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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is the Scoping Opinion (the Opinion) provided by the Secretary of
State in respect of the content of the Environmental Statement for
Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm Project Two, which lies within the Hornsea
Round 3 Zone in the North Sea, approximately 31km off the coast of
Yorkshire. Hornsea Project Two would accompany Hornsea Project One
and increase the generating capacity within the Hornsea Zone.
This report sets out the Secretary of State’s opinion as to the information
to be provided in the environmental statement on the basis of the
information provided in Smart Wind Limited's report entitled ‘Hornsea
Project Two Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report’ (October
2012). The Opinion can only reflect the proposals as currently described
by the Applicant.
The Secretary of State has consulted on the Scoping Report and the
responses received have been taken into account in adopting this Opinion.
The Secretary of State is satisfied that the topic areas identified in the
Scoping Report encompass those matters identified in Schedule 4, Part 1,
paragraph 19 of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended).
The Secretary of State draws attention both to the general points and
those made in respect of each of the specialist topic areas in this Opinion.
The main potential issues identified offshore are:
•

Description of the proposals and construction techniques;

•

Transboundary impacts;

•

Cumulative impacts with other developments in the area;

•

Ecological impacts – including disturbance during construction, impacts
on birds, impacts on marine ecology;

•

Impacts on designated nature conservation sites;

•

Socio-economic impacts – not only the displacement of fishing fleets to
other fishing areas, but other socio-economic impacts;

•

Navigation – impacts on radar and shipping routes.

The main potential issues identified onshore are:
•

Description of the proposals and construction techniques;

•

Cumulative impacts with other developments in the area;

•

Traffic and transport impacts, particularly during construction;

•

Landscape and visual impacts – in particular from the construction
phase and the presence of the proposed substation;

•

Cultural Heritage – impacts to known and unknown archaeological
sites;

Matters are not scoped out unless specifically addressed and justified by
the Applicant, and confirmed as being scoped out by the Secretary of
State.
The Secretary of State notes the potential need to carry out an
assessment under the Habitats Regulations1.

1

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Background
1.1

On the 5th October 2012, the Secretary of State (SoS) received a
scoping report submitted by Smart Wind Limited (the Applicant)
under Regulation 8 of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (SI 2263) (as amended)
(the EIA Regulations) in order to request a scoping opinion for the
proposed Hornsea Project Two in the North Sea off the coast of
Yorkshire. This Scoping Opinion is made in response to this
request and should be read in conjunction with the Applicant’s
Scoping Report.

1.2

In submitting the information included in their request for a
scoping opinion, the Applicant is deemed to have notified the SoS
under Regulation 6(1)(b) of the EIA Regulations that it proposes to
provide an ES in respect of the proposed Hornsea Project Two.
Therefore the proposed development is determined to be an EIA
development in accordance with Regulation 4(2)(a) of the EIA
Regulations.

1.3

The proposed development concerns the harnessing of wind power
for energy production (windfarms). It falls within the description of
a Schedule 2 development under the EIA Regulations as being an
infrastructure project. An EIA is not mandatory for Schedule 2
development but depends upon the sensitivity of the receiving
environment, the likelihood of significant environmental effects
and the scale of the proposals.

1.4

Before adopting a scoping opinion the SoS must take into account:
(a) the specific characteristics of the particular development;
(b) the specific characteristics of the development of the type
concerned; and
(c)

environmental
development’.

features

likely

to

be

affected

by

the

(EIA Regulation 8 (9))

1.5

This Opinion sets out what information the SoS considers should
be included in the ES for the proposed development. The Opinion
has taken account of:
i

the EIA Regulations

ii

the nature and scale of the proposed development

iii

the nature of the receiving environment, and
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iv

current best practice in the preparation of environmental
statements.

1.6

The SoS has also taken account of the responses received from
the statutory consultees (see Appendix 2 of this Opinion). The
matters addressed by the Applicant have been carefully considered
and use has been made of professional judgement and experience
in order to adopt this Opinion. It should be noted that when it
comes to consider the ES, the SoS will take account of relevant
legislation and guidelines (as appropriate). The SoS will not be
precluded from requiring additional information if it is considered
necessary in connection with the ES submitted with that
application when considering the application for a development
consent order (DCO).

1.7

This Opinion should not be construed as implying that the SoS
agrees with the information or comments provided by the
Applicant in their request for an opinion from the SoS. In
particular, comments from the SoS in this Opinion are without
prejudice to any decision taken by the SoS (on submission of the
application) that any development identified by the Applicant is
necessarily to be treated as part of a nationally significant
infrastructure project (NSIP), or associated development, or
development that does not require development consent.

1.8

Regulation 8(3) of the EIA Regulations states that a request for a
scoping opinion must include:
(a) ‘a plan sufficient to identify the land;
(b) a brief description of the nature and purpose of the
development and of its possible effects on the environment;
and
(c)

such other information or representations as the person
making the request may wish to provide or make’.
(EIA Regulation 8 (3))

1.9

The SoS considers that this has been provided in the Applicant’s
Scoping Report.

The Secretary of State’s Consultation
1.10

The SoS has a duty under Regulation 8(6) of the EIA Regulations
to consult widely before adopting a scoping opinion. A full list of
the consultation bodies is provided at Appendix 1. The list has
been compiled by the SoS under their duty to notify the consultees
in accordance with Regulation 9(1)(a). The Applicant should note
that whilst the SoS’s list can inform their consultation, it should
not be relied upon for that purpose.
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1.11

The list of respondents who replied within the statutory timeframe
and whose comments have been taken into account in the
preparation of this Opinion is provided at Appendix 2 along with
copies of their comments, to which the Applicant should refer in
undertaking the EIA.

1.12

The ES submitted by the Applicant should demonstrate
consideration of the points raised by the consultation bodies. It is
recommended that a table is provided in the ES summarising the
scoping responses from the consultation bodies and how they are,
or are not, addressed in the ES.

1.13

Any consultation responses received after the statutory deadline
for receipt of comments will not be taken into account within this
Opinion. Late responses will be forwarded to the Applicant and will
be made available on the Planning Inspectorate’s website. The
Applicant should also give due consideration to those comments in
carrying out the EIA.

Structure of the Document
1.14

This Scoping Opinion is structured as follows:
Section 1

Introduction

Section 2

The proposed development

Section 3

EIA approach and topic areas

Section 4

Other information.

The Scoping Opinion is accompanied by the following Appendices:
Appendix 1 List of consultees
Appendix 2 Respondents to consultation and copies of replies
Appendix 3 Presentation of the environmental statement
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2.0 THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Introduction
2.1

The following is a summary of the information on the proposed
development and its site and surroundings prepared by the
Applicant and included in their Scoping Report. The information
has not been verified and it has been assumed that the
information provided reflects the existing knowledge of the
proposed development and the potential receptors/resources.

The Applicant’s Information
2.2

The proposed Hornsea Project Two Wind Farm comprises; wind
turbine array capable of producing up to 1.8 gigawatts (GW) of
electricity, inter-array and export cables, offshore accommodation
platforms and substations, and associated onshore developments.
The onshore grid connection will be at the existing Killingholme
North substation owned by National Grid.

Overview of the Proposed Development - Offshore
2.3

Section 3.4.4 of the Scoping Report has identified the following
key offshore components with the proposed development:
•

Offshore wind turbines (between 80 and 360 depending on
type selected, ranging from 5MW to 15MW)

•

Wind turbine foundations

•

Offshore platforms supporting substations and
accommodation facilities for operation and maintenance

•

Inter-array cables between offshore turbines and platforms

•

Export cables between the offshore platforms and the shore

•

Scour protection around turbine foundations and cable
protection as required

2.4

The number, size, and layout of the wind turbine array are yet to
be determined and this is discussed in section 3.4.11-3.4.14 of the
Scoping Report. The proposed turbines will have a maximum rotor
diameter of 250m, and a maximum hub height of 200m, with a
maximum upper blade tip height of 325m and a minimum lower
blade tip height of 31m. The turbines will be spaced between
approximately 6 and 12 rotor diameters apart.

2.5

Factors influencing the choice of offshore wind turbine foundations
have also been discussed in the Applicant’s Scoping Report, in
section 3.4.7. The Scoping Report identifies three foundation
designs that are proposed to be considered in the EIA: steel
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monopole, steel jackets on piles or suction piles, and concrete
gravity base.

2.6

Offshore accommodation platforms or floating accommodation
facilities may be required for operation and periodic maintenance
activities.
Vessel helicopter platforms will be required on
accommodation facilities. The number and type of vessels to be
used have not been defined, the Scoping Report discusses options
under consideration including:
•

Use of a permanently stationed Floatel

•

Up to two fixed dedicated accommodation and maintenance
platforms

•

Use of a permanently stationed dedicated Service Operations
vessel

•

Use of a permanently stationed dedicated jack-up vessel for
accommodation

2.7

Where practicable, cables will be installed under the seabed using
ploughing or trenching/jetting depending on the bed conditions.
Where burial is not possible, rock-dumping, frond mattresses or
grout bags may be deployed to protect the cables.

2.8

The chosen method to be adopted for scour protection will also
depend upon the final project design, ground conditions and the
results of scour assessments yet to be undertaken but the Scoping
Report considers they may include:

2.9

•

rock and gravel dumping

•

protective aprons

•

mattresses, and

•

flow energy dissipation (frond) devices.

Two methods of connection to the onshore national grid are also
considered in the Scoping report: High Voltage Alternating Current
(HVAC) and High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC). The method
chosen will influence the design, number, and layout of the
offshore substations and platforms, and will influence the cable
design and arrangements for the project.

Offshore Site Description

2.10

The Hornsea Round 3 Zone covers an area of 4,762km2 and lies
approximately 31km east of the coast of Yorkshire. It has a
desired generating capacity of 4GW to be achieved by 2020. The
proposed Hornsea Project 2 covers an area of approximately
400km2 and is located in the central section of the Hornsea Round
3 Zone. A Zone Appraisal and Planning (ZAP) process is referred to
in the Scoping Report as having been used to rationalise the best

5
EN010053

Scoping Opinion for Hornsea Project Two

location for the project within the Round 3 Zone, balancing the
commercial aim with constraints affecting deliverability.

2.11

The area of the North Sea in which the Hornsea Round 3 Zone lies
is described as relatively shallow, with depths recorded as being
between 24m to 70m below Chart Datum (CD).
Within the
Hornsea Project 2 area the depths are more uniform, with the
majority of the area between 25m and 30m below CD.

2.12

Seabed sediment across the Hornsea Project Two area is described
as sand and gravelly sand, with slightly gravelly sand and sandy
gravel as minor components (see section 5.1.10 and Figure 5.3 of
the Scoping Report). Figure 5.3 of the Scoping Report also
indicates that bottom deposits in the proposed cable corridor are
similar to those in the Hornsea Project One zone but with sand
forming much less of a component and with larger areas of sandy
gravels and gravely mud nearer to the shore. It is considered
unlikely that exposed bedrock occurs within Hornsea Project Two.
The underlying solid geology is chalk or mudstone.

2.13

A key oceanographic feature in the vicinity of Hornsea Project Two
is the ‘Flamborough Front’, which occurs during the summer
months when the colder, deeper, stratified waters of the northern
North Sea meet the warmer, shallower, well-mixed waters of the
southern North Sea. This feature, which advances and retreats
with the tidal cycle and prevailing winds, is an important ecological
area as it is rich in nutrients and, therefore, exhibits increased
plankton growth and secondary productivity.

2.14

There are no designated nature conservation sites within the
Hornsea Project Two area. Statutory designated offshore wildlife
sites in the vicinity of the Hornsea Project Two proposals include:
•

North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef cSAC (9 km south)
designated for sandbanks and reef; and

•

Dogger Bank cSAC (31 km north) identified for its sandbank
and the communities it supports including harbour porpoise
and grey seal.

•

Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge cSAC/pSCI (64
km south-east) designated for sandbanks, reef, harbour
porpoise and grey seal;

•

Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton cSAC/pSCI (89 km
south) designated for sandbanks, biogenic reef, harbour
porpoise and grey seal;

•

Humber Estuary SPA/Ramsar designated for the presence of
nationally or internationally numbers of breeding and
wintering birds;

•

Humber Estuary SAC designated for estuarine habitats, fish
species, and common and grey seal.

6
EN010053

Scoping Opinion for Hornsea Project Two

2.15

In addition to the above designations, the UK Dogger Bank cSAC
adjoins similar areas of the Dogger Bank designated by the
Netherlands and Germany. Other SACs and Special Protection
Areas (SPAs) are present along the coasts of Germany, Belgium,
the Netherlands and Denmark (see Figures 6.21 and 6.22 of the
Scoping Report).

2.16

Five recommended Marine Conservation Zones (rMCZ), identified
by the Marine Conservation Zone Project for the protection of
marine wildlife, habitats, geology and geomorphology, lie within
the vicinity of Hornsea Project Two. The proposed offshore cable
route crosses two of these rMCZ.

2.17

The waters around the Hornsea Round 3 Zone are known to
support a range of marine mammals although exact data
regarding seasonal distribution and abundance are currently
limited. The cetacean species most relevant to Hornsea Project
Two are harbour porpoise, minke whale, white-beaked dolphin,
and bottlenose dolphin and grey and common seal. Two species of
seal also occur in UK waters and are known in the Hornsea Project
Two area; harbour seal and grey seal. There is no offshore
designated nature conservation site with marine mammals listed
as qualifying feature near to the Hornsea Project Two although the
Dogger Bank SAC (31 km north) has marine mammals as nonqualifying species. However, marine mammals are qualifying
features for onshore nature conservation sites in the area
including the Humber Estuary SAC (grey seals) and the Donna
Nook National Nature Reserve (important for grey seals and
common seals).

2.18

There are many important seabird breeding colonies along the
east coast of England. Given the proximity to the site of a number
of these colonies (some of which have nature conservation
designations) it is possible that seabirds from these locations (see
Table 6.4 of the Scoping Report) will occur within the Hornsea
Project Two zone. Key bird species recorded and thought likely to
occur within the Hornsea Round 3 Zone include little gull,
kittiwake, guillemot, and razorbill.

2.19

Supporting habitats, including spawning grounds and nursery
areas, for many fish and shellfish species are found within the
Hornsea Project Two and/or the export cable corridor. Important
species in this regard include: plaice, herring, mackerel, lemon
sole, monkfish, sandeels, sprat, Norway lobster (Nephrops), brown
crab, scallops, and shrimp. Fish species of conservation concern
present include thornback ray, spotted ray, and basking shark.

2.20

A number of the fish and shellfish species present within the area
are important commercially. Commercial fishing activities in the
area involve beam trawlers, gillnetters, seiners, and demersal
trawlers. The main fish species being caught within the proposed
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Hornsea Project Two are plaice and sole. In terms of shellfish,
Nephropa is targeted within the area, in particular along the
northern edge of the Hornsea Project Two and in the eastern area
of the Hornsea Round 3 Zone. Significant levels of potting for
crabs and lobster occur across the offshore cable route within
inshore waters.

2.21

Commercial shipping across the Hornsea Project Two ranges from
small cargo to large container ships and crude oil tankers.
Passenger ferries also cross the area between the UK and
Denmark and The Netherlands. A medium density shipping lane,
carrying 2-4 vessels per day, bisects Hornsea Project Two
northwest to southeast. A number of fishing vessels and dredging
operators have also been recorded as operating within the
Hornsea Project Two zone. The main ports and harbours in the
vicinity are Grimsby, Immingham, Hull, and Goole through the
Humber Estuary, Boston in Lincolnshire, and Scarborough, Whitby,
Teesport, Hartlepool, Seaham, Sunderland, and Tyne going north
along the Yorkshire and Northumberland coast.

2.22

The area is subject to aviation and military activity, including
helicopter flights to existing oil and gas platforms, and Armed
Forces training areas. These activities include the use of radar and
communication systems.

2.23

In terms of marine archaeology, the proposed Hornsea Project
Two is considered to be an area of high potential value. No
prehistoric remains are known, but it is thought likely that
potential exists for remains associated with a large relict lagoon
known to have existed at Outer Silver Pit (just north of Hornsea
Project Two).

Overview of the Proposed Development- Onshore
2.24

2.25

The key onshore components of the proposed development are
identified as the following:
•

Landfall

•

Cable transition pit(s) at the landfall

•

Cable route with jointing pits (following the same route as the
onshore cable for Hornsea Project One)

•

Onshore converter station if HVDC export option is chosen, or
onshore HVAC substation if HVAC export option is chosen

•

Interconnecting HVAC to National Grid North Killingholme
substation

The landfall is proposed at Horseshoe Point, this location was
chosen following a detailed selection exercise carried out for
Hornsea Project One as part of the EIA process for that project.
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The Scoping Report states that detailed surveys will be carried out
to identify the method of landfall installation.
Horizontal
Directional Drilling (HDD), Thrust Bore, trenching, and open cut
are the methods currently being considered.

2.26

The number of cable transition pits and cable jointing pits are yet
to be determined within the final design, however, the Scoping
Report identifies that the jointing pits are likely to be at 6001000m intervals.

Onshore Site Description

2.27

The proposed cable route corridor encompasses the Lincolnshire
coastline to the south of the Humber Estuary, and is dominated by
agricultural land, with the large urbanised area of Grimsby and
Cleethorpes on the coast. A number of smaller settlements are
clustered around Grimsby, with Immingham to the north. The
area along the south edge of the Humber Estuary supports
extensive industrial development. The landscape is described as
flat and low-lying near the coast becoming gently undulating and
hilly into the Lincolnshire Wolds to the west.
The area is
characterised by a largely farmed landscape with numerous dykes
and canals and natural streams but with little woodland cover.

2.28

The Lincolnshire Wolds AONB lies within 2km to the west of the
proposed cable route corridor, and covers a landscape of villages,
farmland and small wooded areas which attract visitors and
sightseers. A network of public footpaths covers the proposed
cable route, including the Wanderlust Way, a long distance path
within the eastern edge of the AONB.
A number of public
viewpoints exist along the coastline.

2.29

A number of sites designated for their importance to nature
conservation exist within the vicinity of the proposed cable route
corridor. The Humber Estuary which is designated as a SPA, a
SAC, a Ramsar site, and a SSSI lies to the north beyond the
proposed connection to the power station at North Killingholme.

2.30

Donna Nook NNR and Saltfleetby-Theddlethorpe Dunes NNR
(referred to as Saltfleet by Theddlethorpe NNR in the Scoping
Report) lie on the coast in the vicinity of the proposed landfall at
Horseshoe Point. North Killingholme Haven Pits SSSI lies adjacent
to the coast near to the proposed grid connection point
(designated for its waterfowl presence). Further inland lie Tetley
Blow Wells SSSI, designated for its reedbed, swamp, and marshy
grassland habitats which have developed where groundwater has
escaped the underlying chalk and boulder clay, and Swallow Wold,
a valuable example of chalk grassland. Kirmington Pits geological
SSSI lies 8km to the south west of Grimsby, an important site
designated for its complex of glacial and interglacial deposits. The
Scoping Report identifies three Local Nature Reserves around
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Grimsby, and a number of small areas of Ancient Woodland to the
south west of Grimsby.

2.31

Key archaeological features within the area identified in the
Scoping Report are Thornton Abby and a medieval nunnery near
the settlement of Brocklesbury, both Scheduled Monuments.
There is also considered to be the potential for archaeological sites
throughout the area from Mesolithic times to the modern era.
Scattered listed buildings also exist within the surrounding small
settlements, and Grimsby’s industrial heritage is evident in
particular around the town docks.

2.32

The most major transport routes in the area are the M180,
connecting to the M18 to the west, and the main train line
between Scunthorpe and Grimsby. Trunk roads and other A roads
crossed by the proposed route include the A1031, A16, A46
A1173, A180, and the A160.

Construction Activities – Offshore
2.33

Construction of the offshore elements of the project is proposed to
commence in 2015/2016, with a projected construction period of
up to five years.

2.34

Construction of offshore elements is scheduled to be carried out 24
hours per day all year round, subject to weather conditions. The
Scoping Report states that certain activities may be scheduled
avoiding specific times in light of environmental assessments, in
particular in relation to noise and vibration impacts. The design
and logistics planning for the proposed development will assess
which port facilities, in the UK or on the continent of Europe, will
be most suitable to host the required construction and operational
activities. Construction methodologies will also be defined by the
specific design of the components chosen (such as foundation
types and wind turbine selection).

2.35

The key offshore construction activities are likely to be:
•

Mobilisation of construction site personnel;

•

Delivery of wind farm components to the ports;

•

Seabed preparation, as necessary;

•

Delivery of the foundations and positioned at site by the
installation vessel;

•

Transportation of the offshore substation modules to the site
and installation from an installation vessel;

•

Installation of the sub-sea inter array cables, and termination
once installation is complete;

•

Installation of scour protection, as necessary;
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•

Installation of the high voltage sub-sea cable between the
shore and offshore substation;

•

Jointing of the high voltage onshore cable to the high voltage
sub-sea cable(s);

•

Installation of tower, nacelle, hub and blades of the wind
turbine generators;

•

Testing and commissioning of all systems; and

•

Demobilisation of the construction site and personnel.

2.36

The actual techniques used for foundation installation for off-shore
wind energy projects will vary significantly depending upon the
foundation type chosen but may include pile driving, sea bed
levelling (for gravity base structures), ballasting (for gravity base
structures), and grouted connections (e.g. for connecting piles to
jacket).

2.37

The construction of the turbine towers and nacelles may be
achieved by either being pre-erected or erected individually on site
using a crane barge. Alternatively, a jack-up platform with a
mounted crane may be used. The turbine blades are subsequently
fitted to the tower/nacelle structure as individual components or in
a part assembled state.

2.38

Foundation installation will take place at the beginning of the
construction sequence, followed by the installation of the electrical
infrastructure and then the erection of the wind turbines. The
Applicant’s Scoping Report states that the construction sequence
will be identified in the ES.

2.39

In order to optimize the construction programme, the above
activities are likely to be carried out, potentially at different
locations, at the same time. Construction will require a variety of
vessel and helicopter movements and it is predicted that a
minimum of 20-30 vessels may be on site at any one time.

Construction Activities – Onshore
2.40

Construction of the onshore elements of the project is proposed to
commence in tandem with the offshore elements, beginning in
2015/2016.
The projected construction period for the onshore
works is also predicted to be up to five years in duration.

2.41

The key onshore construction activities are likely to be:
•

Manufacture and fabrication of wind turbines, foundations,
cables, and substations;

•

Landfall works and construction of transition bays;

•

Installation of onshore export cable; and
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•

Construction
substation.

of

onshore

converter

station

or

HVAC

2.42

As for the offshore works, the Applicant’s Scoping Report states
that the construction sequence will be identified in the ES.

2.43

An estimate of the number of workers required during
construction, and the working arrangements such as working
hours and the need for shift-working are not identified in the
Scoping Report.

2.44

The Scoping Report does identify that onshore works will have an
effect on local traffic conditions, and states that a full transport
assessment will be undertaken. The Scoping Report does not
estimate the number or types of construction vehicles or plant
equipment required.

Operation and Maintenance
2.45

The Hornsea Project Two arrays will operate automatically and
each wind turbine will operate independently of the others.
Generally, operation will continue without the need for daily
intervention, however, the turbines and other components will
require regular servicing and there may be the need for
unscheduled maintenance.

2.46

In the longer term, refurbishment or replacement of wind farm
components including wind turbine components will be subject to
the relevant licences and consents and would not exceed the
maximum dimensions assessed within the original application.

2.47

Regular maintenance inspections will be carried out on critical
aspects of the wind farm, including the foundations and transition
pieces and the interconnecting cable (all within a 5 year interval).
A remote Supervisory Control and Data Acquisiton (SCADA)
system will be used to monitor important aspects of the wind
farm.
Maintenance will also be required for the offshore
substations and accommodation platforms.

2.48

The onshore facilities will generally require less maintenance than
those offshore, but maintenance will be needed for the onshore
underground cables and the HVDC converter station or HVAC
substation.

2.49

The Scoping Report states that a detailed operation and
maintenance programme for each component is to be discussed in
the ES, for both offshore and onshore components.
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Decommissioning
2.50

It is a condition of the Crown Estate lease for the wind farm site
that the proposed development be decommissioned at the end of
its operational lifetime. To this end a decommissioning plan will be
prepared and prior to construction funds must be set aside for
decommissioning. The decommissioning sequence is likely to be
the reverse of the construction sequence.

2.51

The Scoping Report anticipates that there will be a requirement for
complete removal of all structures above the seabed. This will be
subject to review and confirmation with the appropriate regulators
in light of the optimal approach with respect to the environment
and ongoing use of the wind farm area.

2.52

It is not currently envisaged that the offshore cables will be
required to be removed, as there is not currently a statutory
requirement to do so. Again, this will be reviewed at the end of
the lease period with respect to environmental and safety
interests.

2.53

It is anticipated that the likely approach regarding the onshore
cables, which will have a design life in excess of the other wind
farm components, will be that they are left in situ with the ends
cut and sealed. Cable within ducts can be removed and the ducts
refilled.
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The Secretary of State’s Comments
Description of the Application Site and Surrounding Area
2.54

The proposal site has been identified Hornsea Project Two within
the Hornsea Round 3 Zone. At this stage an export cable corridor
has been identified and a broad study area for the onshore
connection route.

2.55

The SoS acknowledges the approach described in the Scoping
Report regarding Hornsea Project Two selection and the use of the
Zone Appraisal and Planning (ZAP) process (Section 3.2). The SoS
recommends that the ES addresses the issue of suitability for
Hornsea Project Two’s location within the zone and any
alternatives considered. This recommendation also applies to the
offshore and onshore cable routes. The ES should demonstrate
how the location and design of Hornsea Project Two have taken
into account the objectives for the whole zone as well as the
constraints that were identified through the ZAP process.

2.56

The ES must set out an outline of the main alternatives studied by
the Applicant and provide an indication of the main reason for the
Applicant’s choice, taking account of the environmental effects
(Schedule 4, Part 1, paragraph 18 of the EIA Regs). The reasons
for the preferred choice should be made clear and the comparative
environmental effects identified in the ES.

2.57

In addition to detailed baseline information to be provided within
topic specific chapters of the ES, the SoS would expect the ES to
include a section that summarises the site and surroundings. This
would identify the context of the proposed development, any
relevant designations and sensitive receptors. This section should
identify land that could be directly or indirectly affected by the
proposed development and any associated auxiliary facilities,
landscaping areas and potential off site mitigation or compensation
schemes.

2.58

It is noted that the Scoping Report identifies three Local Nature
Reserves around Grimsby, and a number of small areas of Ancient
Woodland to the south west of Grimsby. One of these, Scartho
Wood, lies within Bradley and Dixon Woods which is also
designated as a LNR and it does not appear that this site has been
identified. In addition, a number of Scheduled Monuments exist
in the vicinity of the onshore cable route, however, none of these
sites are mentioned in the Scoping Report, (with the exception of
two sites which are not correctly identified as Scheduled
Monuments). The ES should clearly list all designated sites and
features identified within the defined study area applied, and the
SoS highlights this for the Applicant’s consideration. It is noted
that the Scoping Report considers that boat remains and
shipwrecks spanning a timeline from the late Mesolithic to the
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present day could be present within the Hornsea Project Two area,
known ship wrecks are not mentioned within the relevant report
section and this information should be included in the ES.

Description of the Proposed Development
2.59

The Applicant should ensure that the description of the proposed
development that is being applied for is as accurate and firm as
possible as this will form the basis of the environmental impact
assessment. It is understood that at this stage in the evolution of
the scheme the design of the wind farm elements and the precise
location of the wind turbine arrays and cables may not be
confirmed. The Applicant should be aware however, that the
description of the development in the ES must be sufficiently
certain to meet the requirements of paragraph 17 of Schedule 4
Part 1 of the EIA Regulations and there should therefore be more
certainty by the time the ES is submitted with the DCO.

2.60

The terms used to describe the turbine dimensions within the
Scoping Report are not always consistent, leading to a lack of
clarity on what the maximum dimensions would be. Chapter 3
(Description of the Development) describes a maximum hub
height of 200m and a maximum blade tip height of 325m,
however, several references are made in Chapter 7 (within 7.3
Civil Aviation and Military Activities, and 7.4 Radar and
Communications) to a ‘maximum turbine height’ of 272m.

2.61

As a general note, in the description provided as to the proposed
number and size of turbines, the minimum number is given as 80
and the maximum size in terms of capacity is given as 15MW.
Should this minimum number and maximum size be employed the
overall generating capacity of the wind farm would be 1200MW,
not the given target of 1800MW. This aspect of the project
description may require some clarification in the ES.

2.62

It is noted that Hornsea Project Two is stated as being a single
application for a DCO within Paragraph 1.16 of the Scoping Report,
and an outline of the project elements included is provided in
Paragraph 3.1.1. The description of vessels considered as part of
the development includes fixed platforms and a permanently
stationed Floatel. If a draft DCO is to be submitted, the Applicant
should clearly define what is to be included within the DCO, and
what elements of the proposed development are integral to the
NSIP and what is ‘associated development’ under the Planning Act
2008 or is an ancillary matter. It is acknowledged in Paragraph
3.4.51 of the Scoping Opinion that any port development for the
purposes of construction and operation would be subject to a
separate consent application and EIA if required.

2.63

It is stated in Paragraph 3.4.51 that any associated port
development will be considered in the ES for Hornsea Project Two
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with respect to cumulative impacts. Any other proposed works
and/or infrastructure required as associated development, or as an
ancillary matter, (whether on or off-site) should be considered as
part of an integrated approach to environmental assessment.

2.64

2.65

The SoS recommends that the ES should include a clear
description of all aspects of the proposed development, at the
construction, operation and decommissioning stages, and include:
•

Land use requirements, including the area of the offshore
elements;

•

Site preparation;

•

Construction processes and methods;

•

Transport routes;

•

Operational requirements including the main characteristics
of the production process and the nature and quantity of
materials used, as well as waste arisings and their disposal;

•

Maintenance activities including any potential environmental
or navigation impacts; and

•

Emissions (water, air and soil/ground
vibration, light, heat, radiation etc).

pollution,

noise,

The Scoping Report, Paragraph 3.4.74, states that the wastes
generated during the construction of Hornsea Project Two will be
presented within the project description of the ES and a SWMP will
be produced. The SoS recommends that the environmental effects
of all wastes to be processed and removed from the site should be
addressed within the ES. The ES will need to identify and describe
the control processes and mitigation procedures for storing and
transporting waste off site. All waste types should be quantified
and classified.

Flexibility
2.66

The SoS welcomes the reference to Planning Inspectorate Advice
Note 9 ‘Using the ‘Rochdale Envelope’ but also directs attention to
the ‘Flexibility’ section in Appendix 3 of this Opinion which provides
additional details on the recommended approach.

2.67

The Rochdale envelope principle (see R v Rochdale MBC ex parte
Tew (1999) and R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Milne (2000)) is an
accepted way of dealing with uncertainty in preparing
development applications. The information provided in the Scoping
Report has not yet been fixed on a number of issues including: the
numbers and size of turbines; the layout of the turbines,
foundation types, the numbers and locations of collector and
converter substations and the precise route of offshore and
onshore cabling.
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2.68

The SoS notes in Paragraphs 3.4.1 - 3.4.3 of the Scoping Report
that the indicative project details provided will be refined
throughout the EIA process, considering the worst case scenario
for potential environmental impacts. The SoS welcomes that the
proposals are to be firmed up in this way, acknowledging that the
EIA process is an iterative one and proposals may change and
evolve. The SoS encourages the description to be as accurate and
firm as possible so that its environmental impact can be accurately
assessed.

2.69

The Applicant should make every attempt to narrow the range of
options and explain clearly in the ES which elements of the
scheme have yet to be finalised and provide the reasons. The ES
should be able to confirm that any changes to the development
within any proposed parameters would not result in significant
impacts not previously identified and assessed.

2.70

The options considered for the development are likely to include,
but not be restricted to, the turbine array in terms of number and
size(s), foundation design, substations to be constructed, and
cable design including protection measures for the inter-array and
export cabling. In all of the options presented it should be clear
that the worst-case scenario in terms of environmental impacts
has been assessed in the EIA.

2.71

The SoS does not consider it appropriate as part of this Opinion to
address the content of a proposed draft DCO, since these are
matters for Applicants, but does draw the attention of the
Applicant to the Planning Inspectorate’s published guidance and
advice on the preparation of a draft DCO and accompanying
application documents. The environmental statement should
support the application as described.

2.72

It should be noted that if the proposed development changes
substantially during the EIA process, prior to application
submission, the Applicant may wish to consider the need to
request a new Scoping Opinion. The SoS is not able to entertain
material changes to a project once an application is submitted.

Grid Connection
2.73

The connection of a proposed offshore wind farm into the relevant
electricity network is an important consideration. Therefore, the
SoS welcomes the intention to include within the proposed DCO
application the export cable to shore, the onshore cabling, the
converter station and substation as part of the overall project so
that all potential effects can be assessed within the accompanying
ES. It is noted that a grid connection agreement has been secured
for Hornsea Project Two at Killingholme North substation, however
the SoS considers that potential impacts resulting from alternative
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choices in
considered.

electrical

infrastructure

design

should

be

fully

2.74

The SoS notes that in the absence of a detailed onshore
connection route proposal, a broad indicative corridor has been
identified. Such uncertainty over the physical extent of the
proposed development makes a robust assessment of its potential
effects difficult to undertake.

2.75

The SoS suggests that careful consideration should be given as to
how the Applicant meaningfully consults on, and properly
assesses, the likely impacts arising from the proposed on-shore
cable route. It is hoped that the adoption of an iterative approach
will result in a more specific route corridor for a robust EIA to be
carried out.

Construction
2.76

The SoS notes the high-level description of the key construction
activities provided in Paragraph 3.4.53 of the Applicant’s Scoping
Report. The SoS considers that information on construction
including: phasing of programme; construction methods and
activities associated with each phase; siting of construction
compounds
(including
on
and
off
site);
lighting
equipment/requirements; and number, movements and parking of
construction vehicles (both HGVs and staff) should be clearly
indicated in the ES and included where relevant in the assessment.

2.77

It is noted that the cable route corridor crosses a number of roads
and the railway line between Scunthorpe and Grimsby.
The
construction methodologies for any such crossings required by the
finalised cable route are likely to be integral to the assessment of
effects of the onshore element of the proposals.

Operation and Maintenance
2.78

Paragraphs 3.4.60 to 3.4.63 of the Scoping Report provide an
outline of the likely operational activities and maintenance
requirements of the wind farm. More detailed information on the
operation and maintenance of the proposed development should
be included in the ES and should cover but not be limited to such
matters as: the number of full/part-time jobs; the operational
hours and if appropriate, shift patterns; and the number and types
of vehicle/vessel movements generated during the operational
stage.

Decommissioning
2.79

In terms of decommissioning, the SoS acknowledges that the
further into the future any assessment is made, the less reliance
may be placed on the outcome. However, the purpose of such a
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long term assessment is to enable the decommissioning of the
works to be taken into account in the design and use of materials
such that structures can be taken down with the minimum of
disruption. The process and methods of decommissioning should
be considered and options presented in the ES. The SoS
encourages consideration of such matters in the ES.

2.80

It is a condition of the Crown Estate lease for the wind farm site
that the proposed development be decommissioned at the end of
its operational lifetime. To this end a decommissioning plan will
need to be prepared. The SoS notes that this is acknowledged
within the Applicant’s Scoping report.

2.81

The Applicant should make every effort in the ES to assess the
potential impacts of the proposed development during
construction, operation and decommissioning.

Other Comments
2.82

The SoS welcomes the use of a glossary of acronyms and technical
terms within the Scoping Report, and stresses the importance of
ensuring the EIA is reported within an ES that is clearly presented
and provides an explanation of any technical language used.
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3.0 EIA APPROACH AND TOPIC AREAS
Introduction
3.1

This section contains the SoS’s specific comments on the approach
to the ES and topic areas as set out in the Scoping Report. General
advice on the presentation of an ES is provided at Appendix 3 of
this Scoping Opinion and should be read in conjunction with this
Section.

3.2

Applicants are advised that the scope of the DCO application
should be clearly addressed and assessed consistently within the
ES.

3.3

All comments received from the statutory consultees with respect
to the Applicant’s Scoping Report are provided in Appendix 2.

ES Approach
3.4

The information provided in the Scoping Report sets out the
proposed approach to the preparation of the ES. Whilst early
engagement on the scope of the ES is to be welcomed, the SoS
notes that the level of information provided at this stage is not
always sufficient to allow for detailed comments from either the
SoS or the consultees. The SoS notes and welcomes the intention
to refine Hornsea Project Two based upon consultation responses
to preliminary environmental information (PEI) intended for
release as part of the proposed Phase 1 consultation. Comments
from the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) together
with Natural England (NE) have been received expressing a desire
for the PEI to take the form of a draft ES.

3.5

The SoS draws to the Applicant’s attention the comments from the
JNCC regarding the need for collaborative working between the
developer and SNCBs, and the provision of an outline of timescales
for engagement at an early stage.

3.6

The SoS reiterates the comment in Paragraph 2.69 above and
agrees with comments from the JNCC regarding the need to
narrow the design envelope as far as possible to enable the EIA
and cumulative impact assessment to be robust and realistic.

3.7

The SoS would suggest that the Applicant ensures that appropriate
consultation is undertaken with the relevant consultees in order to
agree wherever possible the scope, timing, and relevance of
survey work as well as the methodologies to be used.

3.8

The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas
should be identified under all the environmental topics and should
be sufficiently robust in order to undertake the assessment. The
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extent of the study areas should be on the basis of recognised
professional guidance, whenever such guidance is available. The
study areas should also be agreed with the relevant consultees
and, where this is not possible, this should be stated clearly in the
ES and a reasoned justification given. The scope should also cover
the breadth of the topic area and the temporal scope, and these
aspects should be described and justified.

3.9

The SoS recommends that the baseline data is comprehensive,
relevant and up-to-date. Consideration should be given to the
need to obtain relevant information from other European states
and the need to ensure that transboundary issues are identified
and addressed. Further discussion on this matter is provided in
Section 4 of this Opinion.

3.10

The SoS considers that each assessment should consider all
phases of the development – construction, operation and
decommissioning – and notes this intention stated within Chapter
9 of the Scoping Report. For the avoidance of doubt, the SoS
considers
that
‘construction’
includes
all
physical
precommencement activities (e.g. site clearance, exploration and
testing).

3.11

The methodology for surveys and studies needed to inform the EIA
should be fully explained in the ES. The chosen methodology
should use up to date regulations and guidance to undertake the
assessment and should be agreed with the relevant consultees.
Where this is not possible, a reasoned justification should be given
within the ES.

3.12

The EIA Methodology described within Chapter 4 in the Scoping
Report is comprehensive, however the SoS advises consideration
of relevant topic-specific guidance.
Should topic-specific
assessment methodologies be used, details of these should be
provided within the relevant topic chapter(s). The SoS refers the
Applicant to the detailed comments from the JNCC/NE on
assessing the magnitudes of impacts and sensitivities of receptors
and how to present this in the ES.

3.13

The SoS notes and welcomes the intended approach to identify
potential, transboundary, cumulative and inter-related impacts for
each topic as described in Chapter 4 of the Scoping Report. For
the avoidance of doubt, the SoS expects all of the potential
impacts identified in the Scoping Report and/or elsewhere within
this Scoping Opinion to be assessed.

Matters to be Scoped Out
3.14

The Applicant has identified in Chapter 12 of the Scoping Report
the matters proposed to be ‘scoped out’. These include:
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Offshore
•

impacts to local and regional air quality (all project phases);

•

operational impacts from airborne and ground-borne noise
and vibration;

•

impacts to bat ecology (all project phases);

•

impacts arising from waste management (all project phases).

Onshore
•

impacts to designated geological sites during construction
and decommissioning;

•

impacts to geology, soils agriculture and and land use during
operational phase;

•

impacts on ground water or surface water resources (all
project phases);

•

impacts on air quality and health due to emissions (all project
phases);

•

transboundary impacts on ecology and nature conservation;

•

transboundary impacts on the historic environment;

•

landscape and visual impacts during construction, operation,
and decommissioning;

•

transboundary flood risk impacts;

•

operation phase traffic and transport impacts;

•

impacts arising from noise and vibration (all project phases);

•

socio-economic impacts (all project phases).

3.15

Within Chapter 12 these scoped out topics are presented in tabular
form and a brief justification for why they have been scoped out is
provided within the table (Tables 12.2 and 12.3).

3.16

Matters are not scoped out unless specifically addressed and
justified by the Applicant and confirmed as being scoped out by
the SoS. The SoS therefore welcomes the statement in Paragraph
1.45 of the Scoping Report that “only once evidence is sufficiently
advanced to be confident that there are no significant impacts or
receptor pathways that exist, will these topics be finally scoped
out, in agreement with key stakeholders”.

3.17

A number of onshore environmental topics appear in Chapter 12
as being proposed to be scoped out, and are also listed in Chapter
10 as potential impacts of the project which are to be included in
the assessment. These are: operational impacts on geology, soils,
agriculture and land use, impacts to water resources (all project
phases), air quality and health impacts (construction and
decommissioning), onshore landscape and visual impacts, onshore
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operational traffic and transport impacts, noise and vibration
impacts (all project phases), and onshore socio-economic impacts.
For clarity, the SoS does not agree that these topics can be scoped
out of the assessment and notes the potential specific impacts
identified within Chapter 10 under these topic areas.

3.18

The SoS agrees that offshore impacts to local and regional Air
Quality can be scoped out on the basis of the information provided
in Chapter 12.

3.19

The SoS does not agree on the basis of the information provided
that operational impacts from airborne and ground-borne noise
and vibration can be scoped out of the assessment, and refers the
Applicant to Paragraphs 3.41-3.43 of this Scoping Opinion.
Operational noise impacts should be considered in terms of
ecological receptors as well as human receptors and cross
reference should be made to the appropriate ES Chapter in this
regard.

3.20

The SoS cannot agree on the basis of the information provided to
rule out impacts from all phases of the development on bats using
offshore area. The information provided indicates that collision
risk has been considered as an impact; however impacts to
migration routes and foraging bats are not discussed in detail. It
is noted that very limited records of bats have been identified by
desk study; however, it would be useful to provide details of the
desk study carried out. The SoS notes the comments made by
JNCC/NE with respect to potential impacts on Nathusius’
pipistrelle. The level of assessment carried out and presented in
the ES should be appropriate to the risk of impacts on this species
group.

3.21

The SoS agrees that impacts from offshore waste management
can be scoped out as a separate topic, provided that the MARPOL
convention is observed as stated in the Scoping Report. The
handling of waste coming to shore from the offshore elements of
the project should be dealt with in the appropriate onshore
Chapters of the ES, with cross reference to topic chapters dealing
with impacts arising from vessel movements (traffic, shipping and
navigation) and impacts to air quality.

3.22

The SoS notes the statement within the Scoping Report that no
geological SSSI or regionally important geological and
geomorphological sites lie within the route corridor. No figure is
provided showing the results of the desk study undertaken to
identify these sites, and the methods of cable installation are not
clearly presented, nor an exact route provided.
There is
insufficient information therefore to determine whether or not
impacts on these sites should be scoped out of the assessment at
this stage. The SoS also notes comments from the JNCC/NE
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regarding the consideration within the assessment of impacts on
local geological sites.

3.23

The SoS does not agree that impacts onshore air quality and
health due to emissions (including electromagnetic fields) during
operation can be scoped out of the assessment, given the
information provided at this stage.

3.24

The SoS agrees that transboundary impacts associated with
impacts to onshore Ecology and Nature Conservation, the Historic
Environment, and flood risk impacts can be scoped out. This is
based on the assumption that the onshore development will not
affect any features which are linked ecologically, or in terms of
heritage to any non-UK features of interest. Consideration should
be given to the cumulative effect of the onshore and offshore
elements of the project and the potential for transboundary
impacts. It must be noted that the SoS has an ongoing obligation
under Regulation 24 of the EIA regulations and this position may
change as information comes forward. Section 4 contains more
information on transboundary impacts.

3.25

It should be noted that if information comes to light in the course
of carrying out the assessment which indicated that these matters
should be included, then further information may be sought.

3.26

In order to demonstrate that topics have not simply been
overlooked, where topics are scoped out prior to submission of the
DCO application, the ES should still explain the reasoning and
justify the approach taken.

ES Structure
3.27

The Scoping Report (Section 9: Environmental Statement
Contents) sets out the proposed contents list of the ES on which
SMart Wind seeks the Opinion of the SoS. The list of headings
differs from that set out in the contents page of the Scoping
Report. The list at Section 9 includes a Non Technical Summary,
however, no information is provided as to whether figures,
photographs or photomontages would be provided as part of this
section.

3.28

The SoS notes that the EIA would cover a number of assessments
under the broad headings of:
•

Non-Technical Summary

•

Section 1: Background (to include definition of study area,
need for the project, alternatives, consultation, and ES
structure);

•

Legislative context;

•

Description of the Development;
24
EN010053

Scoping Opinion for Hornsea Project Two

•

Assessment Methodology;

•

Offshore baseline and predicted impacts (physical, biological,
and human environment);

•

Onshore baseline and predicted impacts (physical, biological,
and human environment;

•

Summary of impacts and mitigation;

•

Summary of effect;

•

Information to support Appropriate Assessment;

•

References;

•

Technical Appendices.

3.29

Section 2 of the proposed ES Contents is titled ‘Legislative
Context’.
The SoS draws the attention of the Applicant to
ensuring that at the time of submission, the ES is up to date in
terms of any relevant legislation.

3.30

On the basis that a general methodology and approach has been
described which it is assumed will be made and applied
consistently in the ES, the SoS is satisfied with this approach and
format.

3.31

The SoS is generally satisfied that the topics identified in the
Scoping Report encompass those matters identified in Schedule 4,
Part 1, paragraph 19 of the EIA Regs, however, refers the
Applicant to the sections below.

Topic Areas
3.32

Each of the specialist topics are considered in turn below in the
order and under the headings presented in the Scoping Report. It
should be noted that the general points made above and
elsewhere in this Opinion are not repeated under each of the
specialist topics. However the Applicant should ensure that such
issues are addressed fully before the ES is submitted with the DCO
application.

3.33

Consideration should also be given to the scoping responses from
the statutory consultees, copies of which are provided in Appendix
2 of this Scoping Opinion.

Offshore Physical Environment (see Scoping Report Chapter 5)
Marine Geology, Physical Processes and Water Quality (section 5.1
of the Scoping Report)
3.34

Comments from the Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
provide advice on information sources that may be useful to
inform the assessment.
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3.35

It is noted in Paragraph 5.1.46 of the Scoping Report that changes
at cable landfall is identified as a potential impact. The SoS refers
the Applicant to the comments made by the Environment Agency
(EA) with respect to offshore physical processes and to potential
impacts to the intertidal area with respect to the cable landfall
location. The SoS advises that these comments are taken into
account within the assessment, or a full explanation provided as to
why the recommendations were not considered appropriate or
possible to address.

3.36

The SoS also draws to the Applicant’s attention to the comments
received from the MMO and from Norfolk County Council regarding
assessment of coastal erosion within the EIA.

3.37

The SoS refers the Applicant to the recommendation from the
JNCC/NE regarding potential impacts from cable installation and
remedial work to inter-array and export cables, and potential
mitigation against impacts from scour through project design.

3.38

The proposal to include the potential impacts resulting from resuspension of seabed sediments within the assessment is
welcomed. The SoS refers the Applicant to the comments made
by the MMO in this regard.

3.39

The SoS notes the reference to impacts identified under this topic
and the potential effects on other receptors including benthic
ecology, fish and shellfish ecology, commercial fisheries, marine
archaeology, marine users and marine mammals (Paragraph
5.1.45 and 5.1.47 of the Scoping Report).

3.40

No mention of Hornsea Project One or future projects within the
Hornsea Zone is made under the discussion of cumulative effects
in Chapter 5, however Hornsea Project One, Three and Four are
listed as projects to be taken into account within the CIA in
Section 4.7. It should be clear in the ES what specific projects
have been taken into account within the CIA for this topic chapter,
for all phases of the development. Further advice on CIA is
provided in Appendix 3.

Airborne Noise and Vibration (Section 5.2 of the Scoping Report)
3.41

The SoS agrees with comments from the JNCC/NE regarding the
assessment of construction noise near to shore, in relation to
impacts on bird interest features of the Humber Estuary SPA and
SSSI. This assessment should be cross-referenced to the chapter
of the ES covering offshore ornithology. The SoS advises the
Applicant to also consider operational noise and vibration impacts
on ecological receptors.

3.42

It is noted that other wind farm projects will be considered in
particular within the cumulative noise and vibration assessment.
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Airborne noise and vibration from other types of development
should also be assessed as part of the CIA where these are
relevant. A clear rationale should be provided for the basis of the
CIA. The SoS advises that the CIA should consider any type of
development which could combine with the proposal to result in
significant impacts, and therefore may not be limited to other
wind farms.

3.43

The SoS notes in Paragraph 5.2.7 of the Scoping Report reference
to the noise assessment undertaken for Hornsea Project One and
the intention to review this assessment for the EIA for Project
Two. The Applicant must ensure that the EIA for Project Two is
also supported by up to date surveys and data collection. The SoS
welcomes the intention to consult with JNCC and other marine
users on the results of the noise assessment and mitigation
design, and advises that the methods used to support the EIA are
also developed under consultation.

Underwater Noise (Section 5.3 of the Scoping Report)
3.44

The SoS notes that the Scoping Report identifies that the sources
of underwater noise are the same as those for airborne noise and
vibration, and that the main impacts are those on marine
mammals and fish and shellfish, which are discussed in sections
6.4 and 6.2 of the Scoping Report, respectively. This section of
the ES should also be cross-referenced with that on commercial
fisheries.

3.45

The SoS welcomes the intention to consult throughout the EIA
with JNCC, NE and the MMO to define the scope and methodology
for the noise assessment. The SoS refers the Applicant to advice
from the MMO provided relating to underwater noise data
collection, interpretation, and mitigation of impacts.

Offshore Biological Environment (see Scoping Report Section 6)
Benthic and Epibenthic Environment (Section 6.1 of the Scoping
Report)
3.46

The SoS welcomes the benthic surveys to be carried out as part of
the data collection exercise for the ES. It is also noted and
welcomed that the survey design and methodology has been
agreed in consultation with the MMO, JNCC/NE, and the Centre for
Environment, Fisheries, and Aquaculture Science (CEFAS)
(Paragraph 6.1.34 of the Scoping Report).
The SoS notes the
recommendation from the JNCC/NE regarding the relatively shortterm validity of Sabellaria spinulosa survey results and draws this
to the Applicant’s attention.

3.47

The SoS refers the Applicant to the comments from the JNCC
regarding the need to present the confidence level in the data
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collected and its interpretation, recognising the uncertainty
introduced into the EIA process by the location of the project some
distance offshore.

3.48

Consideration should be given to the total loss of seabed area
resulting from the construction of the offshore wind farm array and
the offshore cabling.

3.49

The SoS agrees with the recommendation from the JNCC/NE to
consider the potential release of seabed contaminants (in
particular arsenic) during cable laying and the effects on
environmental receptors. The SoS also refers the Applicant to the
comments by the MMO in this regard.

3.50

The SoS refers the Applicant to the detailed comments from the
Environment agency, in particular with respect to impacts of the
project on benthic invertebrate fauna and benthic habitats, and
the design of mitigation measures.

Fish and Shellfish Ecology (Section 6.2 of the Scoping Report)
3.51

The SoS notes the cross-referencing within this section to Section
7.1 of the Scoping Report which addresses impacts on commercial
fishing activities. The ES chapter on fish and shellfish ecology
should also be cross-referenced where appropriate to the ES
chapter on commercial fisheries.

3.52

The SoS advises consideration of comments made by the MMO
with respect to the inclusion of fish species listed on the OSPAR
List of Threatened and Declining Species and Habitats within the
EIA. The SoS also refers the Applicant to comments from the
JNCC/NE regarding the need for consideration of lamprey species
associated with the Humber Estuary nature conservation
designations.

3.53

It is noted that fisheries information and the results of 2011 fish
trawl and netting surveys will be relied upon as a basis for the EIA
for Hornsea Project Two. The Scoping Report states that no
further surveys are planned along the offshore cable route
corridor.
While it is noted that the gathering of fisheries
information has involved consultation with a number of bodies
including the MMO, CEFAS and the EA, the ES should demonstrate
that the survey methodologies and the data collected to inform the
assessment has been agreed and deemed suitable by these
bodies. It is important to note that consultation with the relevant
SNCBs will also be required in order to establish a suitable basis
for the assessment of impacts on fish and shellfish ecology, as a
separate concern to their commercial value. The SoS refers the
Applicant to comments made by the MMO regarding the collection
and interpretation of data to inform the assessment of impacts on
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shellfisheries, which is also relevant to the assessment of impacts
on shellfish ecology.

3.54

The Scoping Report identifies potential impacts on elasmobranch
species due to electromagnetic field (EMF) emissions as an
environmental impact requiring assessment (Table 10.1); however
it is not clear what design of assessment methodology is proposed.
This should be detailed in the ES. The SoS also draws to the
attention of the Applicant the comments from the JNCC/NE
regarding EMF effects on the interest features of the Humber
Estuary SAC and SSSI.

3.55

The SoS reiterates the reference in Paragraph 3.47 above to
comments from the JNCC regarding the need to present the
confidence level in the data collected and its interpretation.

3.56

The SoS confirms that the potential impacts from the removal of
hard substrate, including structures and protection materials,
during decommissioning should be considered within the ES. The
SoS also refers the Applicant to the JNCC/NE’s comments in
relation to this point.

Ornithology (Section 6.3 of the Scoping Report)
3.57

It is noted that the Scoping Report identifies impacts on offshore
ornithology for all phases of the project, including impacts arising
from displacement, changes to prey availability, barriers to daily
movements and migration, and direct collision of birds with the
proposed wind turbines. The SoS agrees with the comments from
the JNCC on their key concerns which highlight these particular
impacts, both from the project alone and cumulatively.

3.58

The SoS notes the description in the Scoping Report of boat-based
surveys and aerial surveys that are underway and intended to
form the basis of the assessment within the ES. It is noted that
the boat-based survey designs have been agreed with statutory
consultees. The SoS advises that the design of all future surveys
is discussed and agreed with the statutory consultees at an early
stage in the EIA process. The SoS refers the Applicant to the
comments from the JNCC/NE in this regard which specifically refer
to the survey period.

3.59

The EIA should be based on the most up-to date information, and
the SoS refers to the comments from the JNCC/NE regarding Table
6.4 of the Scoping Report which presents numbers of breeding
seabirds associated with important populations on the east coast.

3.60

The SoS reiterates the reference in Paragraph 3.47 above to
comments from the JNCC regarding the need to present the
confidence level in the data collected in the marine environment
and its interpretation.
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3.61

The SoS refers the Applicant to the comments received from
statutory consultees regarding the assessment of impacts on
migratory bird flight paths and seabird foraging flights. East
Lindsey District Council have also provided a response regarding
impacts of all project phases on fauna and have particularly
mentioned feeding grounds and migration routes in these
comments.
Assessment of these impacts should be crossreferenced to the assessment of impacts to onshore ecological
receptors.

Marine Mammals (Section 6.4 of the Scoping Report)
3.62

The SoS agrees with the ‘key concerns’ identified by the JNCC
regarding the potential effects of noise during construction on
marine mammals, both from the project alone and cumulatively.
The SoS would add to this the need to assess the potential effects
of noise (airborne and underwater) during operation.
The
potential environmental impacts of the decommissioning phase on
marine mammals and how such impacts may be mitigated should
also be considered, as noted in the Scoping Report.

3.63

The consultation response from the JNCC also recommends
consideration of corkscrew injury/mortality to harbour seal using
the cable route corridor and of possible mitigation measures, and
the SoS draws this advice to the Applicant’s attention.

3.64

The Scoping Report provides a description of boat-based and aerial
surveys undertaken and ongoing, which are intended to form the
basis of the assessment.
The SoS recommends that full
consultation is undertaken with relevant statutory consultees and
that the scope of the assessment and methodology for the
investigation is agreed.

3.65

The ES should set out in full the potential risk to European
Protected Species (EPS) and confirm if any EPS licences will be
required. The Applicant should take into consideration the most up
to date legislation with regard to EPS licence procedures.

3.66

The Applicant should also be aware that the decision maker under
the Planning Act 2008 has, as competent authority, a duty to
engage with the Habitats Directive whether or not the decision
maker is also licensing the activity. Therefore, the Applicant may
wish/need to provide information within the ES which will assist
the decision maker to meet this duty. Further information in
relation to HRA/EPS matters can be found within Section 4 of this
report.
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Offshore and Onshore Nature Conservation Designations (Section
6.5 of the Scoping Report)
3.67

The SoS notes the extensive number of statutory designations and
proposed designations in and around the proposed site. The
location of sites designated by other European Member States is
noted (Figures 6.21 and 6.22 of the Scoping Report).

3.68

Due to the proximity of designated nature conservation areas
(including Special Protection Areas and Ramsar site) the SoS
advises that ornithological issues should be comprehensively
assessed onshore as well as offshore. Consideration should be
given to the length of the survey period, and the SoS refers the
Applicant to the comments from JNCC/NE in this regard.

3.69

The SoS draws to the Applicant’s attention the comments from the
JNCC/NE (under the title of ‘Onshore Environment’ in their
response) regarding nature conservation designations.

3.70

Transboundary impacts are likely to be a key consideration in the
assessment process for Hornsea Project Two, and the SoS
welcomes the intention as stated in the Scoping Report (Paragraph
6.5.29) to assess potential impacts to the integrity of nature
conservation designations beyond the UK EEZ.

3.71

The Scoping Report (Paragraph 6.5.21) makes reference to PINS
Advice Note Ten. The SoS draws the Applicant’s attention to the
fact that this Advice Note has been updated in late October 2012.

Offshore Human Environment (see Scoping Report Section 7)
Commercial Fisheries (Section 7.1 of the Scoping Report)
3.72

As the Scoping Report has identified fish as sensitive receptors of
noise associated with construction activity (i.e. piling), appropriate
cross reference should be made to the assessments of offshore
noise and vibration impacts.

3.73

The SoS welcomes that the commercial fisheries assessment will
be informed by the studies on fish and shellfish ecology and
advises cross reference to the socio-economics section.

3.74

The SoS refers the Applicant to comments made by the MMO
regarding the collection and interpretation of data to inform the
assessment of impacts on shellfisheries and on commercial
fisheries and spawning areas.

3.75

The SoS refers the Applicant to comments made by Norfolk County
Council regarding impacts to commercial fishing interests in
Norfolk.
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3.76

The SoS concurs with the approach for the decommissioning plan
to be agreed with the relevant regulators. This should conform to
best practice and advice.

Shipping and Navigation (Section 7.2 of the Scoping Report)
3.77

The SoS welcomes the undertaking of a navigational risk
assessment, and that it will include the turbine array, cable route,
and the reactive substation located along the cable route.

3.78

The SoS welcomes the establishment of the Southern North Sea
Offshore Wind Forum (SNSOWF) (Paragraph 7.2.27 of the Scoping
Report) in the event that it provides an effective platform for
stakeholder consultation in particular with respect to cumulative
impacts.

3.79

The SoS draws the Applicant’s attention to the comments from
Trinity House and from Norfolk County Council with respect to
shipping and navigation impacts.

Civil Aviation and Military Activities (Section 7.3 of the Scoping
Report)
3.80

Paragraph 7.3.29 refers to a maximum turbine height of 272m as
being considered against impacts on civil aviation and military
activities. It is not clear to what dimension (hub height or blade
tip height for example) this figure relates to. The description
within Paragraph 3.4.11 of the Scoping Report gives a maximum
hub height of 200m and a maximum blade tip height of 325m.
The worst case scenario should be assessed within the EIA.

3.81

The SoS encourages consultation with Humberside International
Airport and helicopter operators, as outlined in Paragraph 7.3.26
of the Scoping Report.

3.82

The SoS refers the Applicant to comments from the CAA and of
East Lindsey District Council, regarding aviation communications.

Radar and Communications (Section 7.4 of the Scoping Report)
3.83

It is noted that propagation modelling has assumed a turbine
height of 200m. Paragraph 7.4.10 of the Scoping Report states
that the modelling will be rerun for 272m turbine height to inform
the EIA, however it is not clear why this height has been chosen,
and to what dimension (hub height or blade tip height for
example) it relates to. The description within Paragraph 3.4.11 of
the Scoping Report gives a maximum hub height of 200m and a
maximum blade tip height of 325m. Whilst the SoS acknowledges
that turbine design is yet to be determined, the modelling should
take into account the worst case scenario in accordance with the
principles of the Rochdale Envelope.
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3.84

The figure of 272m for ‘maximum turbine height’ is provided again
in paragraphs 7.4.5, 7.4.27, 7.4.35 and 7.4.36 of the Scoping
Report and the SoS draws the discrepancy between this and the
project description in Chapter 3 of the Scoping Report to the
Applicant’s attention.

Ordnance (Section 7.5 of the Scoping Report)
3.85

The SoS welcomes the inclusion of an assessment of unexploded
ordnance in the area. The details of the assessment and the
approach should be agreed with relevant statutory consultees.

3.86

The SoS would encourage consultation with the Ministry of
Defence.

Maritime Archaeology and Cultural Heritage (Section 7.6 of the
Scoping Report)
3.87

The SoS draws the attention of the Applicant to the detailed
comments of English Heritage (EH) and the need to consult with
them to agree appropriate objectives of the proposed further
geophysical survey (Paragraph 7.6.22 of the Scoping Report) and
the nature of the remaining archaeological investigations proposed
to be undertaken to inform the assessment.

3.88

Appropriate cross-reference should be made to the impact of the
offshore development on the setting of coastal historic assets
assessed in the landscape and visual study, as well as of impacts
on seascape historic character. Advice from English Heritage,
which includes comments in relation to the assessment of impacts
on visual amenity in terms of cultural heritage, is provided in
Appendix 2.

Landscape, Seascape and Visual Amenity (Section 7.7 of the
Scoping Report)
3.89

The SoS recognises that the wind farm array is unlikely to present
an adverse visual impact when viewed from the shore given its
considerable distance offshore. The SoS does however recognise
that the project could present a potential visual impact to
commercial/recreational users, including sail boats, cruise line and
ferry passengers in addition to commercial shipping lanes and
inhabited rigs. The assessment will need to take these into
account along with any cumulative impacts on these users. The
assessment will also need to consider whether other project
components are visible from the shore. The SoS advises that such
matters should be included in the assessment.

3.90

The SoS refers the Applicant to comments from the JNCC/NE,
English Heritage, and from East Lindsey District Council regarding
the need for an assessment of impacts on landscape and seascape
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and of visual impacts within the EIA, and the recommendations
made by theses consultees on the nature of this assessment.

Infrastructure and Other Marine Users (Section 7.8 of the Scoping
Report)
3.91

The SoS refers the Applicant to the comments made by the Coal
Authority relating to existing and future Underground Coal
Gasification (UCG) projects.

3.92

The SoS also draws to the attention of the Applicant the comments
received from Fulcrum Pipelines regarding the existence of gas
transportation assets in the locality of the project.

Onshore Environment (see Scoping Report Section 8)
3.93

Paragraph 8.1.5 of the Scoping Report states that no
transboundary impacts are anticipated onshore and it is proposed
to scope these out of the assessment. This statement is not fully
or consistently justified within Section 11 and Section 12 of the
Scoping Report and the SoS draws this to the Applicant’s
attention. It will be important to ensure that any cumulative
effects of the onshore elements with the offshore elements of the
project are considered within the assessment.

3.94

As for the section above, all comments from the statutory
consultees referred to in the following paragraphs are provided in
Appendix 2 of this Scoping Opinion.

Geology, Soils, Agriculture and Land Use (Section 8.2 of the Scoping
Report)
3.95

It would be helpful to provide a figure in the ES showing the
results of the desk study undertaken to identify geological SSSI
and RIGS within the vicinity of the cable route corridor. As the
methods of cable installation are not clearly described and an
exact route is yet to be determined, it is difficult to assess impacts
on these sites at this stage. The SoS notes comments made by
the JNCC/NE regarding local geological sites.

3.96

Limited information is provided on the nature and frequency of
maintenance activities.
A realistic prediction of the required
maintenance activities affecting the cable route should be provided
and used to inform the assessment of impacts including those on
soil structure, land quality, and risk of transmission of
contaminants.

Water Resources (Section 8.3 of the Scoping Report)
3.97

The SoS recommends that reference should be included to surface
water run-off and disposal, including details of proposed mitigation
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measures. This will be particularly relevant to the onshore
substation and to locations along the cable route corridor in the
vicinity of existing water bodies and watercourses.

3.98

Noting the comments from the EA, the EIA should consider the
potential risks to groundwater for heat generation.
Risk to
groundwater from other contaminants must also be considered
within the assessment.

3.99

Comments have been received from East Lindsey District Council
regarding risks to groundwater and surface water and the SoS
draws these to the Applicant’s attention.

Air Quality and Health (Section 8.4 of the Scoping Report)
3.100 The SoS notes the identification in Paragraph 8.4.9 of the Scoping

Report that dust generation may have impacts on nearby
designated sites. Impacts of changes to air quality or generation
of dust on these sites, in particular internationally designated sites
should be considered in the assessment.
Appropriate crossreference to the terrestrial ecology and nature conservation
section of the ES should also be made

3.101 The SoS notes the recognition that inter-related effects could arise

on receptors also potentially affected by noise and vibration and
traffic and transport. Appropriate cross-reference to other topic
chapters within the ES should be made.

3.102 It is understood from the Scoping Report that air quality impacts

will be assessed by identifying sources, pathways, and receptors of
impacts. A full description should be provided in the ES as to what
methods, such as modelling, are to used to identify the magnitude
of effects, sensitivity of receptors, and significance of impacts. The
Applicant should ensure the existing available baseline air quality
data is up to date and its coverage is appropriate for the desk
based review.

3.103 The SoS advises the Applicant to consult widely with key statutory

consultees and to consider the inclusion of monitoring in relation
to dust. It is noted that mitigation measures have been identified
and these should be presented within the ES where appropriate.

3.104 Attention is drawn to the comments from East Lindsey District

Council on impacts to living conditions of local residents including
any electromagnetic effects.
Comments from Brigsley Parish
Council also related to concerns regarding the magnetic field of the
installed operational cable. The SoS also refers the Applicant to
guidance from the Health Protection Agency highlighted in their
response.
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Terrestrial Ecology and Nature Conservation (Section 8.5 of the
Scoping Report)
3.105 The SoS welcomes the consultation proposed by the Applicant;
this should seek to ensure that the assessment identifies all
relevant statutory and non-statutory wildlife sites. The SoS draws
to the Applicant’s attention the comments from the JNCC/NE
regarding nature conservation designations.

3.106 The SoS notes that a number of targeted ecological surveys have
been undertaken and that the need for any further survey work is
to be agreed with NE. The Applicant’s attention is drawn to
comments from NE on requirements for further Phase 2 survey
work.
The SoS is reassured that the methodology of the
completed surveys has been agreed with NE and draws to the
Applicant’s attention NE’s comments regarding the details of these
surveys which should be included in the ES. Given that habitats
and fauna populations can change over time, the surveys used to
inform the EIA must be sufficiently up to date.

3.107 The SoS welcomes that measures to enhance natural habitats are
to be identified within the ES, however no details of what these
may entail are provided within the Scoping Report. Enhancement
measures for nature conservation could, for example, be
incorporated into reinstatement measures for the cable route and
into landscaping or screening measures at the substation site.

3.108 The SoS recommends that appropriate cross reference is made to

other specialist reports in the ES, for example landscape and
visual, noise and vibration, and air quality. Mitigation and
enhancement measures should be considered overall and not just
in relation to a single specialist topic.

3.109 The ES should set out in full the potential risk to European

Protected Species (EPS) and confirm if any EPS licences will be
required. Further information in relation to EPS matters can be
found within section 4 of this report.

Historic Environment (Section 8.6 of the Scoping Report)
3.110 It is noted that a number of features, including those designated
as Scheduled Monuments, exist within the vicinity of the cable
route corridor although not all of these sites have been identified
in the Scoping Report. A full assessment identifying the locations
of heritage assets (designated or not), their sensitivity, and the
magnitude of effect likely to occur on them must be undertaken
within the EIA.

3.111 The SoS refers the Applicant to the comments from English
Heritage in response to the Scoping Report. It is noted that the
scope and extent of the proposed assessment is considered by EH
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to be acceptable, however, comments have been provided on the
approach to the assessment which should be taken into account
(or a full explanation provided in the ES as to why they have not,
where applicable).

3.112 The SoS encourages consultation with EH and the relevant local

authorities to determine and agree the methods of archaeological
investigation. Consideration should be given to how in-situ
archaeology will be recorded. Consultation should seek to agree a
programme of investigative works and appropriate mitigation as
necessary.

3.113 The assessment should cross refer to the findings within the

landscape and visual impact assessment particularly with regard to
heritage landscape. The SoS notes comments from East Lindsey
District Council in relation to visual impacts on heritage assets
including archaeological deposits and draws these to the
Applicant’s attention.

Landscape and Visual Resources (Section 8.7 of the Scoping Report)
3.114 The assessment should specify precisely the infrastructure and

ancillary components of the scheme which have been included in
the assessment. The assessment should also clarify the duration
these features or structures will be present, including temporary
features only required for the duration of the construction works or
decommissioning works.

3.115 The SoS notes that key viewpoints have been agreed with the

local authorities and NE for Hornsea Project One and that the
same viewpoints will be used for the assessment of Project Two.
The SoS is reassured that these viewpoints will also be consulted
upon and agreed before assessment.

3.116 The SoS notes that night time photomontages have been scoped

out in relation to the proposed substation location. The SoS
considers that this information should be provided in the ES.
Consideration should also be given to including night time views
for the agreed viewpoints of the remainder of the works, in
particular to inform the assessment of the impacts of constructionphase artificial lighting from floodlighting and vehicle activity.

3.117 It is noted that reference is made to a cable trench in paragraph
3.4.43 however very little additional information is provided on the
construction techniques to be used to install the onshore cables.
It is noted that following construction the land will be reinstated
and therefore during operation there are unlikely to be visual and
landscape impacts arising from the presence of the buried cable.
Clear information on the methodologies for reinstatement (for
example planting plans) should be provided within the assessment
of landscape and visual impacts during operation.
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3.118 The SoS draws to the Applicant’s attention the comments provided
by the JNCC/NE regarding the assessment of impacts on
Lincolnshire Wolds AONB, landscape character and visual
receptors.

3.119 East Lindsey District Council have also provided comments
regarding the landscape and visual assessment, relating to
impacts on receptors of heritage value, impacts to the Lincolnshire
Wolds AONB, and to public viewpoints.

3.120 The SoS also notes the comment from Saltfleet Parish Council

asking for the ES to provide information confirming that the
proposed cable will be installed underground. This comment is
considered to be relevant to the assessment of the onshore
landscape and visual impacts of the project.

Flood Risk (Section 8.8 of the Scoping Report)
3.121 The SoS refers the Applicant to comments provided by the EA
regarding the requirement for a Flood Risk assessment, and notes
the intention to provide this assessment for the HVAC substation
or HVDC converter station(s) within Paragraph 8.8.5 of the
Scoping Report.

3.122 The SoS agrees that the impact on flood risk of the cable route
corridor should also be assessed (Paragraph 8.8.6 of the Scoping
Report). As well as potential impacts as a result of crossing
watercourses the flood risk impacts during construction, operation,
and decommissioning of the entire cable route should be assessed.
These risks are likely to vary depending on the construction
methodologies employed, the extent of the working area and the
use of surfacing materials during construction.

3.123 The SoS also draws to the attention of the Applicant comments
made by the Environment Agency and by East Lindsey District
Council regarding flooding and flood risk.

Traffic and Transport (Section 8.9 of the Scoping Report)
3.124 Traffic and transport is not specified as a topic for assessment

under Schedule 4; although in line with good practice the SoS
considers it is an important consideration per se, as well as being
the source of further impacts in terms of air quality and noise and
vibration. Cross-reference should also be made to the landscape
and visual assessment.

3.125 The assessment should include all phases of the development;
while impacts are most likely to be significant during construction,
potential impacts during operation and maintenance and the
decommissioning period should also be assessed.
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3.126 The onshore traffic and transport assessment should consider the

assessment of the vehicles associated with the construction,
operation, and decommissioning of the offshore development
where applicable.
This may include delivery vehicles and
personnel vehicles, and transport of abnormal loads. Information
should be provided on the types of vehicles and also on the type of
plant to be used during the construction phase. Information
should also be provided on the numbers of such vehicles/plant
passing along each access route on an hourly/daily basis during
the construction phase.

3.127 The SoS welcomes the statement that the impact assessment
methodology will be agreed with relevant local highways authority.
The SoS refers the Applicant to the detailed comments made by
North Lincolnshire Council and also to comments made by East
Lindsey District Council and Brigsley Parish Council which are
relevant to traffic and transport impacts.

3.128 The SoS draws to the Applicant’s attention the comments provided

in Appendix 2 from the JNCC/NE regarding the reinstatement of
public footpaths and bridleways, and enhancement of public
access.

3.129 It is noted that comment from Louth Navigational Trust has
confirmed they agree with the content of the Scoping Report
provided Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) will be used to pass
under Louth Canal.

Noise and Vibration (Section 8.10 of the Scoping Report)
3.130 An inter-relationship between noise and vibration and traffic and

transport has been identified in the Scoping Report. The SoS
advises that in addition to this noise impacts on ecological sites
and receptors should be assessed. The sites and receptors will be
dependant upon the chosen route for the onshore connection.

3.131 In addition to the site survey referred to in the Scoping Report,

the SoS recommends that the relevant Council Environmental
Health Department is consulted by the Applicant to agree an
assessment methodology, including the choice of noise receptors.

3.132 The SoS welcomes the consideration of an assessment to

determine noise emissions from the permanent apparatus at the
substation, depending on proximity of residential receptors. The
methodology should be discussed and agreed with the relevant
Council Environmental Health Department.

3.133 The Scoping Report identifies sources of impacts, however little

information is provided on the types of receptors which are to be
considered in the assessment. As well as residential and other
properties, noise levels off-site along roads and public rights of

39
EN010053

Scoping Opinion for Hornsea Project Two

way (PROW) and on ecological receptors should also be addressed.
Significance of impacts should be assessed within the context of
the characteristics of the existing environmental conditions.

3.134 East Lindsey District Council has provided comments regarding the

assessment of noise impacts of onshore construction and of
operation of the wind farm, which should be taken into account.
The SoS also notes the comment from Brigsley Parish Council
regarding minimising impacts on their locality during installation of
the cable. This comment is considered to be relevant to the
assessment of the onshore noise and vibration impacts of the
project

3.135 Mitigation measures outlined in the Scoping Report include the
temporal restriction of vehicle movements. Consideration should
be given to the restriction or suspension of all activities during
construction and operation during sensitive time periods. In the
context of noise impacts on ecological receptors, the most
effective mitigation measures may include restrictions of certain
activities at sensitive times or within sensitive periods, for example
during the bird breeding season..

Socioeconomics, Recreation and Tourism (Section 8.11 of the
Scoping Report)
3.136 The SoS notes that the Scoping Report mentions job creation and

employment and recommends that the types and numbers of jobs
generated should be considered in the context of the available
workforce in the area. Information should be provided on worker
accommodation and include an assessment of the potential
impacts of the influx of workers. The cumulative impact of workers
on nearby major projects should also be assessed.

3.137 East Lindsey District Council has provided comment regarding the

assessment of impacts on tourism and other socio-economic
impacts.
The Council has also provided recommendations
regarding consideration of effects on local living conditions and the
local community.
These comments should be taken into
consideration within the assessment.

3.138 The comments from JNCC/NE regarding public access to the

countryside and recreation are also relevant to this topic area and
should be taken into account when assessing impacts on tourism
and on quality of life.

3.139 The SoS refers the Applicant to comments made by East Lindsey
District Council in relation to impact of the development on
telecommunications which may be relevant to this topic chapter.
The SoS notes the comment from Brigsley Parish Council
regarding minimising impacts on their locality, which is also
relevant to the assessment of socio-economic impacts.
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Waste (Section 8.12 of the Scoping Report)
3.140 The SoS notes that an ES chapter covering waste impacts of the

proposals is not intended to be included within the ES, but rather
to be appended to the ES as a waste management strategy. The
SoS recommends that this topic is considered separately within
the EIA and an appropriate chapter included within the ES.

Other Topics to consider
3.141 In addition to the topics above, the SoS advises that consideration

is given to the environmental impacts associated with the
transport and use of materials, including manufactured goods,
hazardous substances, and construction aggregates.

3.142 The SoS notes the comments made by the Health and Safety

Executive (HSE) with respect to hazard installations, of which a
number have been identified, and in relation to explosives sites
and electrical safety requirements relevant to the development.

Cumulative Impact Assessment (see Scoping Report Section 4.7
and topic chapters)
3.143 The SoS notes and welcomes the intention to refine the scope of

investigations, which will be used to assist the cumulative impact
assessment, by use of ZAM (referred to as both Zone Assessment
Methodology and Zone Appraisal Methodology in the Scoping
Report) in conjunction with ongoing stakeholder liaison and
consultation.

3.144 The SoS notes the establishment of the SNSOWF as mentioned in

Section 7.2 of the Scoping Report in relation to cumulative impacts
on navigation and shipping. The SoS advises the Applicant, if not
already doing so, to use this forum to also discuss cumulative
impacts of the development on all environmental topic areas, and
would echo the comments of the JNCC (Appendix 2) in this regard.

3.145 Specific recommendations have also been made by the JNCC/NE

(provided in Appendix 2) with respect to cumulative impact
assessment of effects on marine mammals, and the SoS draws
this to the attention of the Applicant. Section 4 of this Scoping
Opinion also contains further advice with respect to cumulative
impacts.
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4.0 OTHER INFORMATION
4.1

This section does not form part of the SoS’s opinion as to the
information to be provided in the environmental statement.
However, it does respond to other issues that the SoS has
identified which may help to inform the preparation of the
application for the DCO.

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
4.2

The SoS notes that European sites are located close to the
proposed development. Reference is made to the requirement for
Habitats Regulations Assessment (Section 2.2.29 of the Scoping
Report). It is the Applicant’s responsibility to provide sufficient
information to the Competent Authority (CA) to enable them to
carry out a HRA, if required. The Applicant should note that the CA
is the SoS.

4.3

The Applicant’s attention is drawn to The Infrastructure Planning
(Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009
(as amended) (The APFP Regulations) and the need to include
information identifying European sites to which the Habitats
Regulations applies or any Ramsar site or potential SPA which may
be affected by a proposal. The submitted information should be
sufficient for the competent authority to make an appropriate
assessment (AA) of the implications for the site if required by
Regulation 61(1) of the Habitats Regulations.

4.4

The report to be submitted under Regulation 5(2)(g) of the APFP
Regulations with the application must deal with two issues: the
first is to enable a formal assessment by the CA of whether there
is a likely significant effect; and the second, should it be required,
is to enable the carrying out of an AA by the CA.

4.5

When considering aspects of the environment likely to be affected
by the proposed development; including flora, fauna, soil, water,
air and the inter-relationship between these, consideration should
be given to the designated sites in the vicinity of the proposed
development.

4.6

Further information with regard to the HRA process is contained
within Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 10 available on the
National Infrastructure Planning’s website.
Advice Note 10 has
been updated in October 2012 and now includes the introduction
of a new approach to HRA using Screening and Integrity Matrices
which are being requested from the Applicant for NSIPs. The
updated Advice Note also refers to new advice on agreeing the
evidence base for HRA with statutory nature conservation bodies
at pre-application, provided by the Major Infrastructure
Environment Unit (MIEU), part of Defra.
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4.7

The SoS refers the applicant to the advice provided by JNCC/NE
within their response in Appendix 2 regarding HRA.

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)
4.8

The SoS notes that a number of SSSIs are located close to the
proposed development. Where there may be potential impacts on
the SSSIs, the SoS has duties under sections 28(G) and 28(I) of
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (the W&C
Act). These are set out below for information.

4.9

Under s28(G), the SoS has a general duty ‘… to take reasonable
steps, consistent with the proper exercise of the authority’s
functions, to further the conservation and enhancement of the
flora, fauna or geological or physiographical features by reason of
which the site is of special scientific interest’.

4.10

Under s28(I), the SoS must notify the relevant nature
conservation body (NCB), NE in this case, before authorising the
carrying out of operations likely to damage the special interest
features of a SSSI. Under these circumstances 28 days must
elapse before deciding whether to grant consent, and the SoS
must take account of any advice received from the NCB, including
advice on attaching conditions to the consent. The NCB will be
notified during the examination period.

4.11

If applicants consider it likely that notification may be necessary
under s28(I), they are advised to resolve any issues with the NCB
before the DCO application is submitted to the SoS. If, following
assessment by applicants, it is considered that operations affecting
the SSSI will not lead to damage of the special interest features,
applicants should make this clear in the ES. The application
documents submitted in accordance with Regulation 5(2)(l) could
also provide this information. Applicants should seek to agree with
NE the DCO requirements which will provide protection for the
SSSI before the DCO application is submitted.

European Protected Species (EPS)
4.12

The Applicant should also be aware that the decision maker under
the Planning Act 2008 (PA 2008) has, as the CA, a duty to engage
with the Habitats Directive.

4.13

The SoS considers that there is potential for the presence of EPS
within the study area for the proposed development. Where a
potential risk to an EPS is identified and before making a decision
to grant development consent the CA must, amongst other things,
address the derogation tests in Regulation 53 of the Habitats
Regulations. Therefore the Applicant may wish to provide
information which will assist the decision maker to meet this duty.
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Where required the Applicant should, in consultation with NE/MMO
agree appropriate requirements to secure necessary mitigation.

4.14

If the Applicant has concluded (in consultation with NE/MMO) that
an EPS licence is required the ExA will need to understand whether
there is any impediment to the licence being granted. It would
assist the examination if the Applicant could provide with the
application confirmation from NE whether they intend to issue the
licence in due course.

4.15

The SoS refers the applicant to the general advice provided by
JNCC/NE within their response in Appendix 2 regarding EPS
licences.

Health Impact Assessment
4.16

The SoS considers that it is a matter for the Applicant to decide
whether or not to submit a stand-alone Health Impact Assessment
(HIA). However, the Applicant should have regard to the
responses received from the relevant consultees regarding health,
and in particular to the comments from the Health and Safety
Executive in relation to electrical safety issues (see Appendix 2).

4.17

The methodology for the HIA, if prepared, should be agreed with
the relevant statutory consultees and take into account mitigation
measures for acute risks.

Other regulatory regimes
4.18

The SoS recommends that the Applicant should state clearly what
regulatory areas are addressed in the ES and that the Applicant
should ensure that all relevant authorisations, licences, permits
and consents that are necessary to enable operations to proceed
are described in the ES. Also it should be clear that any likely
significant effects of the proposed development which may be
regulated by other statutory regimes have been properly taken
into account in the ES.

4.19

It will not necessarily follow that the granting of consent under one
regime will ensure consent under another regime. For those
consents not capable of being included in an application for
consent under the PA 2008, the SoS will require a level of
assurance or comfort from the relevant regulatory authorities that
the proposal is acceptable and likely to be approved, before they
make a recommendation or decision on an application. The
Applicant is encouraged to make early contact with other
regulators. Information from the Applicant about progress in
obtaining other permits, licences or consents, including any
confirmation that there is no obvious reason why these will not
subsequently be granted, will be helpful in supporting an
application for development consent to the SoS.
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Transboundary Impacts
4.20

The SoS has noted that the Applicant
proposal has the potential to result in
another European State. Transboundary
considered within the EIA are summarised
Applicant’s Scoping Report.

4.21

Regulation 24 of the EIA Regulations, which inter alia require the
SoS to publicise a DCO application if the SoS is of the view that
the proposal is likely to have significant effects on the environment
of another EEA state and where relevant to consult with the EEA
state affected. The SoS considers that where Regulation 24
applies, this is likely to have implications for the examination of a
DCO application.

4.22

The SoS notes that the Scoping Report has acknowledged the
potential for transboundary impacts and recommends that the
Applicant should provide to the SoS as soon as possible any
additional available information about potential significant transboundary effects and identify the affected state(s). In order to
ensure the efficient and effective examination of applications
within the statutory timetable under Section 98 of the Planning
Act, it is important that this information is made available at the
earliest opportunity to facilitate timely consultations, if required,
with other EEA States in accordance with Regulation 24.

4.23

The ES will also need to address this matter in each topic area and
summarise the position on transboundary effects of the proposed
development, taking into account inter-relationships between any
impacts in each topic area.

has indicated that the
significant impacts on
impacts proposed to be
within Section 11 of the

Applicant’s Consultation
4.24

The SoS notes the intention of the Applicant (in paragraph 2.2.22
of the Scoping Report) to produce a full consultation programme
within a Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC) to be
published in advance of the first phase of consultation. The SoS
recommends
that
the
Applicant
provides
preliminary
2
environmental information to the local authority when presenting
it with the draft SoCC for comment under s47 of the Planning Act
2008.

4.25

Consultation with the local community should be carried out in
accordance with the SoCC, which will state how the Applicant
intends to consult on the preliminary environmental information.
Where consultation responses have resulted in important changes
affecting the EIA, such comments could usefully be reported and

2

For an explanation see under ‘Interpretation’ in the Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 SI2263
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considered. This reporting could also assist the Applicant in the
preparation of its consultation report required to be submitted with
the application for development consent.
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List of Consultees

APPENDIX 1
LIST OF BODIES FORMALLY CONSULTED DURING THE
SCOPING EXERCISE
CONSULTEE
The Health and
Safety
Executive
The relevant
Strategic Health
Authority
Natural England
The Historic
Buildings and
Monuments
Commission for
England
The relevant fire
and rescue
authority
The relevant
police authority
The relevant
Parish Council

ORGANISATION
Health and Safety Executive
East Midlands Strategic Health Authority
North of England Strategic Health Authority
Natural England
English Heritage

Lincolnshire Fire and Rescue
Humberside Fire and Rescue Service
Humberside Police Authority
Lincolnshire Police Authority
Easington Parish Council
North Somercotes Parish Council
Grainthorpe Parish Council
Marshchapel Parish Council
North Cotes Parish Council
Tetney Parish Council
Holton le Clay Parish Council
Brigsley Parish Council
Barnoldby Le Beck Parish Council
Waltham Parish Council
Bradley Parish Council
Laceby Parish Council
Healing Parish Council
Stallingborough Parish Council
Immingham Town Council
Habrough Parish Council
South Killingholme Parish Council
North Killingholme Parish Council
East Halton Parish Council
Ashby cum Fenby Parish Council
Skidbrooke with Saltfleet Haven Parish Council
South Somercotes Parish Council
Conisholme Parish Council
North Cockerignton Parish Council
Alvingham Parish Council
Yarburgh Parish Meeting
Covenham St Bartholomew & St Mary Parish Council
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CONSULTEE

ORGANISATION
Fulstow Parish Council
North Thoresby, Grainsby & Waithe Parish Council
Irby Upon Humber Parish Council
Swallow Parish Council
Great Limber Parish Council
Keelby Parish Council
Brocklesby Parish Meeting
Ulceby Parish Council
Thornton Curtis Parish Council
Goxhill Parish Council
Holmpton Parish Council
Skeffling Parish Council
Great Coates Village Council
New Waltham Parish Council
Humberston Parish Council

The
Environment
Agency
The Commission
for Architecture
and the Built
Environment
The Equality
and Human
Rights
Commission
The Homes and
Communities
Agency
The Joint Nature
Conservation
Committee
The Commission
for Rural
Communities
The Maritime
and Coastguard
Agency
The Marine
Management
Organisation
The Scottish
Fisheries
Protection
Agency
The Civil
Aviation
Authority
The Highways

The Environment Agency
CABE Design Review

Equality and Human Rights Commission

Homes and Communities Agency
Joint Nature Conservation Committee
The Commission for Rural Communities
Maritime and Coastguard Agency
The Marine Management Organisation
Marine Scotland

Civil Aviation Authority
The Highways Agency
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CONSULTEE
Agency
The relevant
Highways
Authority
The Passengers
Council
The Disabled
Persons
Transport
Advisory
Committee
The Coal
Authority
The Office of
Rail Regulation
Approved
Operator
The Gas and
Electricity
Markets
Authority
The Water
Services
Regulation
Authority
The Relevant
Waste
Regulation
Authority
The Relevant
Internal
Drainage Board
The British
Waterways
Board
Trinity House
The Health
Protection
Agency
The Relevant
Local Resilience
Forum
The Crown
Estate
Commissioners
The Forestry
Commission

ORGANISATION
Lincolnshire County Council
North Lincolnshire Council
North East Lincolnshire Council
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Passenger Focus
DPTAC

The Coal Authority
Office of Rail Regulation
Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd
Network Rail (CTRL) Ltd
OFGEM

OFWAT

The Environment Agency

Lindsey Marsh Drainage Board
North East Lindsey Drainage Board
The Canal and River Trust
Trinity House
The Health Protection Agency
The Humber Local Resilience Forum
Lincolnshire Local Resilience Forum
The Crown Estate
Forestry Commission – Yorkshire
Forestry Commission - Central England

Relevant Statutory Undertakers
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ORGANISATION

Health Bodies (s.16 of the Acquisition of Land Act (ALA) 1981)
Primary Care
Trust (PCT)

NHS Foundation
Trust
Ambulance
Trusts

North Lincolnshire PCT
Lincolnshire Teaching PCT
East Riding of Yorkshire Primary Care Trust
Hull Teaching PCT
North East Lincolnshire Care Trust Plus
North Lincolnshire and Goole Hospitals NHS Foundation
Trust
Yorkshire Ambulance Service
East Midlands Ambulance Service NHS Trust

Relevant Statutory Undertakers (s.8 ALA 1981)
Railways
Road Transport
Water Transport
Canal Or Inland
Navigation
Authorities
Dock
Harbour
Universal
Service Provider
Licence Holder
(Chapter 1 of
Part 1 of
Transport Act
2000)
Water and
Sewage
Undertakers
Public Gas
Transports

BRB Residuary Limited
The Humber Bridge Board
The Canal and River Trust
Louth Navigation Trust
Associated British Ports
Humber Sea Terminal
Associated British Ports
City of Kingston Upon Hull Harbour Authority
Royal Mail Group
NATS en Route plc

Yorkshire Water
Anglian Water
British Gas Pipelines Ltd
Energetics Gas Ltd
ES Pipelines Ltd
ESP Connections Ltd
ESP Networks Ltd
ESP Pipelines Ltd
Fulcrum Pipelines Limited
GTC Pipelines Limited
Independent Pipelines Limited
LNG Portable Pipeline Services Limited
National Grid Gas Plc
Northern Gas Networks Limited
Quadrant Pipelines Limited
SSE Pipelines Ltd
The Gas Transportation Company Limited
Utility Grid Installations Limited
WINGAS Storage UK Limited
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ORGANISATION

Electricity
Licence Holders
having CPO
Powers

Centrica SHB Limited
Centrica KPS Limited
Drax Biomass (Immingham) Limited
EON Climate and Renewables UK Humber Wind Limited
E.ON UK Plc
Energetics Electricity Limited
ESP Electricity Limited
Independent Power Networks Limited
Northern Powergrid (Northeast) Limited
The Electricity Network Company Limited
UK Power Networks Limited
Western Power Distribution (East Midlands) plc
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc

Electricity
Transmitters
with CPO
Powers

Local Authorities (s.43)
East Riding of Yorkshire Council
Kingston Upon Hull City Council
North Lincolnshire Council
North East Lincolnshire Council
East Lindsey District Council
West Lindsey District Council
North Kesteven District Council
Lincolnshire County Council
City of Lincoln Council
Boston Borough Council
Newark and Sherwood District
Council
Bassetlaw District Council

Doncaster Council
Selby District Council
North Yorkshire County Council
City of York Council
Ryedale District Council
Scarborough Borough Council
Norfolk County Council
Cambridgeshire County Council
Peterborough City Council
Rutland County Council
Northamptonshire County Council
Leicestershire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council

Non Prescribed Consultees
Ministry of Defence
Royal National Lifeboat Institution

Note: the Prescribed Consultees have been consulted in
accordance with the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 3
‘Consultation and notification undertaken by the Planning
Inspectorate’ (April 2012).
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APPENDIX 2
Respondents to Consultation and Copies
of Replies

APPENDIX 2
LIST OF BODIES WHO REPLIED BY THE STATUTORY
DEADLINE
Associated British Ports
Bassetlaw District Council
Brigsley Parish Council
Civil Aviation Authority
Coal Authority
East Lindsey District Council
English Heritage
Environment Agency
ES Pipelines Ltd/ ESP Networks Ltd/ ESP Pipelines Ltd/ ESP Electricity
Ltd/ ESP Connections Ltd
Fulcrum Pipelines
Health and Safety Executive
Health Protection Agency
Holton-le-Clay Parish Council
Hull City Council
Humber Local Resilience Forum
Joint Nature Conservation Committee – joint representation with
Natural England
Leicestershire County Council
Louth Navigation Trust
Marine Management Organisation
Norfolk County Council
North Kesteven District Council
North Lincolnshire Council
North Yorkshire County Council
Nottinghamshire County Council
Skidbrooke with Saltfleet Haven Parish Council
South Somercotes Parish Council
Trinity House
Western Power Distribution
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ian Spikings
Environmental Services;
SMart Wind Limited - Scoping Opinion - Your Ref: 121009_EN010053_1455666
12 October 2012 14:24:49

Dear Sir/Madam,
On behalf of the Harbour Master Humber, Capt Phil Cowing, the Hornsea
Project Two – EIA Scoping Report October 2012 has been
reviewed and we can confirm that we do not have any comments.
Regards
Capt Ian Spikings | Marine Administration Manager - Humber Estuary
Services
| PO Box 1 | Port House | Northern Gateway | Hull HU9 5PQ |
| Tel: (01482) 608405 | Fax: (01482) 608432 | email:
ispikings@abports.co.uk
HES www.humber.com AOLn www.abpnotify.co.uk

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

David Rowen
Environmental Services;
121009-EN010053-1455666
02 November 2012 08:38:37
EmailLogo.jpg

Further to your recent correspondence concerning the above I can confirm that this Authority does not consider itself to be
a consultation body with regard to this matter.
Regards
David Rowen.
David Rowen
Development Control Manager (Planning Services)

Bassetlaw District Council Bassetlaw District Council Queens Buildings, Potter Street, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, S80 2AH
T: 01909 533228
W: www.bassetlaw.gov.uk

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Green
Environmental Services;
FTAO Alan Ridley re 121009_EN010053_1455666
19 October 2012 10:18:08
Planning Inspectorate Hornsea Offshore Oct 2012.doc

FTAO Alan Ridley re 121009_EN010053_1455666 Environmental Impact
Assesment, Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm.
Good Morning Mr Ridley,
Please see attached letter from the Brigsley Parish Council with
comments to be noted for the environmental statement.
With regards
Julie Green
Clerk to the Brigsley Parish Council
Tel 01472 318485,
email brigsleyparishcouncil@hotmail.com

Clerk to the Parish Council
Mrs Julie Green
Rosellen, 3 Kaymile Close, New Waltham, DN36 4YB.
Telephone (01472) 318485
email – brigsleyparishcouncil@hotmail.com

The Planning Inspectorate
Bristol
BS1 6PN
(Sent electronically to environmentalservices@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk

19/10/12

Dear Alan Ridley,
Ref: 121009_EN010053_1455666
Environmental Impact Assessment Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm.
The Brigsley Parish Council would like the following information to be considered when the
Environmental statement is being prepared:
•

That there is minimal impact on the village especially whilst cable is being laid.

•

To ensure Government Regulatory Guidelines are followed at all times.

•

Smart Wind to continually accommodate concerns raised re magnetic field of cable.

.
Yours Sincerely

J A Green.
Mrs J A Green.
Clerk to the Brigsley Parish Council
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Windfarms
Environmental Services;
RE: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
15 October 2012 11:29:12

Dear Sir/Madam,
Having reviewed the Scoping Report provided, the appropriate aviation
consultees (NATS/NERL, MOD, Humberside Airport and the Offshore Helicopter
Operators) have been identified although the positions of each consultee
regarding the proposed development should be established in subsequent
consultations. I would also add the need, if the proposed development is
approved, to inform the UK Hydrographic Office of the locations, heights and
lighting status of the turbines and meteorological masts, the estimated and
actual dates of construction and the maximum height of any construction
equipment to be used, prior to the start of construction, to allow for the
appropriate inclusion on Aviation Charts, for safety purposes.
As identified within the Scoping Report there is a requirement for the proposed
turbines and masts to be lit for aviation warning purposes.
Should you have any further questions please feel free to contact me, details
below.
Yours Sincerely
Neal Henley
N R HENLEY
Squadron Leader (RAF)
Surveillance and Spectrum Management
Directorate of Airspace Policy
Civil Aviation Authority
45-59 Kingsway London WC2B 6TE
Tel: 020 7453 6534 Fax: 020 7453 6565
windfarms@caa.co.uk

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

The Coal Authority-Planning
Environmental Services;
UNCLASSIFIED: EIA SCOPING OPINION Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two
16 October 2012 16:08:51
16Oct12 Proposed Hornsea Wind Farm SO.pdf

Dear Alan
Further to your Email 9 October 2012, please find attached, as requested, our comments on the
above EIA Scoping Opinion.
Should you wish to discuss any of the issues raised, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Regards

Claire Streather
Admin Officer
Email Sent For and On Behalf of:
Deb Roberts
Technical Support Officer
Planning and Local Authority Liaison
The Coal Authority

*

200 Lichfield Lane, Berry Hill, Mansfield, Nottinghamshire NG18 4RG

'

Planning Enquiries: 01623 637 119

9

Planning Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

8

Website: www.coal.gov.uk/services/planning

UNCLASSIFIED
200 Lichfield Lane
Berry Hill
Mansfield
Nottinghamshire
NG18 4RG
Tel:

01623 637 119 (Planning Enquiries)

Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
Web:

www.coal.gov.uk/services/planning

FAO Mr Alan Ridley
The Planning Inspectorate
[By Email: environmentalservices@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk]
16 October 2012
Dear Mr Ridley
EIA SCOPING OPINION
Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm – Project Two
Thank you for your consultation letter of the 09 October 2012 seeking the views of The
Coal Authority on the Project Two EIA Scoping Opinion for the above proposal.
The Coal Authority is pleased to note that section 7.8.27 of the Project Two Scoping
Opinion identifies the current situation with regards to the Underground Coal
Gasification (UCG) conditional licences in the vicinity of the proposed development. In
addition, it can be confirmed that UCG operations will not be permitted until all other
rights and permissions are in place, in addition to the Coal Authority Licence.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any additional information or would
like to discuss this matter further.
Yours sincerely

D Roberts
Deb Roberts
Technical Support Officer

1
Protecting the public and the environment in coal mining areas

From:
To:
cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

PATER, Chris
Environmental Services;
SMITH, Ian; HAMMON, Andy; ROBINSON, Ben; GOULD, Shane; john.
tallantyre@culture.gsi.gov.uk; Hodson, Ross (MMO);
Hornsea Project Two EIA Scoping Exercise response
05 November 2012 16:10:11
English Heritage response to Hornsea Project2 OWF EIA scope_5Nov12.
pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find our response attached.
Yours faithfully,
Christopher Pater | Head of Marine Planning
Mobile phone: 07798 653897
English Heritage | Eastgate Court | 195-205 High Street | Guildford |
GU1 3EH
www.english-heritage.org.uk

Mr Alan Ridley
The Planning Inspectorate
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol BS1 6PN

Our ref:
Your ref:

OWF/R3/Hornsea
121009_EN010053_1455666

Fax:
5th November 2012

Dear Mr Ridley,
Hornsea Project
Project Two – Proposed Offshore Wind Farm
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009
Response to request for an Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Opinion
Further to the letter received from your colleague, Ms Gail Boyle (dated 9th October 2012)
regarding this EIA scoping exercise please consider this letter as the corporate response of
English Heritage.
English Heritage is the Government’s advisor on all aspects of the historic environment in
England. English Heritage is an Executive Non-departmental Public Body sponsored by the
Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) and we report to Parliament through the
Secretary of State DCMS. The National Heritage Act (2002) gave English Heritage responsibility
for maritime archaeology in the English area of the UK Territorial Sea. However, we note that
part of the proposed development area is located in the UK marine area (as described by the
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009), so any advice that we provide for such offshore areas is
offered without prejudice to our responsibilities as provided by the aforementioned 2002 Act.
We have therefore copied this response to DCMS should they wish to comment further.
We have based the following comments on Hornsea Project Two Environmental Impact
Assessment Scoping Report, prepared by RPS for Smart Wind ltd, dated October 2012. We
understand that the Hornsea Project Two, is located within the offshore wind farm development
Zone 4 awarded to the Smart Wind consortium under The Crown Estate Round 3 tender
process.

Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Guildford, GU1 3EH
Telephone 01483 252057 Facsimile 01483 252001
www.english-heritage.org.uk
Please note that English Heritage operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available

English Heritage recommends that EIA Scoping Reports are tailored to the type, purpose, and
level of development under consideration. We therefore recommend that the resultant
Environmental Statement should:
•
•
•
•

review the objectives of other relevant policies, plans and programmes, with information
on synergies or inconsistencies;
establish the historic environment baseline including trends and gaps in data with notes
on sources and any problems encountered;
identify issues and opportunities to promote historic environment information; and
set out a sustainability appraisal framework as detailed by objectives, indicators and
targets inclusive of the historic environment.

While English Heritage broadly supports renewable energy we are aware that such developments
can be challenging to the historic environment. With this in mind English Heritage has drawn up
guidelines for planners and developers entitled Wind Energy and the Historic Environment
(published 2005); these guidelines are designed to be used alongside other current standard
methodologies associated with the development of such proposals.
In general terms, English Heritage advises that a number of considerations will need to be taken
into account when proposals of this nature are being assessed. This includes consideration of the
impact of ancillary infrastructure, such as cabling and substations as well as the turbines
themselves. It is important to stress that the management and use of the full range of the
historic environment is conducted in a manner that best serves the public understanding and
enjoyment of the whole, and not just that of the designated and protected sites. In this regard,
there is potential for all heritage assets to be taken into consideration, whether they are
designated or not in accordance with the UK Marine Policy Statement.

Section 7 Offshore Human Environment
Paragraph 7.6.16 – All reference to the National Monument Record should now be amended to
the National Historic Record for England
Paragraph 7.6.19, first bullet point – Delete and replace with English Heritage Marine Planning
Unit.
Paragraph 7.6.20 – Reference should also be made to The Crown Estate publications “Model
Clauses for Archaeological Written Schemes of Investigation” and the “Protocol for
Archaeological Discoveries” both published in 2010
Paragraph 7.6.22 – It was noted that a further geophysical survey will be conducted in 2012 and
that the results of this survey will be subject to archaeological review. However, we must stress
the importance of prior discussion with English Heritage to agree survey objectives as relevant to
proposed methodologies to ensure that any data generated is of sufficient quality to support
archaeological analysis and interpretation. This same matter is applicable to the programme of
survey alluded to in paragraph 7.6.24 and 7.6.29.

Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Guildford, GU1 3EH
Telephone 01483 252057 Facsimile 01483 252001
www.english-heritage.org.uk
Please note that English Heritage operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available

Paragraph 7.6.33 – Reference is made to liaison with the relevant county archaeologist and we
encourage the developer to prepare an engagement strategy so that targeted communication and
information flow is directed according to respective areas of responsibility. For example, the
county archaeologist (or equivalent role) will be the primary point of contact for advice about
the landfall location for the export cable and the subsequent route to the proposed substation
location at the point of connection with the National Grid.
Paragraph 7.6.42 – The Hornsea Project 2 proposed development is not located within “UK
territorial seas” which extend to 12nm from a defined coastal baseline. The proposed
development subject to this scoping study is located within the UK Marine Area as described by
the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009.
Paragraphs 7.6.49 to 7.6.51 – We confirm the importance and relevance of producing an agreed
archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) and we require any Environmental
Statement produced for this proposed project to set out in detail the preparation of an
archaeological WSI. In particular, the WSI must address methodologies to support the
commissioning of any additional geotechnical, geophysical, video and/or diver surveys to ensure
any data generated is of a sufficient standard to support archaeological analysis and
interpretation. We must add that through the production of an agreed WSI it should be possible
to agree the delivery of mitigation measures (i.e. avoidance of anomalies or other sites of
potential or known archaeological interest) as alluded to in these paragraphs. Please note, in
reference to advice provided to Hornsea Project One, we will request the preparation of the
mitigation strategy or WSI, as a condition of any development licence granted for this project. In
consideration of the potential to encounter material of historic environment interest, as stated in
this scoping exercise, we require the ES to include a draft WSI to set out the investigation
methodologies and mitigation measures, to be agreed with English Heritage, prior to any
development occurring. The ES should also include a draft protocol for reporting finds of
archaeological interest encountered in the delivery of any consented project. To address these
matters we direct the applicant to The Crown Estate publications Model clauses for
Archaeological Written Schemes of Investigation; and Protocol for Archaeological Discoveries.
Section 7.7 Landscape, Seascape and Visual Amenity – We concur with the approach described in
this section, as described in paragraph 7.7.16. We therefore require the Environment Statement
to address how any perceived and spatially mapped concept of seascape historic character may
be changed by the proposed development subject to this scoping exercise and in reference to
associated changes caused by Project One.
Paragraph 7.7.26 – The second bullet point states that “the seascape is likely to experience
direct, adverse impacts in Broad Character Types within which the turbines and substations for
Project Two are located”, however we recommend that the approach adopted in the
Environmental Statement is one that seeks to determine the extent of change in Broad
Character Type from the present spatial description and how that change might equate to
impact.
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Comments on the onon-shore aspects of the Assessment
General comments
In terms of the on-shore elements of the scheme, we would reiterate the comments made in our
response to the EIA Scoping Opinion for Project One that we would expect the Environmental
Statement to examine the potential effects which the on-shore cabling and the Converter
Substations might have upon the significance of all designated and undesignated heritage assets
(including, where appropriate, their settings) along its route.
Paragraph 3.4.34 et seq – Currently, the Report only sets out the dimensions of the Cable
Jointing Pits. Other than the statement in paragraph 3.4.34 that many of the details of Project
Two will be similar to those of Project One, there is no information provided on the scale of the
Cable Transition Pits, the cable trenches or associated “land grab” alongside them, the Onshore
HVDC Converter Substation, or the HVAC Substation. Consequently it is not possible to
ascertain what its likely effects might be upon the historic environment and thus whether the
extent of the area of study is appropriate.
Paragraph 4.3.1 – If the scale of the Converter Station at North Killingholme is similar to that of
Project One, the structure could have an impact upon the setting of a number of heritage assets
in its vicinity. Consequently, in terms of the assessment of the likely effects which this
development might have upon the historic environment, we would recommend that reference is
made to the English Heritage guidance “The Setting of Heritage Assets”.
Section 8 (Environmental Baseline) – Onshore Environment
Paragraph 8.6.2 – Starr Carr and the Vale of Pickering are not in the Humber Region.
Paragraph 8.6.6 – This does not provide a particularly good characterisation of the heritage
assets of the area through which the development will take place. It is unclear why particular
reference is made to a Grade II* farmhouse in the middle of North Thorsby (which is unlikely to
be affected at all by the development), to the similarly-Graded Parish Church in the tiny village of
Riby (wrongly referred to as “Rilby” in the Report), or indeed to Grimsby (which is several miles
away from the route of the cable and where the development will definitely not have an impact).
Methods supporting EIA
Whilst we consider that the scope and extent of the proposed assessment to be broadly
acceptable insofar as it relates to archaeology and the historic environment, it is unclear why the
approach to Grade II Listed Building is different from that taken to other Grades of Listed
Building (Paragraph 8.6.10, second bullet-point). National policy guidance makes it clear that all
Listed Buildings, no matter what their Grade, are of national importance. The first bullet-point of
Paragraph 8.6.10 should, presumably, read “Grade I and II* ”.
If the scale of the Converter Station at North Killingholme is similar to that of Project One, the
structure could have an impact upon the setting of a number of heritage assets in its vicinity. This
Section should set out how it is proposed to assess the impact of the development upon the
setting of heritage assets in the area (as has been done in Paragraph 8.7.8. et seq for Landscapes).
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Yours sincerely,

Christopher Pater
Marine Planning Unit
Cc

Ian Smith (English Heritage, Yorkshire)
Andrew Hammon (English Heritage, Yorkshire)
Ben Robinson (English Heritage, East Midlands)
Shane Gould (English Heritage, National Infrastructure Advice)
Elizabeth Ager (DCMS)
Ross Hodson (Marine Management Organisation)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hewitson, Annette
Environmental Services;
Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project 2 EIA Scoping consultation
05 November 2012 12:35:34
121105 Hornsea Project 2 Scoping Consultation Response.pdf

FAO Mr Alan Ridley
Dear Mr Ridley,
Please find attached comments from the Environment Agency in respect of the
EIA scoping consultation.
Kind regards
Annette Hewitson
Principal Planning Advisor
Environment Agency
* Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln, LN2 5HA
( 01522 785896
( 7 50 5896 (internal)
8 annette.hewitson@environment-agency.gov.uk

Awarded to the Environment, Planning and Engagement Department, Anglian Region,
Northern Area.

Mr Alan Ridley
Planning Inspectorate
Room 4/04 Kite Wing
Temple Quay House (2 The Square)
Temple Quay
Bristol
Avon
BS1 6PN

Our ref:
AN/2012/115709/01-L01
Your ref:
121009_EN010053_1455666
Date:

5 November 2012

Dear Mr Ridley
Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm Project 2
North Sea and Killingholme
Thank you for your Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping consultation letter,
which was received on 9 October 2012.
We have reviewed the Scoping Report submitted and have the following comments to
make in respect of issues within our remit to ensure that the Environmental Statement
will appropriately address the environmental issues we consider are of most importance
for this proposal:
General Comments
We note that this Project is intending to use the same cable route and grid connection
points as the Hornsea Project 1. We are currently liaising with Smartwind in respect of
this and the issues we have raised for Project 1 are very similar to those that will need
to be resolved for Project 2.
Chapter 3: Description of the Development
3.4.38, Landfall - We would not wish to see trenching or open cut through the raised
sea defences or across main rivers. We will look to secure this through either
Protective Provisions within the Development Consent Order (DCO) or a suitably
worded Requirement.
Flood Defence Consent will be required from the Environment Agency for works
associated with the under crossing of the sea defence. We are currently in discussions
with the applicant regarding the sea wall crossing and Main River crossings in relation
to Project 1 and the scope of Project 2 is unlikely to vary from these current
discussions.
Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln, LN2 5HA.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
Email: enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk
www.environment-agency.gov.uk
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Calls to 03 numbers cost no more than national rate
calls to 01 or 02 numbers and count towards any
inclusive minutes in the same way. This applies to calls
from any type of line including mobile.

Chapter 5: Offshore Physical Environment
5.1.46 – The EIA will need to consider in detail the potential physical process impacts
arising from the project on our flood defences due to any changes in hydrodynamics or
morphology. This should include an assessment of any change to flood risk resulting
from changes in the intertidal extent (including slope, area and width), changes in water
level or changes to wave exposure.
In respect to the cable landfall location, we would also anticipate an examination of any
potential changes (immediate or long-term, direct or indirect) on the intertidal area. The
Environment Agency has a responsibility to compensate for climate change-related
losses of inter-tidal habitat, as a result of sea level rise. If the Environment Agency is
unsuccessful in delivering suitable managed realignment sites in the appropriate parts
of the estuary, to compensate for this coastal squeeze, it will be unable to fulfil its flood
risk management role by continuing to build new and improve and maintain existing
flood defences in the estuary. This may ultimately result in places like Hull, Grimsby and
Immingham being placed at an increased risk of flooding.
The identification and delivery of suitable managed realignment sites in the estuary is
already extremely challenging and complex. For any development to exacerbate the
rates of habitat loss, no matter how small, without being required to secure suitable
compensation for themselves, could seriously jeopardise our ability to meet these
responsibilities as well as adding to both the cost and complexity of what needs to be
delivered.
We would advise that any potential proposals for scour protection and rock armouring
that would interrupt sediment transport (bedload) along the export cable route should be
evaluated.
Chapter 6: Offshore Biological Offshore Environment
The proposed cable route and landfall are shared with the Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm
Project 1. The proposed route falls within the Yorkshire South/Lincolnshire and Humber
Lower transitional and coastal (TraC) waterbodies. TraC waterbodies are monitored
under the Water Framework Directive (WFD) for chemical and biological quality
elements. These comments will focus on biological quality elements, although some
reference to chemical elements may be made. The following comments were made in
respect of a recent consultation for Project 1 but are also relevant to this project:
The biological quality elements which may be affected through the proposed activity are
the benthic invertebrate fauna and saltmarsh (for which morphological alterations are a
key pressure).
The potential to affect shoreline processes may have an impact on the establishment
and maintenance of the existing saltmarsh. When assessing the impacts of the cable
route and landfall some prediction should be made as to the impact on the saltmarsh.
The placement of the 5 ducts, which are predicted to be 0.75m diameter and 100-300m
in length represent a significant area of a given habitat, or of the intertidal area as a
whole (1125 m²), and as such information as to which habitats they are impacting is
required.
Will the cable route be provided with scour protection subtidally close to shore?
More specifically will rocks (or other hard substrata) be used as scour protection in the
subtidal mud and sand habitats within the Yorkshire South/Lincolnshire and Humber
Cont/d..
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Lower waterbodies. If so this may constitute habitat loss (to another marine habitat) and
may affect other hydrodynamic processes in the vicinity.
6.1.18-6.1.21 - Consideration of WFD biological quality elements (benthic invertebrates
and saltmarsh) should be made. No deterioration of a non-temporary nature (a
deterioration of <1yr is considered temporary) in ecological status at the waterbody level
is permitted under WFD and this should be demonstrated/acknowledged in the EIA.
6.1.37 and 6.1.38 - Predictions as to changes in Ecological Status and over which
temporal and spatial scales these will occur should be made within the Humber Lower
waterbody. It is probable that small scale local deterioration in Ecological Status will
occur. The applicant should assess if this will have an impact at the waterbody level and
if so how severe any deterioration in Ecological Status will be.
6.1.45 - If mitigation following disturbance and/or removal of saltmarsh and sedimentary
habitats is planned, this should be described in the EIA. Recovery times should be
estimated to illustrate no deterioration (or a non-temporary nature) will occur in the
Humber Lower water body.
6.1.46 - When designing monitoring programmes in WFD areas, the monitoring should
be WFD compliant.
6.2 - At this stage the project does not raise any concerns for fish populations in the
area of interest. Fish are only monitored under WFD in estuarine and not in coastal
waters. We do not anticipate future concern being raised but this statement may change
if new information and evidence becomes available.
Chapter 8: Onshore Environment
8.2 Geology, soils, agriculture and land use - Section 8.2.23 should also reference
the risk to groundwater as well as surface water.
8.3 Water resources – We support the proposals for impact assessment detailed in
section 8.3.10 of the Scoping Report, and the potential to impact on groundwater and
groundwater-dependent supplies has been recognised.
Tanks and associated pipe work containing substances included in List 1 of the EC
Groundwater Directive (80/68/EC) should be of double skinned construction and be
provided with intermediate leak detection equipment. The developers should adopt all
appropriate pollution control measures, both underground and on the surface, to ensure
that the integrity of the aquatic environment, both groundwater and surface water, is
assured.
There appears to be little difference to the installation details for the two systems (HVAC
and HVDC) except that the electromagnetic field production would be different between
the two systems. There is the potential for perched groundwater to be impacted by heat
generation.
Pollution is defined in the Water Framework Directive as “the direct or indirect
introduction, as a result of human activity, of substances or heat into the air water or
land which may be harmful to human health or the quality of aquatic ecosystems or
terrestrial ecosystems directly depending on aquatic ecosystems, which result in
damage to material property, or which impair or interfere with amenities and other
legitimate uses of the environment.”
The potential for heat to impact on water users and features should be fully explored
Cont/d..
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and considered in detail during appraisal of both options. At the depths of installation
proposed, the principal aquifer should remain unaffected but water in superficial
deposits, which may support small abstractions or feed into surface systems, could be
influenced.
8.8 Flood Risk - Project 2 appears to be adjacent to the proposed substation/convertor
station that will be requested/ permitted under Project 1. The Flood Risk Assessment
(FRA) for the Project 1 substation (onshore) is currently under discussion and the
requirements for a FRA including surface water management will be the same under
Project 2 as required under Project 1.
The comments we set out above are without prejudice to future decisions we make
regarding any applications subsequently made to us for our permits or consents for
operations at the site.
Should you require any additional information, or wish to discuss these matters further,
please do not hesitate to contact me on the number below.
Yours sincerely

Annette Hewitson
Principal Planning Advisor
Direct dial 01522 785896
Direct fax 01522 785040
Direct e-mail annette.hewitson@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alan Slee
Environmental Services;
RE: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
12 October 2012 10:06:37

Hi Alan,
121009_EN010053__Letter_to_stat_consulteesScoping_Letter_AND_Reg_9_Notification
ESP refs: PE086030, 32,35,37,40,41,55.
Further to your email communication to E S Pipelines Ltd, ESP
Networks Ltd, ESP Pipelines Ltd, ESP Electricity Ltd and ESP
Connections Ltd dated 9 October 2012 I can confirm that our
businesses have no comments at this stage.
Regards,
Alan Slee
Operations Manager
DD 01372 227567
Mobile 07766 802070
Fax 01372 386203
www.espipelines.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

&box_FPLplantprotection_conx,
Environmental Services;
RE: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
15 October 2012 15:25:54

Thank you for asking Fulcrum Pipelines Limited to examine your consultation
document for the above project.
We can confirm that Fulcrum Pipelines Limited do not have any comments to
make at this time regarding the wind farm project. Please note that we are
constantly adding to our underground assets and would strongly advise that
you consult us again prior to undertaking any excavations.
Please note that other gas transporters may have plant in this locality which
could be affected by your proposed works.
We will always make every effort to help you where we can, but Fulcrum
Pipelines Limited will not be held responsible for any incident or accident
arising from the use of the information associated with this search. The details
provided are given in good faith, but no liability whatsoever can be accepted in
respect thereof.
If you need any help or information simply contact Graham Penlington directly
on 01142 804175.
To save you time, any future requests for information about our plant, can be
emailed to FPLplantprotection@fulcrum.co.uk
Kind Regards
Graham Penlington
Fulcrum Pipelines

Tel: 0114 280 4175
Email: graham.penlington@fulcrum.co.uk
Web: www.fulcrum.co.uk

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

NSIP.Applications@hse.gsi.gov.uk
Environmental Services;
Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
05 November 2012 11:06:10
PI EIA Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two.pdf

FAO: Alan Ridley
Good morning Alan
Please find attached a copy of the Health and Safety Executive's response to
your request for information on the Scoping Opinion for the proposed Hornsea
Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two.
Please do not hesitate to contact me on the details below if you have any
further questions.
Regards
Ian
Ian Sharrock
HID Policy - Land Use Planning
Hazardous Installations Directorate
Health & Safety Executive
! 5.S.2 Redgrave Court, Merton Road, Bootle L20 7HS
(: +44(0) 151 951 3486 (VPN 523 3486)
*: ian.sharrock@hse.gsi.gov.uk
8 www.hse.gov.uk

From:
To:
cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

CRCE IPC Consultations
Environmental Services;
Kelly Jones; Helen Crabbe; James Isaac; Allister Gittins;
CRCE IPC
Consultations;
Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm
16 October 2012 16:57:46
signed scoping response Hornsea Windfarm 20121016.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam
Please see attached an electronic copy of the HPA response with regard to the
Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm Project. A hard copy of this letter will be sent
out to you.
Kind regards
Sophie
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Miss Sophie Burnett
Admin - CRCE IPC Consultation Team
Health Protection Agency
Centre for Radiation, Chemicals and Environmental Hazards Chilton, Didcot,
Oxon OX11 0RQ
Tel: +44 (0)1235 822849
Fax: +44 (0)1235 833891
E-mail: crce.ipcconsultations@hpa.org.uk

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Holton Le Clay Parish Council
Environmental Services;
RE: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
01 November 2012 16:00:01

Dear Mr Ridley
Thank you for your email below.
As requested in your letter reference 121009_EN010053_1455666 dated 9 October 2012, as part of
a consultation body, I am to confirm that Holton-le-Clay Parish Council does not have any comments.
Regards

Betty Gash

BETTY L GASH (Mrs)
Clerk to the Holton-le-Clay Parish Council
Telelphone and fax: 01472 825467
E mail: HLC.PC@btconnect.com
Website: http://parishes.lincolnshire.gov.uk/HoltonleClay
Holton-le-Clay Parish Council
Village Hall
Pinfold Lane
Holton-le-Clay
GRIMSBY
Lincolnshire
DN36 5DL

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Peach Chris
Environmental Services;
Proposed Hornsea Offshore Windfarm – Project Two (the project) Proposal by Smart Wind Limited (the applicant)
23 October 2012 14:08:51
Scan-to-Me from 38236.hullcc.gov.uk 2012-10-23 135004.pdf

FaO Alan Ridley
See attached.

Chris Peach
Principal Development Management Officer
Economic Development & Regeneration
Hull City Council
Tel. (01482) 612734
Fax (01482) 612350
Email: Chris.Peach@hullcc.gov.uk
Web: http://www.hullcc.gov.uk

Hello,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application.
The Humber Local Resilience Forum has agreed that it will not comment
on
planning applications because it is not a legal entity, and because
many
of its members are statutory consultees in their own right.
We therefore have no comments to make.
Thanks
Alan

Alan Bravey
Emergency Planning Manager
Humber Emergency Planning Service
01482 393050

From:
To:
cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Holly Niner
Environmental Services;
"Alcock, Giles (NE)"; "Bussell, James (NE)";
Hornsea Project Two Scoping
06 November 2012 18:36:59
Hornsea_Project_2_JNCC_NE_Scoping_06_11_12 FINAL.pdf

Dear Alan
Please find attached a joint response to the scoping request for Project
Two located within the Hornsea Offshore Wind Development Zone. The
appended comments should be considered as joint on behalf of both
JNCC and Natural England.
Best regards
Holly
Holly Niner
Offshore Industries Advisor, JNCC
email: holly.niner@jncc.gov.uk
direct dial: 01224 266556

Inverdee House, Baxter Street,
Aberdeen, AB11 9QA, United Kingdom
Email: jncc.aberdeen@jncc.gov.uk
Tel: +44 (0) 1224 266550
Fax: +44 (0) 1224 896170
jncc.gov.uk

Alan Ridley
The Planning Inspectorate
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Your reference: 121009_EN010053_1455666

Date: 06 November 2012

By email only: environmentalservices@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk
Dear Alan
INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT)
REGULATIONS 2009 SI 2263 (as amended) (the EIA Regulations)
PROPOSED HORNSEA OFFSHORE WIND FARM – PROJECT TWO (the project)
PROPOSAL BY SMART WIND LIMITED (the applicant)
Thank you for requesting our advice on the Hornsea Project Two Environmental Impact
Assessment Scoping Report. In this response we present combined scoping advice on
behalf of the Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCB); the Joint Nature Conservation
Committee (JNCC) and Natural England.
Background
The scoping report refers to the proposed development of the second offshore wind farm
project proposed within the Round 3, Zone 4; the “Hornsea Zone”. The application supporting
the first project “Project One” in the Zone located directly adjacent to Project Two is currently
under development and is predicted to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) in
the first half of 2013.
The proposed Project Two comprises: „Subzone 2‟ of the Hornsea Zone which lies
approximately 48nm at its closest point from the Yorkshire Coast; the inter-array cables;
offshore accommodation platforms; offshore HVAC collector substations; offshore HVDC
convertor station(s) or offshore HVAC reactive compensation substation; the offshore export
cable route to landfall; the onshore cable route to the grid connection point; and the grid
connections infrastructure, including the potential for an onshore HVDC converter station.
It is important to note that many of the issues pertinent to this application are likely to be
similar to those currently under scrutiny in relation to the pending Project One Environmental
The Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) is the statutory adviser to Government on UK and
international nature conservation, on behalf of the Council for Nature Conservation and the Countryside,
the Countryside Council for Wales, Natural England and Scottish Natural Heritage. Its work contributes to
maintaining and enriching biological diversity, conserving geological features and sustaining natural systems.

JNCC Support Co. Registered in England
and Wales, Company No: 05380206.
Registered Office: JNCC, Monkstone House,
City Road, Peterborough, PE1 1JY, UK.

Impact Assessment (EIA) and Environmental Statement (ES). We therefore strongly advise
that due consideration is given to SNCB advice that has been and is currently being provided
in relation to this development and associated environmental impacts.
General Approach to EIA
It is relevant at this point to clarify the aims of EIA, in order to frame our advice on how it
should be undertaken appropriately. EIA is a statutory process which should highlight the
potential positive and negative impacts of a project, and identify how effects can be
prevented, offset or reduced through mitigation, enabling the regulator to make a decision on
whether to consent. For complex and large-scale development proposals the EIA process
may not be straightforward, and we highlight that there may be opportunities to improve its
practice.
In respect of offshore wind farm development, it is important to highlight the much larger
scale and geographic spread of Round 3 compared to Rounds 1 and 2 of development.
Therefore, while lessons are being learned from Rounds 1 and 2 sites, there is the potential
for a different range and / or a greater level of impacts to arise from Round 3 development
particularly in relation to cumulative impacts. Also, Round 3 projects are further offshore in
areas where data is lacking in comparison to earlier rounds. Consequently, considering the
levels of uncertainty that this introduces to the EIA process we advise that the EIA is
undertaken in the context of risk management. We identify the need to consider what level of
confidence in the data it will be realistically possible to achieve, and how this will be
presented to enable conclusions to be reached. The applicant should, therefore, be able to
communicate, in their Environmental Statement, the confidence in their predictions on
potential impacts.
Whilst we appreciate the steps taken by SMart Wind to identify appropriate mitigation for the
impacts predicted to occur as a result of Project Two we highlight that this development is
still constrained by the fixed limits of the zone and, therefore, mitigation is also restricted
within this area i.e. the relocation of development away from sensitive areas is limited. We
highlight that whilst appropriate mitigation measures may be identified in relation to project
design, for some receptors more radical mitigation measures may require consideration such
as the potential to reduce the number of turbines or to phase development to allow for
uncertainties in data and impacts to be addressed. We welcome the opportunity to discuss
these options as the application progresses.
Finally, we note that EIA should consider the environment holistically, and not as a discrete
set of individually sensitive receptors. Within the scoping report, SMart Wind have made a
number of suggestions regarding assessment that could be undertaken to help us
understand the ecosystem linkages between receptors, and to determine how impacts on
one receptor may influence others, such as impacts to fish which may be important as prey
species for birds and marine mammals. We consider that such inter-relationships are likely to
be key in interpreting the environmental impacts of Round 3 development and we therefore
welcome the applicant‟s intention to integrate these aspects as part of the EIA process.
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Habitats Regulations Assessment
As part of our scoping advice we include the range of interests and potential impacts that
may need to be considered in relation to the The Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural
Habitats, &c.) Regulations 2007 (applying to the offshore zone beyond 12 nautical miles) and
to The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 as amended. These
regulations protect Natura 2000 (European) sites – a network of designated sites across
Europe which are internationally important for threatened habitats and species –
encompassing Special Protection Areas (SPAs) designated for a range of important bird
species, and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) which include a variety of sensitive or
rare marine habitats and species.
Under the above regulations, Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) is the process
whereby potential impacts to Natura sites – SPAs and SACs – are considered. We provide
more detail on the process of HRA in Annex E.
Key Environmental Issues
We provide our advice in relation to the scoping report in the Appendices A1-A8, the legal
framework under which we provide this advice is outlined in Appendices B1-B3.
Our key concerns are as follows and we consider that these issues will need thorough
consideration through EIA and close discussion between SMart Wind, JNCC, Natural
England and where possible the regulators and Marine Management Organisation (MMO):
The potential effects of this development proposal on birds during all phases of
development encompassing displacement, indirect effects (through impacts on prey
species) and collision mortality – both at a project-level and cumulatively.
Potential effects on marine mammals from noise during construction – both at a
project-level and cumulatively.
Pre-Application Consultation
JNCC and Natural England recognise the importance of the pre-application stage of the
PINS consenting regime and as such seek to make this process as effective as possible. We
request that SMart Wind engage with the SNCBs at an early stage to agree an outline
schedule for consultation to enable the provision of advice at the most appropriate juncture
and on timescales appropriate to all organisations.
In summary, we recognise the time constraints that the developer is under places pressure
on the pre-application process, however, insufficient time to deal with key environmental
concerns prior to submission of the application poses a risk to the development and we
encourage the developer to engage with us to address them.

Page 3 of 34

Further Liaison and Advice
The Hornsea Zone lies in relative proximity to other Round 3 Zones currently pursuing
development consent for the phased development of large scale wind arrays, within the
North Sea. These include, The Dogger Bank and East Anglia. SMart Wind have on a number
of occasions expressed intention to pursue collaborative working with the developers of other
zones in the vicinity of the Hornsea Zone. We recognise the value of collaborative working
particularly in relation to cumulative impacts. We strongly support any initiatives to pursue
collaborative working and are happy to engage in any such projects that SMart Wind may
progress.
In addition to this, the further development of offshore wind farms presents an opportunity to
learn from previous development and to further refine survey and monitoring methods to
ensure that the practicality and effectiveness of methods employed ensure that key data
gaps are addressed. There is, therefore, a role for consenting authorities, developers and
consultees to increase the understanding of the effects of offshore wind farms as well as
securing best practice in further developments.
If you have any questions regarding the above comments or want to discuss further any of
the issues we have raised please contact - Holly Niner holly.niner@jncc.gov.uk at JNCC; and
Giles Alcock giles.alcock@naturalengland.org.uk at Natural England.
Yours sincerely
Holly Niner

Giles Alcock

Offshore Industries Advisor

Lead Advisor - Marine

On behalf of:

On behalf of:
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ANNEX A1: POLICY AND LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT (Chapter 2)
Design Envelope Approach
2.2.15 We are satisfied that within the assessment of projects that the „Rochdale Envelope‟
principle will be applied, to ensure that consent is sufficient to encompass the worst case
scenario of potential impacts, where multiple options exist for an aspect of the project plan.
However, we also wish to highlight that due to the significant time until decision on project
design specifications, and external factors such as the influence of supply chain, it is
challenging to consider all possible design scenarios within the ES in order to maintain
sufficient flexibility in the consent. We would also highlight the benefits of limiting the design
envelope wherever possible for environmental impacts assessment, particularly when
considering cumulative impacts.
We encourage the developer to ensure that issues raised at this scoping stage of EIA are
also considered in their project design stages, as there may be opportunities/necessity to
influence design as a way of ensuring sufficient mitigation for potentially significant impacts.
For example, it is noted that decision on turbine design will not be made until consents are in
place - we emphasise that the environmental merits of different foundations should be
considered, if for example, it is deemed that there is a significant risk to marine mammal
populations from the piling of monopile turbines, therefore, from a consenting perspective it
may be in the interest of the developer to focus on installation techniques which avoid /
reduce these impacts (this may be required by the consent). We acknowledge that there is
significant uncertainty in this area, however, the risks are sufficient that it is advisable to
consider other options during early stages of project design.
We recognise that there are multiple challenges requiring innovation across the industry, and
strongly encourage coordinated discussion on technological solutions which could provide
mitigation and minimise risk to developers at the consenting stage.
EIA in the context of Project Two
We note that under the Planning Act 2008 as amended, pre-application consultation has
taken the form of a very developer-led process. We recognise that this is inevitable owing to
the responsibility for this consultation lying clearly with the developer. However, we feel that
this process could benefit from better collaborative working between the SNCBs and
developers. Given the resource constraints that the SNCBs are currently working under, it
would be helpful if a broad outline of timescales for engagement in relation to key issues
might take place could be agreed at the outset of this process. This would enable the SNCBs
to engage in a more effective manner and allow for improved time management both on the
part of the SNCBs and the applicant. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with the
applicant to discuss this further.

Preliminary Environmental Information report (PEI)
It is the view of JNCC and Natural England that the most appropriate form for a PEI to adopt
is that of a draft Environmental Statement (ES). This would reassure the SNCBs, and other
key stakeholders, that the developer‟s approach to EIA is appropriate and to allow time for
areas of concern to be raised and resolved prior to submission of the final ES to PINS. This
is an important stage as, unlike previous consenting processes, it is not possible to make
changes to an application post-submission. It is, therefore, sensible to maximise the
opportunities in pre-application for open and constructive dialogue, to reduce the risk of an
application being rejected by PINS. It is also our experience that if too many issues are left
unresolved at examination then this causes increased pressure for all involved. As such we
would expect emphasis on effective pre-application engagement between the developer and
the SNCBs, and the PEI to present sufficient detail such that an assessment of SMart Wind‟s
approach to EIA can be identified.
In summary, we recognise the time constraints that the developer is under places pressure
on the pre-application process, however, insufficient time to deal with key environmental
concerns prior to submission of the application poses a risk to the development and we
welcome the opportunity to engage with the applicant to address them.

Habitats Regulation Assessment
We agree and support the need to address HRA as a distinct process in order to effectively
address the specific consenting questions as defined by The Offshore Marine Conservation
(Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 2007 (applying to the offshore zone beyond 12 nautical
miles) and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 as amended.
However we are of the view that this is most usefully undertaken concurrently with EIA to
consider the information gathering taken. Mitigation measures and monitoring needs will
need to be identified through both the HRA and EIA processes, which will need to be
considered in the drafting of the Development Consent Order (DCO). As such, we advise
that where possible, consultation at key points such as in relation to the associated PEI fully
considers and presents SMart Wind‟s approach to both HRA and EIA.

European Protected Species Licence
As outlined in our comments pertaining to the HRA process, whilst we note that the
application for a European Protected Species (EPS) licence is unlikely to be made until after
a licence has been granted, the process and associated assessment would benefit from
presentation within the ES. This should provide comfort to the regulator, developer and
SNCBs that a full assessment of environmental impacts has been undertaken.
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ANNEX A2: DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT (Chapter 3)
3.3. Alternatives and proposed development selection
Offshore Operation and Maintenance
An assessment of the amount of potential maintenance work likely to be required across the
lifetime of the development should be presented within the Environmental Statement. This
should also include the likely maintenance requirements associated with all project cabling,
including inter-array cabling. Such an assessment could be informed by the experiences at
other constructed wind farm developments, which whilst are unlikely to represent directly
comparable result should enable a more informed assessment of maintenance requirements.
These requirements, as assessed, should then be tied to the associated potential
environmental impact such as associated benthic impact as a result of a need for increased
protection or stabilisation material.
Onshore Infrastructure
3.4.36 Natural England notes that the export cables will share the same export route as
Project one with landfall at Horseshoe Point. Although this is a highly sensitive designated
area Natural England are reassured to not the Project Two cable route will be both assessed
alone and in-combination with Project One.
Landfall
3.3.40 - Cable Jointing Pits – Due to the sensitive nature of the landfall area Natural England
request that no cable joint pits are planned for the intertidal zone or salt marsh and dune
systems.
Cables
3.4.42 Natural England considers that the sensitive nature of the intertidal habitats at
Horseshoe Point should be given due consideration when deciding on the number of cable
trenches. Lessons learnt from surveys, including geotechnical and geophysical, undertaken
for the Project One landfall should be used to further inform a plan to reduce the risk of
potential impact.

ANNEX A3: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (Chapter 4)
4.2 Baseline
We welcome SMart Wind‟s approach to defining the relevant environmental baseline as
currently existing prior to the construction of Project One. We recognise the complexities
associated with assessing cumulative environment impacts and welcome SMart Wind‟s
intention to include Project One of the Hornsea Zone in their assessment.
4.5 Defining Magnitude of Impact and Sensitivity of Receptor
It is proposed to assess impacts associated with the construction, operation and
decommissioning of Hornsea Project Two by identifying the sensitivity of each receptor and
the magnitude of each effect and combining both metrics together through a matrix analysis
to determine impact significance. Effect magnitude will be defined via the extent, duration,
frequency and reversibility of effects, and receptor sensitivity will be determined through the
vulnerability, recoverability and value/importance of each receptor.
We advise that the ES should include a clear description of how each of the categories for
extent, duration and frequency are defined and similarly for the sensitivity categories of
vulnerability, recoverability and value. The ES should also include a description of how the
various combinations of frequency, duration, extent and reversibility of effects have been
combined to reach the final prediction of effect magnitude. Similarly, a discussion should be
included as to how the various combinations of receptor sensitivity, probability of interaction
and magnitude of effect have been combined to reach the final determination of impact
significance.
The magnitude and sensitivity scores which contribute to the final impact assessment should
be presented for each of the receptors included in the assessment. This should be supported
by appropriate references to scientific literature. Where conclusions are based on expert
judgements this should be clearly described and discussed in the text. This would add
confidence in the validity of the determinations and any subjective decisions or professional
judgements based on experience that are made by the applicant are transparent and clear.
Furthermore, we welcome SMart Winds acknowledgement of the importance and difficulty of
establishing the uncertainty associated with data. The level of uncertainty/confidence
associated with each significance assessment should be discussed based on the nature of
evidence used and how this evidence was used to determine impact significance.
There might be effects or receptors for which the proposed assessment approach may not
be suitable. This should be assessed on an effect/receptor basis. Where a different approach
is chosen this should be clearly justified and the approach fully explained within the
application.

4.6 Evaluation of Significance of Effect
Within the ES, impacts should be quantified, where reasonable to do so, and discussed
alongside qualitative information to present the most accurate conclusion of risk to that
particular receptor. In some cases, impacts are likely to have more quantified estimates and
it is advised that this detail is incorporated into the application, with reference to any studies
or expert judgements undertaken. Again, as noted by SMart Wind, it is important that there is
detailed presentation of the uncertainty associated with any quantitative estimates to
establish confidence in conclusions drawn.
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ANNEX A4: OFFSHORE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT (Chapter 5)
5.1 Marine Geology, Physical Processes and Water Quality
Geomorphology and Sediment Movement
5.1.12 Natural England is reassured to note that this section highlights the mobile nature of
the Holderness coast.
Methods supporting EIA
5.1.42 We welcome SMart Wind‟s approach to model over a 50 year period. The ES will
need to consider the erosion rate over the lifetime of the development, with further modelling
of potential storm surges which are predicted to occur more frequently as part of climate
change.
Potential project impacts
5.1.46 We recommend that potential impacts from cable installation and any necessary
remedial work should be fully considered. Recent experience has shown that developments
often need to undertake remedial burial work for cables at a point in the future, when the best
environmental options are limited. We therefore advise that scour and its associated impacts
around export and inter-array cables that have the potential to become uncovered are fully
explored in the ES in order to achieve the best environmental option and long term solution
from the initial project stages.
Provided the cables are buried at suitable depths we have no concern regarding cable
impacts on sediment movement within the array area. However, any potential proposals for
cable protection and rock armouring that would interrupt sediment transport (bedload) along
the export cable route should be fully evaluated.
Potential mitigation and monitoring
5.1.58 Due to the potential for scour protection to alter seabed habitats, full consideration
should be given in the ES to all the available and best environmental options for scour
protection. This should include the consideration of the potential to remove during
decommissioning (e.g. removable mattressing instead of rock dumping), to allow the habitat
the chance to return to its original form. Where possible the construction should be designed
and planned to reduce the footprint of disturbance on the sea bed, for example, scour
protection should be installed only if the structural integrity of the foundations are at risk
(OSPAR 20081).
Changes in design that reduce the need for scour protection such as increased driven depth
and wall thickness of monopiles (Westermost Rough offshore wind farm Environmental
Statement 2009, p21), design changes to J-tubes and strengthening of cables or the use of
jacket/ quadrapod foundations which minimises the amounts required are encouraged and
should be considered.

5.2 Airborne Noise and Vibration
Environmental baseline
5.2.2 We are reassured to note that the airborne noise and vibration sources considered will
include both the wind farm and along the cable route to MHWS. This should also include any
potential airborne noise impacts on coastal designated sites and their interest features
(highlighted in 5.2.4).
Construction phase
5.2.11 Although this paragraph suggests that near shore construction noise sources will be
short lived and are expected to be masked from background noise levels from port activities.
We advise that this is re-assessed once the construction equipment has been finalised. This
is particularly relevant when considering potential impacts to both breeding and overwintering
bird interest features of the Humber Estuary SPA and Humber Estuary SSSI.
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ANNEX A5: OFFSHORE BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT (Chapter 6)
As highlighted previously in this response, many of the issues pertinent to the development
of Project Two will be similar to those under assessment as part of the EIA for the adjacent
Project One. Whilst we recognise that the EIA for Project Two will have its inherent
differences to Project One, we refer you to ongoing and previous discussions held with JNCC
and Natural England in relation to the key environmental issues.
6.1. Benthic and Epibenthic Environment
Data and Information to Inform EIA
6.1.8 Natural England note that the levels of seabed contaminants measured along the cable
route corridor highlight that arsenic is the only contaminant above relevant guidelines.
Natural England considers that the appraisal of cable laying/burial methods should assess
the potential impacts of a release of this contaminant on appropriate environmental
receptors.
6.1.23 - Features of nature conservation importance - We highlight that owing to the
ephemeral nature of the species, data collected for Sabellaria spinulosa is only valid for 1218months. We also advise that any assessment pertaining to the presence/absence of a
habitat, such as cobble reef, is presented in full within the ES.
Methods Supporting EIA
6.1.35 At locations where biomass data is used to assess bird prey availability to inform the
EIA process, we advise that it will be necessary to put any measure of food availability within
the zone of influence of the cable landfall works in the wider context of food availability
across the entirety of the designated sites through which the route passes. To achieve this it
will be necessary to conduct intertidal benthic surveying across the entirety of potentially
impacted designated sites, rather than just within a 500m wide corridor
6.2 Fish and Shellfish Ecology
Intertidal fish and shellfish
6.2.21 Natural England considers that although 22 fish species were caught in the intertidal
fish surveys it should be noted that the Humber Estuary SAC and Humber Estuary SSSI are
designated for 2 lamprey species. It is the view of Natural England that although these
species (river and sea lamprey) were not caught in the intertidal surveys they should be
given due consideration and assessed in the EIA. This is particularly relevant to potential
impacts from the inshore cable installation and landfall.
Potential Project Impacts
6.2.36 – Construction Phase - Although accidental release of contaminants is difficult to
mitigate entirely on such a large project, we consider that all potential contaminant releases
should be reduced as far as possible. This should be achieved by a thorough appraisal of
cable burial techniques outlined in a Cable Burial Management Plan (CBMP) which should
be agreed, post consent, with the appropriate bodies a minimum of 4 months prior to
construction.

6.2.37 - Operation and Maintenance Phase - Natural England note that electromagnetic
fields (EMF) have been highlighted in this section, however, we advise that further
assessment of the potential for EMF to effect interest features of the Humber Estuary SAC
and SSSI should be given further consideration in the ES.
6.2.38 – Decommissioning phase – We highlight that the impacts associated with the
introduction of hard substrate, such as through the deposition of stabilisation and/or
protection material, should also be assessed in relation to the potential impacts at the point
of decommissioning. This assessment should consider the potential for removal and the
associated impacts at the point of removal.
6.3 Ornithology
We refer you to previous and ongoing discussion with JNCC and Natural England in relation
to this topic both on an informal basis, through the pre-application process and provided
through statutory consultation. We welcome SMart Wind‟s engagement with JNCC and
Natural England in relation to their approach to assessing impacts on Ornithology. We
acknowledge that many of the key issues that require addressing are challenging and are
keen to continue working with SMart Wind to ensure the approach undertaken in assessing
impacts is sufficiently robust to support conclusions drawn within the final ES and Habitats
Regulations Assessment.
We welcome SMart Wind‟s intention to continue liaising with the JNCC and Natural England
on their approach to assessing impacts on Ornithology as a result of the development of
Project Two.
Breeding Seabirds
Table 6.4: Numbers on breeding seabird populations at Flamborough Head and Bempton
Cliffs SPA are not up to date and should be up-dated based on communication with the
RSPB carrying out regular colony surveys.
Nature Conservation Designations
6.3.10 We note that SMart Wind intend to agree the definition of the study area for
ornithological impacts with JNCC and Natural England. We would welcome engagement on
this topic.
Potential Mitigation and Monitoring
6.3.29 We highlight that in some instances it mitigation measures such as reducing the size
of the project (i.e. number of turbines) or utilising phased development as a way for
monitoring to further reduce the uncertainty of data may require consideration.
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6.3.31 We note that only one year of Subzone 2 specific surveys have been planned (at 2km
transect spacing). Further clarification/justification as to whether this is sufficient and
appropriate to compare/combine with Hornsea zone-wide survey results (at 6km transect
spacing) to satisfy the need of 24 months of characterisation survey data should be provided.
We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this issue with the applicant in the near future.
Further consideration will need to be given to potential impacts on seabird populations during
the non-breeding season (post-breeding, and autumn migration, winter, spring migration).
The SNCBs are currently discussing an appropriate way forward in assessing impacts on
SPA birds during the non-breeding season ranging widely and potentially mixing with
breeding populations from various countries. We would welcome further discussion on this
topic with SMart Wind.
6.4 Marine Mammals
We refer you to previous and ongoing discussion with JNCC and Natural England in relation
to this topic both on an informal basis, through the pre-application process and provided
through statutory consultation. We would welcome the opportunity to review a more detailed
outline of SMart Wind‟s approach to the acquisition and use of data.
Species overview
6.4.18 - Harbour seal Phoca vitulina - We note the potential increase in numbers of harbour
seals using the cable route corridor. With this in mind we advise that where possible vessels
using ducted propellers during the installation and maintenance of the cable should not be
used within 4 nm of the colony during seal breeding seasons (harbour seal 1st June – 31st
August; grey seal 1st Oct – 31st Dec).
Potential Project Impacts
6.4.38 - Construction Phase - We advise that the corkscrew injury/death is given due
consideration in the ES for the reasons outlined above (6.4.18). Any assessment should
consider possible impacts to Humber estuary populations and possible mitigation measures
6.4.39 - Operational and Maintenance Phase - We advise that the corkscrew injury/death is
given due consideration in the ES for the reasons outlined above (6.4.18). Any assessment
should consider possible impacts to Humber estuary populations and possible mitigation
measures.
Potential Cumulative Impacts
The SNCBs have advised the regulators that the evidence in relating to the cumulative
assessment of impacts in relation to marine mammals is very limited and that it is becoming
increasingly difficult to advise on new developments without a transparent, logical,
repeatable and biologically relevant framework for assessing likely impacts and (if needed)
managing the risk of impacts to marine mammal populations.
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Current advice to regulators and developers is based on limited evidence within the context
of potential negative impacts on populations of marine mammals, particularly those that
could arise from the cumulative effects of several large scale developments or multiple novel
technologies combined with other ongoing pressures. The rapid expansion in the number
and scale of offshore renewable developments combined with the associated uncertainty
over effects is resulting in consenting challenges that reinforce the need for an assessment
framework. These challenges are likely to be most significant for developments within the
range of small, semi-resident populations of marine mammals, and for multiple developments
with the potential to impact cumulatively on marine mammal populations.
Potential Mitigation and Monitoring
6.4.50 We note that 24 hour working practices may be employed. Further clarification should
be presented as to whether this includes the cable route and landfall.
6.4.51 We are reassured to see that a Code of Conduct for interactions between marine
mammals and vessels associated with Project Two will be commissioned and actively
communicated to all vessels and crew.
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ANNEX A6: OFFSHORE HUMAN ENVIRONMENT (Chapter 7)
7.7 Landscape, Seascape and Visual Amenity
Methods supporting EIA
7.7.12 Natural England understands that only the blade tips will be potentially visible from the
shore but sea to sea impacts should still be addressed. Natural England are reassured that
that the HVAC compensation substation will be considered in the ES.
However, landscape, seascape and visual amenity impacts should still be fully addressed in
the ES. Natural England reserve the right to comment further once more information
becomes available.

ANNEX A7: ONSHORE ENVIRONMENT (Chapter 8)
Please be advised that the following comments are not page or paragraph specific but cover
Natural England‟s view based on generic scoping and Project Two specific advice.
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and sites of European or international
importance (Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar
sites)
The development has the potential to affect the following nature conservation sites:
Humber Estuary SSSI, SAC, SPA and Ramsar site;
Tetney Blow Wells SSSI.
We are pleased to note that these sites have been identified in the environmental baseline
(section 8.5). Further information on the sites and their special interest features can be found
at www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk . The Environmental Statement should
include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of the development on the features
of special interest within the sites and should identify such mitigation measures as may be
required in order to avoid, minimise or reduce any adverse significant effects.
European sites (e.g. designated Special Areas or Conservation, Special Protection Areas
and/or Ramsar Sites) fall within the scope of the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010. Paragraph 169 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires that
potential Special Protection Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, listed or
proposed Ramsar sites, and any site identified as being necessary to compensate for
adverse impacts on classified, potential or possible SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites be
treated in the same way as classified sites.
Under Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 an
appropriate assessment needs to be undertaken in respect of any plan or project which is (a)
likely to have a significant effect on a European site (either alone or in combination with other
plans or projects) and (b) not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the
site.
In this case the proposal is not directly connected with, or necessary to, the management of
a European site. In our view it is likely that it will have a significant effect on the Humber
Estuary and will require an appropriate assessment under the Habitats Regulations. We
recommend that there should be a separate section of the Environmental Statement to
address impacts upon European and Ramsar sites entitled „Information for Habitats
Regulations Assessment‟, which should include consideration of the impacts of onshore
cabling and construction of onshore infrastructure on the interest features of the site1.
Designated Landscapes and Landscape Character
Nationally Designated Landscapes

1

http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/Advice-note-10-HRA.pdf

As the cabling and onshore infrastructure will be located in the vicinity of Lincolnshire Wolds
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), consideration should be given to the direct and
indirect effects upon this designated landscape and in particular the effect upon its purpose
for designation within the environmental impact assessment, as well as the content of the
relevant management plan for the AONB.
Landscape and visual impacts
Natural England welcomes the consideration of landscape and visual effects as set out in
section 8.7. We would wish to see details of local landscape character areas mapped at a
scale appropriate to the development as well as any relevant management plans or
strategies pertaining to the area. The EIA should include assessments of visual effects on
the surrounding area and landscape together with any physical effects of the development,
such as changes in topography. The European Landscape Convention places a duty on
Local Planning Authorities to consider the impacts of landscape when exercising their
functions.
The EIA should include a full assessment of the potential impacts of the development on
local landscape character using landscape assessment methodologies. We strongly
advocate the use of Landscape Character Assessment (LCA), based on the good practice
guidelines produced jointly by the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental
Assessment in 2002, and we are therefore pleased to note that the Guidelines for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment will be followed in the EIA. LCA provides a sound basis for
guiding, informing and understanding the ability of any location to accommodate change and
to make positive proposals for conserving, enhancing or regenerating character, as detailed
proposals are developed. Guidance on LCA is available here.
In order to foster high quality development that respects, maintains, or enhances, local
landscape character and distinctiveness, Natural England encourages all new development
to consider the character and distinctiveness of the area, with the siting and design of the
proposed development reflecting local design characteristics and, wherever possible, using
local materials. The Environmental Impact Assessment process should detail the measures
to be taken to ensure the building design will be of a high standard, as well as detail of layout
alternatives together with justification of the selected option in terms of landscape impact and
benefit.
Heritage Landscapes
You should consider whether there is land in the area affected by the development qualifying
for conditional exemption from capital taxes on the grounds of outstanding scenic, scientific
or historic interest. These are considered to be designated landscapes of national
importance and the impact of your plan on these should be assessed where appropriate. An
up-to-date list may be obtained at www.hmrc.gov.uk/heritage/lbsearch.htm and further
information can be found on Natural England‟s landscape pages here.
Access and Recreation
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help encourage
people to access the countryside for quiet enjoyment. Measures such as reinstating existing
footpaths together with the creation of new footpaths and bridleways are to be encouraged.
Links to other green networks and, where appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be
explored to help promote the creation of wider green infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local
authority green infrastructure strategies should be incorporated where appropriate.
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Rights of Way and Coastal access
We are pleased to note the consideration of potential impacts on rights of way and coastal
access routes in the vicinity of the development, as set out in section 8.11 of the report.
Local Wildlife or Geological Sites
The EIA will need to consider any impacts upon local wildlife and geological sites. Local Sites
are identified by the county ecologist and are established for the purposes of identifying and
selecting local sites; they are of county importance for wildlife or geodiversity. The
Environmental Statement should therefore include an assessment of the likely impacts on
the wildlife interests of the site[s] identified above. The assessment should include proposals
for mitigation of any impacts and if appropriate, compensation measures. Contact the county
ecologist in your area for further information.
Species protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and by the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
Natural England considers that an appropriate range of protected species surveys has been
carried out as set out in section 8.5.12 of the report. The Environmental Statement should
include details of the following with regard to protected species:
The species concerned;
The population level at the site affected by the proposal;
The direct and indirect effects of the development upon that species;
Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required;
Whether the impact is acceptable and/or licensable.
Surveys should always be carried out in optimal survey time periods and to current guidance
by suitably qualified and where necessary, licensed, consultants.
Other features of nature conservation interest, e.g. habitats and species identified
within the UK and County Biodiversity Action Plans
We are pleased to note that a phase 1 habitat survey, and further surveys including
hedgerow and micro-habitat assessments, have been carried out as indicated in section
8.5.12. We advise that habitat surveys for EIA should be equivalent to Phase 2, and that
further ornithological, botanical and invertebrate surveys should be carried out at appropriate
times in the year to establish whether any scarce or priority species are present. The
Environmental Statement should include details of:
Any historical data for the site affected by the project (e.g. from previous surveys);
Additional surveys carried out as part of the project;
The habitats and species present;
The status of these habitats and species (e.g. whether BAP priority habitat);
The direct and indirect effects of the development upon those habitats and species;
Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required.
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The development should avoid adversely impacting sensitive areas for wildlife within
the site, and should if possible provide opportunities for overall wildlife gain.
7 Soil and Agricultural Land Quality
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services (ecosystem
services) for society, for example as a growing medium for food, timber and other crops, as a
store for carbon and water, as a reservoir of biodiversity and as a buffer against pollution. It
is therefore important that the soil resources are protected and used sustainably.
We consider that an appropriate assessment has been made of agricultural land
classification in the area affected by onshore cabling, and of the potential impacts on „best
and most versatile‟ agricultural land and soils as set out in section 8.2 of the report. The
Environmental Statement should provided details of how any adverse impacts on soils can
be minimised. Further guidance is contained in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for
the Sustainable Use of Soil on Development Sites. Natural England Technical Information
Note 049 - Agricultural Land Classification: protecting the best and most versatile agricultural
land also contains useful background information.
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ANNEX A8 – TOPICS PROPOSED OT BE SCOPED OUT OF THE ASSESSMENT FOR
PROJECT TWO (Chapter 12)
12.2 Offshore Environment
Natural England is reassured that potential impact to Nathusius pipistrelle has been
highlighted. Natural England considers that due to the distance from the shore the array is
unlikely to affect bats leaving land to feed directly over the sea (which they do on occasions)
and are unlikely to affect the species as they make landfall. This is also true for when they
leave the land either at the start of their migration period or at the end.
However it would be helpful if this section included a map of known migration routes for this
species with respect to the array area. This map should be accompanied by further
justification that the development will not impact this species during migration. This should
include but not limited to information on migration routes, migration periods and take off
points etc.
It should be noted that although this species generally flies below rotor height (1-3m above
sea level) they do forage during migration which may take them into the rotor swept zone.
They are also known as a species to possibly roost in offshore wind turbines.

APPENDIX B1 - LEGISLATION: EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES AND HABITATS
REGULATION ASSESSMENT
EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES
Certain species are listed on Annex IV of the Habitats Directive as species of European
Community interest and in need of strict protection. The protective measures required are
outlined in Articles 12 to 16 of the Directive. The species listed on Annex IV whose natural
range includes any area in the UK are called „European Protected Species‟ (EPS).
JNCC is the statutory nature conservation body who provides advice on EPS for UK offshore
waters, outside of 12nm. A summary of the legal requirements for EPS is as follows:

In England, Wales and UK offshore waters (outside 12nm), Regulations 41(1) and 39(1) of
the Habitats Regulations2 and the Offshore Marine Regulations3, respectively, provide that a
person is guilty of an offence (and would therefore need to be considered for licence) if he:
(a) deliberately captures, injures, or kills any wild animal of a European protected species;
(b) deliberately disturbs wild animals of any such species
For the purposes of paragraph (1)(b), disturbance of animals includes in particular any
disturbance which is likely—
(a) to impair their ability—
(i) to survive, to breed or reproduce, or to rear or nurture their young; or
(ii) in the case of animals of a hibernating or migratory species, to hibernate or migrate; or
(b) to affect significantly the local distribution or abundance of the species to which they
belong.

JNCC (with Natural England and the Countryside Council for Wales) have produced
guidance (The protection of marine European Protected Species from injury and disturbance:
Guidance for the marine area in England and Wales and the UK offshore marine area,
JNCC, CCW and Natural England, 2010) which is currently in draft form awaiting approval,
and outlines how developers, regulators and courts assess: a) the likelihood of an offence
being committed; b) how this can be avoided; and c) if it can„t be avoided, the conditions
under which the activity could go ahead under licence.

2

The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, commonly referred to as the Habitats Regulations (HR)
The Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 2007 (as amended in 2009 and 2010); commonly
referred to as the Offshore Marine Regulations (OMR)

3

EPS Licences
If there is a risk of injury or disturbance of EPS that cannot be removed or sufficiently
reduced by using alternatives and/or mitigation measures, then the activity may still be able
to go ahead under licence, but this should be a last resort. A licence can only be granted (1)
if the activity fits certain purposes, (2) if there is no satisfactory alternative to the activity
proposed that would not incur the risk of an offence, and (3) where the activity will not be
detrimental to the maintenance of the populations of the species concerned at a Favourable
Conservation Status (FCS) in their natural range.
The likelihood of an activity resulting in injury or disturbance offence to a marine EPS will
very much depend on the characteristics of the activity, of the environment and the species
concerned, hence the need for a case-by-case approach when assessing the risk of it
occurring. Pursuing mitigation measures, alternative methods, locations and/or times for
carrying out proposed activities might in some cases be sufficient to reduce the risk of
causing offence to negligible levels. This would then negate the requirement for a licence.
It is expected that many activities at sea will not require a licence to exempt them from
regulations 41(1)(a) and (b) and 39(1)(a) and (b) of the HR and OMR, respectively, since
their potential for injury and/or disturbance can be effectively mitigated or because the
characteristics of the disturbance will fall below the threshold of an offence.
Any licence application (under regulation 53(1) of the HR and 49(6) of the OMR) will
necessitate a detailed assessment of whether the licence should be granted. The licence
assessment will be comprised of three tests to ascertain:
whether the activity fits one of the purposes specified in the Regulations;
whether there are no satisfactory alternatives to the activity proposed (that would not
incur the risk of offence); and
that the licensing of the activity will not result in a negative impact on the
species„/population„s Favourable Conservation Status. The licence assessment will
be carried out by the appropriate authority with the information provided by the
developer and advice from nature conservation agencies.
A flowchart is included below describing this process:
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Consideration of European Protected Species should be included as part of the application
process, not as an issue to be dealt with at a later stage. Any consent given without due
consideration to these species is likely to breach European Directives with the possibility of
consequential delays or the project being halted by the EC.
HABITATS & BIRDS DIRECTIVES, & HABITATS REGULATIONS
The two most influential pieces of European legislation relating to nature conservation are
the Habitats and Birds Directives. The „Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of
natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora‟ was adopted in 1992 and is commonly known as
the Habitats Directive. It complements and amends Directive 2009/147/EC of the European
Parliament and of the Council on the conservation of wild birds (this is the codified version of
Directive 79/409/EEC as amended), commonly known as the Birds Directive.
The Birds Directive protects all wild birds, their nests, eggs and habitats within the European
Community. It gives EU member states the power and responsibility to classify Special
Protection Areas (SPAs) to protect birds which are rare or vulnerable in Europe as well as all
migratory birds which are regular visitors.
The Habitats Directive builds on the Birds Directive by protecting natural habitats and other
species of wild plants and animals. Together with the Birds Directive, it underpins a
European network of protected areas known as Natura 2000 comprising SPAs classified
under the Birds Directive and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) designated under the
Habitats Directive.
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The Habitats Directive has been transposed into the law of England, Wales and Scotland by
the Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.) Regulations 1994 (as amended), usually called
simply the Habitats Regulations4. For the UK offshore marine areas within UK jurisdiction,
the Habitats Directive has been transposed into UK law by the Offshore Marine Conservation
(Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 2007 (as amended in 2009 and 2010) (the Offshore
Marine Regulations).
Habitats Regulations Assessment
Where a plan or project could affect a Natura site, the Habitats Regulations and Offshore
Marine Regulations require the competent authority (the authority with the power to
undertake or grant consent, permission or other authorisation for the plan or project in
question) to consider the provisions of regulations 61 or 25 respectively. This means that the
competent authority has a duty to:
determine whether the proposal is directly connected with or necessary to site
management for conservation; and, if not,
determine whether the proposal is likely to have a significant effect on the site either
individually or in combination with other plans or projects; and, if so, then
make an appropriate assessment of the implications (of the proposal) for the site in
view of that site's conservation objectives.
This process is now commonly referred to as Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).
HRA applies to any plan or project which has the potential to affect the qualifying interests of
a Natura site, even when those interests may be at some distance from that development
site.
The competent authority, with advice from nature conservation agencies, decides whether an
appropriate assessment is necessary and carries it out if so. Appropriate assessment
focuses exclusively on the qualifying interests of the Natura site affected and must
consider any impacts on the conservation objectives of the site. The applicant is required
to provide the information to inform the assessment. A plan or project can only be consented
if it can be ascertained that it will not adversely affect the integrity of a Natura site (subject to
regulation 62 or 26 considerations).
Transboundary Consultation
In addition to this we advise that as the examining authority PINS will need to consult with
the other EU member states when undertaking the appropriate assessment, where there is a
potential for interest features of their designated sites to be impacted by the development.

4

The Habitats Regulations have been amended several times. Firstly, in relation to Scotland, by the Conservation (Natural
Habitats, &c) Amendment (Scotland) Regulations 2007 which came into force in 2007. The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c)
(Amendment) Regulations 2007, which came into force also in 2007, made similar, but not identical, amendments in relation to
England and Wales. An amendment adding three new species was made in 2008. Further amendments were made in 2009:
The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) (Amendment) (England and Wales) Regulations 2009. In 2010 a consolidated version
of the regulations applying to England and Wales came into force: The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.
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Please also be advised that there is also an onus on the developer to also consult with the
member states to obtain all the information that is required to inform the HRA.
Further Information and Advice on HRA
In this scoping response we provide advice for HRA in respect of birds that are qualifying
interests of SPAs, and marine mammals, habitats and fish that are qualifying interests of
SACs:
APPENDIX B2 - JNCC and Natural England Advice on Habitats Regulations
Assessment for SPAs
APPENDIX B3 - JNCC and Natural England Advice on Habitats Regulations
Assessment for SACs
In respect of this, further information on the qualifying interests and the conservation
objectives for each relevant Natura site is available and can be discussed with JNCC and
Natural England directly.
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APPENDIX B2 - HORNSEA ZONE 4 (PROJECT TWO): HABITATS REGULATIONS
ASSESSMENT FOR SPECIAL PROTECTION AREAS
Introduction
In the following advice for HRA we set out the three steps that need to be considered in order
to determine whether or not the proposed development of Project Two of the Hornsea Round
3 offshore wind licensing zone is likely to have a significant effect on the qualifying interests
of SPAs, and any possible adverse impact on site integrity. The applicant should refer to
Advice Note 10 produced by the Planning Inspectorate in relation to HRA. As the examining
authority, PINS will carry out a shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment, incorporating our
advice and using information and data collated by the developer. The final decision rests
with the competent authority, in this case the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate
Change.
Under HRA, the potential impacts of the proposal will need to be considered alone, or in
combination with other plans and projects. If there is no likely significant effect alone, effects
will need to be considered in combination with the other plans and projects in the area and
that have an impact, or potential impact on the features in question. We consider that taking
a forward view of the further Hornsea projects and subsequent tranches of development
within the Round 3 zone may be helpful. It will also need to be considered in combination
with other types of industry and activity in the region along with suitable consideration of any
residual effects from any other ongoing or constructed activities.
The HRA will become more focused over time through an iterative process – we will continue
work with the applicant as the application proceeds and they undertake survey work and
analysis.
Special Protection Areas for inclusion in HRA
SMart Wind have stated their intention to engage with JNCC and Natural England to agree
on the definition of the study area for ornithological impacts. These discussions will be
strongly informed by experiences at Project One and site specific data collection. JNCC and
Natural England and welcome this approach and are willing to facilitate in identification of
relevant sites through future discussions and meetings.
Advice for HRA in respect of SPA qualifying interests
We provide advice on the legislative requirement for HRA in Appendix B1. The steps of the
process are as follows:
Step 1:
Is the proposal directly connected with or necessary for the
conservation management of the SPAs?
The proposal is not directly connected with or necessary for the conservation management of
any of the SPAs listed above.
Step 2:
Is the proposal likely to have a significant effect on the qualifying
interests of the SPAs either alone or in combination with other plans or projects?
This step acts as a screening stage: it removes from the HRA those proposals (plans or
projects) which clearly have no connectivity to SPA qualifying interests or where it is very

obvious that the proposal will not undermine the conservation objectives for these interests,
despite a connection.
When this screening step is undertaken at an early stage in the development process, it
usually means that it takes the form of a desk-based appraisal. We advise that such deskbased appraisal is kept broad so that potentially significant impacts are not missed out, or
discounted too early, in any HRA (or EIA).
The SPA bird interests being considered in respect of offshore wind farms are wide-ranging –
many seabirds make long foraging trips, especially during the breeding season, and there
are also migratory species to consider such as geese and swans. This means that offshore
wind farm proposals may be „connected to‟ SPAs at much greater distances than what has
so far been experienced in respect of onshore development. Although connectivity is thus
established the fact that the proposal is located further away from the designated sites
means that direct impacts are less likely on qualifying species while they are within the SPA.
Expert agreement over species sensitivity should help to identify those SPA qualifying
interests for which the conservation objectives are unlikely to be undermined by offshore
wind farm development, despite any possible connection (e.g. SPA qualifiers which are
recorded within a proposed wind farm site but where their flight behaviour and / or foraging
ecology means that the wind farm will not have a likely significant effect).
Determination of „likely significant effect‟ is not just a record of presence or absence of bird
species at an offshore wind farm site, but also involves a judgement as to whether any of the
SPA conservation objectives might be undermined. Such judgement is based on a simple
consideration of the importance of the area in question for the relevant species. Complex
data analysis should not be required at this stage. For example; how many birds have been
recorded? What are they using the area for? Is this the only area that they can use for this
particular activity? Understanding the behavioural ecology of the species, and the
characteristics and context of the proposed wind farm site, will help in determining whether
there are likely significant effects.
There are three possible conclusions for this step of HRA:
The likely impacts are such that there is clear potential for the conservation objectives
to be undermined – conclude likely significant effect.
The likely impacts are so minimal (either because the affected area is not of sufficient
value for the birds concerned or because the risk to them is so small) that the
conservation objectives will not be undermined – conclude no likely significant effect.
There is doubt about the scale of the likely impacts in terms of the conservation
objectives – conclude likely significant effect.
Step 3:
Can it be ascertained that the proposal will not adversely affect the
integrity of the SPA, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects?
This stage of HRA is termed appropriate assessment, and it is undertaken by the
competent authority based on information supplied by the developer, and with advice
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provided by the relevant nature conservation organisation; by JNCC in respect of Round 3
zones.
Appropriate assessment considers the implications of the proposed development for the
conservation objectives of the qualifying interests for which a likely significant effect has been
determined. These conservation objectives follow a standard format requiring protection of
the qualifying bird interests and protection of the habitat in the SPA which supports them.
Conservation objectives for SPA bird species
To ensure that site integrity is maintained by:
(i)

Avoiding deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species.

(ii)

Avoiding significant disturbance to the qualifying species.

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
(iii)

Population of the bird species as a viable component of the SPA.

(iv)

Distribution of the bird species within the SPA.

(v)

Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species.

(vi)

Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species.

repeat of (ii) No significant disturbance of the species.
It is important to recognise that the conservation objectives primarily offer site-based
protection and that some of them will not directly apply to species when they are outwith the
boundaries of the SPA. This is particularly true of objectives (i), (v) and (vi) which relate to
the supporting habitats within the SPA.
Objective (iii) however – maintenance of the population of the bird species as a viable
component of the SPA – will be relevant in most cases because:
It encompasses direct impacts to the species, such as significant disturbance to qualifying
bird interests when they‟re outwith the SPA.
It addresses indirect impacts such as the degradation or loss of supporting habitats which
are outwith the SPA but which help to maintain the population of the bird species of the SPA
in the long-term.
Finally, in rare circumstances, it is possible that factors outside site boundaries may have the
capacity to affect the long term distribution of bird species within the SPA – see objective
(iv).
Issues to consider under appropriate assessment
The key question in any appropriate assessment for Project Two, of the Hornsea Round 3
offshore wind farm zone is whether it can be ascertained that this proposal, alone or in
combination, will not adversely affect the population of any qualifying bird species as a viable
component of the SPAs under consideration.
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In considering this matter, we refer to the helpful summary of the main risks of offshore wind
farm development to birds provided in Langston 2010.5 In addition, there may be further
issues to consider if the proposal is likely to affect the conservation objectives that relate to
bird species while they‟re in an SPA or to the habitats in the SPA that support them.
Will the offshore wind proposal(s) cause a deterioration in the habitats of any of the SPAs?
NB. This question relates specifically to the habitats in the SPAs that support the bird
interests.
Will the offshore wind proposal(s) cause any significant disturbance to bird interests while
they‟re in any of the SPAs? N.B. See the previous discussion in respect of disturbance
outside an SPA.
Will the offshore wind proposal(s) alter the distribution of the birds within any of the SPAs?
Will the offshore wind proposal(s) affect the distribution and extent of the habitats (that
support the bird species) in any of the SPAs?
Will the offshore wind proposal(s) in any way affect the structure, function and supporting
processes of habitats in any of the SPAs? NB. Those habitats which support the bird
species.
Future SPA Designation
There is on-going work to establish further marine SPAs and a number of potential ways of
addressing this are currently being considered, i.e:
1. Extensions to existing seabird colony SPAs boundaries into the marine environment;
2. Inshore areas used by waterbirds (e.g. seaduck, divers and grebes) outwith the breeding
season;
3. Offshore areas used by seabirds, for feeding and other activities; and
4. Other types of SPA not captured by the above approaches.
Please see JNCC‟s website for potential areas of search.6
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Ongoing Liaison
As noted above, JNCC and Natural England will continue to liaise with the applicant in
respect of this HRA process. Agreeing the scope of, and information required for, HRA will
be an iterative process.

5

Langston (2010). Offshore wind farms and birds: Round 3 zones, extensions to Round 1 & Round 2
sites & Scottish Territorial Waters. RSPB Research Report No. 39.

6

Information on potential new marine SPAs is available at: http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-4184
And on areas of search at: http://www.jncc.gov.uk/pdf/SPA_AOS_Maps%2020100304.pdf
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APPENDIX B3 - HORNSEA ZONE 4 (PROJECT TWO): HABITATS REGULATIONS
ASSESSMENT FOR SPECIAL AREAS OF CONSERVATION
Introduction
In the following advice for HRA we set out the three steps that need to be considered in order
to determine whether or not the proposed development of Project Two of the Hornsea Round
3 offshore wind licensing zone is likely to have a significant effect on the qualifying interests
of SACs, and any possible adverse impact on site integrity. It is the competent authority (the
Infrastructure Planning Commission, in this case) who will carry out the HRA, based on our
advice and using information and data collated by the developer.
Under HRA, the potential impacts of the proposal will need to be considered alone and in
combination with other plans and projects. It will need to be considered in combination with
the other offshore wind farm proposals in the area and we consider that taking a forward
view of the further projects and subsequent tranches of development within the Round 3
zone may be helpful. It will also need to be considered in combination with other types of
industry and activity in the region.
The HRA should become more focused over time through an iterative process. We will
continue to review our advice as the developer undertakes their survey work and completes
its analysis. For those SAC qualifying interests that are also European Protected Species
(EPS) (i.e. harbour porpoise, white-beaked dolphin and minke whale) please see Appendix
B1 for our advice in respect of their EPS status and for advice on EPS licensing assessment.
The advice that we give below solely relates to their consideration as an SAC qualifying
interest and how the HRA process therefore applies.
Special Areas of Conservation for inclusion in HRA
SMart Wind will further define the list of Natura 2000 sites relevant to this development
through their HRA Screening process, this list will be informed by analysis of relevant data.
JNCC and Natural England would welcome early engagement on this process.
We advise that as the examining authority, PINS will need to consult with the other EU
member states when undertaking the appropriate assessment, where there is a potential for
interest features of their designated sites to be impacted by the development. Please also be
advised that there is also an onus on the developer to also consult with the member states to
obtain all the information that is required to inform the HRA
Further information on SACs is available from http://www.jncc.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=23
We provide an example of the process through which we assess for Likely Significant Effect
(LSE) and then, if required, Adverse Impact of Integrity of the Natura 2000 site.
Advice for HRA in respect of Special Areas of Conservation

We provide advice on the legislative requirement for HRA in Appendix B1. The steps of the
process are as follows:
Step 1:
Is the proposal directly connected with or necessary for the
conservation management of the SAC in question?
The proposal is not directly connected with or necessary for the conservation management of
any of the SACs listed above.
Step 2:
Is the proposal likely to have a significant effect on the qualifying
interests of the SACs either alone or in combination with other plans or projects?
This step acts as a screening stage; it removes from the HRA those proposals which clearly
have no connectivity to SAC qualifying interests or where it is very obvious that the proposal
will not undermine the conservation objectives for these interests, despite a connection.
When this screening step is undertaken at an early stage in the development process, it
usually means that it takes the form of a desk-based appraisal.
While a desk-based review is helpful for this screening step, this part of the HRA will only be
fully completed when the wind farm proposal has been further progressed, i.e. when survey
work and analyses have been completed, and when the locations of the infrastructure and
construction methods, including onshore elements, have been finalised.
There are three possible conclusions to this step of HRA:
The likely impacts are such that there is clear potential for the conservation objectives
to be undermined - conclude „likely significant effect‟.
The likely impacts are so minimal that the conservation objectives will not be
undermined - conclude „no likely significant effect‟.
There is doubt about the scale of the likely impacts in terms of the conservation
objectives - conclude „likely significant effect‟.
We provide below an example summary of our current advice in respect of the qualifying seal
species interests of SACs likely to require assessment as part of Project Two‟s associated
HRA.
Grey seals of the Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC and the Humber
Estuary SAC
Harbour Seals of The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC
Seals have a wide foraging range (100+km for Grey seals) from their haul out sites and it is
possible that individuals from the relevant SACs may at times be found within, or in proximity,
to the proposed development in Project Two, of the Hornsea Round 3 zone. Boat
movements, cable-laying and other construction activity may give rise to the disturbance of
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seals. And there may be impacts to their prey species, either from the placement of
infrastructure or due to noise. We advise that there is potential for the proposal to have likely
significant effects on seals and we discuss below (under step 3) the issues that we think
need to be considered.
Step 3:
Can it be ascertained that the proposal will not adversely affect the
integrity of the SAC, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects?
This stage of HRA is termed appropriate assessment, and it is undertaken by the
competent authority based on information supplied by the developer, and with advice
provided by the relevant nature conservation organisation.
Appropriate assessment considers the implications of the proposed development for the
conservation objectives of the qualifying interests for which a likely significant effect has
been determined. Based on an example of these objectives, we discuss key questions
relevant to each interest, to determine overall whether it can be ascertained that the proposal
will not adversely affect the integrity of any of these SACs.
Our advice on appropriate assessment, and as to how many of these questions may need to
be answered, will become clearer when the development process is further advanced –
when baseline data has been collected, and when construction methods, location of
infrastructure, choice of port, and other aspects of the proposal have been finalised.
We highlight that noise impact assessment may be an important element of the HRA
process in respect of grey seals. HRA will address the impacts of noise in the context of the
conservation objectives for each SAC qualifying species.
E.g. Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC: advice on grey seals
The conservation objectives for grey seals are: (i) to avoid deterioration of their habitat
or (ii) significant disturbance to them, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is
maintained and the site makes an appropriate contribution to achieving favourable
conservation status for each of the qualifying features; and
To ensure for the grey seals that the following are maintained in the long term:
(iii) Population of grey seals as a viable component of the site.
(iv) Distribution of grey seals within site.
(v) Distribution and extent of habitats supporting common seals.
(vi) Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting grey seals.
repeat of (ii) No significant disturbance of grey seals.

Based on these conservation objectives the following questions need to be addressed in
appropriate assessment of potential impacts of the proposal on the grey seal population of
the Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC:
Will the proposal cause any deterioration in the SAC habitats which support grey seals?
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Will it affect the extent or distribution of these habitats within the SAC?
Will it affect the structure and function of these habitats or of any of their supporting
processes?
Will the proposal cause significant disturbance to grey seals while they are in the SAC, and
will it cause any change to their distribution within the site?
Will the proposal cause significant disturbance to grey seals while they are outwith the SAC
such that the viability of this SAC population is affected?
Will the proposal affect the viability of the SAC population of grey seals in any way?
We advise that noise impact assessment is likely to be an important part of assessing any
direct disturbance to grey seals, including their potential displacement from feeding grounds
and other supporting habitats. While we consider that the construction phase may give rise
greatest risk of disturbance, we do highlight that impacts during the operational phase also
need to be considered, as well as any repowering and decommissioning work. It will also be
important to consider impacts on prey species.
The last question encompasses any direct impacts to grey seals, for example significant
disturbance. It also addresses indirect impacts such as the degradation or loss of supporting
habitats which are outwith the SAC but which help to maintain the population of common
seals in the SAC in the long term. The risk of impacts, and how many of these questions may
need answered, will become clearer when the development process is further advanced and
construction methods, location of cable routes, choice of port, and other aspects are
finalised.
Ongoing Liaison
As noted above, we will continue to liaise with the applicant, in respect of this HRA process.
Agreeing the scope of, and information required for, HRA will be an iterative process.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John R Wright
Environmental Services;
Hornsea Offshore Windfarm Scoping Opinion
26 October 2012 16:14:11

FAO Gail Boyle
I refer to your letter dated 9th October 2012 and confirm that Leicestershire
County Planning Authority has no comments to make in respect of the
scoping of the above project under the EIA regulations.
Yours faithfully
John Wright
Team Leader Planning
Planning Historic and Natural Environment
Chief Executives Department
Leicestershire County Council
County Hall
Glenfield
Leicester
LE3 6RA
Tel 01163057041

-----Original Message----From: secretary@louthcanal.org.uk [mailto:secretary@louthcanal.org.uk]
Sent: Sunday, October 14, 2012 2:01 PM
To: Environmental Services
Subject: Re: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping
consultation
Dear Mr Ridley
Louth Navigation Trust is happy with the EIA providing the pipeline
passes under Louth Canal by HDD
as suggested to enable future navigation.
Your sincerely
Paula Hunt
hon Secretary LNT

From:
To:
cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Burrows, Frances (MMO)
Environmental Services;
Gibson, Alan (MMO); Hodson, Ross (MMO); Alan Ridley;
MMO formal response to Hornsea Project Two Scoping Report
06 November 2012 16:44:08
061112 MMO formal response to Hornsea Project Two Scoping Report.
pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,
In response to the letter from the Planning Inspectorate and Secretary
of State dated 09 October 2012, please find attached a formal response
by the Marine Management Organisation regarding the Proposed
Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two Scoping Report.
<<061112 MMO formal response to Hornsea Project Two Scoping Report.
pdf>>

Yours sincerely,
Frances Burrows
Frances Burrows
Marine Case Officer
Offshore Marine Licensing Team
Marine Management Organisation
Lancaster House, Hampshire Court, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE4 7YH
Tel: 0191 3762724
Web: www.marinemanagement.org.uk
Enabling sustainable development in our seas
The Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

Lancaster House
Hampshire Court
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE4 7YH
Email: frances.burrows@marinemanagement.org.uk
Telephone: 0191 3762724

MMO reference: REN380
06 November 2012
FAO: Ms Gayle Boyle
The Planning Inspectorate
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN
By email only
Dear Ms Boyle,
Formal MMO response to the Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm (OWF) Project Two Scoping Report.
Thank you for your letter dated 09 October 2012 and for providing the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) with the opportunity to be consulted on the Hornsea
Project Two Scoping Report.
The MMO sought the views of our scientific adviser Centre for Environment, Fisheries and
Aquaculture Science (Cefas) and our MMO coastal office at Grimsby, and I have set out
our comments below:
1. Shellfisheries
1.1 The report addresses the key potential impacts to shellfisheries adequately. The
importance and potential impact on the brown crab, lobster and shrimp fisheries in
the region will need to be recognised and thoroughly addressed in the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).
1.2 Page 88 - A 2 meter beam trawl will provide an indication of certain shellfish
species present but will not sample these species adequately for quantitative

analysis. There will need to be further discussions with the MMO about a more
appropriate method of sampling to allow adequate quantitative analysis.
1.3 Page 96 – Potting surveys will not adequately sample berried brown crab (Cancer
pagurus) since females carrying an egg mass will never enter pots. Therefore, any
found in pots are likely to have entered the pot and subsequently spawned.
Furthermore, female crabs will be over-wintering and incubating their eggs. The
continuation of the potting surveys is however encouraged since the cable corridor
encompasses some of the best crab grounds in the region. The survey
methodology will need to be discussed with the MMO in more detail.
1.4 Page 97 – Very low numbers of berried crab seen in the potting survey should not
be used as an abundance estimate for the area. This should be made clear in the
EIA. It is however noted that Table 6.2 suggest Subzone 2 and the offshore cable
route are spawning and nursery sites for brown crab.
1.5 Whelk fishing is expected to occur across this region and continued consultation
with the local fishing authorities and industry must be undertaken.
1.6 Page 101 – The maps in Figure 6.11 are vague and not particularly useful. The
following points should be addressed through the EIA process and covered in the
Environmental Statement (ES);
1.6.1

Shrimp may be ubiquitous throughout the region, but the map should
reflect the importance of the grounds inshore along the Lincolnshire
coast.

1.6.2

The perceived locations of the crab nursery grounds are not fit for
purpose. The map must indicate where there are likely to be areas with
higher densities of juvenile crabs.

1.6.3

Nephrops will not necessarily be present across the whole area shown
and will focussed in areas where there is suitable habitat present.
Nephrops tend to require sediment with a silt and clay content of between
30%-100% in order to create their burrow structures.

1.6.4

Data showing the ‘recorded presence’ of scallops on Figure 6.11 around
Flamborough Head must be referenced.

1.7 Page 185 – Fisheries data (landings stats, VMS etc) must be updated to include
data for 2011 (and 2012), if available.
1.8 Page 186 and Table 7.4 – Rectangles 36F1 and 36F2 are outside of the main
brown crab fishing grounds. Key fishing grounds will be further inshore in 36F0

and to a greater extent in 36F0, 35F0 and 35F1. From 2005-2007 there was a
movement of large crab vessel, which fished for crab and lobster in 36F0 and
36F1, across to Danish fishing grounds. This movement may partially account for
the drop of landings by value (Euros) seen for crab and lobster between for 20062007.
1.9 Page 162, 7.1.28 – An important fishery for brown shrimp (Crangon crangon)
occurs along the Lincolnshire coast and extends from the mouth of the Humber
estuary down into the Wash and across on the north Norfolk coast. It is believed
that the best fishing grounds occur at Haile Sands, just south of the Humber
estuary, through which the cable corridor will pass. The statement that ‘this fishery
is targeted to the southwest of 35F0’ is incomplete and must be amended. The
local fishing authority (MMO and IFCA) will likely be able to provide more localised
knowledge of the industry and we would expect to see this addressed in the ES.
1.10
There are no designated bivalve mollusc production areas within the vicinity
of the proposed offshore wind farm (OWF).
2. Commercial Fisheries and Spawning Areas
2.1 The document is well set out with appropriate consideration of the marine
community, and provides a good coverage of the associated fisheries in the area.
2.2 Although the survey methodology and results have been summarised in the report,
we stress that survey methodology, results and conclusions cannot be verified as
adequate at this stage.
2.3 Page 96, 6.2.17 - It is stated that only 0.5% of herring in the autumn survey were
actively spawning, however, it is likely that there were a lot that were also very
mature and spent.
2.4 Page 96, 6.2.17 - PSA data must be analysed to identify suitable spawning
grounds in the OWF, cable route and zone of impact, given the variation in
spawning locations between years, and the ability of herring to re-colonise suitable
areas.
2.5 Page 96, 6.2.17 - Noise modelling will allow assessment of the attenuation of
noise impacting both the Flamborough head and coastal spawning grounds.
2.6 In advice for Project One, it was stated that ‘a herring spawning ground lies within
the cable corridor therefore we would recommend mitigation in noise restrictions
during the period of spawning.’ This advice is relevant for Project Two as both
projects appear to share the same proposed cable route.

2.7 Appropriate coverage of sandeels has been included in the report and we note
that suitable habitat will be identified in the area of the wind farm.
2.8 Good stakeholder consultation is noted in the report and the MMO encourages its
continuation with representatives from the fishing industry, MMO and Inshore
Fisheries and Conservation Authorities (IFCA).
2.9 Good consideration has been given to species of conservation concern. The report
mentions the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) list and the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened Species, however, it must
be noted that Basking shark (Cetorhinus maximus), Spotted ray (Raja montagui),
Atlantic cod (Gadus morhua), Thornback ray (Raja clavata) and Atlantic Salmon
(Salmo salar) are also on the OSPAR List of Threatened and Declining Species
and Habitats. The EIA must make an assessment of the impacts of the project on
these species.
2.10
The potential impacts identified appear appropriate, however in the
construction phase, potential impacts of noise and vibration disturbance from piling
must be considered in relation to adult fish and shellfish, as well as early life
stages during fish and shellfish spawning.
2.11
We agree that for the near future no further baseline data is required.
However, it must be noted that the baseline may need updating if the period
between survey and construction is extensive, i.e. greater than five years.
2.12
The limitations of Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) and landings data must
be highlighted prior to discussion of the data.
2.13
The limitations of landings data must be described, both for vessel size and
data resolution, i.e. data is given by ICES rectangle. Care must be taken to
highlight that the data does not represent fishing distribution within a rectangle and
that the data is not of a fine enough resolution to identify fishing aggregations.
2.14
Page 162 states that the inshore fishing fleet predominantly consists of
vessels <15m but this should be <10m. Landings are only recorded for vessels
>10m and hence will not describe catch landings from the inshore fleet.
2.15
Page 107 - We endorse the proposed mitigation in Section 6.2.44-45.
However, further mitigations must be considered in the development of piling
strategy to i.e. reduce noise levels, schedule works seasonally etc, in addition to
techniques such as soft start.
2.16
Cumulative/in-combination impacts are considered in the Zone
Environmental Assessment (ZEA). It is important that this is adequately assessed
for this development and included in the ES.

2.17
We note that monitoring requirements will be identified in the EIA process
and the MMO would be keen to contribute to this in consultation with Cefas.
2.18
To improve the description of the <10m commercial fishery, we recommend
that information be incorporated from the Buyers and Sellers Association, who
record some <10m catch data. This could be used in conjunction with the
consultation information currently gathered. We reiterate the importance of
continuation of good communication and consultation with the local and foreign
fishing industry throughout the process.
3. Benthic Ecology
3.1 The scoping report is very comprehensive and makes best use of all available
data collected to characterise the site, both intertidal and sub-tidal.
3.2 The report makes sensible predictions of the likely effects of the various stages of
development on the benthic environment, though we await for the full EIA in the
ES.
3.3 Paragraph 3.1.36, at the end of the benthic ecology section mentions birds, which
may be an oversight.
3.4 No detailed monitoring has been proposed, however this must be addressed
throughout the application process.
3.5 The report mentions elevated levels of some contaminants in a couple of samples
(Nickel, Cadmium and Arsenic; see paragraphs 6.1.8 and 6.1.17) although it does
not qualify what the relevant guidelines are. In terms of disposal at sea, we
recommend that comparisons are made against Cefas Action Levels.
4. Coastal Processes
4.1 Page 36, 4.2.2 – The report states that Project One will not be included in the
baseline assessment for Project Two and the impacts of the projects will be
assessed cumulatively. Therefore, very careful consideration will need to be given
to the cumulative impact assessment, which 4.7.2, page 42 sets out appropriately.
4.2 Page 57, 5.1.28 - The impacts caused by the re-suspension of seabed sediments
during construction or cable-laying activities must be carefully assessed as the
development zone lies offshore where background suspended sediment
concentrations (SSC) are low.

4.3 Page 62, 5.1.39 - It is proposed that the increase in SSC (and potential associated
release of contaminants) will be assessed on the basis of qualitative analysis and
compression with natural variability. Wherever possible, quantitative estimates
(based upon measured or modelled data) must be made so that the severity of
potential impacts can be established.
4.4 Page 64, 5.1.44 - We agree with the importance of sand wave development and
behaviour regarding the integrity and burial of cables and that changes to the tidal
and wave regimes are expected to occur only in the operational phase, whereas
changes to sediment and water quality are possible during all project phases
Pages 65, 5.1.46 -.
4.5 Page 65, 5.1.46 – This section of the report states that ‘suspended sediments from
offshore wind farm construction are typically within background conditions, making
‘significant impacts unlikely’. This statement may not apply at Hornsea OWF
because of the low background SSC at the site.
4.6 Page 66, 5.1.48 – We agree that a full assessment of the impacts of the
development on adjacent shorelines, low-lying backshore areas and seabed
morphology is required.
4.7 The potential impacts described during the construction phase and operation and
maintenance phase (5.1.51 and 5.1.52, pages 66 to 67 and summarised in 10.1,
pages 311 to 325) are appropriate.
4.8 Further evidence should be presented to justify the statement in 5.1.54 (page 67)
that no transboundary impacts are anticipated (as the project lies 40km from the
international boundary) before this issue can be scoped out. More detail needs to
be provided on whether the construction plumes extend to the international
boundary and whether there could be any impacts to fisheries across the
boundary.
4.9 Pages 67 to 68, sections 5.1.55 to 5.1.56: Specific mention must be made in the
section on potential cumulative impacts to the interactions between Project One
and Project Two.
4.10
Page 54, Figures 5.4 and 5.5 - Wind and wave data presented appear to
modelled rather than observed data. This must be addressed in the ES.
4.11
Page 53, 5.1.24 - Average wave parameters are presented based upon ‘data
collected close to the Hornsea Zone’. The sources of these data must be clearly
stated.
4.12
Information sources that will be used to inform the EIA are listed in 5.1.32,
page 59 and include Cefas studies. Useful data relating to background wave

conditions
are
available
(http://cefasmapping.defra.gov.uk/Map).

from

Cefas

WaveNet

4.13
Page 60, 5.1.34 - Appropriate geophysical and geotechnical surveys have
been commissioned and a metocean campaign has been completed to
characterise the oceanographic and meteorological conditions (page 61, 5.1.36).
4.14
Page 22, 3.4.10 - Mitigation for scour around turbine foundations, cables and
other offshore infrastructure may include the use of rock and gravel dumping,
protective aprons, mattresses and frond devices, although no final design currently
exists. We note that potential mitigation options will be identified and considered
as part of the main EIA (page 68, 5.1.58).
5. Noise
5.1 Identification of underwater noise sources with the potential to result in
environmental impact upon the surrounding environment identified in Sections
5.2.3./6.2.36-38/6.4/7.1are accurate. Such factors are in keeping with those
considered by comparable developments.
5.2 As in the case of the Hornsea Project One, it is appropriate that the worst case
impact scenarios for underwater noise are assessed (to include
decommissioning). This will help ensure consequences are not underestimated.
5.3 Due consideration of cumulative impacts/timing scenarios between Hornsea
Project One and Two is to be undertaken along with influences arising from other
local wind farm developments e.g. Round 3 Dogger Bank, East Anglia Zone
developments etc.
5.4 Development of a noise monitoring programme as part of construction and
operational management plans is appropriate for a development of this scale (see
Judd, 2012).
5.5 The proposed data to be gathered appears suitable at this scoping stage.
5.6 The development of a noise monitoring programme as part of the construction and
operational management plans is appropriate for a project of this scale.
5.7 Noise modelling assessments conducted for Hornsea Project One and the wider
Hornsea Zone must be revisited and additional modelling undertaken that is
specific to Hornsea Project Two (see 5.3.3./5.3.12). This will allow site specific
calculations to be factored into the impact assessment.

5.8 Section 6.2.25 - Data and information to be used to inform the EIA regarding
underwater noise are regularly cited within the industry. However, most of the
documents listed are reports or grey literature that have not been subject to
scientific peer review. We recommend that additional peer reviewed literature from
journal sources be considered alongside the titles listed.
5.9 Section 5.3.22/5.3.23 – It is noted that appropriate and viable options for noise
mitigation are to be considered (see Nehls et al, 2007; JNCC, 2010). Timing of
piling works to avoid coinciding with ecologically sensitive periods of the year is a
widely implemented and an effective means of mitigating underwater noise arising
from construction. This mitigation measure has been advised for other offshore
wind farm projects e.g. Burbo Bank Extension and migrating salmonids.
6. Designated Sites
6.1 The OWF lies approximately 9km from the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn
Reef SAC. It is also likely that the export cable route will cross the Humber Estuary
RAMSAR, SAC, SPA and SSSI.
7. Cumulative Impacts
7.1 In order to address any cumulative impacts, the EIA must assess the impact of
the scheme in combination with other projects in the vicinity.
8. Minor technical/presentational comments
8.1 Page 83 – Liocarcinus holstatus should be holsatus and species names must be
provided for ‘Pink shrimp’.
8.2 Page 93 - Pandalina borealis should be changed to either Pandalus borealis or
Pandalina brevirostris, depending on which is correct.
8.3 Page 185, Figure 7.4 – Figure title appears to be wrong as the details for left plot
correspond to the right plot and vice versa.
8.4 Page 48, paragraph 5.1.9 appears to have been omitted.
8.5 Page 61 - Subzone 2 lies between metocean moorings 2 and 3 according to
5.1.36. This does not appear to tally with Figure 5.8 (page 63). The text or the
figure should be amended so that they are consistent
9. Conclusion
The items highlighted in this letter must be considered in the EIA process, and we
would like to see the outcome of our suggestions in the subsequent ES. However we

do not see this letter as a definitive list of all ES/ EIA requirements, and subsequent
work may prove necessary as issues arise.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.
Yours sincerely,

Frances Burrows
Marine Licensing Case Officer
Marine Management Organisation
CC

Ross Hodson (MMO)
Alan Gibson (MMO)
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Faulkner, Stephen
Environmental Services;
Hornsea Scoping Opinion Oct 2012
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FAO Gail Boyle
Thank you for consulting Norfolk County Council on the above Scoping
Opinion.
Please find attached the County Council's comments on the Scoping
Opinion.
Should you have any queries please call or email me.
Kind regards
Stephen

Stephen Faulkner BA (Hons) MSc DipTP MRTPI
Principal Planner - Economic Development and Strategy
Environment, Transport and Development
01603 222752
stephen.faulkner@norfolk.gov.uk
General enquiries 0344 800 8020
information@norfolk.gov.uk
website: www.norfolk.gov.uk

Norfolk County Council Scoping Opinion
October 2012
1.

Introduction

1.1.

The officer-level comments below are made on a without prejudice basis and the
County Council reserves the right to make further comments as the proposal is
taken forward at the application stage.

2.

Comments

2.1.

The only issues the County Council would want addressing in an Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) are:
(1) Commercial Fishing – The EIA will need to consider the impact of the wind farm
proposal/s on commercial fishing in the area, particularly in respect to Norfolk. The
EIA should also address appropriate mitigation, and where necessary
compensation, where there is likely to be any adverse impacts on commercial fishing
interests in Norfolk;
(2) Shipping and Navigation – The EIA will need to consider the impacts on shipping
and navigation and consider measures which can be found to overcome any
potential impacts particularly with regard to any of Norfolk’s ports; and
(3) Coastal erosion – these issues will need to be addressed in the EIA and
demonstrate there will not be any adverse impact on Norfolk’s coast.

3.

Should you have any queries please call or email Stephen Faulkner (Principal
Planner).

FAO: Alan Ridley
Please see attached letter regarding the above
Regards
Elaine Woodcock
Administration Manager
Development Management
North Kesteven District Council
T: 01529 308276
W: www.n‐kesteven.gov.uk

Your Ref :
Our Ref :
Contact :
Email :

121009_EN010053_1455666
11/1305/NEIAUT
Nick Feltham
nick_feltham@n-kesteven.gov.uk

FAO Alan Ridley

1st August 2012
Dear Sir/Madam
Application Reference: 11/1305/NEIAUT
Proposal: Proposed Horsea off Shore Wind Farm – Project Two
Thank you for your recent notification in respect of the above project. North Kesteven is
located a significant distance inland from the proposals and I note that no onshore works are
required within the District. As such, we have no comments regarding the proposal.
Yours faithfully

Nick Feltham
Area Planning Officer
Planning Services

From:
To:
cc:
Subject:
Date:

Charles Horton
Environmental Services;
Jodie Booth;
121009_EN010053_1455666 Hornsea Offshore Windfarm - Project 2
30 October 2012 17:19:45

Dear Sir/ Madam
With reference to the above application we belive that the
Environmental Impact Assessment should contain a Transport
Assessment which should cover the points detailed below:
●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Identify relevant policies relating to freight movement and
the assessment and mitigation of transport impact;
A review of public transport services for the area affected by
the proposals;
Identify pedestrian and cycle links both providing access to
and affected by the scheme;
Identify whether Humberside International Airport would be
used for any helicopter traffic servicing the offshore works
and provide estimates of potential flight numbers and
routing;
Identify preferred HGV and construction traffic routes and
obtain baseline traffic data. A worst case scenario should be
used to calculate the number of HGV movements associated
with the transport of plant, equipment and materials
associated with construction. The assumptions should be
based on advice from the engineers responsible for planning
the project and from standard construction methods, load
sizes and vehicle types;
Apply TEMPRO (version 6.2 weekday averaged over local
areas) to baseline data to identify future flows;
Assuming the works could be undertaken between 2014 and
2017 the following committed and proposed developments
should be taken into account including construction traffic
where appropriate:
❍
PA/2009/0600 - Able UK, Business and Logistics Park
❍
PA/2009/1269 - Drax Biomass Power Plant (check
current status)
❍
PA/2011/1317 - Glass Wool Manufacturing Plant
❍
PA/2012/0747 - Industrial Units off East Halton Road
❍
The Able Marine Energy Park. Information can be
obtained from http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.
uk/
Two major transport schemes (the A18/ A180 (NE Lincs) and
the A160 Port of Immingham Improvements (HA)) are also
progressing at different stages and consideration

●

●

●

●

●

●

of timescales and any possible conflicts or issues should be
considered;
The following junctions should be shortlisted for identification
of any potential capacity issues although inclusion will depend
on the predicted impact of the proposals (it should be noted
that a number of these junctions are on the Strategic
Network in which case we would recommend that the
Highways Agency is consulted):
❍
A180(T)/A18
❍
A180(T)/A160(T)
❍
A160(T)/A1077
❍
A160(T)/Habrough Road Roundabout
❍
A160(T)/Eastfield Road
❍
A160/ Rosper Road
❍
Eastfield Road/Chase Hill Road
❍
Haven Road/Chase Hill Road/Rosper Road
❍
A180(T)-A18 link/A18
A review of personal injury road traffic accidents for the most
recently available 5 year period for the following routes/areas
and consideration of possible remedial solutions where
potential problems are identified:
❍
A18 south of the A180/M180 junction
❍
A180 from M180 - A160
❍
A160
❍
Eastfield Road, Chase Hill Road and Rosper Road
South Killingholme is covered by a weight limit zone and
there are a number of roads within the South Humber
Gateway area which are subject to weight limits as listed
below. Unless access is vital these routes should be avoided
and details should be provided of how this will be acheived:
❍
Chase Hill Road
❍
East Halton Road
❍
Top Road
❍
Church Lane/Staple Road
❍
Town Street
❍
Faulding Lane
❍
Baptist Chapel Lane
Identify cable route access points (direct or indirect) from the
highway network balancing the need to enable engineering
works while minimising the impact on sensitive communities
and parts of the network;
Provide details of the cable route and converter station access
points (junction configuration, visibility, method of traffic
control if relevant, measures to eliminate the risk of mud on
the highway etc);
Identify the approximate time period over which the access
points will be operational;

●

●

●

In those locations where cable trenches are proposed to be
laid across roads, identify the proposed traffic management
methods and quantify levels of delay. Also estimate the
period over which disruption is expected;
Pepare a Construction Management Plan (CMP) in advance of
the works (see below). At this stage it is proposed that key
outcomes of the EIA work and the TA will inform the types of
measures that are included in the CMP;
Make an initial assessment of the % change in daily and peak
hour traffic flows on potentially sensitive parts of the highway
network resulting from construction traffic. Where it is not
possible to reduce peak hour construction traffic through
measures in the CMP to a level where both % and absolute
levels of impact are acceptable, more detailed operational
assessments will be necessary. If the impacts in terms of
queues, delays and road safety are found to be unacceptable,
other mitigation measures should be identified. The type and
extent of mitigation will be informed by relevant policy and
guidance. It is expected that the level of impact and
associated mitigation will also recognise the finite and phased
nature of the works;

It is expected that a Construction Management Plan (CMP) will be
prepared in accordance with good practice. The CMP will include, at
least, the following:
●
●
●
●
●

●

●
●

●

●

●

Details of construction traffic quantity;
Details of HGV routeing;
Details of the abnormal loads route;
Details of standard working hours at the various sites;
Details of any local restrictions on the hours of HGV
operation;
The provision of wheel washing facilities at work site access
points;
Measures to minimise dust and dirt;
Details of temporary parking or traffic management
measures;
Details of local works to maintain pedestrian access, amenity
and safety;
Details of the proposed construction methods that maintain
accesses to private dwellings and minimise impacts on public
rights of way;
Measures to minimise overall vehicle generation.

The above list is not definitive, however, and extra information may
be requested should additional issues or key points be identified

before finalisation.
Meanwhile if you have any queries then please do not hesitate to
contact either myself or Jodie Booth - The Strategic Transport &
Transport Planning Manager Jodie.Booth@northlincs.gov.uk
Charles Horton

From:
To:
cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ray Bryant
Environmental Services;
Carl Bunnage;
Hornsea onshore wind farm - Project Two (EIA scoping)
22 October 2012 10:58:28

Hello,
North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) is grateful for having had the
opportunity to comment on the major infrastructure Hornsea Project Two EIA
scoping document.
From a strategic planning perspective we report that there are no issues for the
County Council at this stage. Other services within NYCC have however been
advised of the consultation and it is possible they will forward comments
independently.
Best regards,
Ray

----------------------Ray Bryant
Senior Policy Officer
Regional & Strategic Policy
North Yorkshire County Council
County Hall, Northallerton
North Yorkshire DL7 8AD
Tel: 01 609 798 422

Access your county council services online 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week at www.northyorks.gov.uk.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

nina.wilson@nottscc.gov.uk
Environmental Services;
Project Two Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Response from Nottinghamshire County Council
17 October 2012 09:37:51
Hornsea Project 2 response - 17.10.12.pdf

Dear Mr Ridley,
Please find attached a response from NCC on the above project.
Regards
Nina Wilson
Principal Planning Officer
Policy, Planning and Corporate Services Department
Nottinghamshire County Council
NG2 7QP
Tel: (0115) 977 3793 (fax: 4327)

This matter is being dealt with by:
Nina Wilson
Reference: n/a
T 0115 977 3793
E nina.wilson@nottscc.gov.uk
W nottinghamshire.gov.uk

Alan Ridley
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN
17th October 2012
Dear Mr Ridley
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 SI 2263 (as
amended) (the EIA Regulations)
Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm – Project Two
Proposal by Smart Wind Ltd
Thank you for your letter dated 9th October 2012 providing Nottinghamshire County Council the
opportunity to comment on the above consultation.
I do not have any strategic planning comments to make at this stage, however, I would request that I am
kept informed as to the progress of Project Two.
Yours sincerely,
Nina Wilson
Principal Planning Officer
For Team Manager Minerals, Waste and Spatial Planning
This document is unsigned as it is electronically forwarded. If you require a signed copy, then please
contact the sender.

Nottinghamshire County Council, County Hall, West Bridgford, Nottingham NG2 7QP

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

D COOPER
Environmental Services;
Re: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
06 November 2012 20:00:48

Dear Sir,

As Parish Clerk to Skidbrooke with Saltfleet Haven Parish Council, I write to
report that Councillors request information in the enviromental statement to
confirm that onshore cabling would be underground.
Yours faithfully,
David Cooper

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

D COOPER
Environmental Services;
Re: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
06 November 2012 19:56:51

Dear Sir,

As Parish Clerk to South Somercotes Parish Council, I write to report that
Councillors have no comments to make on the Project Two Scoping
Consultation.
Yours faithfully,
David Cooper

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Navigation Directorate
Environmental Services;
RE: Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm - Project Two: Scoping consultation
06 November 2012 15:18:37

Dear Alan Ridley,
Further to your e-mail dated 9 July 2012 concerning the above, Trinity House
would expect the following to form part of the Environmental Statement:
Navigation Risk Assessment
• Comprehensive vessel traffic analysis in accordance with the
requirements of MGN 371 by means of AIS and Radar augmented by
visual observations where possible.
• The possible cumulative and in-combination effects on shipping
routes and patterns should be fully assessed.
Risk Mitigation Measures
• We consider that this wind farm project will need to be marked with
marine aids to navigation by the developer/operator in accordance with
the general principles outlined in IALA (International Association of
Marine Aids to Navigation and Lighthouse Authorities) Recommendation
O-139 on the Marking of Man-Made Offshore Structures as a risk
mitigation measure. In addition to the marking of the structures
themselves, it should be borne in mind that additional aids to navigation
such as buoys may be necessary to mitigate the risk posed to the
mariner, particularly during the construction phase. All marine
navigational marking, which will be required to be provided and
thereafter maintained by the developer, will need to be addressed and
agreed with Trinity House. This will include the necessity for the aids to
navigation to meet the internationally recognised standards of
Availability. In the event that it is not possible to present the final
definitive layout of structures within the wind farm in the Environmental
Statement, then indicative layouts and marking should be considered for
likely and “worst case” scenarios.
• With reference to the above, the final agreed marine navigation
marking on the Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm Project One (which we
presume will be completed before the construction of this project) will
almost certainly require alteration, once Project Two is completed.
Depending upon final agreed turbine layouts, hopefully Projects One &
Two can effectively be marked as one wind farm.
• A decommissioning plan, which includes a scenario where on
decommissioning and on completion of removal operations an
obstruction is left on site (attributable to the wind farm) which is
considered to be a danger to navigation and which it has not proved
possible to remove, should be considered. Such an obstruction may
require to be marked until such time as it is either removed or no longer
considered a danger to navigation, the continuing cost of which would
need to be met by the developer/operator.

• The possible requirement for navigational marking of the export and
inter array cables and the vessels laying them. If it is necessary for the
cables to be protected by rock armour, concrete mattresses or similar
protection which lies clear of the surrounding seabed, the impact on
navigation and the requirement for appropriate risk mitigation measures
needs to be assessed.
The applicant should note that an irregular arrangement of turbines is particularly
difficult to satisfactorily mitigate the risk posed to the mariner in most cases.
Therefore, every effort should be made to avoid having isolated turbine
structures and the developer should aim to achieve as regular a shaped layout of
turbines as possible.
I hope these comments are useful and we look forward to further discussions
with the developer on these matters in due course.
Kind regards,
Steve Vanstone
Navigation Services Officer

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lovely, Martina
Environmental Services;
Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind farm Project two consultation response
05 November 2012 09:17:38

Dear Sir / Madam,
In response to the consultation regarding the proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind
farm project Western Power Distribution would like to note that the project
and its onshore connections fall outside the DNO area covered by Western
Power Distribution.
With regard to an environmental statement produced covering the proposed
development WPD would however be keen to see information provided
assessing the projects’ impacts on migratory bird flight paths and seabird
feeding pattern interruptions, both during construction and once the project is
operational.
Many Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the scoping opinion.
Kind Regards,
Martina Lovely
Martina Lovely
Design and Policy
Environment Team
Western Power Distribution
Mob +44 (0)7843 002085
Email mlovely@westernpower.co.uk

APPENDIX 3
Presentation of the Environmental
Statement

APPENDIX 3
PRESENTATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and
Procedure) Regulations 2009 (SI 2264) (as amended) sets out the
information which must be provided for an application for a development
consent order (DCO) for nationally significant infrastructure under the
Planning Act 2008. Where required, this includes an environmental
statement. Applicants may also provide any other documents considered
necessary to support the application. Information which is not
environmental information need not be replicated or included in the ES.
An environmental statement (ES) is described under the Infrastructure
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (SI 2263)
(as amended) (the EIA Regulations) as a statement:

a)

‘that includes such of the information referred to in Part 1 of
Schedule 4 as is reasonably required to assess the environmental
effects of the development and of any associated development and
which the applicant can, having regard in particular to current
knowledge and methods of assessment, reasonably be required to
compile; but

b)

that includes at least the information required in Part 2 of
Schedule 4’.
(EIA Regulations Regulation 2)

The purpose of an ES is to ensure that the environmental effects of a
proposed development are fully considered, together with the economic or
social benefits of the development, before the development consent
application under the Planning Act 2008 is determined. The ES should be
an aid to decision making.
The SoS advises that the ES should be laid out clearly with a minimum
amount of technical terms and should provide a clear objective and
realistic description of the likely significant impacts of the proposed
development. The information should be presented so as to be
comprehensible to the specialist and non-specialist alike. The SoS
recommends that the ES be concise with technical information placed in
appendices.

ES Indicative Contents
The SoS emphasises that the ES should be a ‘stand alone’ document in
line with best practice and case law. The EIA Regulations Schedule 4,
Parts 1 and 2, set out the information for inclusion in environmental
statements.
Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA Regulations states this information includes:
‘17.

Description of the development, including in particular—

Appendix 3

(a)
(b)
(c)

a description of the physical characteristics of the
whole development and the land-use requirements
during the construction and operational phases;
a description of the main characteristics of the
production processes, for instance, nature and quantity
of the materials used;
an estimate, by type and quantity, of expected
residues and emissions (water, air and soil pollution,
noise, vibration, light, heat, radiation, etc) resulting
from the operation of the proposed development.

18.

An outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant
and an indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s
choice, taking into account the environmental effects.

19.

A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be
significantly affected by the development, including, in
particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic
factors, material assets, including the architectural and
archaeological heritage, landscape and the interrelationship
between the above factors.

20.

A description of the likely significant effects of the
development on the environment, which should cover the
direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short,
medium and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive
and negative effects of the development, resulting from:
(a)
the existence of the development;
(b)
the use of natural resources;
(c)
the emission of pollutants, the creation of nuisances
and the elimination of waste,
and the description by the applicant of the forecasting
methods used to assess the effects on the environment.

21.

A description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce
and where possible offset any significant adverse effects on
the environment.

22.

A non-technical summary of the information provided under
paragraphs 1 to 5 of this Part.

23.

An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack
of know-how) encountered by the applicant in compiling the
required information’.
EIA Regulations Schedule 4 Part 1

4.26

The content of the ES must include as a minimum those matters
set out in Schedule 4 Part 2 of the EIA Regulations. This includes
the consideration of ‘the main alternatives studied by the
applicant’ which the SoS recommends could be addressed as a
separate chapter in the ES. Part 2 is included below for reference:
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4.27

Schedule 4 Part 2

•

A description of the development comprising information on the
site, design and size of the development

•

A description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce
and, if possible, remedy significant adverse effects

•

The data required to identify and assess the main effects which the
development is likely to have on the environment

•

An outline of the main alternatives studies by the applicant and an
indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s choice, taking into
account the environmental effects, and

•

A non-technical summary of the information provided [under the
four paragraphs above].

Traffic and transport is not specified as a topic for assessment under
Schedule 4; although in line with good practice the SoS considers it is an
important consideration per se, as well as being the source of further
impacts in terms of air quality and noise and vibration.

Balance
The SoS recommends that the ES should be balanced, with matters which
give rise to a greater number or more significant impacts being given
greater prominence. Where few or no impacts are identified, the technical
section may be much shorter, with greater use of information in
appendices as appropriate.
The SoS considers that the ES should not be a series of disparate reports
and stresses the importance of considering inter-relationships between
factors and cumulative impacts.

Scheme Proposals
The scheme parameters will need to be clearly defined in the draft DCO
and therefore in the accompanying ES which should support the
application as described. The SoS is not able to entertain material changes
to a project once an application is submitted. The SoS draws the attention
of the applicant to the DCLG and the Planning Inspectorate’s published
advice on the preparation of a draft DCO and accompanying application
documents.

Flexibility
The SoS acknowledges that the EIA process is iterative, and therefore the
proposals may change and evolve. For example, there may be changes to
the scheme design in response to consultation. Such changes should be
addressed in the ES. However, at the time of the application for a DCO,
any proposed scheme parameters should not be so wide ranging as to
represent effectively different schemes.
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It is a matter for the applicant, in preparing an ES, to consider whether it
is possible to assess robustly a range of impacts resulting from a large
number of undecided parameters. The description of the proposed
development in the ES must not be so wide that it is insufficiently certain
to comply with requirements of paragraph 17 of Schedule 4 Part 1 of the
EIA Regulations.
The Rochdale Envelope principle (see R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Tew
(1999) and R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Milne (2000)) is an accepted way
of dealing with uncertainty in preparing development applications. The
applicant’s attention is drawn to the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 9
‘Rochdale Envelope’ which is available on the Advice Note’s page of the
National Infrastructure Planning website.
The applicant should make every attempt to narrow the range of options
and explain clearly in the ES which elements of the scheme have yet to be
finalised and provide the reasons. Where some flexibility is sought and the
precise details are not known, the applicant should assess the maximum
potential adverse impacts the project could have to ensure that the
project as it may be constructed has been properly assessed.
The ES should be able to confirm that any changes to the development
within any proposed parameters would not result in significant impacts not
previously identified and assessed. The maximum and other dimensions of
the proposed development should be clearly described in the ES, with
appropriate justification. It will also be important to consider choice of
materials, colour and the form of the structures and of any buildings.
Lighting proposals should also be described.

Scope
The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas should be
identified under all the environmental topics and should be sufficiently
robust in order to undertake the assessment. The extent of the study
areas should be on the basis of recognised professional guidance,
whenever such guidance is available. The study areas should also be
agreed with the relevant consultees and local authorities and, where this
is not possible, this should be stated clearly in the ES and a reasoned
justification given. The scope should also cover the breadth of the topic
area and the temporal scope, and these aspects should be described and
justified.
Physical Scope
In general the SoS recommends that the physical scope for the EIA should
be determined in the light of:
•

the nature of the proposal being considered

•

the relevance in terms of the specialist topic
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•

the breadth of the topic

•

the physical extent of any surveys or the study area, and

•

the potential significant impacts.

The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas should be
identified for each of the environmental topics and should be sufficiently
robust in order to undertake the assessment. This should include at least
the whole of the application site, and include all offsite works. For certain
topics, such as landscape and transport, the study area will need to be
wider. The extent of the study areas should be on the basis of recognised
professional guidance and best practice, whenever this is available, and
determined by establishing the physical extent of the likely impacts. The
study areas should also be agreed with the relevant consultees and,
where this is not possible, this should be stated clearly in the ES and a
reasoned justification given.
Breadth of the Topic Area
The ES should explain the range of matters to be considered under each
topic and this may respond partly to the type of project being considered.
If the range considered is drawn narrowly then a justification for the
approach should be provided.
Temporal Scope
The assessment should consider:
•
•
•
•

environmental impacts during construction works
environmental impacts on completion/operation of the development
where appropriate, environmental impacts a suitable number of
years after completion of the development (for example, in order to
allow for traffic growth or maturing of any landscape proposals), and
environmental impacts during decommissioning.

In terms of decommissioning, the SoS acknowledges that the further into
the future any assessment is made, the less reliance may be placed on
the outcome. However, the purpose of such a long term assessment, as
well as to enable the decommissioning of the works to be taken into
account, is to encourage early consideration as to how structures can be
taken down. The purpose of this is to seek to minimise disruption, to reuse materials and to restore the site or put it to a suitable new use. The
SoS encourages consideration of such matters in the ES.
The SoS recommends that these matters should be set out clearly in the
ES and that the suitable time period for the assessment should be agreed
with the relevant statutory consultees.
The SoS recommends that throughout the ES a standard terminology for
time periods should be defined, such that for example, ‘short term’ always
refers to the same period of time.
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Baseline
The SoS recommends that the baseline should describe the position from
which the impacts of the proposed development are measured. The
baseline should be chosen carefully and, whenever possible, be consistent
between topics. The identification of a single baseline is to be welcomed in
terms of the approach to the assessment, although it is recognised that
this may not always be possible.
The SoS recommends that the baseline environment should be clearly
explained in the ES, including any dates of surveys, and care should be
taken to ensure that all the baseline data remains relevant and up to date.
For each of the environmental topics, the data source(s) for the baseline
should be set out together with any survey work undertaken with the
dates. The timing and scope of all surveys should be agreed with the
relevant statutory bodies and appropriate consultees, wherever possible.
The baseline situation and the proposed development should be described
within the context of the site and any other proposals in the vicinity.

Identification of Impacts and Method Statement
Legislation and Guidelines
In terms of the EIA methodology, the SoS recommends that reference
should be made to best practice and any standards, guidelines and
legislation that have been used to inform the assessment. This should
include guidelines prepared by relevant professional bodies.
In terms of other regulatory regimes, the SoS recommends that relevant
legislation and all permit and licences required should be listed in the ES
where relevant to each topic. This information should also be submitted
with the application in accordance with the APFP Regulations.
In terms of assessing the impacts, the ES should approach all relevant
planning and environmental policy – local, regional and national (and
where appropriate international) – in a consistent manner.
Assessment of Effects and Impact Significance
The EIA Regulations require the identification of the ‘likely significant
effects of the development on the environment’ (Schedule 4 Part 1
paragraph 20).
As a matter of principle, the SoS applies the precautionary approach to
follow the Court’s3 reasoning in judging ‘significant effects’. In other words

3

See Landelijke Vereniging tot Behoud van de Waddenzee and Nederlandse
Vereniging tot Bescherming van Vogels v Staatssecretris van Landbouw
(Waddenzee Case No C 127/02/2004)
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‘likely to affect’ will be taken as meaning that there is a probability or risk
that the development will have an effect, and not that a development will
definitely have an effect.
The SoS considers it is imperative for the ES to define the meaning of
‘significant’ in the context of each of the specialist topics and for
significant impacts to be clearly identified. The SoS recommends that the
criteria should be set out fully and that the ES should set out clearly the
interpretation of ‘significant’ in terms of each of the EIA topics.
Quantitative criteria should be used where available. The SoS considers
that this should also apply to the consideration of cumulative impacts and
impact inter-relationships.
The SoS recognises that the way in which each element of the
environment may be affected by the proposed development can be
approached in a number of ways. However it considers that it would be
helpful, in terms of ease of understanding and in terms of clarity of
presentation, to consider the impact assessment in a similar manner for
each of the specialist topic areas. The SoS recommends that a common
format should be applied where possible.
Inter-relationships between environmental factors
The inter-relationship between aspects of the environments likely to be
significantly affected is a requirement of the EIA Regulations (see
Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA Regulations). These occur where a number of
separate impacts, e.g. noise and air quality, affect a single receptor such
as fauna.
The SoS considers that the inter-relationships between factors must be
assessed in order to address the environmental impacts of the proposal as
a whole. This will help to ensure that the ES is not a series of separate
reports collated into one document, but rather a comprehensive
assessment drawing together the environmental impacts of the proposed
development. This is particularly important when considering impacts in
terms of any permutations or parameters to the proposed development.
Cumulative Impacts
The potential cumulative impacts with other major developments will need
to be identified, as required by the Directive. The significance of such
impacts should be shown to have been assessed against the baseline
position (which would include built and operational development). In
assessing cumulative impacts, other major development should be
identified through consultation with the local planning authorities and
other relevant authorities on the basis of those that are:
•
•
•
•

under construction
permitted application(s), but not yet implemented
submitted application(s) not yet determined
projects on the National Infrastructure’s programme of projects
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•

•

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, and
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.

Details should be provided in the ES, including the types of development,
location and key aspects that may affect the EIA and how these have been
taken into account as part of the assessment.
The SoS recommends that offshore wind farms should also take account
of any offshore licensed and consented activities in the area, for the
purposes of assessing cumulative effects, through consultation with the
relevant licensing/consenting bodies.
For the purposes of identifying any cumulative effects with other
developments in the area, applicants should also consult consenting
bodies in other EU states to assist in identifying those developments (see
commentary on Transboundary Effects below).
Related Development
The ES should give equal prominence to any development which is related
with the proposed development to ensure that all the impacts of the
proposal are assessed.
The SoS recommends that the applicant should distinguish between
development for which development consent will be sought and any other
development. This distinction should be clear in the ES.
Alternatives
The ES must set out an outline of the main alternatives studied by the
applicant and provide an indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s
choice, taking account of the environmental effect (Schedule 4 Part 1
paragraph 18).
Matters should be included, such as inter alia alternative design options
and alternative mitigation measures. The justification for the final choice
and evolution of the scheme development should be made clear. Where
other sites have been considered, the reasons for the final choice should
be addressed.
The SoS advises that the ES should give sufficient attention to the
alternative forms and locations for the off-site proposals, where
appropriate, and justify the needs and choices made in terms of the form
of the development proposed and the sites chosen.
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation measures may fall into certain categories namely: avoid;
reduce; compensate or enhance (see Schedule 4 Part 1 paragraph 21);
and should be identified as such in the specialist topics. Mitigation
measures should not be developed in isolation as they may relate to more
than one topic area. For each topic, the ES should set out any mitigation
measures required to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any
significant adverse effects, and to identify any residual effects with
mitigation in place. Any proposed mitigation should be discussed and
agreed with the relevant consultees.
The effectiveness of mitigation should be apparent. Only mitigation
measures which are a firm commitment and can be shown to be
deliverable should be taken into account as part of the assessment.
It would be helpful if the mitigation measures proposed could be cross
referred to specific provisions and/or requirements proposed within the
draft development consent order. This could be achieved by means of
describing the mitigation measures proposed either in each of the
specialist reports or collating these within a summary section on
mitigation.
The SoS advises that it is considered best practice to outline in the ES, the
structure of the environmental management and monitoring plan and
safety procedures which will be adopted during construction and operation
and may be adopted during decommissioning.
Cross References and Interactions
The SoS recommends that all the specialist topics in the ES should cross
reference their text to other relevant disciplines. Interactions between the
specialist topics is essential to the production of a robust assessment, as
the ES should not be a collection of separate specialist topics, but a
comprehensive assessment of the environmental impacts of the proposal
and how these impacts can be mitigated.
As set out in EIA Regulations Schedule 4 Part 1 paragraph 23, the ES
should include an indication of any technical difficulties (technical
deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by the applicant in
compiling the required information.
Consultation
The SoS recommends that any changes to the scheme design in response
to consultation should be addressed in the ES.
It is recommended that the applicant provides preliminary environmental
information (PEI) (this term is defined in the EIA Regulations under
regulation 2 ‘Interpretation’) to the local authorities.
Consultation with the local community should be carried out in accordance
with the SoCC which will state how the applicant intends to consult on the
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preliminary environmental information (PEI). This PEI could include results
of detailed surveys and recommended mitigation actions. Where effective
consultation is carried out in accordance with Section 47 of the Planning
Act, this could usefully assist the applicant in the EIA process – for
example the local community may be able to identify possible mitigation
measures to address the impacts identified in the PEI. Attention is drawn
to the duty upon applicants under Section 50 of the Planning Act to have
regard to the guidance on pre-application consultation.

Transboundary Effects
The SoS recommends that consideration should be given in the ES to any
likely significant effects on the environment of another Member State of
the European Economic Area. In particular, the SoS recommends
consideration should be given to discharges to the air and water and to
potential impacts on migratory species and to impacts on shipping and
fishing areas.
The Applicant’s attention is also drawn to the Planning Inspectorate’s
Advice Note 12 ‘Development with significant transboundary impacts
consultation’ which is available on the Advice Notes Page of the National
Infrastructure Planning website

Summary Tables
The SoS recommends that in order to assist the decision making process,
the applicant may wish to consider the use of tables:
Table X

to identify and collate the residual impacts after mitigation on
the basis of specialist topics, inter-relationships and
cumulative impacts.

Table XX

to demonstrate how the assessment has taken account of
this Opinion and other responses to consultation.

Table XXX to set out the mitigation measures proposed,
assisting the reader, the SoS considers that this
enable the applicant to cross refer mitigation
provisions proposed to be included within
Development Consent Order.

as well as
would also
to specific
the draft

Table XXXX to cross reference where details in the HRA (where one is
provided) such as descriptions of sites and their locations,
together with any mitigation or compensation measures, are
to be found in the ES.

Terminology and Glossary of Technical Terms
The SoS recommends that a common terminology should be adopted. This
will help to ensure consistency and ease of understanding for the decision
making process. For example, ‘the site’ should be defined and used only in
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terms of this definition so as to avoid confusion with, for example, the
wider site area, study area(s), or the surrounding site.
A glossary of technical terms should be included in the ES.

Presentation
The ES should have all of its paragraphs numbered, as this makes
referencing easier as well as accurate.
Appendices must be clearly referenced, again with all paragraphs
numbered.
All figures and drawings, photographs and photomontages should be
clearly referenced.
Figures should clearly show the proposed site
application boundary.

Bibliography
A bibliography should be included in the ES. The author, date and
publication title should be included for all references. All publications
referred to within the technical reports should be included.

Non Technical Summary
The EIA Regulations require a Non Technical Summary (EIA Regulations
Schedule 4 Part 1 paragraph 22). This should be a summary of the
assessment in simple language. It should be supported by appropriate
figures, photographs and photomontages.
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LATE SCOPING CONSULTATION RESPONSES
Consultation bodies have 28 days to respond with any comments,
stating either the information that they consider should be included
in the ES or that they do not have any comments.
Any responses received after the deadline will not be considered
within the scoping opinion but are forwarded to the applicant for
consideration in accordance with the policy set out in Advice Note
7: Environmental Impact Assessment, Screening and Scoping.
The following EIA scoping consultation responses were received
after the consultation deadline specified under legislation and
therefore did not form part of the Secretary of State's scoping
opinion.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Simon.Johnson@eastriding.gov.uk
Environmental Services;
Scoping Opinion Responses.
03 December 2012 13:19:56

To whom it may concern,
Please find the following responses along with reference numbers.
Your reference: 121009_EN010053_1455666
Proposed Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm_ Project two
The council does not wish to comment on the contents of the environmental
statement in this instance, relevant issues will be picked up by the statutory
consultees and the governing authority.
Your reference: 121029_EN070003_1478729
Proposed Thorpe Marsh Gas Pipeline
The council does not wish to comment on the contents of the environmental
statement in this instance, relevant issues will be picked up by the statutory
consultees and the governing authority.
Your reference:121107_EN070002_1490704
Proposed Yorkshire Potash Pipeline
The council does not wish to comment on the contents of the environmental
statement in this instance, relevant issues will be picked up by the statutory
consultees and the governing authority.
I trust these comments meets with your requirements and do not hesitate to
contact me should you have any queries in relation to this e-mail.
Kind regards
Simon Johnson
Strategic Development Management
AG19 County Hall
Beverley
HU17 9BA

(01482) 393843

