welcomes the removal of the option of 'rock dump' from the list of cable | The Applicants note Natural England’s approval of the removal of ‘rock dump’ as a cable protection option in the
0925 protection types to be used within Fylde MCZ , and agrees with the Applicant that rock | Outline CSIP (REP2-022) and Project Description (REP2-008).

dump is the least recoverable type of protection. However, we continue to advise that a
commitment to remove all on and above seabed infrastructure (including cable/scour
protection) within benthic designated sites is secured in the DCO.
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With regard to Natural England’s final point, the Applicants have updated the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 4
(C1/F06) to include no ‘rock dump’ in Condition 18(e) of Schedules 14 and 15 to align with the commitment already
made in the Outline CSIP (REP2-022).

Regarding the requested commitment to decommissioning all infrastructure and cable protection (with the
exception of cable crossings) within the Fylde MCZ, the Applicants responded previously to this point within RR-
1601.42 of their response to Natural England (PDA-014). As detailed in the Outline CSIP (REP2-022), the
Transmission Assets design is considering multiple cable protection options. The Outline CSIP (REP2-022)
identifies that cable burial is the preferred option for cable protection where practicable (CoT54) and should cable
protection be required within the Fylde MCZ, it will be designed to be removable (CoT108) with the requirement for
removal agreed with stakeholders and regulators at the time of decommissioning (CoT109).

The use of cable/scour protection, where required, will be evaluated and further considered post-consent in
detailed CSIPs, focusing on both engineering suitability and environmental recoverability. The CSIPs are part of the
Offshore Construction Method Statements that are secured in the Draft DCO (AS-004) in:

e Condition 18(1)(e)(i) of Schedule 14 for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project: Transmission Assets; and
¢ Condition 18(1)(e)(i) of Schedule 15 for the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm: Transmission Assets.

The Applicants will submit a draft decommissioning programme to the Secretary of State for approval as required
by the Energy Act 2004 prior to the commencement of construction. This is the standard approach for offshore
wind farm and the decommissioning programme will be updated throughout the assets' lifespan to incorporate
changing best practice and new technologies. Offshore decommissioning is secured under Requirement 21 of
Schedule 2A and Schedule 2B of the draft DCO [REP 03-009]

The Applicants position is aligned with the positions of the Morgan Generation Assets and Morecambe Generation
Assets DCO applications and the recently made Orders for the Mona Offshore Wind Project and Sheringham and
Dudgeon Extension Projects, the latter of which also has an export cable corridor overlapping an MCZ.

The Applicants and Natural England met on 22 July 2025 to review outstanding offshore matters, with a focus on
the principal areas of disagreement summary statement (PADSS), which allowed the Applicants to clarify their
position regarding the removal of cable protection/scour protection from the Fylde MCZ at decommissioning during
the issue specific hearing on 30 July 2025. It was noted that the Applicants and Natural England are not agreed on

this matter.
REP3-092 Natural England reiterate our advice as detailed in RR-1601 Annex C point C28 and Please see the Applicants’ response to REP1-092 092.5 above.
092.6 strongly recommend that a commitment is secured in the DCO for the removal of all
infrastructure placed upon the seabed at the time of decommissioning both inside and
outside of Fylde MCZ.
REP3-092 Natural England strongly disagrees that ‘target’ trench widths should be the same as Please see the Applicants’ response to REP1-092 092.4 above.

092.7 realistic maximum design scenarios and require assurance that the 20 m width quoted
within Table 3.6 is a realistic maximum design scenario. If this is not the case, Natural
England advises that the MDS is appropriately updated.

Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms: Transmission Assets
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4 Applicants’ Response to Written Representations

4.1 Natural England REP3-093 — Appendix G3 to Natural England’s Deadline 3 Submission

Table 4-1: REP3-093 — Appendix G3 to Natural England’s Deadline 3 Submission

Reference

IP submission

Applicants’ response

assuming that all mapped ALC Grade 3 land are Best and Most Versatile (BMV) soils (i.e. Subgrade
3a), it is not possible to provide an accurate baseline and demonstrate the likely potential impacts.
So, whilst any mitigation may be regarded as precautionary, it means that the Applicant is unable to
show how it avoids impacts to BMV soils nor the design of potential mitigation to safeguard the soil
resources.

The Environmental Statement (ES) should quantify the areas of land according to Grades 1 to 5 of
the ALC, including differentiating between Grades 3a and 3b. While Natural England recognises the
Applicant's acknowledgement of the deficiencies within the provisional dataset and that provisional
mapping provides an indication of the ALC grade, and thus the potential impact on BMV agricultural
land; it does not provide the soil details required to inform soil management which would feed into the

Soil Management Plan. There is a risk of soil damage, ALC degradation and long term or permanent

REP3-093 1. Summary of Detailed Comments The Applicants note this response.
093.1 The information provided in this Appendix is to offer further explanation and/or clarification on some of
the complex risk and issues raised at Relevant Representations [RR-1601] and in Natural England’s
Risk and Issues Log (Appendix K3) and to aid issue resolution. Unless new information is submitted
into Examination or we are specifically asked about a risk/issue by the Examiner this will remain
Natural England’s final position.
The information provided below relating to soils is included in addition to Natural England’s response
to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions 1 (ExQ1) [PD-008], Question 12.1.2. The points below
each have the corresponding Risk and Issues Log (Appendix K3) reference number in brackets to
identify the ongoing issue.
REP3-093 1.1. Impacts to Lytham St Annes Dunes SSSI (RI_G1) The Applicants submitted an Outline Hydrogeological Risk Assessment of Lytham St Annes Dunes
093.2 Natural England attended a meeting under DAS with the Applicant on 12/06/25 to discuss their SSSI (REP3-061) and welcome Natural England’s comments on this. This includes a risk assessment
approach for producing the outline Hydrogeological Risk Assessment. Natural England understands | N Seéction 3.4. The Applicants confirm that this was informed by existing hydrogeological information
the Hydrogeological Risk Assessment will include a Preliminary Hydrogeological Risk Assessment from desk stL_de information, Ground Inyestlgatlon data, and National Vegetation Classification and
informed by existing hydrogeological information from desk study information, Ground Investigation | Phase 1 habitat survey data presented in the ES.
data, and National Vegetation Classification and Phase 1 habitat survey data presented in the ES. A | The objective of the risk assessment is to determine the potential risk that construction activities
hydrological model will also be presented. associated with the installation of the offshore export cables beneath the Lytham St Annes Dunes
However, we reiterated the need for further survey effort in order to help our understanding of likely | 5SS, Lytham St Annes LNR and St Annes Old Links Golf Course & Blackpool South Rail Line
impacts to the SSSI sand dune features, in particular the dune slacks and adjacent BHS supporting | Biological Heritage Site (BHS) may pose to the sand dune features of these sites.
S41 Priority Sand Dune habitat. Dune slacks are ground water and rainwater dependant features. With regard to sand dune habitats, the Applicants are currently undertaking an NVC survey of Lytham
Therefore, we advise that the further data includes NVC surveys of the sand dunes, and installation of | St Annes Dunes SSSI and the results of these surveys will be submitted at Deadline 5.
dipwells and dataloggers to monitor the position of the water table and to record potential fluctuations |1, Applicants have also requested data in regard to the abstraction borehole (ref GWA_01) however
that may arise as part of the proposals over the lifetime of the project. We understand data from the to date has not received anything. -
abstraction borehole ref: GWA_01 may also be available and that the borehole itself may be able to ] ) ] )
help understand the position of the sites water table. The Applicants w_ouId algo reiterate th-at the NVC survey sheets in Appendix C of V_olume 3, Annex
, o i 3.3: Phase 1 habitat, national vegetation classification and hedgerow survey technical report (APP-
To date, the Applicant has presented a historical NVC survey of the SSSI (undertaken in 2016 by 077) refer to the 2024 survey results undertaken by the Applicants. A comparison between the 2016
Skelcher for the Fylde Sand Dune Project Steering Group). However, this survey data is 9 years old | .oqits and the ground truthing exercise undertaken in 2024 is made in Section 3.11.4 of Volume 3,
and the survey does not cover the adjacent St Annes Old Links Golf Club which is the BHS. Chapter 3: Onshore ecology and nature conservation (APP-075).
Natural England also advised that the Applicant should consider in-combination effects of water With regard to monitoring the need for dipwells (automatic dataloggers) to monitor the position of the
abstraction at the golf course and the dewatering effects of cable installation including potential water table pre- and post-construction would be determined as part of the detailed hydrological risk
seasonal fluctuations i.e. during drier summer conditions. assessments post consent.
REP3-093 1.2. ALC Survey Effort (RI_G6) The Applicants have responded previously to these points in RR-1601 1601.G.6 and 1601.G.13
093.3 In the absence of a detailed, site-specific soil and Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) survey and | (PDA-021) and within the Applicants’ response to Hearing Action Points ‘Agricultural land

classification surveys’ (REP1-043). The Applicants stand by their position and maintain that further
survey is not required. The Applicants consider that the survey coverage is appropriate and has
provided examples of other DCOs which have followed the same approach with regards to survey
coverage. The Applicants’ assessment is in accordance with best practice (as listed in section 6.2.3
of Volume 3, Chapter 6: Land use and recreation (APP-104)) and follows a precautionary approach
with regards to the total area of BMV that could be affected. The same approach was used in the
Mona Offshore Wind Project that was recently granted its DCO.

The Applicants have committed to undertaking further soil surveys post consent. These surveys will
include areas not previously surveyed within the Onshore Order Limits (for example, along the
onshore export cable corridor) required for temporary and permanent use as part of the Transmission
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IP submission

Applicants’ response

loss of BMV soils from cable installation. Soil will need to be handled according to best practice and
reinstated to a high standard to reduce the impacts. The results from a detailed ALC survey would
provide soils data to inform a soil management plan for the whole site regardless of whether the use
is permanent or temporary in nature and provide the Secretary of State with the necessary comfort in
the mitigation measures.

Once the ALC dataset is complete, it should be clearly presented within the ES, including a detailed
breakdown of land take, and the proportion of BMV land, for each component of the onshore
infrastructure associated with the development. This includes substations, cable corridors,
construction compounds, access tracks, and any mitigation or enhancement areas. Such
transparency is essential to inform the Secretary of States determination of the proposal’s overall
impact on agricultural land quality and soil health. Given that each infrastructure element may exert
different pressures on soil structure, function, and long-term productivity, these distinctions should be
explicitly addressed within the outline Soil Management Plan (SMP) to ensure appropriate mitigation
and restoration strategies can be put in place. The SMP should then be finalised once the final design
parameters are known

and signed off by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with the relevant SNCB.

Assets. These surveys would provide soil information (as set out in the Outline Soil Management
Plan (APP-200)) with the purpose of informing the detailed Soil Management Plans. The detailed Soil
Management Plans will be specific to the location within the Onshore Order Limits and the measures
will reflect the specific characteristics of the soils and the infrastructure elements proposed in that
location (temporary or permanent land requirements). Results from the soil surveys will be shared
with Natural England.

The Applicants note that the Outline Soil Management Plan has been drafted in accordance with best
practice and includes the recognised soil handling and restoration guidance. The detailed Soil
Management Plans will be based on the Outline Soil Management Plan and will be agreed with the
relevant planning authority in consultation with Natural England, prior to the commencement of
construction. The Applicants have committed to implement the detailed Soil Management Plan as
agreed with the relevant planning authority. The Soil Management Plan forms part of the Code of
Construction Practice and is secured in the draft DCO [REP 03-009].

With the commitments in place to undertake further soil surveys at detailed design stage prior to
construction taking place as is standard for this type of linear project, the Applicants are unclear why
Natural England require the surveys to be undertaken at this stage. The Applicants would welcome
the opportunity to work through the points raised by Natural England. The Applicants consider this
would be best achieved on a call with Natural England’s soils specialist to explain the Applicants’
approach and to work towards a solution. The Applicants have made a second request for this
meeting and are awaiting a response.

REP3-093 1.3. Assessment of Deep Peat (RI_G7) With regard to further evidence and surveys specifically on peat, the Applicants have previously
093.4 Natural England reiterates that there is insufficient information on the impacts on peat; where the responded to this point in RR-1601 1601.G.7 "Annex 3.2.14 to Response to RR - Natural England
Applicant has considered impacts on deep peaty soils this has been combined with other elements | (RR-1601) - Appendix G (Onshore Ecology and Nature Conservation) (PDA-021). The Applicants
such as loss of BMV land, ground gas generation on human health and other receptors and in the position on this matter remains unchanged.
context of deposits of geoarchaeological and paleoenvironmental interest. Further evidence and In respect of peat management, the Applicants have prepared a peat technical note at Deadline 4 in
surveys specifically on peat are therefore required. response to the ExA’s HAP14 (S_D4_15). The technical note consolidates information regarding the
Natural England acknowledges that additional measures are included in the outline Soils location and nature of peat resources within the Order Limits from existing information presented as
Management Plan [APP-200], but we advise there is insufficient assessment to understand if these | Part of the Environmental Statement, including but not limited to surface vegetation (i.e. ecological
measures will be effective. We advise to resolve this issue the Applicant needs to consider the habitats indicative of underlying peat), buried archaeology (geoarchaeological and
mitigation hierarchy, and if the peat is restorable. We advise in the first instance that impacts should | Palaeoenvironmental deposits, including peat) and land use.
be avoided where possible through the design of an appropriate scheme, if there is sufficient
evidence for why this cannot be done mitigation or compensation may be required.
The surveys should be completed pre-determination of the DCO, as identification of restorable peat
may require changes to the design of the project in order to avoid the peat.
REP3-093 1.4. ALC data presented in the Environmental Statement (RI_G11) Volume 1, Chapter 4: Site Selection and consideration of alternatives (AS-026) and the
093.5 Natural England acknowledges the Applicant’s effort to provide a conservative, worst-case accompanying Volume 1, Annex 4.3: Selection and Refinement of the Onshore Infrastructure (APP-

assessment of agricultural land quality by applying the highest ALC grade within mixed soil types.
However, in line with Paragraph 5.11.34 of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy
(EN-1), it is essential that development proposals demonstrate how the use of Best and Most
Versatile (BMV) land, Grades 1, 2, and 3a, has been avoided where possible, and that any
unavoidable impacts are clearly justified and appropriately mitigated.

While the Applicant has presented ALC data and committed to further surveys prior to construction,
Natural England remains concerned that the current assessment may not fully demonstrate how
impacts to BMV land has been minimised across all elements of the Transmission Assets. The
reliance on a worst-case assumption, while precautionary, does not substitute for a spatially explicit
breakdown of BMV land take by infrastructure component, nor does it confirm whether alternative
routing or siting options were considered to reduce BMV land losses.

033) includes the consideration of the best and most versatile land as part of the wider assessment of
all relevant environmental constraints and planning factors.

For the consideration of ALC, the available published provisional ALC mapping does not differentiate
between Grade 3a and 3b in the definition of Grade 3. As such, with respect to the Onshore
Substation Search Zones and Substation Options, a precautionary approach was adopted, whereby
areas of Grade 2 and 3 agricultural land were assigned an amber rating, as the Grade 3 areas and
the soil types on which they were located could contain a significant proportion of the best and most
versatile Subgrade 3a land (see Tables 4.7 and 4.10 (APP-033)). However, with respect to the
onshore export cable corridor and the 400 kV grid connection cable corridor, Grade 3 agricultural land
was assigned a green rating on the basis that land would be reinstated post-construction (see Tables
4.14 and 4.18 (APP-033)) as there would be no permanent loss of BMV land here. The Applicants
were mindful of the potential presence of more sensitive peaty soils in terms of requirements for

Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms: Transmission Assets
Document Reference: S_D4_2.6

eEnBW

Partners




j MORECAMBE
——

@cobra | (), FLOTATION ENERGY

eEnBW

Partners

©

Reference

IP submission

To align with national policy, Natural England recommends that the Applicant:
- Clearly demonstrate how the layout has sought to avoid BMV land;
- Provide a transparent breakdown of BMV land affected by each infrastructure element; and

- Ensures that the forthcoming detailed Soil Management Plan includes enforceable measures to
protect and restore BMV soils during and after construction.

This approach will help ensure that the proposal meets the policy expectation to avoid or mitigate
impacts on valuable soil resources wherever feasible.

Applicants’ response

restoration within areas of Grade 2 land, particularly towards the western end of the onshore cable
corridor.

The Applicants have therefore been mindful of the requirement at paragraph 5.11.34 of NPS EN-1.
However, the distribution of the provisional ALC mapping is shown on Figures 1.4 and 1.5 of Volume
3, Annex 6.1: Published Agricultural land classification and soils data (APP-105), shows the
prevalence of high quality Grade 2 land in a broad swathe around the Transmission Assets boundary.
Even if the cable route were to be moved north or south of its current alignment by up to several
hundred metres, this would not make any significant difference to the areas of best and most versatile
land affected. In addition, the land within the onshore cable route corridor would not be permanently
affected, as the land will be restored to its pre-existing use, in accordance with the Outline Soll
Management Plan (APP-200), secured by Requirement 8 of the draft DCO Schedules 2A & 2B
(REP2-004).

The siting of the onshore substations (which comprise most of the permanent land take) are located
on Grade 3 (subgrade 3a) land. A breakdown of agricultural land quality for each of the onshore
substations (permanent land take