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38 PHASE IIA FORMAL CONSULTEE RESPONCES
38.1 Introduction
1.

This appendix contains individual written responses to consultation undertaken
during statutory Section 42 consultation period Phase IIa: 23rd Mary 2014 to 8th July
2014. Each response has been divided into separate points so that EATL can
demonstrate how each point has been addressed within the application, or will be
addressed post application.

2.

It should be noted that all comments that directly relate to the topics discussed in
chapters 7 to 29 of the East Anglia THREE Environmental Statement have been
included within each of the relevant chapters and detailed responses on how the
comments have been addressed are also provided. A table near the front of each
chapter either provides a response or refers the reader to where in the application
documents the comment has been addressed.

3.

It should also be noted that this appendix has been anonymised so that the
landowners and members of the public and their representatives cannot be
identified. In order to achieve this, some of the detail in Table 38.3 has been
removed.
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38.2 Table 38.1 Statutory consultee responses
Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

27/05/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

What is the distance from the Wind-Farm to the deep-water route (TSS IMO route) at closest point, and does it meet the Dutch safety
regulations (minimum 1,86 NM) as presented and discussed in earlier
meetings ?

Addressed in ES Chapter 15 Shipping
and Navigation and Appendix 15.1
NRA appendix Deep Water Route
(DWR) Buffer Analysis (2015).

ES Pipelines

29/05/14

Infrastructure
and Other
Users

Further to your email communication to E S Pipelines Ltd, ESP Networks
Ltd, ESP Pipelines Ltd, ESP Electricity Ltd and ESP Connections Ltd dated
25 March 2014, I can confirm that our businesses have no comments at
this stage.

No action required

Anglian Water
Services Ltd

30/05/14

Water Resource
and Flood Risk

We have no comment to make with regard the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report.

No action required

Email

I note, the Non-Technical Summary states 'The location of the onshore
cable route for East Anglia THREE was determined during the
development of the East Anglia ONE Offshore Windfarm. The onshore
cable route for the East Anglia ONE project was designed to be sufficient
to place cables for two future projects. East Anglia THREE would
therefore follow the same onshore cable route as the proposed East
Anglia ONE project'.
We would, if this is the case, look for the same protective provisions as
in the East Anglia 'ONE' project.
Broads Authority

02/06/14

Email

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.

12/06/14

Email
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Navigation

No comments

No action required

EA3 East side - The distance to the Deep Water (DW) -route on the East
side of EA3 is sufficient as to our approach to determine safe shipping
distances.

No action required
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Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

12/06/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

EA3 West side - The distance to the DW-route on the West side of EA3 is
not sufficient as to our approach to determine safe shipping distances.
This DW-route is currently of lesser interest to the Dutch ports. Please
take also into consideration the guidance UK MCA MGN 371 (M&F) on
Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI) - Guidance on UK
Navigational Practice, Safety and Emergency Response Issues

All relevant guidance has been used to
inform the NRA and Chapter 15
Shipping and Navigation of the ES.

EA3 South side - Main concern for the Dutch government is the shipping
movements South of EA3.

Chapter 15 Shipping and Navigation
assesses the impact on commercial
vessel safe navigation, including the
risk of vessel collision / allision with a
windfarm structure. The conclusion of
this assessment was that the risks
were broadly acceptable provided
embedded mitigation is implemented.

Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta
Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.

12/06/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

This is acknowledged in the ANATEC reports; EA3 chapter 15 Shipping
and Navigation page 72 paragraph 15.10 Additional Mitigation, table
15.13 states the possible “additional aids to navigation such as buoyage
could be required following consultation with THLS and MCA to aid the
displacement of traffic and prevent the creation of a high risk crossing
point on the southern boundary”. And again mentioned in EA3 Chapter
15 appendices page 197 table 29.1, the risk for collision with wind poles
is shown in charts on page 194 and 195.

Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

The Navigational Risk Assessment
(NRA) assesses the risk to all shipping
and navigation posed by the proposed
East Anglia THREE project.

We urgently ask Vattenfall to start consultation on this issue with THLS
and MCA and involve Dutch stakeholders in this process. In our view the
situation on the south side of EA3 is unlikely to be safe without
additional measures.
Luchtverkeersleidi
ng Nederland

16/06/14

Email

Consultation Report
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Aviation and
MoD

LVNL have not changed their original position (from ZEA consultation),
which is, "We don’t expect radar issues with the wind turbines planned
in the East Anglia Offshore Wind zone. The primary radars used by LVNL
(including NATS radar Debden) are to far away to have line off sight with

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

LVNL were considered for potential
transboundary impacts. However, the
proposed project will not affect their
systems, as LVNL confirmed. Refer to
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Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

wind turbines in this area. Our North sea Wide Area Multilateration and
ADSB system will not be affected either as there are no WAM/ADSB field
units close enough to the wind zone."

chapter.

Natural England

19/06/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

Appendices for the Background Papers for the first ETG are not included
in the Appendices to Chapter 13 Ornithology. NE request that these be
sent through to complete their review.

These were provided to Natural
England and have been included in the
application.

Public Health
England

25/06/14

Letter

Health Impact
Assessment

Report does not contain any consideration of human health impacts as
requested in the scoping response dated 23/11/12

This application includes a Health
Impact Review.

Public Health
England

25/06/14

Letter

Health Impact
Assessment

PEIR has not evaluated any potential risks to human health of the
electric and magnetic fields produced by the equipment that involves
onshore electricity cables and related equipment. These possible risks to
human health should be addressed in the final environmental statement
(ES).

In response to this comment a Health
Impact review has been undertaken
which examines the effect of the
proposed East Anglia THREE project on
human health

Public Health
England

25/06/14

Letter

Health Impact
Assessment

Have provided an Appendix to their response which is what they would
expect to be in an ES. This will form the basis of the HIA

This report has been used to inform
the Health Impact Review

Danish Ministry of
the Environment

26/06/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

The Danish Maritime Authorities has informed me as Espoo Point of
Contact that they have no comments to the project (Offshore Wind
Farm in North Sea East Anglia Zone) as it is located in U.K. water outside
sailing routes.

None

NATS

01/07/14

Email

Aviation and
MoD

In the absence of any pre-planning request for assistance, NATS can only
respond to the formal planning documents received in its capacity as a
statutory consultee, with a response lodging an objection or no
objection. NATS will not enter into discussions on the suitability of
modelling results produced by third parties for the benefit of the
applicant, as NATS will rely on its own expertise and judgement in
developing its own conclusions for assurance of a safeguarded service.

Further consultation was conducted
with NATS prior to submission of this
application to ensure they were fully
informed.
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Organisation

Date

HSE

HSE

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

04/07/14

Land Use

The East Anglia THREE converter station does not fall within the
consultation zones (CZs) of hazardous installations or major accident
hazard pipelines. MAHPs

Noted

04/07/14

Land Use

The proposed onshore electrical transmission works and access could
fall within the CZs of the following MAHPs. The OS National Grid
references given are an approximation of where this may occur:

This advice has been used to inform
Chapter 22 Landuse of the East Anglia
THREE Environmental Statement.

- Bramford/ Langham MAHP operated by National Grid Gas PLC (HSE ref
7424 / TRANSCO Ref: 1683) at Grid Ref: TM 10932 47295 .
- Bredfield/ Bramford MAHP operated by National Grid Gas PLC (HSE ref
7423 / TRANSCO Ref: 1682) at Grid Ref: TM 15275 48446, TM 17751
48944 and TM 18857 49280
- Great Bealings/ Playford road MAHP operated by National Grid Gas PLC
(HSE ref 7471 / TRANSCO Ref: 1690) at Grid Ref: TM 22794 48427
- Martlesham/ Trimley MAHP operated by National Grid Gas PLC (HSE ref
7433 / TRANSCO Ref: 1692) at Grid Ref: TM 25456 47752, TM 27445
44092 and TM 27962 41018
HSE recommends the applicant contact National Grid to discuss the
proposed location and scope of the works and how MAHPs may be
affected. National Grid will also be able to provide up to date
information on the pipeline location
HSE

04/07/14

Shipping and
Navigation

The proposed East Anglia THREE Offshore wind development does not
impinge on the separation distances of any licenced site in the vicinity of
the application. However, Felixstowe port may object to this
development if the windfarm interferes with the shipping route.

None required

HSE

04/07/14

Description of
the

As well as satisfying general health and safety legislation (i.e. Health and
Safety at work etc. Act 1974 and supporting regulations), the proposed

This advice has been taken into
consideration and has informed the
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Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

Development

design and future operations must comply with the Electricity at work
regulations 1989 and the Electricity, Safety, Continuity and Quality
Regulations 2002 as amended. Generators, distributors, their
contractors and others have defined duties in order to protect members
of the public from the dangers posed by the electrical equipment used.
HSE enforces the safety aspects of these regulations.

design of the proposed East Anglia
THREE project

Any doubts about the particular application of these regulations either
in terms of operation or construction of generators, substations,
overhead lines or underground cables, contact MR JC Steed Principle
Specialist Electrical Inspector either at John.steed@hse.gsi.gov.uk
MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Policy and
Legislation

Vol. 1, Section 3.3.3.4.1 – We agree that it is for public authorities to
have regard to the relevant marine plans, in this instance in East Inshore
and East Offshore Marine Plans, when making regulatory decisions.
However, we advise that it is beneficial if the application and supporting
information highlights how the project has considered the Marine Plans.

Addressed in chapter.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Description of
the
development

Vol. 1, Section 5.4.4.1.4, 5.4.4.2.4 and 5.4.4.3.2 – As part of the process
to seek permission to dispose of spoil and dredged material within the
project boundary, the site must be designated as a new disposal site.
The designation needs to be supported by a site characterisation report
which must provide details including the need for the new disposal site,
maximum volumes and characteristics of materials to be disposed, and
the potential impacts associated with disposal. The site characterisation
must be included within the Environmental Statement (ES).
The Deemed Marine Licence(s) (DML(s)) for the project must include
relevant conditions to control the disposal activities, including defining,
for example, the area of disposal, the maximum disposal volumes,
methods of disposal and the requirement for biannual reporting to
OSPAR. The DML should also be drafted to specify that material

Addressed in chapter. Site
characterisation report to be
submitted with the Development
Consent Order (DCO) application
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Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

removed from locations where contaminants are above Action Level 2
(e.g. site 30) is not to be disposed of at sea.
MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Marine Water
and Sediment
Quality

Vol. 1, Section 8.5.3, Table 8.10 - Material from site 30 is not suitable for
disposal to sea, due to the level of arsenic exceeding the Cefas Action
Level 2 limit. Appropriate disposal of this excluded material should be
specified, e.g. disposal to land.

Addressed in Chapter 8 Marine Water
and Sediment Quality
Should the area in question be part of
the works and any sediment disposal is
required then provisions will be made
at that time and EATL will apply for the
appropriate disposal licences.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

In general the evidence used is appropriate, proportionate, consistent
with other similar projects and incorporates key data sources. Impacts
are accurately described and we are content with the cumulative impact
assessment (CIA) with respect to the physical environment.

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes,

The PIER does not include information regarding monitoring
requirements. We would expect such detail to be included in the
[Environmental Statement] ES and we would welcome the opportunity
to discuss such requirements prior to the submission of EA3 application.

EATL have produced an In Principle
Monitoring Plan this includes
monitoring provisions such as a survey
to detect changes in seabed
topography, including scour processes.
Requirements for monitoring have
been discussed with NE, MMO & Cefas
and will be finalised with these
organisations prior to construction.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

Vol. 2, Figure 7.7 – Clarification is required as to why there is no
potential change to the wave regime in the north west corner of the EA3
zone shown in the figure.

Figure 7.7 has been changed to 7.8 and
has been amended to show influence
on wave regime in the north west
corner.

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Appendix 38
Page 7

Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Benthic Ecology

The PIER does not include information regarding monitoring
requirements. We would expect such detail to be included in the ES and
we would welcome the opportunity to discuss such requirements prior
to the submission of the EA3 application
Vol. 1, Section 10.3.3 – Many of the mitigation measures are dependent
on which techniques are eventually employed during the construction
phase. These measures must be discussed and agreed in detail for
inclusion within the ES and associated DCO/DML(s).

EATL have produced an IPMP which
includes monitoring provisions.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Underwater
Noise and
Vibration, Fish
and Shellfish

A thorough literature review has been conducted to obtain and
summarise the most relevant, up-to-date and internationally accepted
impact criteria from peer-reviewed literature in order to assess the
impact of underwater noise on marine mammals and fish. Potential
impacts are comprehensively listed and appropriately considered for
marine mammals; injury and behavioural criteria according to the
standard are detailed and modelled for a range of hammer energies.

The review of the literature is included
in Chapter 12 Marine Mammal Ecology
and Chapter 11 Fish and Shellfish
Ecology for marine mammals and fish,
respectively, with the underwater
noise modelling further detailed in
Appendix 9.1 Underwater Noise
Modelling, Environmental Statement
Volume 3.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Underwater
Noise and
Vibration; Fish
& Shellfish
Ecology

Although the cumulative sound exposure level criterion has not been
applied to the outputs of the underwater noise modelling, fish injury and
behaviour has been appropriately considered within the assessment.

Modelling has been completed for an
illustrative example for cumulative
sound exposure level in Appendix 9.1
Underwater Noise Modelling,
Environmental Statement Volume 3,
however, the caveats associated with
this type of modelling should be
understood and are also detailed in
Appendix 9.1 Underwater Noise
Modelling, Environmental Statement

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Appendix 38
Page 8

Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document
Volume 3.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Underwater
Noise and
Vibration;
Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Vol. 3, Section 9.6.1.4 – A mitigation zone can be achieved by using
either a passive (Marine Mammal Observer and/or Passive Acoustic
Monitoring (PAM)) or an active technique, or a combination of the two.
To ensure best practice, the ‘Joint Nature Conservation Committee
(JNCC) (2010) Statutory nature conservation agency protocol for
minimising the risk of injury to marine mammals from piling noise’
should be adhered to, which recommends that the radius of the
mitigation zone should be no less than 500 metres (m), measured from
the pile location.

EATL have and will continue to discuss
the appropriate mitigation required
with NE following on from discussion
held in July 2014.
EATL have produced an Offshore
Operations and Maintenance
Monitoring Plan which includes all
monitoring provisions. Requirements
for monitoring have been discussed
prior to submission with NE, MMO &
Cefas and will be finalised prior to
construction.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Underwater
Noise and
Vibration;
Marine
Mammal
Ecology

The DML should include conditions to ensure the provision of adequate
mitigation. For example, the need to agree a Marine Mammal Mitigation
Protocol and monitor underwater noise during piling events. We would
welcome the opportunity to discuss such requirements prior to the
submission of the EA3 application.

EATL continued to discuss the
appropriate mitigation required with
NE following on from discussion held
in July 2014 and January 2015.
EATL have produced an Offshore
Operations and Maintenance
Monitoring Plan which includes all
monitoring provisions. Requirements
for monitoring have been discussed
prior to submission with NE, MMO &
Cefas and will be finalised prior to
construction.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR

Fish & Shellfish
Ecology;

In general, the PEIR provides a comprehensive preliminary consideration
of fish and shellfish resources. The data and information presented is

No action required.
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Date
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Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

response

Commercial
Fisheries

from reputable sources and the fish surveys were undertaken in
consultation with Cefas fisheries advisers.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Fish & Shellfish
Ecology

However, information regarding spawning and nursery grounds needs to
be reviewed for inaccuracies. For example, in Vol. 1, Section 11.5.6
herring spawning grounds are stated to be present inside the EA3 site;
however we do not believe this to be the case.

Addressed in chapter.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Fish & Shellfish
Ecology

While we are generally content with the CIA, it should be noted that
there is a potential 6 months overlap between EA3 and East Anglia FOUR
which should considered.

Future EAOW projects are currently
undefined and programmes are
unconfirmed. It is not possible to
address this query further at this point.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Fish & Shellfish
Ecology;
Commercial
Fisheries

Vol. 1, Section 11.5.5 and 14.2 – These sections need to be updated with
the information from the Shark By-watch project report and any
potential impacts identified and assessed within the ES.

A number of requests for shark bywatch data and the final report have
been made to Cefas, including
permission to reference the executive
summary. No response has been
forthcoming to date.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Fish & Shellfish
Ecology,
Benthic Ecology

Vol. 1, Section 11.6 – Whilst the Marine Life Information Network
(MarLIN) sensitivity assessment is a useful source of information the
limitations of these assessments should be considered and made clear in
the text.

The limitations of this information
source are acknowledged within
chapters and under relevant impacts.

Vol. 1, Section 11.6.1.2.2 – Further clarification is required on suspended
sediment concentrations that may affect berried lobsters. Pawson, M.G.

Addressed in chapter.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
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all of which have limitations, the
assessments are therefore based
ultimately on expert judgement using
best available evidence
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Topic
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Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

1995 (Biogeographical identification of English Channel fish and shellfish
stocks. Fisheries Research Technical Report (number 99), MAFF Direct
Fisheries Research Lowestoft, England) states that “lobsters do not
appear to make extensive movements when berried, and hatching takes
place in spring and early summer on the same grounds” and that “unlike
the dibble or spider crabs, lobsters do not undertake regular migrations,
but simply make small random movements which could be prompted by
local competition for food or by the need to change habitats as their size
increases.”

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Commercial
Fisheries

Vol. 1, Section 14.2 – Consultation with local UK fishing industry does
not appear to have extended further north than Lowestoft. We advise
that vessels operating from Great Yarmouth and ports in The Wash
should also be considered.

Addressed in chapter.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Commercial
Fisheries

Vol. 1, Section 14.6.2 – The minimum cable burial depth is stated as
0.5m, with a maximum of 5m. Clarification is required on whether this
minimum depth is sufficient given the predominant fishery (beam trawl),
tidal regime and risk of exposure over time. We advise that the relevant
DML should include on-going requirements to survey the export cable.

Addressed in chapter.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Appendices Fish & Shellfish
Ecology,
Benthic Ecology

Vol. 3, Appendices 10.4 and 11.2 – The surveys highlight that velvet
swimming crabs were recorded in the 4m beam trawl surveys. However,
it should be recognised that the otter trawl and 4m beam trawl gears are
not effective at sampling macro-crustaceans.

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish Ecology.
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regime would be based

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Fish & Shellfish
Ecology,
Benthic

2. Special consideration should be given to potential impacts to
Sabellaria spinulosa, Mytilus edulis and the section of the cable corridor
which transits through the Outer Thames Special Protection Area (SPA).
This should also be considered further with regards to the CIA.

Consideration of these features is
provided in Chapter 10 Benthic
Ecology.
Impacts to the Outer Thames SPA are
considered in this chapter.

MMO

07/07/14

Letter as
final PEIR
response

Fish & Shellfish
Ecology,
Benthic

3. Vol. 1, Section 10.6 – Within the Potential Impacts section, the effects
that construction and decommissioning may have on key species such as
S. spinulosa should be considered. This will avoid biogenic reef being
classified as ‘benthic species and habitats’ and therefore being given the
same magnitude and significance score as a sand habitat/community.

Impacts to these species were
addressed in the PEIR however further
detail has been addressed in ES
Chapter 10 Benthic Ecology.

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Shipping and
Navigation

The wind farm “East Anglia Three” fEA3) is situated within a nautically
important area and bound on the east and west side by IMO deep water
routes, where on the south side a “crossroad” of shipping lanes is
situated.

Chapter 15 Shipping and Navigation
assesses the impact on commercial
vessel safe navigation, including the
risk of vessel collision / allision with a
windfarm structure. The conclusion of
this assessment was that the risks
were broadly acceptable provided
embedded mitigation is implemented

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Shipping and
Navigation

Main concern for the Dutch government is caused by the shipping
movements South of EA3 where the boundary of the wind farm EA3
might impose a safety risk. South side — As stated, the main concern for
the Dutch government are the on the south side of EA3 is unlikely to be
safe without additional measures. Therefore we urgently ask the
developer Vattenfali to start consultation on this issue with THLS and
MCA and involve Dutch stakeholders in this process.
This safety risk is also recognized in the ANATEC reports; EA3 chapter 15

Addressed in chapter and
appendices;
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Shipping and Navigation, page 72, paragraph 15.10 Additional
Mitigation, table Page 1 to 4 15.13 states the possible “additional aids to
navigation such as buoyage could be required following consultation
with THLS and MCA to aid the displacement of traffic and prevent the
creation of a high risk crossing point on the southern boundary”. And
again mentioned in EA3 Chapter 15 appendices, page 197, table 29.1,
the risk for collision with wind poles is shown in charts on pages 194 and
195.

structure.
Summary of potential additional
mitigations.
NRA appendix 15.1.5 Deep Water
Route (DWR) Buffer Analysis
(2015).
Regulation and Guidance
considered throughout this NRA
(including MGN 371) is
summarised.

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Shipping and
Navigation

EA3 West side - The distance to the deep water route on the West side
of EA3 is not sufficient regarding our guidelines determining safe
shipping distances. These guidelines require a minimum distance of 1,87
Nautical miles to an object. Though this DW-route is currently of lesser
interest to the Dutch ports, we kindly ask you to take into account the
regulations on this matter. Regarding safe distance from deep water
routes to object, please also take into consideration the guidance UK
MCA MGN 371 (M&F) on Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREI)
- Guidance on UK Navigational Practice, Safety and Emergency Response
Issues.

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Harbour porpoise

Consultation Report
November 2015

Regardless of the density in distribution, negative effects of the
construction of wind farms on harbour porpoises should be avoided or
mitigated. We kindly ask you to reconsider the threshold levels used,
since avoidance effects may be underestimated.
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The noise thresholds used in our
impact assessment for harbour
porpoise (and all other species of
marine mammal) have been agreed
through comprehensive consultation
with Natural England and the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) and
have been used for other recent UK
windfarm EIAs such as Dogger Bank
and Hornsea.
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Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Offshore
Ornithology

The bird impact assessment should contain information on whether or
not the sites the South-western Delta (‘Westerschelde’, ‘Oosterschelde’,
‘Grevelingen’) and the ‘Waddensea’ to the Wash will be impacted by
wind turbines in East Anglia THREE.

These sites have been considered in
the Habitats Regulation Assessment.

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Research in other wind farms shows that Guillemots are considered to
have a high sensitivity for wind farms, as far as disturbance is concerned.
We therefore emphasize the need for reconsideration of the category
‘low to medium sensitivity’ for this species.

The research to which this refers has
been used to inform the assessment
(Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology).

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Benthic
Ecology, Marine
Mammal
Ecology,
Offshore
Ornithology

We would like to emphasize the necessity of a broad international
coordination related to building activities in the North Sea, in order to be
able to determine and minimize the effects on environment and marine
life, and kindly suggest developer Vatenfail to play a role in this matter.

EAOW are contributing towards a
number of international projects which
will further the understanding of the
ecology of the North Sea, including
DEPONS

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Distribution and abundance The intention of the Dutch government is a
generic approach to harbour porpoise protection instead of setting up a
protection regime for specific areas. The idea behind this is that the
protection of mere patches in their entire distribution area would be
insufficient to guarantee the protection of the species. The distribution
pattern for harbour porpoises is yet insufficiently understood, but will
certainly exceed the boundaries of protected areas and of the Dutch
Continental Plain
(DCP). In November 2011 the ‘harbour porpoise protection plan’ has
been approved by the government and is the centrepiece of the policy
approach on harbour porpoise protection. It can be downloaded

This information was used to inform
the transboundary assessment of
impacts to marine mammals within
Chapter 12 Marine Mammals
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through this link: httt) ://www. rilksoverheid . nl/documenten-enpublicaties/raonorten/201 1/1 1/23/bruinvisbeschermingsplanconservation-planfor-the-harbour-porpoise-phocoena-thocoena-in-thenetherlands-towards-a-favourable-conservation-status.html
Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

The distribution of harbour porpoises is also investigated in the
Netherlands and the following Shortlist report might be of interest to
you (link shown below).
Research has shown indications of higher harbour porpoise densities in
July 2010 on 3 locations on the DCP, i.e. the Brown Ridge (adjacent the
East Anglia development area), the Borkum Reef (near the German
Border) and the Botney Cut Doggerbank. This data represents a single
year of research (2010/20 11) and it is unclear if this pattern is
consistent over the years and if this supposed area with higher density
of harbour porpoises continues on the British Continental Plain. It is
unclear if such indications point at “places within the natural range [of
the harbour porpoise] which present the physical and biological factors
essential to their life and reproduction”, as article 4.1 of the Habitats
Directive requires. Only additional research over a number of
consecutive years could give a decisive answer on these issues. Of the 3
before mentioned areas only the Brown Ridge falls within the possible
impact area of the East Anglia THREE wind farm. The Shortlist research
report can be downloaded through the following link: http ://www.
noordzeeloket. nl/functies-enbruik/windenergie/ecolopische
monitoring/Bruinvistellingen/Bruinvistellingen.aspx

This information was used to inform
the assessment of impacts to marine
mammals within Chapter 12 Marine
Mammals

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat

07/07/14

Letter

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Threshold levels Criteria and threshold levels used in the impact
assessment are summarised in table 12.3. Results of Lucke (2009) are
used to set the criterion (145dB re 1 pPa2.s SEL) for ‘possible avoidance
of area’ (‘This type of behavioural response has the ability to affect

This information was used to inform
the assessment of impacts to marine
mammals within Chapter 12 Marine
Mammals
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Zee en Delta

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

foraging, reproduction or survival, should an individual respond, but not
all individuals that are exposed to this level or noise will respond’.),
which is defined as a severity score of 5 or 6 on the behavioural
response severity scaling for multiple pulses (Southali et al., 2007). (5
indicates a change in swimming behaviour but not avoidance, and 6
indicates minor to moderate avoidance.) However, according to recent
research, conducted in a basin (Kastelein et al., 2013), threshold for
behavioural response may start at SEL Single Strike = 136 dB re 1 Pa2s.
Findings from this study are in line with indicative field results
(Diederichs et al 2010). Recently the German Federal Environment
Ministry put the so-called Noise Protection Concept
(Schallschutzkonzept9 into force. Avoidance threshold in this concept is
SEL55 = 140 dB. The use of a threshold of 145dB te 1 pPa2.s SEL for
‘possible avoidance’ may underestimate the effects on harbour
porpoise, even more since it is assumed that not all individuals will
respond.
07/07/14

Letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Monitoring of sound levels and impacts - Regardless of the density in
distribution, negative effects of the construction if wind farms on
harbour porpoises should be mitigated. It is currently not dear what
foundation method will be used in the East Anglia THREE wind farm. The
levels of the produced underwater sound for the different methods vary
substantially. We recommend monitoring the produced sound levels and
limiting them to keep these under a level where significant negative
effects on the harbour porpoise will not occur due to building activities.

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

The approach to mitigation of impacts
on harbour porpoise (and other
species of cetacean) is in-line with UK
guidelines from the Joint Nature
Conservation Committee (JNCC) in the
development of a Marine Mammal
Mitigation Plan (MMMP).
The potential worst-case for noise
impacts has been modelled for marine
mammals (addressed in this chapter;
Chapter 9 Underwater Noise and
Magnetic Fields and Appendix 9.1).
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Marine Licence conditions generally
require noise monitoring of the first
few piles to determine if the noise
levels produced are the same or less
than those predicted in the noise
modelling.

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Onshore bird colonies in the Netherlands are all situated more than
100km from the Dutch-UK border, so no effects are to be expected
there.

No action required

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Results from research in the Dutch offshore wind farms OWEZ and
PAPW show that Guillemots are disturbed by wind farms. Avoidance of
both wind farms was significant, but not 100%, as birds were seen
swimming in both parks on several occasions during T-1 surveys. The
report (in English) of combined results of OWEZ and PAWP can be
downloaded through this link:
htto://nieuws.eneco.nl/grootstenederlandse-windlark-or3-zee-volIeven/ (‘onderzoek vogels’).

Noted.

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Large east-west fluxes of migrating birds can be impacted by the
presence of hundreds of rotors on the location of East Anglia Three.
Especially migration routes from Dutch Natura 2000 areas in the Southwestern Delta (‘Westerschelde’, ‘Oosterschelde’, ‘Grevelingen’) and the
‘Waddensea’ to the Wash could be impacted by wind turbines in East
Anglia THREE. The impact assessment should contain information on
whether or not these sites and appointed species will be impacted by
East Anglia Three wind farm.

Potential collision risk for migrants is
assessed in East Anglia THREE
Environmental Statement Volume I

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology .
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Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Cumulative impacts are assessed in the light of a reference population.
For several species, among which harbour porpoise, the reference
population is based on an internationally, trans-boundary distribution.
Therefore all projects impacting an internationally distributed
population should be included in a cumulative impact assessment.
Although Dutch offshore wind farms are listed, it is stated that there are
no environmental statements available (Chapter 12 Marine Mammal
Ecology, Page 108). However, for all permitted Dutch offshore wind
farms environmental impact assessments/ appropriate assessments are
available. For two offshore wind farms the construction phase (pile
driving period) is known:

A more strategic approach to the
cumulative impact assessment has
been taken within the ES which only
screens in projects where piling at
different projects may occur at the
same time. This approach has
screened out the projects referred to
by Rijkswaterstaat Zee en Delta.

1. Eneco Luchterduinen: 1 July 2014- December 2014
2. Gemini: 1 July 2015 —December 2015 Impact assessments, including
impacts on marine mammals are available. This might emphasize the
necessity of a broad international coordination related to building
activities in the North Sea, in order to be able to determine and
minimize the effects on environment and marine life.
Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Ecological effects in international perspective Delta; Considering the
potential harmful effects of wind farm construction activities for sea
mammals, we have concerns with regard to underwater noise.
Therefore we would like you to consider the possibility to apply the now
available techniques to reduce this noise during building activities, and
to apply regulations for a maximum noise-power level in order to
protect marine mammals. Additionally we would like to bring the
following report to your attention “Alternatives and modifications of
Monopile foundation or its installation technique for noise mitigation.”

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Should pile driving be the chosen
installation method for foundation
installation the methods used for
mitigation will include a soft start
procedure, which will allow for a slow
ramp up in hammer energy, and the
establishment of mitigation zones
around the noise source. EATL has
included a draft of the MMMP with
this application. The exact methods to
be employed to establish the
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mitigation zone would be agreed
approximately six months prior to the
start of construction, and will follow
best methods at the time. Currently,
no mitigation measures have been
proposed in relation to disturbance
effects, and this approach has also
been agreed in consultation with
Natural England and the MMO.

Ministry of
Transport and the
environment.
Rijkswaterstaat
Zee en Delta

07/07/14

Letter

National Grid

07/07/14

Letter

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

The mentioned issue emphasizes the necessity of international
coordination related to building activities in the North Sea, in order to
create a common understanding on ecological effects of wind farms and
management options for protection of the marine environment. As the
Dutch government, we hope to intensify contacts with the UK
governmental bodies, and in parallel we aim to discuss this issue within
OSPAR. At the same time we hope that wind farm developers will keep
improving applied methodologies, taking into account a broader
international perspective when predicting environmental effects of wind
farm construction activities in the North Sea.

No action required.

National Grid Electricity Transmission has a number of high voltage
electricity overhead transmission lines which lie within or in close
proximity to the proposed order limits. These lines form an essential
part of the electricity transmission network in England and Wales and
include the following:

Noted.

§ 4ZX 400kV Overhead Transmission Line
– Bramford to Sizewell 4XW 400kV Overhead Transmission Line
– Bramford to Sizewell 4YM 400kV Overhead Transmission Line

Consultation Report
November 2015
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– Bramford to Norwich 4YL 400kV Overhead Transmission Line
– Bramford to Pelham The following substation is also located within or
in close proximity to the proposed order limits:
§ Bramford 400kV Substation
National Grid

07/07/14

Letter

Statutory electrical safety clearances must be maintained at all times.
Any proposed buildings must not be closer than 5.3m to the lowest
conductor. National Grid recommends that no permanent structures are
built directly beneath overhead lines. These distances are set out in EN
43 – 8 Technical Specification for “overhead line clearances Issue 3
(2004)

Noted.

National Grid

07/07/14

Letter

If any changes in ground levels are proposed either beneath or in close
proximity to our existing overhead lines then this would serve to reduce
the safety clearances for such overhead lines. Safe clearances for
existing overhead lines must be maintained in all circumstances.

Noted.

National Grid

07/07/14

Letter

The relevant guidance in relation to working safely near to existing
overhead lines is contained within the Health and Safety Executive’s
(www.hse.gov.uk) Guidance Note GS 6 “Avoidance of Danger from
Overhead Electric Lines” and all relevant site staff should make sure that
they are both aware of and understand this guidance.

Noted.

National Grid

07/07/14

Letter

Plant, machinery, equipment, buildings or scaffolding should not
encroach within 5.3 metres of any of our high voltage conductors when
those conductors are under their worse conditions of maximum “sag”
and “swing” and overhead line profile (maximum “sag” and “swing”)
drawings should be obtained using the contact details above.

Noted.

National Grid

07/07/14

Letter

If a landscaping scheme is proposed as part of the proposal, we request
that only slow and low growing species of trees and shrubs are planted

Noted.

Consultation Report
November 2015
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National Grid

07/07/14

Letter

Eastern IFCA

07/07/14

Letter

Eastern IFCA

07/07/14

Eastern IFCA

07/07/14

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

Visual Amenity

beneath and adjacent to the existing overhead line to reduce the risk of
growth to a height which compromises statutory safety clearances.
Drilling or excavation works should not be undertaken if they have the
potential to disturb or adversely affect the foundations or “pillars of
support” of any existing tower. These foundations always extend
beyond the base area of the existing tower and foundation (“pillar of
support”) drawings can be obtained using the contact details above

Noted.

Commercial
Fisheries

As with EA ONE, the authority and local fishing representatives concur
that both the construction and operational phases of the project must
allow for fishing vessels of a variety of engine powers and primary gear
types to continue their activity as far as is practically possible. Chapter 5
of the PEIR describes potential scour protection measures (points 54 and
80) and potential cable burial and protection methods (points 162, 168
and 181), but there is no mention in this chapter (or chapter 14) of the
need to make these structures fishable, whichever methods are chosen.

It is EATLs aim to work with the IFCA
and representatives from the fishing
industry, through the fisheries working
group (which has been set up by East
Anglia Offshore Wind) to maintain
fishing practices within the region as
far as is practical. However it should
be noted that this may not always be
possible and impacts to the Fishing
industry may occur. The significance
of these impacts are assessed in
Chapter 14 Commercial Fisheries. Of
the ES.

Letter

Commercial
Fisheries

The process of deciding the configuration of the turbines must take
account of all fishing users of the zone, including inshore fishermen,
whose vessels may not have the manoeuvrability of larger, offshore
vessels.

Addressed in chapter.

Letter

Commercial
Fisheries

In its assessment of the value of the inshore fisheries taking place in the
Inshore Cable Analysis area, chapter 14 of the PEIR utilises landings data
from the Marine Management Organisation. In assisting with previous

Sea patrol officer monthly report data
has been requested in aggregated
spreadsheet form to utilise in this

Consultation Report
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windfarm applicants’ fisheries valuations, the authority has regularly
advised the supplementation of these data with more precise estimates
provided by our area patrol officers’ monthly reports (found as agenda
items within our quarterly full authority meeting papers; aggregated
spreadsheets of these data are available on request).

report, however to date it has not
been received.

Eastern IFCA

07/07/14

Letter

Fish and
shellfish
ecology and
Commercial
fisheries

Whilst Eastern IFCA is comfortable that the applicant has utilised the
best available evidence in chapter 11 with regards to disturbance of
spawning and nursery grounds from noise and vibrations we still have
concerns over the potential for impacts to occur.
Our primary concern is that in-combination with other wind farm
developments and aggregate dredging activity, several successive
spawning seasons of some species (for example, sole) may be impacted
to the detriment of spawning productivity.

Addressed in ES Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish Ecology.

Eastern IFCA

07/07/14

Letter

Physical
processes

Whilst the authority welcomes the inclusion of all Special Protection
Area sites within its district for consideration under the [Habitats
Regulations Report] HRA process, we seek assurance that the scoping
out of the two Special Areas of Conversation sites is justified. The
proximity, in particular, of the Orfordness-Shingle Street SAC to the
intertidal section of the proposed works is of concern and the authority
seeks assurance that the potential for associated works to overlap with
the SAC is recognised and mitigated for.

The HRA report, which forms part of
this application concludes that there is
no pathway for impacts to occur to the
Orfordness-Shingle Street SAC.

Eastern IFCA

07/07/14

Letter

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

The applicant should be aware of the authority’s flexible Protected Area
byelaw which allows us to manage fishery activity on sensitive features
within SPAs and SACs within our district. Though no management
measures are currently in place for sites in proximity to the proposed
works, the byelaw allows for the provision of further Regulatory Notices
to protect sensitive habitat features and such measures may be in place

Acknowledged.
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at the time of works.
The Coal Authority

07/07/14

Letter

Land Use

I have reviewed the proposals and confirm that the proposed Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Project is located outside of the defined
coalfield. Accordingly, The Coal Authority has no comments to make on
the Preliminary Environmental Information Report for this proposal.

No further action

The Danish Nature
Agency (also
referred to as the
Danish Ministry of
the Environment)

07/07/14

Email
through
Consense

offshore
ornithology,
marine
mammals,
onshore
ornithology,
benthic ecology

The Danish Nature Agency does not have any objections to the proposed
project "Offshore Wind Farm in North Sea East Anglia Zone".

Acknowledged.

Galloper Offshore
Wind

08/07/14

Response
via email

Infrastructure
and Other
Users; Benthic
ecology and
Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes

Concerns with regard the potential impacts of the EA3 export cable
corridor on the export cables of the consented Galloper Wind Farm
(GWF) nationally significant infrastructure project. PEIR Table 18.2 notes
that there could be up to 12 crossings between EA3 and GWF and that
there may be a large number of crossings between EA1, 3 and 4. It is
therefore of prime importance to GWFL for the EA3 DCO application to
fully consider the potential impacts of EA3, including cumulative impacts
with EA1 and EA4, on GWF during all phases of the EA3 development,
i.e. construction, operation and decommissioning. EA3 Ltd must also
consider how potential impacts on GWF will be mitigated

The impacts of a large number of cable
crossings to physical processes and
benthic ecology are assessed in the
respective chapters.

Infrastructure
and Other
Users

There is insufficient detail in the PEIR with regard the cable crossings for
GWFL to be able to offer an informed technical comment on the EA3
proposals.

Further design work has been
undertaken since the PEIR and more
comprehensive information on cable
crossings is now provided (see
chapter).

Galloper Offshore
Wind

08/07/14

Response
via email

Consultation Report
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The cumulative impacts for windfarm
operators are addressed in
infrastructure and other users chapter.
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Galloper Wind
Farm

08/07/14

Response
via email

Infrastructure
and Other
Users

To ensure mitigation is in place GWFL expects that a formal cable
crossing agreement between GWFL and EA3 Ltd will be in place in
advance of the EA3 DCO application being submitted. The basis for any
agreement between GWFL and EA3 Ltd must be that the EA3 project
does not put the GWF project at a disadvantage compared to if the EA3
project was not taking place.

EATL will continue to consult with
Galloper Offshore Wind to develop a
cable crossing agreement (see
chapter). Furthermore, EATL would
design their cable layout to cross
existing cables as close as practical to a
90 ͦ. This would make the design and
installation of cable crossings easier.

Galloper Offshore
Wind

08/07/14

Response
via email

Infrastructure
and Other
Users

If appropriate, GWFL will provide further comment as more detailed
information with regard the proposed cable crossings are provided by
EAOW. If sufficient detail with regard the proposed cable crossings is not
in place prior to the EA3 application being submitted GWFL reserves the
right to seek protective provisions within the EA3 Development Consent
Order (DCO).

EATL will continue to consult with
Galloper Offshore Wind to develop a
cable crossing agreement (see
chapter). Furthermore, EATL would
design their cable layout to cross
existing cables as close as practical to a
90 ͦ. This would make the design and
installation of cable crossings easier.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Require further information in order to provide advice on CIA and HRA
screening document.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Referencing to source data throughout chapter would enable assessing
appropriate impact assessments.
Chapter should be built on recent works - Hornsea Project 1 and Dogger
Bank Creyke Beck Project. Giving due consideration to use of PVAs and
PBRs for key species.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

The ES would be improved by ensuring that references are provided
where necessary i.e. to describe what bio-geographic, national and
regional populations have been used and appendices are easily
accessible. It was agreed in the workshop of 2 July that a reference table

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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would be included in the forthcoming ES. Furthermore any sections and
appendices will be clearly signposted.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England welcomes the discussions on collision risk at the
workshop of 2 July. As discussed, Natural England expects the
consideration and presentation of a range of values produced through
use of both the ‘Basic’ and ‘Extended’ Band models and including a
range of Avoidance Rates.
Note that, due to the limitations of the approach taken in the PEI,
Natural England has particular concerns about the risk of collision for
gannet, kittiwake, lesser black-back gull, greater black-backed gull. It was
agreed in the workshop that this approach would be taken in the
forthcoming Environmental Statement.

A range of collision model outputs is
presented in the technical reports for
Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology and
the collision sections as requested.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England expects consideration of a range of displacement rates
between 30% and 70% and mortality rates between 1% and 10%, both in
the breeding season and at other times of year, with 70% displacement
and 10% mortality considered to be a “worst case” scenario. This is due
to the uncertainty surrounding the auk displacement rates. This
approach was discussed and agreed at the workshop.

Displacement and mortality ranges
have been presented as requested
(see Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology)

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

As discussed in the workshop, Natural England considers that there is
currently insufficient information to ascertain how potential impacts on
species will be apportioned to particular SPAs. For example, in the Nonwaterbird Migropath assessment, what is the effect of modelling the
impact of particular species at the scale of an individual SPA, i.e. dark
bellied Brent on Deben Estuary SPA? It was also previously raised that
some additional species should be modelled; these included shelduck,
black tailed godwit and whooper swan. Natural England welcomes the
discussion on species associated with European sites. Following the

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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workshop we understand why shelduck, black tailed godwit and
whooper swan were not included in the current Migropath assessment.
We reflected in the workshop that further discussion should be included
in the ES to ensure that it is clear why this approach was taken.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England acknowledges the commitment to stop winter working
to avoid the period when dark bellied Brent goose overwinter at the
Deben Estuary SPA, but wishes to clarify what we consider the correct
wintering period for this species. In our view this should extend to
March (and ideally start in October), cover all disturbing activities and be
secured by DCO condition. If not possible provision of a refuge may be
necessary. Natural England also had concerns that avocets on site may
be affected during the construction phase. Natural England welcomes
the discussion at the workshop regarding mitigation for dark-bellied
Brent goose, the details of which will be included in the forthcoming ES.
See the detailed comments for point 66.
Natural England welcomes the discussions with regards to avocet on
site. We acknowledge that any mitigation proposed for Brent goose will
also protect avocet. We note that no pathway was identified to affect
this species as no intertidal estuarine work is taking place and the sea
defence provides screening. It was agreed that the Environmental
Statement should refer back to work undertaken for the EA ONE
application, included work for noise management (including noise map).

Addressed in ES Chapter 24 Onshore
Ornithology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

It is understood that a cumulative impact assessment will be included
within the forthcoming ES chapter. However, the lack of a cumulative
impact assessment in the PEI means that we are unable to comment on
any potential issues at this point. For example, what consideration has
been given to cumulative impacts of displacement on red throated
diver? It was acknowledged that the assessment has not yet been

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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completed, but that it would be included in the Environmental
Statement and requested as part of the Evidence Plan.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Due to the lack of a cumulative assessment and the changes required in
terms of methodology for collision risk and displacement, Natural
England is not currently able to agree that there will be no impacts
greater than ‘minor’ for any species.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England recognises that the PEI contains preliminary
environmental information, and that the main issues will be presented
in greater depth within the forthcoming HRA and ES. Natural England is
pleased that better signposting will be included in the ES, as agreed in
the workshop.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

It was difficult to cross reference various appendices, and some
documents appeared to be missing. Appendices 3 to 10 of the ETG
Meeting 3 (within Appendix 13.3) are missing. Comments were provided
on previous versions provided before the Expert Topic Group meetings,
but EA 3 need to be present in the ES for other interested parties to be
able to scrutinise and comment. We also note that references were
missing, For example, there is no reference given to what biogeographic, national and regional populations have been used or how
they have been defined. As stated above, references for these need to
be provided. Wherever possible statements and figures should be
suitably referenced. It is not possible for Natural England to verify facts
without knowing the source EA 3 have come from. It was agreed that
reference tables/and or footnote references will be included in the
forthcoming ES and further clarification was provided on where this
could be found in the PEI.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report

Offshore and

Natural England welcomes the use of digital aerial surveys from across

No action required.
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letter

Onshore
Ornithology

the windfarm and a four km buffer.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Natural England has concerns whether this may lead to an
underestimate of bird abundance, and would wish to have clarity
whether the method used was the method recommended by JNCC in its
submissions regarding EA ONE (referred to as ‘Method C).EA 3 explained
that they considered it unlikely that their approach would lead to an
underestimate of bird abundance and explained that they have used
Method A in both the EA ONE and present application. Natural England
advised that the forthcoming ES needs to clarify the method used and
rationale for using this approach. We advised that Sophie Allen’s export
report for EA ONE and the Marine Scotland report would be useful in
understanding the rationale behind the JNCC recommendations.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England welcomes the commitment to refine the Band model
and use the appropriate avoidance rates to use with each version of the
model. At the current time, Natural England (and some other SNCBs)
does not support the sole use of Option 3 of the Band model for
undertaking assessment of the risk of collision. We advise the
presentation and consideration of a range of values produced through
use of both the ‘Basic’ and ‘Extended’ Band models. This position may
change in the future as further evidence is brought to bear on some of
the outstanding areas of uncertainty around Collision Risk Modelling
(CRM). Natural England welcomed the discussion on collision risk
modelling at the workshop. We explained that it is a PINS requirement
to include a range of options in the ES and requested that the range and
other avoidance rates be included in the appendices. It was noted that
Natural England's supplementary Expert Report on Dogger Creyke Beck
will be available on 7 July 2014 and that Natural England is undertaking

Collision estimates have been
presented as per the Statutory Nature
Conservation Bodies’ (SNCBs)
recommendations following the BTO
review (Cook et al. 2014).
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an internal workshop in July to evaluate the current internal approach to
renewable applications. This will be shared with windfarms currently
within the planning system.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England advises that the Basic Band Model, Options 1 or 2,
(Band 2012) is used to estimate collision risks are also presented. Where
sufficient, robust site specific survey data are available on the numbers,
identity and height of birds flying in the project area, and these data are
consistent with generic flight height data, or if not, there is a sound
understanding of why site specific values may differ markedly from
generic flight height figures. We advise that Option 1 of the Basic Band
Model should be used. Where site specific data are not available, are
based on limited data or are inconsistent with generic flight height data,
but with no clear reason as to why, or are otherwise not suitable for
collision risk modelling, Option 2 of the Basic Band Model should be
used with generic flight height data for species as published by Cook et
al. (2012) and Johnston et al. (in press) Corrigendum to Johnston et al.
(2014).Natural England stated in the workshop that our thoughts on the
limitations of the extended band models would be included in the
Section 42 response (Ref. Dr Allen’s Expert report and NE oral summary
of the ISH for EA ONE). We explained that the Marine Scotland paper
would not be ready in time to inform this application. It was agreed that
3 band models would be presented using the same three avoidance
rates (98, 99, 99.5) as currently
We agreed that the data set could be increased by pooling date from the
EA3 and EA4 application.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Whilst Natural England acknowledges that the Extended Band Model
(option 3) is a more refined mathematical model that considers the
effect of flight height distribution of birds within the rotor swept area on

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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the probability of collision, there are key methodological issues that
need to be resolved in order to validate outputs from Extended Band
Model. Without resolution of this issue of having confidence in the
ability of accurately determining flight heights to 1 metre bands, Natural
England still advises that the Basic Band Model should be used to predict
collision impacts, alongside any outputs using Band option 3. It was
noted in the workshop that Option 4 may be used because EA 3 have
information on flight heights for 4 species. NE training with APEM on 4th
July demonstrated that site specific flight heights could be demonstrated
for 4 species pooling EA 3 & 4 data. It was agreed during the training
that the APEM approach to determining flight height was scientific and
best available data at this time. Recognising that there is an error margin
of +/- 2m, but definitely more accurate than flight height determined
from boat based surveys.
As set out previously all ranges and options should be presented in the
ES.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

The generic 98% AR based on use with the original and Basic Band
Models (Options 1 or 2) is not directly transferable for use with the
Extended Band Model (Option 3 or 4) and, in order to use the Extended
Band Model, different ARs based on the no avoidance collision rate
outputs of the Extended Model need to be generated. This is because
accounting for a heterogeneous flight height distribution across the
rotor swept area will predict a lower number of collisions in the absence
of avoidance. As a result where an AR has been derived based on
observations of collisions using the Basic Band Model, the equivalent AR
to use with the Extended Band Model will be lower. This is explained in
the guidance prepared for The Crown Estate as part of the Strategic
Ornithological Support Services Programme, project SOSS-02 (Band

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

A range of collision model outputs is
presented in the technical reports for
East Anglia THREE Environmental
Statement, Volume 3, Chapter 13
Offshore Ornithology Appendices and
the collision sections as requested.
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2012) which states: “if the extended model taking account of flight
height distribution is used, it is important that the calculations on which
avoidance rates are based also start with a no-avoidance collision rate
derived using the extended model” and “…if an avoidance rate is
calculated by comparing collision rate observations with a calculated
avoidance rate using the basic (uniform flight density) model, then that
avoidance rate will already include for the fact that low-flying birds will
more often miss the rotor. Using such an avoidance rate in conjunction
with the extended model would double-count that factor ”Until a review
of the Marine Scotland paper is available our advice remains unchanged
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

It is unclear what an appropriate AR should be for use with the Extended
Band Model. A Marine Scotland project is currently reviewing the
evidence for avoidance rates across marine birds and their applicability
to different collision risk models, in particular the Extended Band Model.
Until this work is completed and peer-reviewed, Natural England advises
that collision risks should be assessed using the Basic Band Model and a
98% AR, recognising that there is a level of uncertainty around this
figure. Natural England explained in the workshop that the Marine
Scotland evidence would not be available in time to use within this
application.

Collision estimates have been
presented in East Anglia THREE
Environmental Statement, Volume 1,
Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology as
per the Statutory Nature Conservation
Bodies’ (SNCBs) recommendations
following the BTO review (Cook et al.
2014).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Natural England notes that a 40% displacement rate with 1% mortality in
the winter for guillemot and razorbill has been used. Due to the
uncertainty surrounding the auk displacement rates, Natural England
advise consideration of a range of displacement rates between 30% and
70% and mortality rates between 1% and 10%, both in the breeding
season and at other times of year, with 70% displacement and 10%
mortality considered to be a “worst case” scenario. Natural England
suggests that in the face of uncertainty regarding both the appropriate

Cumulative displacement is assessed
across the ranges of values requested
by Natural England (see Chapter 13
Offshore Ornithology).
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% displacement and % mortality values in each cell could be colour
coded to indicate which combinations of possible % mortality and
displacement result in values of additional deaths that are below or
above potential thresholds of additional mortality that might be derived
from population models such as either PBR or PVA. This would facilitate
a risk-based assessment of the likelihood that any threshold is exceeded
across the range of potential but uncertain figures. Natural England
advised in the workshop that their response for the Dogger Bank Creyke
Beck deadline VI response submitted to PINs on the 7thJuly (link to
report) regarding the ornithological expert report may be useful in
providing an example of this approach.
Apportioning methods
There is no mention in the ES relating to how potential impacts on
species will be apportioned to particular SPAs. We would welcome
discussion on how this is proposed. In the workshop APEM explained
how this had been undertaken in the PEI and it was acknowledged that
further consideration of the work undertaken for Dogger Bank Creyke
Beck and Hornsea would be undertaken.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

It is understood that a cumulative impact assessment will be included
within the forthcoming ES chapter. However, the lack of a cumulative
impact assessment in the PEI means that we are unable to comment on
any potential issues at this point. Natural England encourages this issue
to be addressed as a matter of urgency to avoid further work being
required post submission. We also advise consulting the PINS website
for discussions regarding cumulative impacts in recent cases. Natural
England welcomes early discussions to further this important piece of
work It was acknowledged in the workshop that the assessment has not
yet been completed, but that it would be included in the Environmental

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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Statement and requested as part of the Evidence Plan process.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

The identified potential impacts summarised in Table 13.44 will need
further discussion. For example we disagree that there will be ‘no
impact’ on spring migration/breeding gannet. Also, until there is more
evidence presented will do not agree that there will be no impacts
greater than ‘minor’ for any species. In particular NE are concerned
about the impact of collision risk for gannet, kittiwake, lesser black-back
gull, greater black-backed gull, and displacement impacts on razorbill
and guillemot. Natural England welcomed discussions on this subject
and the intention to address the issues mentioned above. However, as
we explained in the workshop, until evidence had been provided, we are
not able to agree with a ‘no impact’ conclusion.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

13.5.2 Potential impacts during construction - in terms of the
assessment of bird disturbance consideration should also be given to
potential overlap in works associated with EA4. It was agreed in the
workshop that EA 3 would provide Programme Activities work log to
inform assessment of impacts.

Detailed construction programme is
provided in Chapter 5.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

page 30 It was noted that Kittiwake, LBBG and Herring gull are listed
under local importance; we query whether this should be changed to
Regional importance It was agreed that EA 3 would review the
importance levels.

Nature conservation levels have been
updated in light of comments and
reflecting recent reviews (e.g. BDMPS
work, Furness 2015).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Table 13.14 (page 35) covers species for disturbance and displacement
screening – this presumably means species will be screened in or out for
EIA assessment. We note and agree that red throated diver, guillemot
and razorbill are screened in. However, we disagree that the puffin’s
sensitivity to disturbance and displacement is low, and with the proposal
to screen them out. We advise that puffin should be screened in for

Puffin included in displacement
assessment (see Chapter 13 Offshore
Ornithology).
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further assessment. Natural England advised that a complete audit trail
should be included for this species.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Page 38 We disagree that the conclusions for impacts of displacement
during the construction phase on guillemot and razorbill (page 38) are
considered negligible. In addition to any impacts of displacement in the
construction phase, there may be impacts that are ongoing into the
operational phase.

Construction displacement assessment
has been updated (see Chapter 13
Offshore Ornithology).

Natural England refers EA3 to the latest deadline VI response for Dogger
Bank Creyke Beck in which displacement is considered for guillemot and
razor bill.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Table 13.5 We note those Red throated divers were screened out on
basis that regionally important numbers are within the migration season
only. We would question the rationale not considering the importance
of migration peaks, and suggest they are screened in.

Red-throated diver screened in.
Assessment considers impacts during
different seasons and presents
rationale for impacts screened in / out.

EA 3 explained in the workshop that the offshore cable route was
screened in, but the cable route was not due to limited numbers of birds
in that area.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Table 13.19 presenting displaced guillemots between 20% and 40% and
mortality of 1%. As per the JNCC/ NE guidance, we recommend using a
range of figures from 30-70% displacement and 1-10% mortality. Natural
England explained that presenting a range of displacement and mortality
percentages in the conclusions would ensure a risk based approach.

Displacement and mortality ranges
have been presented as requested
(see Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 114 We welcome the commitment to refine the Band model and
use the appropriate avoidance rates to use with each version of the
model. It should be noted that Avoidance rates cannot be directly
transferred from one model to another. The generic 98% AR based on

A range of collision model outputs is
presented in the technical reports for
this chapter and the collision sections
as requested.
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use with the Basic Band Models is not directly transferable for use with
the Extended Band Model and, in order to use the Extended Band
Model, different ARs based on the no avoidance collision rate outputs of
the Extended Model need to be generated. Natural England
recommends that that the ES shows outputs from a range of models and
avoidance rates.
Band model. Repeat of earlier comment, but included again to aid EA 3
in identifying all sections that require potential amendment.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 117 Natural England welcomes the inclusion of option 1 with
98% AR but advise that the appropriate equivalent avoidance rate is
calculated for option 3

Collision estimates have been
presented as per the Statutory Nature
Conservation Bodies’ (SNCBs)
recommendations following the BTO
review (Cook et al. 2014).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 119 Skuas and terns estimated using a basic broad front
migration simulation. It states “see Appendix 13.4” but there is no
explanation of the migration simulation. We would need more details of
the method of migration estimates. We advise not using either the SOSS
method or Migropath model for these species as they do not follow a
coast to coast path. Instead we advise adopting the Marine Scotland
migrant method approach. However, we would welcome chance to
discuss refinements to that general approach of modelling migration
along a front perpendicular to a coastline. It was agreed in the workshop
that further explanation of the methodology associated with the
migration simulation would be provided in the Environmental
Statement.

The collision risk assessment for
migrant seabirds has been updated
following the methods suggested
(WWT & MacArthur Green 2013) and
is provided in chapter.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 121 This section states “The seasonal mortality numbers were
then compared to the relevant seasonal population mortality estimates

Seasonal population estimates have
been taken from the BDMPS review
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Ornithology

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

for each species on an international, national and regional scale.”
However, it is not clear what these scales are based on. We recommend
making this clear in the ES It was agreed that appropriate signposting
would be included in the forthcoming ES.

work (Furness 2014) commissioned by
NE.

Table 13.26 should include option 1 with 98% alongside.

Collision estimates are presented using
alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.

Natural England notes that the mortality rates are presented using Band
Model 3.in Table 13.26, and recommend that the table includes
mortality rates from a range of Band model options and Avoidance
Rates. Also in addition to calculating the percentage increase in
mortality from the predicted mortality using option 1 with 98% AR, we
recommend basing the impacts on the cumulative total throughout the
year, and not separated into different biological seasons. Until the
summed impact across the seasons, and the greater mortality
predictions from a range of Band model options and Avoidance Rates
are considered the greater the likelihood that the impacts are above the
1% of the SPA population which raises concerns.

As Table 13.27 is based on collisions predicted using Band option 3 at
98% then the figures are not suitably precautionary. As already stated
the 98% AR for option 3 is not directly transferable as it is based on the
no avoidance collision rate, and outputs of the no-avoidance collision
mortality rate using the Extended Model need to be generated in order
to arrive at an AR appropriate to use with the Extended model.
Therefore we suggest that Table 13.27 uses data generated by using the
appropriate AR with Option 3, and including the figures in brackets,

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
Assessment.
(See chapter).

Collision estimates are presented using
alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.
Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
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using Band Option 1 with 98% AR.

Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
Assessment.
(See chapter).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Table 13.27 shows that only three of the six seabird species assessed for
collision risk are predicted to have an increase in mortality (number of
individual birds) relative to current mortality greater than 1% in at least
one biological season. However, we would like clarify if more species
would be at risk if the mortality was calculated using Band option 1
and/or the population scales were different.

Collision estimates are presented using
alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.
Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
Assessment.
(See chapter).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Tables 13.28 to 13.33 present results for collision risk that do not
represent precautionary figures or an appropriate range.

Collision estimates are presented using
alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.
Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
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Assessment.
(See chapter).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

We agree that based on the information provided, that the impact of
fulmar is likely to be negligible.

This is reflected in the fulmar
assessment.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 134 The predicted mortality in the breeding season for gannet is
quoted as 30.However, this is based on option 3 at 98%. The predicted
mortality using option 1 at a range of avoidance rates should also be
presented.

A range of collision model outputs is
presented for all species, derived using
model Options and avoidance rates as
per SNCB guidance.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 135 Whilst acknowledging that EA3 may be beyond the ‘normal’
foraging range (need to define ‘normal’, is this mean-max foraging
range?) of breeding adult gannets from North Sea colonies, we disagree
with the statement that there will be no impact. Birds in the breeding
season will originate from somewhere even if they are sub-adults yet to
recruit, and if their collision mortality was sufficient there could be a
long term impact on the population. Also mortality to gannets needs to
be considered at other times of year in addition to the breeding season.
Therefore, we, suggest the impact would be at least minor.

In relation to breeding season
collisions, since gannet breeding
colonies in the North Sea are almost
exclusively SPAs this aspect is assessed
in the HRA.
Annual and seasonal collisions are
assessed in see chapter.
It should also be noted that collision
mortality estimates are lower in the ES
than presented in the PEIR due to
assessment based on birds in flight
only.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore
Ornithology

136 – We would welcome further discussion on what is considered as a
Biologically Defined Minimum Population Scale, and what is defined as
the regional population. We note that even using Band option 3 with
98% the level of predicted mortality exceeds 1% of the Regional

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

BDMPS populations and season
definitions have been taken from
Furness (2015).
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population. Due to the fact that we do not know what the rationale for
the selecting the regional population used, the regional population may
well be lower than presented. Also the number of birds subject to
mortality may be higher. Therefore the combination of these factors
may result in the predicted increase in mortality relative to baseline
mortality may be greater than the figures quoted in table 13.32.EA 3
explained in the workshop that the wintering population was based on
the SOSS report. Natural England advised that further detail needs to be
provided in the ES.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

We note that the predicted mortality in breeding season is 20 birds, and
using option 3 at 98% the likely impact is stated to be minor. However,
rather than focussing on discrete seasonal impact, we would advise that
the cumulative year round impact on that a population should also be
presented

Collision estimates are presented using
alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.

As stated above under ‘gannet’ due to the fact that we do not know
what the rationale for the selecting the regional population used, the
Regional population may well be lower than presented, depending on
how the regional population has been defined. This in turn will increase
the impact of mortality rates against baseline mortality. Also the number
of birds subject to mortality will be different depending on the Band
model and avoidance rate used. Therefore we suggest presenting the
range of mortality from different Band Models and Avoidance Rates,
with an agreed defined population.

Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
Assessment.
(See chapter).
BDMPS populations and season
definitions have been taken from
Furness (2015).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore

Section 144 The 51 birds predicted to be subject to mortality in the
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letter

Ornithology

breeding season is stated as 0.78% of the Regional population. If Band
model option 1 at 98% is used the figure will be significantly more than
51 and likely to exceed 1% of any Regional population. It is not clear
what populations are used, and the figure for Regional population
quoted as 442,713seems high.

alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.

We would therefore like to know what population scales have been
used, and the rationale for selecting particular populations. We would
therefore question whether the impact is minor, particularly if a
significant proportion is apportioned to Alde-Ore Estuary SPA. We would
welcome discussions on how the details of apportionment will be
arrived at, and how birds from continental SPAs will be taken into
account.

Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
Assessment.
(See chapter).
BDMPS populations and season
definitions have been taken from
Furness (2015).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 148 Predicted mortality of 72 breeding herring gull is based on
option 3 at 98% AR and will be higher using option 1 at 98%. The same
comments made in relation to presenting a range of CRM outputs and
providing references for population sizes are relevant for herring gull

Collision estimates are presented using
alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.
Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
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Assessment.
(See chapter).
BDMPS populations and season
definitions have been taken from
Furness (2015).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

The predicted mortality in breeding season of 60 birds and is 1.69% of
national population, using Band option 3 is not a minor impact. Using
Band option 3 there is a greater than 1% increase in mortality compared
to background mortality. The impact is moderate to high, particularly
considering that the predicted mortality will be more using Band
Option1 or a lower AR with option 3.
Natural England suggests that all estimates of mortality should include a
range of figures based on different Band models and Avoidance rates to
reflect uncertainty. We would also suggest that an example of the Band
spreadsheet used for a number of species is included in the finalised ES
so the figures can be checked.

Collision estimates are presented using
alternative Band model Options and
avoidance rates as appropriate for
each species.
Impacts are presented as annual and
seasonal totals and in relation to
appropriate seasonal populations.
Impacts in relation to SPAs are
considered in the Habitats Regulation
Assessment.
(See chapter).
BDMPS populations and season
definitions have been taken from
Furness (2015).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 13.7.2.3.10 Natural England would welcome more discussions on
the results of predicted collisions for common tern on the basis of
23,239 birds passing through the site.

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Further discussion is provided in
chapter.
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Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Natural England notes that migrant non seabird have been modelled and
will be presented at the next phase of the Evidence Plan Process and will
be presented in the final Environmental State. We will comment on this
separately once the additional information has been provided.
We advise that modelling should be carried out for all, or for a significant
representative sample, of species. This should apply to EA3 alone and
cumulatively. Also, we advise any individual SPA that are identified due
to their location relative to EA3 and that have a disproportionate
percentage of birds passing through EA3 relative to the national average
should be included in a site specific assessment.

Migropath modelling has been
conducted and presented in Technical
Appendix 13.1. The results are
summarised in this chapter.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

13.8.2 Scroby Sands, Kentish Flats, and Beatrice (demonstration) OWFs
have all been screened out on the basis that they have been operational
for a sufficiently long time and forms part of the baseline Natural
England cannot accept this unless it can be demonstrated that the
baseline mortality already captures the residual impact of those
operational sites. To do this it needs to be demonstrated that the
baseline mortality figures entirely post date the start of the operation of
these sites

These sites have been included in the
cumulative assessment in this chapter.

Natural England explained in the workshop that it is believed that this
was the accepted approach on other applications, but this will need to
be confirmed when Natural England’s senior ornithologist
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore
Ornithology

Table 13.37 uses either 99% AR with option 1 or 98% with option 3. This
does not allow the data to be considered in common currency.
Therefore figures for option 1 98% should be presented alongside other
options.

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

A range of collision model outputs is
presented for all species, derived using
model Options and avoidance rates as
per SNCB guidance. Cumulative
figures have been calculated using an
appropriate common currency (see
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Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Kittiwake – table 13.38 shows data for 98% AR – is this using option 3? If
so, figures for 98% AR using option 1 should be presented as well The
same comments apply to greater black-backed gull (Table 13.39), lesser
black-backed gull (Table 13.40)

A range of collision model outputs is
presented for all species, derived using
model Options and avoidance rates as
per SNCB guidance. Cumulative
figures have been calculated using an
appropriate common currency (see
chapter).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 3 13.8.4 Puffin should be screened in for further assessment (see
comment on Table 13.14)

Puffin has been screened in for
cumulative assessment in this chapter.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 212 40% displacement rate and 1% mortality rate is applied to
wintering season abundance to guillemot and razorbill. We recommend
presenting a range from 1-10% mortality and 30-70% displacement.

Cumulative displacement is assessed
across the ranges of values requested
by Natural England (see chapter).

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 217 This section states “there is considerable uncertainty
concerning these displacement mortality predictions. As a result a firm
conclusion on the predictions. of the magnitude and significance of
impacts cannot be made at this stage and this will be discussed further
as part of the Evidence Plan process” Due to the acknowledged level of
uncertainty, we recommend presenting a range of values (from 1-10%
mortality and 30-70% displacement) in the Environmental Statement as
advised in the NE/JNCC guidance note. We also advise, as noted above
that consideration is given to highlighting cells within this “area of
interest” within the matrices according to whether the numbers fall
within or outside any appropriate mortality threshold derived from e.g.
PBR or PVA. This will help inform a risk based assessment of the
likelihood of a significant impact arising – in the face of total uncertainty.

Cumulative displacement is assessed
across the ranges of values requested
by Natural England (see chapter).
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Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore
Ornithology

Section 224 This section states “all birds that have reached 1% regional,
national or international importance have been taken through to impact
assessment Natural England advises that the 1% of regional, national or
international is not appropriate criteria to assess for further assessment.
Before Natural England can fully consider the impacts from this project
alone and in combination more information is required by presenting a
greater range of potential impacts from collision risk and displacement.
Another key factor is agreeing what an appropriate Biologically Defined
Minimum Population Scale should be for the key species. There is no
mention of Red Throated diver. This was screened in for assessment for
the offshore cable corridor (Table 13.14) there appears to be no further
mention of red throated diver in the ES. Therefore before we can agree
to the potential impacts identified in Table 13.44, Natural England will
need to receive and consider the information that is missing or unclear
that will have highlighted in this response. In the workshop the summary
points were acknowledged following detailed discussion on collision risk,
displacement and cumulative

The summary section reflects the
updated approach to the assessment
as detailed in the responses to
previous comments.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England agrees that 2 years of digital aerial survey was sufficient
to inform EIA process.

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England welcomes the incorporation of a 1km and 2km buffer
for estimating abundance of auks. We would wish to clarify whether it is
proposed to apply a flat rate % displacement rate across the wind farm
footprint and the entirety of the buffer Natural England’s assumption
that this was a flat rate across the buffer was confirmed at the
workshop.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report

Offshore and

Natural England notes that a correction factor will be applied to correct

Addressed in ES chapters and through
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letter

Onshore
Ornithology

for the availability bias. We note that JNCC had previously
recommended a particular methodology (referred to as ‘method C’) but
it is unclear if this method has been adopted. Please clarify which
method has been adopted

Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Para. 33 of appendix 13.1 states that bespoke APEM software has
developed an estimate of flight height between 1 and 5m. Natural
England would welcome further discussion on the confidence that can
be applied to the accuracy of this data.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Population scales – We would welcome further discussion on what
would be an appropriate Biologically Defined Minimum Population Scale
(BDMPS) for each of the key species. As noted previously there is no
reference for the population scales used in Appendix E. It was agreed
that better referencing would be included and the ES would be updated
with the best available data.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

27 RTD (birds per sq. km 0.62 March 2012, 0.04 March 2013) There is no
estimate of Regional, national, international threshold presented for
RTD. We suggest that a table showing scale of importance is added for
RTD It may be necessary to consider cumulative displacement under EIA
at the relevant wider BDMPS, as is proposed for the auk species. We
discussed the EIA and cumulative issues associated with this species as
well as the potential for displacement during construction. It will be
given further consideration by EA 3 prior to the application submission

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

5.3.7 Gannet We note that mean peak winter estimate for gannets is
220 and of regional importance, those on autumn migration had a mean
peak of 471 and a mean peak density of 1.55 birds/km2

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report

Offshore and

Arctic skua We welcome the decision not to screen out this species and

No action required.
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letter

Onshore
Ornithology

they will go through migration modelling and CRM

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Great skua We welcome the decision not to screen out this species and
they will go through migration modelling and CRM

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

5.3.19 ‘Commic tern’ We note that an estimated 468 (29-1178)
individuals were recorded in May 2013; however there is no scale of
importance table. Firstly we welcome the decision not to screen these
out based on a snapshot of abundance for a species that will be on
passage and exhibiting rapid turnover/throughput. To apportion to
species they might simply split between Arctic and Common using the
estimates of the breeding populations of the two species which might
reasonably be expected to pass through that sea area in spring (heading
north).

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

EA 3 explained at the workshop that they will not change the outcome
as this will be based on the proposed mitigation.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Table 5.38 states 0% flying at PCH. Cook at al quote 12.7% (6-18.7%) for
common tern and 2.8% (<0.1 – 23.4%) for arctic tern We suggest using
generic PCH for common tern from Cook et al. It should be explained
why the %PCH is so different at EA3 to that in the SOSS data. This could
be informed by also considering the % PCH data for EA ONE and EA4 – as
there can be no reason other than chance as to why these might differ
from EA3. If they are consistently low across all 3 EA sites that might
then boost the sample size and confirm the low values.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore

Section 3.14 Natural England welcomes the use of an availability
correction noted under para16. Is this the method (method C)

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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Ornithology

recommended for use in EA ONE by JNCC?

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

ETG 2 (November 2013) sought more information on Biological Periods

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

ETG 2 (5.2.1 page 11 & 12) notes refer to further details of Migropath
modelling at Appendix 4. However, this appendix was not included in the
consultation documents. It is referred to again under Appendix 6 of the
ETG meeting 3, but again not included in the consultation documents.
This was discussed above and it was agreed that further information
would be included in the ES

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

App 6 Natural England had previously raised points to screening for
migropath modelling of migrant birds associated with UK SPAs. These
were shelduck – moult migration issue; black tailed godwit (islandica
race), whooper swan, Svalbard light bellied brent, whimbrel.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

We acknowledged that the scoping document has already been
discussed with Richard Caldow and that EA 3 questioned the evidence
base is for these concerns. It would be helpful to have the further clarity
that was discussed at the workshop on the 2nd July to be provided
within the final ES.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

App 7 Migropath allows the user definition of the distribution of the
migrating populations across 1km coastal segments across the assumed
source coastline. It then attributes birds at random to segments
according to that distribution. It can then do this any number of times to
yield a range of outputs – so rather than provide a single figure in this
table for the numbers passing through EA3 it would be appropriate to
present a mean plus some range that captures the random variation and

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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then if appropriate to put that range of numbers through a CRM.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

App 8 Natural England welcomes the presentation of the CRM
information against a range of Band models and Avoidance Rates. As
stated above the AR for option 3 may need to be considerably lower.
EA3 is mid-table for gannet and towards the top of the table for the
other 3 species (no comparable analysis possible for herring gull).
Therefore, (subject to ongoing discussions re Band options and
appropriate ARs) one can anticipate difficulties for EA3 in respect of all 4
of these species in an EIA and in particular GBBG in an EIA context. Alone
and certainly cumulative impacts have the potential to be a significant
issue. The predicted collision mortality of the same suite of species may
also give rise to significant issues in an HRA context depending upon the
process of apportionment. see original response for table

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

App 9 Summary of the brent goose survey 2013-14 Figure A9.1 shows 9
out of 18 flock locations, including the 2 biggest flocks (>900) very close
to or overlapping the red line boundary and in particular 6 feeding flocks
where the cable corridor changes direction before crossing the Deben –
which presumably is where the drilling equipment and compound will
need to be located. With the Deben estuary peak brent count of c 1600
this winter, these big flocks equated to c60% of the Deben SPA brent
feature population.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

This is a concerning finding and Natural England would welcome further
discussions on a mitigation strategy.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Section 2 Natural England welcomes the commitment to review the
parameters used prior to the submission of the final Environmental
Statement

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

No action required
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Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Table 1 4.1 Refers to PCH using SOSS 02 however none of the figures in
Table 4.1 appears to correspond with the SOSS figures. For example,
data with the PCH for arctic tern and common tern is quoted as being
0.3% and 0.07% respectively, however, the PCH using SOSS 02 data is
actually 2.8% (<0.1 – 28) and 12.7 (6.0 – 18.7) respectively. We welcome
the presentation of Option 1 with 98% Avoidance rate in Table 5.1,but
would recommend that this information is also presented as a
comparison along with the model 3 outputs, using an appropriate AR.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England has significant concerns around the potential impacts
on Brent geese. Most recent surveys indicate that 9 out of 18 flock
locations, including the 2 biggest flocks (>900) were very close to or
overlapping the red line boundary. With the Deben estuary peak Brent
count of c 1600 this winter, these big flocks equated to c60% of the
Deben SPA Brent feature population. Natural England disagrees that the
impacts will be of minor significance; the impacts may be greater if
disturbance occurs and we would therefore welcome discussions on a
mitigation strategy. We welcome the commitment to work outside the
periods of November to February. However, we would like to have
greater confidence that the disturbance free period will cover all
activities and will extend throughout the wintering period. We would
also welcome discussions on other mitigation measures that may be
required, such as the provision of a disturbance free refuge. In the
workshop it was noted that drilling activity will only be restricted
seasonally. Natural England clarified that in our view the winter months
should include March and possibly October. The following points were
raised in the workshop.
The works in this area will take 44 weeks, with 22 weeks for the Deben
crossing. Trenching and Ducts works are included in this.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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· Two consecutive winters are the worst case scenario.
· EA 3 questioned the evidence base for the longer winter period.
Natural England can confirm that this is based on the most recent survey
figures indicating brent goose number are still high in March and
potentially less so in October, but they are in the vicinity during October.
.
· Natural England confirmed the need to provide more clarity on the
work programme to address cumulative issues.
· Natural England advised that there is a Likely Significant Effect
associated with this species and therefore an appropriate assessment
will be required.
· Natural England explained that a refuge area may also be required,
depending on the outcome. We explained the need to check with
landowners; it may be that refuge area could be easily provided, for
example as part of an HLS agreement
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Table 24.2 includes 16km or 32km of road, 60 joint pits laydown areas –
It would be helpful to see a map of these areas Natural England
welcomes the inclusion of updated maps, as discussed in the workshop

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Para 18 Whilst NE welcomes the proposal to reduce impacts of
disturbance by avoiding the period of November to February for
progressing the HDD crossing of the Deben Estuary and associated
works, we would however like
See above comments (point 66). As stated previously, the refuge could
be part of an HLS scheme, with the provision of 30ha of winter wheat,
for example. Clarity on how disturbance will be mitigated outside this
period, i.e. in October and March. Also we would advise that more
information is provided as to whether the area will be disturbance free,
or whether other activities not associated with the HDD crossing will

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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continue during the winter months, and if so what mitigation measures
are proposed.
Richard Broadbent (at Natural England) will be contacted for his views
on whether the refuge area can be provided outside of the redline area.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Onshore
Ornithology

Para 19 We note that part of the Outline Landscape and Ecological
Management Strategy includes the Ecological Mitigation Plan for SPA
non breeding birds and schedule 1 breeding birds (under Appendix 5.2)
The “Ecological Mitigation Plan for Deben Estuary SPA non-breeding
birds And Schedule 1 breeding birds” produced for EA ONE project
states: “44. EAOW will also explore the option in the period between
consent of the DCO and construction works beginning to negotiate an
agreement with one or several landowners to create a disturbance free
area for Brent Geese on farmland close to the Deben Estuary. The
purpose would be to provide a measure to manage any significant
disturbance effects that is an alternative to the additional measures
described above. The relevant statutory bodies, including Natural
England, would be consulted on the details of such a proposed
agreement. As an indicative description; the disturbance free refuge
area would operate from September to March inclusive and would be a
minimum area of 30 ha (with the shortest dimension >200 m), no more
than 1 km from the tidal embankment and cropped with winter wheat.
By agreement with the landowner the refuge area will not be subject to
those measures that farmers normally apply to scare Brent Geese from
their crops” Natural England would welcome the applicant undertaking
to secure disturbance free refuges. The commitment to no working
throughout November to February is welcomed; however NE’s view is
that working restrictions alone may not fully mitigate the impact of
disturbance on brent geese, if working extends to October and March,

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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and if activities cannot be ruled out. Therefore we would suggest that
the provision of a disturbance free refuge needs to be highlighted within
the ES.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Para 77 It is stated that the area of temporary habitat loss is a very
minor proportion, but does not state that the estimated area may be
lost or the proportion that will be lost. It would be helpful to include this
information. Para 88 – as above the amount of habitat that may be
temporarily lost should be specified, both in terms of area and as a
proportion of nesting habitat available Natural England welcomes the
maps that will be provided in the forthcoming ES.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Para 97 Natural England welcomes the commitment to manage the
impacts of any disturbance so they are reduced to ensure any nesting
marsh harrier will not be disturbed but we would want further
assurances of how disturbance will be avoided. At the workshop Natural
England agreed that the EA ONE application management plan could be
used in the current application. We also advised that the Ecological and
Landscape management plan should be included as part of the
application.

Addressed in OLEM.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Para 103 Natural England asks that further assurances are provided to
confirm that there is a high level of confidence that mitigation measures
would be effective before agreeing that any impacts are not significant.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Whilst a small proportion of farmland is affected, Natural England notes
that a significant proportion of the Deben Estuary population of Brent
geese is affected. Natural England disagrees that the impacts through
disturbance and displacement can be described under 109 and 114 as
minor and not significant. If the non-disturbance during the winter
months can be secured through conditions and the mitigation covers all

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.
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potentially disturbing activities then any residual impacts may be not
significant. However, on the basis of the information provided it is not
possible to state that impacts on Brent geese through the proposals
(with proposed mitigation) are not significant.
Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Natural England has concerns that the potential cumulative impact from
disturbance effects may continue for a number of years. It is not clear
how many consecutive years and it is suggested that this is set out more
clearly in the ES. It was agreed at the workshop that this will be set out
clearly in the ES.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Onshore
Ornithology

Before Natural England can agree with all the suggested impacts
identified in Table 24.17 we need greater clarity of some of the
mitigation proposals.

Addressed in ES chapters and through
Evidence Plan process.

Natural England

08/07/14

Report
letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

Despite earlier assurances, impact had apparently been dismissed for
combined effects of EA ONE & 3–4 on the basis that we had agreed no
impact in relation to EA ONE - yet the maximum construction period
could have extended disturbance from a single winter for EA ONE, for up
to six winter periods for all three applications combined, based on works
potentially being conducted in series and not in parallel. At the site visit,
Natural England was provided with repeated verbal assurances this
worst case scenario will not occur by both the applicant and their
ecological consultant and engineering consultant. Natural England was
not then certain whether some of them were excluding the possibility,
whilst others were just highlighting how unlikely it would be. Likewise,
we were assured that mid-winter working will be avoided – although
again it was not totally clear whether this was for all activities, or just
certain activities because the ground is generally too wet by November
(but with the option of continuing construction for longer following a dry

Addressed in ES chapters 13 Offshore
Ornithology and through Evidence Plan
process.
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autumn, rather than a pre-meditated cut-off point).We were not aware
that the detail in relation to 6 winters was ever provided by the
applicant, but was a point the applicant conceded after John Jackson and
Tim Frayling had come to that conclusion. Bearing this in mind, we do
not know / understand what planning decisions have been taken to
allow this apparent shift of position. Some of the language used did
suggest to Tim Frayling that we were being told we no longer need
worry as the 6 year / winter working scenario was so unlikely, rather
than not possible – but maybe still leaving flexibility in the construction
schedule should unforeseen events dictate? We requested that these
verbal assurances could be provided in a short unequivocal written
statement which should help clarify. On the face of it, however, this did
appear to be genuine progress. It was agreed in the workshop that the
Section 42 response would include points raised in these discussions.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Further detail as to the destination of drill arisings and its subsequent
disposal, seabed preparation and cable protection is required.

A marine licence will be applied for to
dispose of dredged or drilled material
within the windfarm site and offshore
cable corridor. The application will be
supported by a Site Characterisation
report Appendix 5.4

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

Further information is required on the potential impacts from cable
protection

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

Further clarification is required regarding survey data and mitigation for
Annex I habitat, temporal aspects of impacts to benthic ecology, OSPAR
and BAP species, cumulative impacts and impacts at the time of

Mitigation for Annex I / Habitats of
Principal Importance is set out in the
IPMP which will be agreed with
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decommissioning.

Natural England, the MMO and Cefas
and finalised pre construction.
Further detail has been added on the
temporal aspects of impacts in Table
10.2 and these have been assessed in
section 10.6.1. OSPAR and BAP
species are considered in section
10.5.5, impacts at decommissioning
are considered in section 10.6.3 and
cumulative impacts are considered in
section 10.7.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

Further information is required as to the physical disturbance and
loss/temporary loss of seabed; spawning ground overlap and impacts of
increased suspended sediments.

Addressed in chapter.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Natural England stresses that EPS licences will be required and
acknowledges the cumulative/more strategic issues in relation to marine
mammals and highlights the need for the applicant to be prepared to
work with other developers, alongside Regulators and SNCBs, in order to
reduce cumulative effects as required.

EATL acknowledge the requirement for
an EPS licence see section 12.6.1.1 It
was confirmed by Natural England in
April 2014 that there was no
expectation of a draft EPS licence to be
provided with the Application
EATL confirm their ongoing support of
strategic initiatives and will continue
to work with other developers,
Regulators and SNCBs see section 12.7

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

HRA and
Offshore

Until further information is provided Natural England is unable to
provide advice on the cumulative impact assessment and the HRA
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A draft HRA was provided to Natural
England for consultation in August
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Ornithology

screening document. The final application would also benefit from
referencing to source data throughout the chapter to enable Natural
England to assess whether or not adopted approaches to the impact
assessment are appropriate. Natural England suggests that the
ornithological chapter should build on the recent work undertaken for
Hornsea Project 1 and the more recently the Dogger Bank Creyke Beck
project. Giving due consideration to the use of PVAs and PBRs for key
species.

2015.
Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology,
builds on recent work completed by
the Hornsea and Dogger Bank projects,
especially regarding cumulative impact
assessment.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Commercial
Fisheries

Points previously highlighted by Natural England in relation to
commercial fisheries have been discussed with CEFAS and it is agreed
that they will seek further clarification on them as commercial fisheries
falls within their remit rather than Natural England’s

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

As discussed at the workshop it would be helpful to have further
information on the operations about the norm, which are likely to occur
at the Deben Estuary and over what period of time.

This is presented in Chapter 5:
Description of the Development and in
Section Error! Reference source not
found. in relation to ornithology.

Natural England still has concerns regarding disturbance to dark-bellied
Brent geese associated with the Deben Estuary SPA.
We advise that it is not possible to conclude no LSE at this stage, and
therefore an Appropriate Assessment will be required.

EATL previously expressed its view that
a restricted period between 1st
November and 28/29th February was
sufficient, based on brent goose site
data. This was agreed as part of the
Evidence Plan process. See the East
Anglia THREE Environmental
Statement, Volume 3 Appendix 13.1.
EATL (expressed in the East Anglia
THREE, Section 42 Workshop, 19th
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March 2015) consider the provision of
a refuge area is unnecessary given the
commitment made to limit onshore
electrical transmission works activities
during the above period within the
Deben Estuary. The time required for
cable pulling activities is highly unlikely
to overrun into this restricted period.
It was agreed during consultation that
an Appropriate Assessment would be
required for the Deben Estuary SPA.
This is presented in the East Anglia
THREE HRA Report (EAOW 2015).

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Evidence plan

Natural England recognises the benefit of undertaking the evidence plan
process in developing a comprehensive application where agreement in
many aspects, have already been achieved. In addition the developers
commitment to using lessons learnt from East Anglia ONE has also
helped. And whilst this document focuses on where further clarity and
adjustments are still required there are several chapters where Natural
England is satisfied with the approach and content; which we hope to go
through and provide comment on in our staff interchange in August.

No action required

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Natural England advises that, in our view, the use of pre-installed ducts
which would be installed during construction of East Anglia 1 would be
the most favourable option from an ecological perspective. This option
would lessen the time spent working on the cabling and hence the level
of disturbance to birds associated with the Deben Estuary SPA. The
second approach would likely result in concurrent works, leading to a

East Anglia ONE Limited has
committed to installing ducts during
the construction of East Anglia ONE.
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greater period of disturbance.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Natural England notes that in addition to the infrastructure described,
Low Frequency Alternating Current (LFAC) infrastructure may be
required. It is not clear whether this is within the footprint of East Anglia
1 and/or 3 and therefore whether baseline data for the area has been
collected. Confirmation that the foot print will stay the same.

This description of the development
includes the LFAC electrical solution
throughout and is described in detail
throughout Chapter 5 Description of
the development.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

We note that the disposal area for the deposition of dredged sand
during sea bed preparations has not yet been established. Further
explanation as to the destination of material removed from the site, and
the origin of material being placed within the project boundaries during
seabed preparation, is required.

A marine licence will be applied for to
dispose of dredged or drilled material
within the windfarm site and the
eastern end of the cable corridor. The
application will be supported by the
Site Characterisation report in
Appendix 5.4

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development,
Marine
Geology,
Oceanography
and physical
processes

It is stated that drilling would generate some spoil material that would
require disposal. This material would be disposed of within the windfarm
with the spoil ‘subsequently winnowed away by the natural tide and
wave driven processes’. Natural England requires further justification for
this statement, as the potential for such side cast mounds to winnow
away has not always proven to be realistic from the past experiences of
other offshore wind farms.

Further justification for this is provided
in Chapter 7 Marine Geology,
Oceanography and Physical processes

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development;
Marine water
and sediment
quality

Given the potential contaminants associated with the windfarm during
the construction, operation and decommissioning stages of this
development, Natural England would expect to see the accidental spill of
hazardous materials into the marine environment considered within the
ES. We would also expect the production of a Marine Pollution
Contingency Plan.

This comment is addressed in chapter.
An MPCP will be a condition of the
DML, see also OCEMP which is a basis
for the DML condition requiring an
Environmental Management Plan.
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Confirmation that this will be regulated through the MPCP and
requirements within the DMLs
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

We note that there would be up to two cables interconnecting the East
Anglia three and East Anglia One projects. We are concerned that, since
the areas where these cables are laid will be between the two sites,
these areas may not have been included in the East Anglia 1 or East
Anglia 3 ecological assessments.
Confirmed that this will be covered and mapped in final ES and use
existing data set. Assuming on Western edge of EA ONE is where the
cable will connect

An assessment of the interconnector
cables is included within this
Environmental Statement. The
corridors within which the
interconnectors would be installed are
displayed in Figure 5.1

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Natural England notes that offshore cables will be left in situ at the
decommissioning stage. This approach is sufficient providing that,
should cables become exposed or start degrading, consideration is given
to the potential leaching of metals into the marine environment. We
would welcome further information on how this will be assessed and
what actions will be taken if this situation arises.
Agreed that this will be considered as part of the Decommissioning plan.

All cables will be supplied impervious
to water. The potential environmental
arising from cable failure leading to
leaching of metals into the sea will be
addressed within the detailed
decommissioning plan

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

We appreciate that the wind turbine layout has been described in
general terms at this stage. We would just like to remind the applicant
that the placement of the turbines should take into account the need to
avoid any environmentally sensitive areas.

Pre-construction surveys will be used
to inform the micro- sitting of
foundations away from ecologically
sensitive areas

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Whilst we appreciate the range of cable protection options discussed,
without knowing the depths of onshore and offshore cabling and likely
exposure area, it is not possible to assess the effect of the protection at
this stage.

Chapter 5 details the type of cable
protection that would be used.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of

Natural England questions whether temporary works areas have been

Further detail is provided on
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the
development

considered and included within the assessments throughout the ES?
This was discussed and agreed that clarity should be given through the
document what is considered to be temporary. In the workshop
temporary works where identify as those only occurring during
construction.

temporary works within chapter.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes;
Marine Water
and Sediment
Quality

Scour protection should be full assessed and consideration given to the
removal at the time of decommissioning that is not discussed at all in
this chapter. Natural England highlights that its preference is for cable
protection that can be easily removed at the time of decommissioning to
be used to ensure that the area returns to the baseline conditions.
This was discussed in the work shop and it was agreed that wording
within the ES and/or DML/In Principle Monitoring Plan that the applicant
is committed to considering the removal of scour protection based on
the best available evidence at that time and therefore removal should
not be dismissed at this time,

Scour protection is addressed in ES
Chapter 7 Marine Geology,
Oceanography and Physical Processes
and Chapter 8 Marine Water and
Sediment Quality.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Jacket Dimensions – this table is not very clear what the figure relate to
e.g. a single foundation with a total footprint of X and across the site
using this foundation the footprint would be X.
Clarification to be provided

Addressed in chapter. Table 5.15
presents the total area of foundation
footprints and scour protection under
the worst case scenario for that
parameter which is gravity base
foundations

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Seabed preparation will need to be fully assessed as all bar monopile
and jacket foundations mention this.

No action required

Consultation Report
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Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Why would monopile have the same amount of scour protection as
gravity based?

Scour protection for all foundation
types is included within the ES Chapter
5 Description of the Development

Description of
the
development

Have ancillaries been agreed?

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

It was agreed that this would be confirmed in the final ES

It was agreed that this would be confirmed in the final ES

Ancillary Structures have been
included within ES Chapter 5
Description of the Development and
within the draft DCO.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Table 5.18 It would be useful to have the assumptions used to inform
the figures included in the table
It was agreed that this would be confirmed in the final ES

Assumptions behind the majority of
numbers are now included within ES
Chapter 5 Description of the
Development.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Changes in topography and removal of sediment needs to be fully
considered
It was agreed that this would be confirmed in the final ES

This is now fully considered with
Chapter 5 Description of the
Development and within Chapter 7
Marine Geology, Oceanography and
Physical Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Need to include in our advice standard advice in relation to burying
cables.
It is Natural England’s preference for any cables to be buried at optimum
depths and for any consideration pertaining to the placement of linear
cable protection should be as a last resort; after all other alternatives
have been thoroughly exhausted and the actual need for the cable
protection demonstrated i.e. postinstallation survey evidence
presented. At this stage consideration should also be given to the most
appropriate type of cable protection or combination of cable protection
and not just focusing on the most economical and/or technically reliable

It is EATLs preference to bury cables to
the optimum depths, to avoid any type
of unnecessary interference.
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option.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development;
Marine
Mammals
Ecology

Include Standard wording in our response from Forewind hearing in
relation to corkscrew deaths
We recommend that information relating to cause of corkscrew deaths
for marine mammals especially harbour seals, and best practice to
mitigate for this, is kept under review and measures taken to be aligned
with best practice if necessary.
Natural England advises the acknowledgement and the inclusion of the
following condition within the ES and within the DML’s (respectively) in
order to acknowledge the possibility of corkscrew injuries to marine
mammals. This will recognise the possibility of such an event occurring
and ensure that the appropriate guidance is followed at that time:
“A marine mammal mitigation protocol, the intention of which is to
prevent injury, primarily auditory injury to marine mammals within the
vicinity of piling, and appropriate monitoring surveys are to be agreed in
writing with the MMO and relevant SNCBs.”

EATL is committed to following
ongoing research and changes to
mitigation requirements in relation to
this issue see Chapter 12 Marine
Mammal Ecology.
The possibility of corkscrew injuries is
acknowledged by inclusion in the
assessment within the chapter..
A specific condition is included within
the DML.

EATL has committed to the
development of a draft MMMP as part
of the application that will be updated
post consent in consultation with
Natural England (section 12.6.1) to
mitigate an injury offence to harbour
porpoise from pile driving noise.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Maintenance over life time of the project needs to be fully considered in
the licence. Including number of jack up per year para. 225 and 256
It was agreed that this would be confirmed in the final ES and that this
would be realistic

Further detail on maintenance has
been added to Chapter 5 Description
of the development..

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

Natural England reminds the applicant that not all of the ornithology
ETG appendices were submitted with the PEIR and advise that are

The full ornithology evidence plan is
provided as an appendix to Chapter 13
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submitted with the final application.
It was agreed that this would be confirmed in the final ES

Offshore Ornithology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

EIA
Methodology

We are concerned that, using the definitions in Table 6.3 (magnitude
levels to a generic receptor), it would be possible to class the magnitude
of an effect incorrectly. In our view, if a magnitude is permanent and
across the majority of the receptor, it may be considered a high, rather
than medium magnitude.
Note that if the magnitude of an effect is defined as medium rather than
high, it potentially impacts on the impact significance matrix (Table 6.4)
used in assessments throughout the document. Natural England
therefore advises that these definition tables for the magnitude of an
effect should be revisited throughout the submitted documentation, in
order to ensure that medium and high definitions are clearly defined.
Note that we are happy with definitions for sensitivity and value.
Not discussed during workshop – but NE would welcome further
consideration on this by EA3

The definitions of magnitude in all
technical chapters (7 to 29) have been
reviewed and updated within the ES.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

NB: Intertidal and near shore zone would need further discussions; as
would the cable crossings as and when the info becomes available as a
full assessment isn’t yet available.
It was agreed that this would be confirmed in the final ES

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

Natural England notes that a full assessment of the disposal material has
not been considered in the case of drill arisings. Natural England expects
to see further information to be included such as the locations and
methodology predicting the expected behaviour.
Construction Impacts No. 1 in chapter drill arisings has been assessed.
Impacts No.2 is changes in seabed level. Split that down. Worst case
scenario SSC realised from hammer barge into the water column. Plume

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Appendix 38
Page 63

Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

and bed deposits are considered. They would be released at each pile
location and into the water column. Clasts would bottom out quicker.
Requirement to get the site reclassified as a disposal site. A document
will be provided on this which pulls together all of the information
within the final ES.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

NE questions whether the WCS for scour has been fully assessed. The
assessment is for 100 x 12 GBFs across the site. However there could be
up to 172 foundations if smaller foundations (7MW) were more
appropriate to use. The cumulative impact across the site would likely be
greater for a larger quantity of smaller foundations than for a lesser
quantity of larger foundations. Natural England acknowledges that the
size of foundation will be dependent on water depth but notes that in
point 40 (page 10) that it is stated that 80% of the site is 35-45m in
depth. Natural England also notes that the conical gravity base
structures have been considered as the worst case for this depth hence
the diameter size at 55m but Natural England would like further clarity
that the WCS has been fully considered. Is it appropriate to assume that
the WCS would be 100 conical gravity base structures with a diameter of
55m at a depth of (35-45m) for the entire site and not consider a larger
quantity of smaller foundations in the shallower areas (also applies to
the opposite in areas of greater depth with fewer larger foundations)? Is
it appropriate to just use a blanket approach across the site and not
estimate more accurately based on water depth?
This was discussed at the workshop and 100 turbines across the site
were modelled. Model assessment considered a range of different types
of foundation. GBF are considered the worst case scenario for scour.
Within the deeper water zone, increases the diameter of foundation by
5m result in considerably less scour. As the combination of currents and

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.
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waves influence the scour within the deeper water you get less scouring
at the base.
Agree that this would be better to assess what could be built if
constructed now i.e.7m Gravity based for 172 turbines and included
with some rationale behind assessment. To be included within final ES.
Should technologies evolve between now and construction then it was
agreed that an assessment would need to be undertaken at that time to
either demonstrate that the impacts are within the Rochdale Envelope
assessed or that an amendment to any consent would need to be
applied for.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

Natural England notes that cable protection would reach heights of up
to 1-3m and 1-4m above the seabed for inter array cables and cable
crossings, respectively. It would be helpful if the detail behind these
estimations were provided.
Further clarity will be provided by the engineers on this and will be
included within the final ES.

Volume II Figure 5.12 and Diagram
5.17 in ES Chapter 5 Description of the
Development illustrate this.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

The hierarchal approach to selecting the most appropriate cable
protection in order to reduce impacts to sensitive receptors is welcomed
by NE. When will this be determined and presented?
To be considered further in the ES and/or reference made to the Cable
Burial Management Plan marine licence condition, where this will also
be considered

Addressed in chapter. The hierarchy is:
(1) to bury cables in all cases where
practicable to do so; (2) at crossings or
where seabed conditions prevent
burial, the preferred protection
method is via mattressing.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes;
Benthic Ecology

The max of 4 cables plus the three crossing cables of the proposed
Galloper and the three from Greater Gabbard = 24 cable crossings.
Natural England query whether the impacts of this have been fully
assessed in relation to increased scour, marine physical processes and
benthic impacts.

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.
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In relation to the cumulative impacts of the cable crossings/ export cable
protection in relation to the Suffolk Natura 2000 and East Anglia
Coastline Natural England question whether a more defined estimate
can be provided in order to ensure a thorough assessment of impact.
Discussion on the areas of cable corridor that are common to both
projects. Both cable corridors join as they leave the EA Zone. Cable
crossing Gabbard and Galloper. Agreed that the maps would be adjusted
within the project description to show the difference. Inter connections
should go to the edge of EA ONE and to be clear only for EA3 and 1 and
not as a hub for all projects. Lengths of cables will be a minimum.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes

Natural England questions whether a full assessment of the WCS has
been carried out when considering the changes to suspended sediment
concentrations and coastal morphology at the offshore cable landfall.
Has the potential interruption to sediment transport been considered
during the construction phase? Although it is reported that HDD
techniques will be used to install the cables will there be any need for
cofferdams in the intertidal area during construction?
Confirmation of Impacts assessment: Morphological receptors that could
be potentially impacted have been fully considered. Suffolk coast is
considered a principle area for further consideration. No impacts
‘mostly’ Impacts of ‘negligible significance’ from export cable installation
and landfall installation – and cable protection works along the export
cable. No significant impacts in--combo or trans-boundary.

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes

When considering the worst case changes in terms of the tidal regime
due to the presence of largest foundations the frequency is assessed as
medium. Natural England questions whether this appropriate
considering that the foundations will be present as a constant
throughout the lifetime of the project. This change in frequency may

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.
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alter the overall magnitude of effect from low to moderate?
Confirmation was provided in the workshop that the tidal zone in the
array is very low. Tidal movements are on N-S axes. Wave direction
predominantly NNE direction. Sediment transport is to the North. Closer
to the shore it is the opposite.
CEFAS raised point about Slide 8 of the workshop presentation and that
the NW corner of the array was not shown on the figures. Agreed that
the whole array should be included. Haven’t shown the Rochdale
envelop of the impacts. The reason NW not included was on the edge
there are minimal impacts from a few turbines so therefore they are
excluded from, the zone of influence.
Still believe that there is no impact to coastal processes. And that the
assessment is proportionate. Zone of influence included. Mapped from
previous modelling +/- 5% the change will be so small in NW corner that
it is below the 5% of influence. But it was agreed to include anyway in
the ES to aid clarity
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes

Natural England questions whether temporary works areas have been
included when considering the total impacts of scour around
foundations in the total worst case scenario footprint both here and
throughout the rest of the assessment. Only turbine foundations,
meteorological masts and offshore converter foundations look to have
been considered.
Turbines, platforms, met masts etc. have been considered as temporary
works. However, Footprints of Jack Up barges are not included in
operation phases but should be under maintenance activities.
Maintenance will be fully covered in the chapter too.

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography

Natural England queries the conclusion that there will be no impact from
the presence of foundation structures associated with the proposed

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
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and physical
processes

project on the identified marine geology, oceanography and physical
processes receptor groups when the magnitude of effect is assessed as
being high. Natural England acknowledges the possibility of using scour
protection and that the total footprint will not be the entire project
area, but the use of scour protection should be minimised as much as
possible.
This was not discussed at the workshops, but Natural England would
welcome wording with the ES that would support minimising the use of
scour protection

Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes

In relation to the impacts to other receptors, although Natural England
notes that the impacts will be discussed further in the other relevant
chapters of the PEIR; we advise that it would be helpful to at least list
and signpost to the discussions. This would help ensure clarity when
considering indirect impacts to other receptors. This applies to this
section and throughout the assessment.
This point was recognised in our discussions at the workshop and noted
by EA3.

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes

Natural England notes that while there is an assumption that only 10%
of the inter-array cables and a further 10% of the offshore export cables
(in relation to cable crossings) will be surface laid requiring additional
protection, can a further footprint be estimated based on this
percentage to provide further clarity as to the total quantity that will be
required to help inform the assessment.
It was agreed that this information would be available in the final ES

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical

Section 7.3.2.7- Cable laying states “In some areas, where large sand
waves or mega ripples are present, sea bed levelling may first be
required before the cable can be installed”. Further information is

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.
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processes

needed on where these sand waves may be cleared, i.e. are these
sandwaves located closer to the coast and may therefore have a wave
breaking function?
It was confirmed in the workshop that large sand waves are not believed
to be in the inshore area. This should be clearly presented in the ES
Confirmed that only levelling of shallow sandbanks is anticipated.
Clarified that Norfolk banks (to the north) and those slightly further
south have the wave breaking effects
Agree that further clarity would be provided in the text of the final ES to
explain the above.

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes

Paragraph 71 notes “For the purposes of a worst case, it has been
assumed that up to 10% of the export cables within the offshore cable
corridor would be unburied and require protection in locations that are
to the east of the cable crossings and that up to 2.5% of the export
cables would require protection in locations to the west of the cable
crossings. The height of cable protection measures from the sea bed
would range from 1m where burial of the cable is not possible due to
ground conditions to up to 4m where East Anglia THREE offshore export
cables cross other infrastructure (such as cables and pipelines).” Where
did these figures of potential cable protection come from? Paragraph 72
notes “The worst case values used in the assessment are intended to
allow for flexibility within the DCO and are based on recent practical
experience of cable installation which demonstrates that achieving 100%
burial is not always possible.” Why have these figures therefore been
chosen? It would be useful if any text of this detailed in the appendices
could be added here. The approach for how to deal with cable
protection outlined in paragraphs 73 and 74 is welcomed but a little
more explanation for the percentage figures and likelihood of cable

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.
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protection.
Number of cable crossings and areas of hard ground are to be clarified in
the ES
Consideration of cable protection was based the figures on a suitable
level of precaution as don’t have geophysical and geotechnical data to
support it. This should be provided as part of the current EA ONE
investigations
Agreed that a technical note will be provided in the final ES to clarify
where the figures have come from.
Sediment transport to shore reduces the further you go offshore.
Further offshore there are tidal currents only. Closure depths – have
been calculated within the near shore zone and inshore of the cable
crossings. Hence the agreement to limit cable protection to beyond the
cable crossings.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;
Description of
the
development

Paragraph 76 notes “At the landfall, the offshore export cables would be
installed to depths of 3 to 10m below the sea bed and under the existing
coastal defences. It is anticipated that the horizontal directional drilling
(HDD) technique, or similar, would be used and open trenching would
only be used where there are no coastal defences and when it can be
demonstrated that the impact is less than using HDD. There are two
variants of the HDD method, a ‘long’ or ‘short’ HDD.” Have the 3 to 10m
depths included foreshore lowering rates? The project description in
chapter 5 notes that HDD will be used to limit any impacts on the SSSI
features of Bawdsey cliffs, so clarity around which option will be used is
required.
Although this section notes that short and long HDD methods are
available there is no quantitative indication of how far offshore the short
HDD option will go. Will it be entirely through the intertidal? Does this

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes. Note: all landfall duct
operations will be undertaken by East
Anglia ONE
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result in a risk that the cable will become exposed and potentially
interrupt processes operating in the nearshore area? This is also relevant
to later sections.
Associate development through EA ONE provides the facility to pull this
through. Assess scenario two and further clarity within the ES will be
provided.
Interrupt the intertidal in the near shore area.
Cliff recession. Landfall report is within the landfall and terrestrial
chapter. Long term average rates of change,
Agreed. NE to forward Expert Report and hearing summary for EA ONE
to EA 3 – to discuss our thoughts on long and short HDD and use of ramp
completed 03/07/2014
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;
Description of
the
development

Paragraph 114 notes “With regards to offshore cables, general UK
practice would be followed, i.e. buried cables would simply be cut at the
ends and left in situ, with the exception of the inter-tidal zone across the
beach where the cables would otherwise be at risk of becoming exposed
over time.” With regards to the intertidal zone, what does EA 3 consider
this to be? Just the area exposed between tides or the whole “active”
sea bed area where erosion may occur?
Clarification to be provided within the ES

Addressed in Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 217 notes “Indeed, the wave conditions across the East Anglia
THREE site are more severe, suggesting that the passive plume would be
similar or lower in concentration than that previously considered for
East Anglia ONE.” I am not sure I understand why waves would result in
less of a plume.
Clarification to be provided within the ES.

Previous modelling for East Anglia ONE
was based on passive plume dispersion
by tidal currents only. When wave
action is also applied it is possible that
the plume will not only be dispersed in
the direction of the tidal flow, but also
in the direction of the wave train,
making the volume of material spread
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over a wider area (if the two
directional axes are not concurrent)
but at lower concentrations. However,
it is acknowledged that this sentence is
unclear and therefore it has been
removed from the text.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 225 notes “Due to the small quantities of sediment release
involved, however, these disaggregated finer sediments are likely to be
widely and rapidly dispersed, resulting in only low elevations in
suspended sediment concentration and low changes in bed level when
they ultimately come to rest on the sea bed.” Paragraph 227 notes “This
value is similar to the worst case volume that would be released from
the jacket foundations that are being considered for the East Anglia
THREE site (831m3), with a similar distribution of envisaged sediment
types at depth, but is acknowledged to be less than the worst case
scenario for the monopile foundations being considered for East Anglia
THREE (4,524m3).” Paragraph 228 states “Nonetheless, the previous
modelling results support the general principles of the expert-based
assessments in that, away from the immediate release locations,
elevations in suspended sediment concentration above background
levels were low (<10mg/l) and within the range of natural variability.”
How do these fit together? Is the worst case considered a low
concentration? From a coastal process perspective we are content with
the assessment on suspended sediment, it just depends on whether
there are sensitive features nearby which we may have concerns about
with regards to increases in suspended sediments.
As per point 34. In relation to the impacts to other receptors, although
Natural England notes that the impacts will be discussed further in the

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.
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other relevant chapters of the PEIR; we advise that it would be helpful to
at least list and signpost to the discussions. This would help ensure
clarity when considering indirect impacts to other receptors. This applies
to this section and throughout the assessment.
This point was recognised in our discussions at the workshop and noted
by EA3.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 239 states “This assessment is supported by an evidence-base
obtained from research into the physical impacts of marine aggregate
dredging on sediment plumes and sea bed deposits.” There is no
mention of what this report does say so how does it support this
assessment?
To be considered by EA3

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 240, over how wide areas were these very small increases in
seabed felt? (This is only an issue if we have concerns that the depths
presented could have an impact on habitats/species).
Further clarity would be helpful

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 243 notes “Although the modelling used a smaller volume of
material (982m3 associated with jackets) than the worst case for the
proposed East Anglia THREE windfarm (4,524m3 associated with
monopiles) it does support the principles of the expert based
assessment that the envisaged scale of bed level change would be
small.” Is the worst case for EA3 considered a small volume? How would
this affect the previous changes to bed level predicted (4x as much?).

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 266 notes with regards to construction of the export cable
“The offshore cable corridor is fully coincident with that of the proposed
East Anglia FOUR project and the furthest inshore section and landfall is
coincident with that previously assessed for the proposed East Anglia

Export cable corridors for East Anglia
THREE and East Anglia ONE are
presented in Figure 5.13 in Volume 2
of this ES. The location of export
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ONE project.” NE has struggled to find further information about exactly
where this is co-incident with EA ONE. Are EA3 able to provide further
information on this? Paragraph 287 notes that this may be at 15km
offshore. This could be more usefully presented earlier in the document.
Paragraph 287 “The most inshore (15km) section of the offshore cable
corridor is directly coincident with that for the proposed East Anglia ONE
project and the section between this limit and the boundary of the East
Anglia Zone fully encompasses, and its width extends slightly beyond,
that for the proposed East Anglia ONE project.” So does this mean that
the full cable route is within the EA ONE cable zone?
In the workshop we discussed the areas of the respective cable corridors
especially those that are common to both projects. Both cable corridors
join as they leave the EA Zone. Agreed that the maps would be adjusted
within the project description to show the difference.

cables for future projects within the
East Anglia Zone is currently unknown

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Section 7.6.1.8, paragraph 300 notes “Where the offshore cable makes
landfall at Bawdsey in Suffolk, it must transit through the inter-tidal
zone. It is presently envisaged that a horizontal directional drilling (HDD)
technique, or similar, would be used.” Natural England notes conditions
/ working parameters where imposed upon EA ONE and the HDD ducts
are likely to be installed for both EA ONE and EA3 and therefore these
parameters should also be adopted by EA 3 should this project be built
first or under scenario two
This was not discussed in the workshop, but we advise that this should
be considered further in the ES

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 303 notes “Consideration of final burial depths and shoreline
set-back distances would be made during detailed design, based upon
observations of past coastal change and projections of future coastal
change, taking into consideration climate change effects (especially sea-

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes. Note: Set back is approx.
180m from the cliff

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Appendix 38
Page 74

Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

level rise) during the operational lifetime of 25 years.” NE notes that the
project description chapter contains more detail on this and therefore
reflected in this chapter.
This was not discussed in the workshop, but we advise that this should
be considered further in the ES
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 324 “Due to proximity of the East Anglia ONE site to the ‘non
designated sandbanks’ receptor group and also the Galloper Offshore
Windfarm site, wave height reductions of up to about 5% were observed
under the largest storm events considered at these locations.” What will
this mean for the sandbanks with this project in place? Could there be a
cumulative impact with other windfarms? This does not appear to have
been assessed.
This was not discussed at the workshop. But we would welcome further
clarify within the ES

Note: Set back is approx. 180m from
the cliff

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;
Description of
the
development

Paragraph 352 notes “The precise need (or otherwise) for scour
protection would be defined during the detailed engineering stages.”
What size would the scour protection be?
As previously highlighted it would be useful if the ES could provide
further clarification on the scale of impacts to coastal processes

Chapter 5 Description of the
Development includes maximum area
and volume requirements for scour
protection. This information is then
used within East Anglia THREE ES
Volume 1 Chapter 7 Marine Geology,
Oceanography and Physical Processes
to inform the assessment.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;

Paragraph 354 notes “In the case of no scour protection being provided,
the scour hole would respond dynamically to the prevailing tidal current
and wave conditions, but the dynamic responses would be lower than
magnitudes of natural change in sea bed levels”
Clarify on the meaning of this statement would be helpful

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes
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Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine geology,
oceanography
and physical
processes;
Description of
the
development

Paragraph 397 states “With regards to offshore cables, general UK
practice would be followed, i.e. buried cables would simply be cut at the
ends and left in situ, with the exception of the inter-tidal zone across the
beach where the cables would otherwise be at risk of becoming exposed
over time.” Would any length of cable through the cliff face also be
removed?
To be clarified in ES and any decommissioning plan

EATL would seek to agree the most
appropriate method for
decommissioning of the cables which
would be installed within the Cliff at
Bawdsey. However it is thought that
these cables could easily be removed
as they would be placed in the ducts
installed by East Anglia ONE.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine Water
and Sediment
Quality

In Table 8.1 (in response to the Environment Agency’s advice on
pollution during construction and operation of the windfarm to prevent
the deterioration of water quality) it is stated that the ‘Implementation
of standard mitigation that would prevent pollution incidents is included
in Section 8.3.3’. However this section is extremely brief with no
mention of what constitutes ‘best practice procedures’ what action will
be taken in the event of a spill or the pollution control guidelines that
will be followed. We would also expect the inclusion of a construction
management plan. The applicant should provide further information on
pollution control during construction and operation.
This was not discussed at the workshop, but it would be helpful to have
some clarity on this and/or confirmation that a marine pollution
contingency plan will be provide and will adopt the best practices at that
time

Section 8.33 embedded mitigation in
more compressive in ES Chapter
Marine Water and Sediment Quality.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine Water
and Sediment
Quality

Natural England welcomes the approach to use two separate recognised
guidelines to assess the risk to water quality (CEFAS Action Levels for the
disposal of dredged material and the Canadian sediment quality
guidelines).
Baseline data indicates that, according to CEFAS’ action levels for the
disposal of dredged material, arsenic concentration is currently within

No action required.
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Action Level 2 at Site 30 and Action Level 1 at several other sites (sites
associated with the offshore cable corridor).
Several sites also have Action Level 1 chromium and nickel
concentrations, with one site having elevated Action Level 1 Copper
concentrations. Whilst we appreciate these are not statutory thresholds,
given the elevated baseline chemical levels, we would advise
consultation with CEFAS on the relevance of these action levels and the
Environment Agency on whether elevating these levels further may have
potential to effect the current ‘good’ status of this waterbody (WFD
Water Body Suffolk) or its ability to achieve ‘Good Ecological Potential’
by 2027.
CEFAS were present at the workshop and agreed to provide the relevant
information on Action Levels to Francesca Shapland.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Fish and
Shellfish,
Underwater
noise, vibration
and
electromagneti
c fields

‘There is potential for avoidance / repulsion of benthic elasmobranchs
by the strongest iE fields in close proximity to the cables. Although a
potential impact cannot be ruled out, there is insufficient information to
determine conclusively whether there would be any effect, let alone an
ecologically significant one. There is also potential for confusion of iE
fields with bioelectric fields by elasmobranchs within close proximity of
cables but the likelihood or significance of this is unknown’.
Natural England would welcome further consideration given to impacts
of EMF despite the lack of knowledge around this subject. Natural
England supports the proposal of burying cables as this will increase the
physical separation of mammals and fish from the cables and reduce the
impact of EMF. If cable burial is not an option, or effective then some
form of armouring should be employed. This would however have a
knock-on effect to the surrounding habitat and we would like to draw
attention to the advice regarding linear cable protection provided at

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in ES Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES
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comment 21 above.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

Overall we find the chapter on Benthic Ecology and the accompanying
appendices clear and informative, with surveys carried out using
appropriate methodology and data presented in an appropriate format.
We recognise that the benthic ecology across the East Anglia 3 site is
largely homogenous, according to the current data, consisting of few
separate infaunal communities.

None required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic
Ecology;
Description of
the
development

Natural England agrees that, due to the mobile nature of the species,
providing pre-construction surveys and micro-siting of turbines to avoid
areas of Sabellaria is a useful method to avoid adversely affecting this
species/habitat. However, having reviewed the submitted survey data,
we have some reservations with leaving all mitigation to the preconstruction stage. Note that there are four distinct areas showing
consistently high Sabellaria presence, with reef identified in Figure 21
and Figure 50. These areas appear to be established and therefore it is
our view that a buffer may be required around these areas. Natural
England would welcome further discussion about the survey data and
mitigation.
Note that it states in Table 10.1 that ‘in the event of Annex 1 habitats
being present during pre-construction surveys, micro-siting would
ensure impacts are minimised or avoided’. We would expect that, once
the position of reef features have been fully established during preconstruction surveys, micro-siting should be able to avoid the impacts
and where this is not possible the surveys data should be sufficiently
robust to enable impacts to be minimised as much as possible and thus
reducing the risk.
Map in the appendix is going to be reviewed and provided in the final ES.

The presence of Sabellaria reef is
highly variable, therefore given that
data to inform the ZEA was collected in
2010 and the earliest construction
would start is 2020.
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Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

We note that Appendix 7.3 includes an assessment of scour protection.
However there is not an assessment of scour protection in relation to
potential effects to benthic organisms within Chapter 10. We appreciate
a full assessment is difficult when the details concerning the use of cable
protection are not yet known, but expect more details to be submitted
to us as they become available. We would also expect post construction
monitoring to be included so that we will be able to determine the level
of scour across the structures, most notably the offshore cable corridor.
Noted by EA 3 as above for point 34
Agreed in the workshop that monitoring will be a condition of the DML.
And an In Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) as provided by Forewind for
Creyke Beck would be helpful and this was support by the MMO

Further detail on the amount and type
of scour protection to be used has
been provided in Chapter 5
Description of the Development. This
detail has been incorporated into the
impacts assessment within this
chapter
See IPMP

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

Overall this section is lacking in detail. More detail on the time that
specific habitats would be disturbed and the habitats and species
involved would be helpful. We appreciate the timing of works has been
covered in an earlier chapter but it has not specifically been related to
this chapter i.e. to benthic habitat disturbance.
EA3 Going to provide some further clarity on the temporal aspects for
the final ES.

Further clarity on these on the habitats
that could be affected and the timings
of works has been provided in this ES
Chapter 10 Benthic Ecology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

It is stated that ‘where large numbers of similar sized fish and
invertebrates were encountered, subsampling was carried out in an
appropriate manner’. This requires more detail; what exactly is meant by
‘an appropriate manner’?
To be provided in final ES.

The size of the subsample varied
between species. The exact detail of
how this was achieved is not available
however, it would have involved taking
between 10 and 20% of all organism of
one species, measuring these and
using these measurements to
represent the dimensions recorded for
all organisms in that species. As the
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analysis used in this chapter does not
use individual size of organisms this
does not affect the assessments.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

The evidence suggests that brittlestars (ophiuroidea) represent a greater
proportion of the East Anglia 3 site that on the East Anglia one site, with
species found to be present at 21 of the EA3 sub sample stations and
comprising 5% of the EA3 recorded data. It is not inferred in the text but
note these species are listed on the OSPAR List of Threatened and/or
Declining Species and Habitats (Region II North Sea and Region III –
Celtic Sea). Natural England would like further discussions over these
findings.
NE can confirm that Brittlestar beds are widespread around the UK, but
are uncommon on a global scale and can play a major role in local
ecosystems. They are considered a species of conservation interest and
although this habitat/species is not legally protected, Natural England
considers it best practice to implement a monitoring regime to
investigate the impacts construction and operation of human activities
have on brittle star beds.

Addressed in ES Chapter 10 Benthic
Ecology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

UK BAP (Biodiversity Action Plan) habitats are now listed as habitats of
principle importance’ under section 41 of the ‘Natural Environment and
rural communities act (NERC) 2006. This should be reflected in the
submitted report. Noted in workshop by EA3

Chapter 10 Benthic Ecology has been
updated and now refers to Habitats of
Principal importance where relevant.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

Note that, if the placement of structures and cable protection results in
a localised increase in biodiversity yet changes the species composition
of the area in question, we would consider that to be a negative effect
on the environment, the term ‘beneficial’ in this context is misleading.

The term beneficial was not used in
Appendix 10.1.
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Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

It is stated that ‘the methods used for assessing the impacts during
decommissioning will be very similar to those used during the
construction phase. The operation involved will be slightly different,
however it is anticipated that the magnitude of impacts will be less’. The
applicant needs to explain this in more detail. How will it differ from the
methods used during the construction phase and why will the
magnitude of impacts be less?
It was noted in the workshop that further expansion is required.

Further detail is provided in the
chapter, however, it is not possible to
define precisely how activities would
be carried out during
decommissioning, as it would depend
on the wishes of the regulator at that
time and the best available
technology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

This section on cumulative impacts is lacking any explanation on the
proposed method of assessment (which is included in all other sections).
We would expect this to be included, particularly given potential impacts
associated with the offshore cable corridor.
Natural England would welcome some signposting included in this
section of the ES

The method for cumulative impact
assessment, which has been agreed
through the Evidence plan process
(Appendix 10.1), is described in the
chapter.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic
Ecology;
Offshore
ornithology

Paragraph 305 states that ‘it is unlikely that installation of the cables
would change the population of crustaceans, molluscs and worms within
the SPA to an extent that there would be a noticeable change in
population of the red-throated divers and therefore the sensitivity of the
receptor (the Outer Thames Estuary) is considered to be low’. It should
not be forgotten that the integrity of the Outer Thames SPA needs to be
taken into account here, not simply the interest features of the site
(which have been covered in the birds section).
In was agreed in the workshop that clarification will provided in the final
ES

The integrity of the SPA and potential
impacts upon it have now been
considered within the Chapter 10
Benthic Ecology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Benthic Ecology

It is stated that ‘it is likely that communities are habituated to
smothering from natural events and are tolerant to smothering’. Note
that a recent study found an upper threshold to smothering tolerance

The assessment of increased
suspended sediment and deposition
levels as described in Chapter 7 Marine
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which varies with species (Last et al, 2001) and therefore we do not
agree with this statement. We also find this section lacking in detail.
There is no explanation on the level of smothering or expected sediment
loads in water in this chapter, for example.
Further expansion required within the ES. EA 3 confirmed at the
workshop that they had looked at Marlin to consider the sensitivity and
if it was not listed then looked at habitat and matched that to the
sensitivity.

Geology, oceanography and Physical
Processes are likely to be considerably
less than those used in the MarLIN
assessments which form the basis of
the sensitivity assessments in the
chapter, where this is explained
further.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology;
Benthic ecology

Impact 1: Physical disturbance and loss of sea bed habitat - total area of
habitat loss during operation. It would be helpful to have all parameters
listed, i.e. including the expected diameter of scour protection around
each GBS foundation.
Following discussions with CEFAS it is confirmed that further clarification
is required regarding this point is required.

This detail is now provided in Chapter
5 Description of the Development,
Chapter 11 Fish and Shellfish Ecology
and in Chapter 10 Benthic Ecology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development;
Fish and
shellfish
ecology,
benthic ecology

Impact 1: Physical disturbance and loss of sea bed habitat - Cable
protection of export cable. Natural England questions if the assumption
of 2.5% of cable length requiring protection is overly optimistic.
Following discussions with CEFAS it is confirmed that these quantities
seem optimistic and it would be useful for the ES to provide evidence for
assumption or present a realistic worse case.

The worst case calculations in Chapter
10 Benthic Ecology now use a
precautionary 10% cable protection
assumption within the calculations,
however EATL believe it would be
possible limit the amount of cable
protection to 2.5% of the export cable
within 15m water depth and have
committed to trying to achieve this.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

It is mentioned that for spurdog, nursery grounds have been defined in
the offshore cable corridor and the East Anglia THREE site. It would be
useful to see relevant maps to estimate impacts; particularly as spurdog
are benthic spawners (see point 58) with associated vulnerability to SSC

This has been amended in chapter.
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and sediment re-deposition. Additionally, assessment of spurdog has
been raised as an issue by Lowestoft Fishermen (Chapter 14, Table 14.1,
p. 6).
Following discussions with CEFAS it is agreed that sections 55 and 56
regarding spawning and nursery grounds for species needs reviewing as
there appear to be errors with regards to the presence of certain species
and intensity of spawning and nursery grounds.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

Impact 1 physical disturbance and temporary loss of sea bed habitat:
impacts are considered to be of "relatively short duration" Given that
the maximum duration of construction is estimated as 2.5 years; it
would be helpful to have a more quantitative indication of this duration
and expected recovery times.
Following discussions with CEFAS it is agreed that further clarification
would be helpful but overall it is agreed that “the magnitude of
temporary seabed disturbance during construction activities for the East
Anglia THREE project is considered to be low”.

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

Impact 1 physical disturbance and temporary loss of sea bed habitat - no
impact on pelagic eggs drifting in the water column: In point 78 it is
stated that "...the only receptors with the potential to be impacted are
herring and sandeels by virtue of their substrate specificity for benthic
spawning and habitat preference." It should be made clear in the
paragraph why lesser spotted dogfish, thornback ray and blonde ray
have not been mentioned alongside herring and sandeels although they
have been identified as laying eggs on benthic substrates under point 58
(p. 34). (See also comment to point 56.)

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish

It is stated that "the proposed East Anglia THREE project does not
overlap with spawning grounds as defined by Coull et al. (1998)."

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES
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ecology

However, Figures 11.26-28 show IHLS data; at some stations within the
array, larvae were present, which may indicate presence of spawning.
This should be made clear in the text.
Kiorboe et al 1981 and Messieh et al 1981 are cited to mention that
herring eggs may tolerate/hatch at concentrations up to 300/500 and
7000mg/l respectively. However, Griffin et al 2009 pointed out the
limitations of these findings. This should be reflected in the text. They
also showed that if eggs are exposed too SSC of 250mg/l during the first
2 hours development and survival may be impacted.
It is stated that "Herring are demersal spawners requiring the presence
of suitable substrate, therefore the sensitivity is medium. However, as
the East Anglia THREE windfarm site or offshore cable corridor does not
overlap defined herring spawning grounds". However, IHLS data does
show presence of larvae within the array (Figure 11.28, average 20032012). This should be acknowledged.
Following discussions with CEFAS it was agreed that further clarity (in
line with the following) could be provided in order to qualify the position
that EA3 is not on herring spawning grounds. CEFAS confirmed that the
EA 3 boundary does not overlap with either herring spawning grounds
defined by Coull et al (1998) or IHLS stations i.e. recorded herring larvae.
The IHLS is considered by CEFAS to cover the recognised spawning
grounds for the downs herring. Point 64 of Chapter 10 highlights that
the EA 3 site is not likely to have substrate which is suitable for herring
spawning “The sea bed across the East Anglia THREE site is
homogeneous and is characterised predominantly by sand, with some
muddy sand. “Figures 11.26-28 show that small larvae were only
recorded in the IHLS data inside/proximal to EA 3 in 2003, 2005 and
2009. The abundance levels were also low i.e. 1-100 larvae per m2.
CEFAS also agreed that there are other information sources on impacts
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to herring eggs. There are several studies which have been undertaken
that assess the effects of suspended sediment on herring eggs and
larvae e.g. Boehlert and Morgan, 1985; Auld and Schubel, 1978;
Johnston and Wildish, 1982; Kiørboe et al., 1981 and Wilber and Clarke,
D. G. 2001. At sediment concentrations as low as 250 mg/l Griffin et al.,
(2009) suggest that the attachment of sediment particles on herring
eggs may lead to retarded development and reduced larval survival rates
(noting the above comment that it is thought unlikely that herring eggs
will be present within EA 3, but further information to qualify this would
be useful).
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

Figure 11.58 does not show overlap of herring grounds with EA 3, but
Lemon sole spawning area (Coull et al. 1998) 168db demersal noise
contour at 3500kJ. Reference to the correct figures should be provided.

Figure 11.58 has been amended as
appropriate

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

The text states the maximum volume of excavation per GBS/monopile
foundation; however, to assess impacts on fish and shellfish receptors, it
would be helpful to translate this number into a suspended sediment
concentration under a worst case scenario. This has only been provided
for jetting (i.e. point 96).
Following discussions with CEFAS it is agreed that further clarification is
required regarding this point is required.

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology and
Commercial
Fisheries

Natural England questions the conclusion made about lobsters with
respect to escaping high concentrations of suspended sediment along
the inshore cable section due to offshore migration for spawning. A
report by CEFAS (Pawson 1995) states that “Lobsters do not appear to
make extensive movements when berried, and hatching takes place in
EA 3ing and early summer on the same grounds.” It is further mentioned
that “unlike the edible or spider crabs, lobsters do not undertake regular

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES
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migrations, but simply make small random movements which could be
prompted by local competition for food or by the need to change
habitats as their size increases.” Natural England therefore would like
further clarification on suspended sediment concentrations that may
affect berried lobsters. Physiological effects on shellfish species: it is
stated that the "as crabs and lobsters migrate offshore to spawn in
deeper waters (Edwards 1979) and the area of habitat affected by the
inshore section of the offshore export cable corridor is proportionally
small". Natural England would welcome an indication of the size and
proportion of the population/area considered to be affected in the
inshore section, particularly as SSC may reach up to 400mg/l along
inshore sections of the export cable (see point 96). Pawson, M., G. 1995.
Biogeographical identification of English Channel fish and shellfish
stocks. Fisheries Research Technical Report (number 99), MAFF Direct
Fisheries Research Lowestoft, England. Available from:
http://www.CEFAS.co.uk/Publications/techrep/tech99.pdf (accessed
25/06/2014)
Following discussions with CEFAS is agreed that lobsters do not carry out
offshore migrations to spawn. Lobsters are territorial, usually living in
crevices and will remain in the area to feed, mate and spawn. CEFAS also
agree that lobsters in this area are likely to be more sensitive to SSC and
settlement owing to the regionally limited available habitat, essentially
limiting their ability to relocate away from any prolonged increases in
SSC and sedimentation.
CEFAS are in agreement that further clarification would be useful in this
case as the information which informs the conclusion that lobsters can
escape increased SSC, is incorrect. The proximity of the cable corridor to
lobster habitat will of course be an important factor in the impact
assessment.
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NE agrees with CEFAS that CEFAS that consultation with the fishing
industry and local IFCA would be beneficial to ascertain the exact
location of the potting effort in the area as the lobster fishery in the
region of the inshore cable corridor is generally restricted to wrecks,
with little other suitable habitat in the area. Some brown crab potting is
known to occur in the vicinity of the inshore cable corridor but it the
exact location and intensity is uncertain. From CEFAS’ understanding the
crab and lobster population in this region are only persecuted by the
local fleet, with this fleet having a high reliance on the locally limited
available crab and lobster ground.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

Low magnitude is assigned to herring eggs and exposure to increased
SSC. Figure 11.28 (average 2003 – 2012) shows overlap with herring
larvae, which may indicate presence of spawning; this should be
acknowledged in the text.
Following further discussions with CEFAS this issue is no longer of
concern as it is agreed that the assessment of minor adverse as
likelihood of exposure is low (see other comments on herring eggs).

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

Under point 116 it is stated that "sediment re-deposition is localised and
the demersal spawning grounds of the Downs herring stock do not
overlap with the East Anglia THREE project, there is no potential for an
impact to occur (i.e. no Impact)." While herring grounds as defined by
Coull et al. 1998 show no overlap with EA 3 array, Figure 11.28 (Average
2003-2012) shows overlap with stations where Herring larvae were
detected indicating potential presence of spawning. Although
abundance at these stations is low it is still possible that elevated SSC
from construction activities overlap with herring spawning. It is further
stated in Chapter 8, point 80, that " There is a possibility that some of
the finer sand and mud fractions could stay in suspension for longer,...

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES
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these would fall to the sea bed in relatively close proximity (<1km) to its
release within a short period of time". Hence Natural England questions
the conclusion of "no impact".
Following further discussion with CEFAS it is agreed that the size of
larvae recorded in the IHLS and used in Figures 11.26-28 does need to be
qualified, for example: <11mm or >11mm or all size ranges recorded as
<11m larvae is used as an indication of the presence of herring spawning
grounds.
There does not seem to be suitable spawning substrate within EA 3. The
larvae would be susceptible to increased suspended sediment above
background levels.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

It is noted that "No recognised herring spawning grounds are overlapped
by the 168dB contour modelled for pelagic fish species (Figure 11.59)".
However, IHLS data does show presence of larvae within the 168dB
contour (Figure 11.28, average 2003-2012). This should be
acknowledged.
Following further discussion with CEFAS it is agreed that the modelled
noise contours should be applied to the IHLS data.

Figure 11.59 has been updated and
appropriate text added.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

Section 197 It would be helpful to have percentage of area affected
listed in this paragraph.

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

For worst case considerations, minimal cable burial depth of 0.5m is
assumed, Natural England would like to gain a better understanding how
this may be affected if burial depth is reduced over time due to
sediment movement.
Following further discussion with CEFAS it is agreed that further
clarification is required regarding this point.

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES
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Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Fish and
shellfish
ecology

As noted above, IHLS data should be acknowledged with respect to
herring spawning.

Addressed in Chapter 11 Fish and
Shellfish of the ES

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

General update from workshop: Schedule to plan to discuss draft HRA
mid-August for a meeting in September. Round up of evidence plan and
provide dates for meeting.
Monitoring site specific during and post construction is going to pretty
limited. Vattenfall strategic issues leading on DEPONS, or zonal
monitoring/site specific.
Condition included for DBCB within DML’s 1&2 condition 9(1)(e) and
DML3&4 condition 8(1)(e) that could be adopted : “Appropriate surveys
(i.e. such as those included within the Disturbance Effects on Harbour
Porpoise of the North Sea (DEPONS) project or agreed alternative
monitoring) of existing marine mammal activity inside the area(s) within
the Order limits in which it is proposed to carry out construction works
or any wider area(s) as appropriate which is required to test predictions
in the environmental statement concerning key marine mammal
interests of relevance to the authorised scheme.”
It may be appropriate to amend ‘,, alternative monitoring..’ with ‘…or
agreed East Anglia zone/site specific monitoring…’?

A draft HRA was provided to Natural
England in August 2015.

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Natural England notes that the planned development of renewable
energy in UK waters could involve multiple piling events occurring
concurrently and sequentially across a species’ range, over several years.
This has the potential to have a detrimental impact on the favourable
conservation status of populations of cetacean species occurring in UK
waters. Continued strategic discussion is required between UK
Regulators and SNCBs to consider the wider issues of an EPS licensing

EATL confirms their ongoing support of
strategic initiatives and will continue
to work with other developers,
Regulators and SNCBs see Chapter 12
Marine Mammal Ecology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email
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framework across UK waters as a whole.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Given the potential impacts on marine mammals described, it is clear
that mitigation will play a key role in any wind farm developments in the
North Sea, in particular in the context of this development, reduce
cumulative effects arising from disturbance. It will therefore be
beneficial if all developers make a concerted attempt to reduce the
acoustic output from pile driving (e.g. sleeving), to investigate
alternative installation methods (e.g. suction bucket) and to plan
activities within the scope of what is proposed to reduce the potential
that they contribute to negative effects on populations.
EA 3 to consider this further and provide wording in final ES.

The use of the Rochdale approach to
assessment means that the worst case
foundation parameters are considered
for marine mammals in this chapter
(i.e. piled foundations). Alternative
foundations are still being considered
at this site, and Chapter 5 Description
of Development provides details of the
alternate foundations.
ScottishPower Renewables and
Vattenfall are both members of the
Offshore Wind Accelerator (OWA)
programme that is Carbon Trust's
flagship collaborative RD&D initiative
looking at cost reduction such as
alternative foundation solutions
(http://www.carbontrust.com/ourclients/o/offshore-wind-accelerator).
EATL confirms their ongoing support of
strategic initiatives and will continue
to work with other developers,
Regulators and SNCBs in order to
understand and reduce cumulative
impacts where possible.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
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Ecology

development of an effective marine mammal mitigation plan (MMMP)
near construction time. Natural England also recommend that the
applicant keeps a watching brief on the work carried out under ORJIP on
Acoustic Mitigation Devices and any further developments of best
practice in relation to mitigation options.

DML condition requiring agreement
with NE and MMO.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology,
Underwater
Noise and
Vibration

Cumulative impact of underwater noise during construction has
potential to disturb >20% harbour porpoise population and we agree
that this has potential to be a major adverse effect and this is of
considerable concern to Natural England. We note that East Anglia
THREE is only making a relatively small contribution to this impact (as
with all predicted impacts to marine mammals (para 567)) with a worst
case of 1.26% of the reference population assessed as being disturbed
using the footprint approach

A more strategic approach to the
cumulative impact assessment has
been taken within the ES which only
screens in projects where piling at
different projects may occur at the
same time. The updated assessment
finds that up to 4.5% of the Harbour
porpoise population could be
disturbed by cumulative piling
activities.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Construction programming may need to be considered across all
projects and the applicant should be prepared to work with other
developers, alongside Regulators and SNCBs, in order to reduce
cumulative effects as required.

EATL confirms their ongoing support of
strategic initiatives and will continue
to work with other developers,
Regulators and SNCBs see Chapter 12
Marine Mammal Ecology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

An EPS license will be required to cover the risk of disturbance to all
cetacean species identified as likely to be in the area under regulations
39(1)(a) and (b) of the Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats,
&c.) Regulations 2007 (as amended). For this, the consideration of less
noisy alternatives to piling, the total area of impact, the duration of
impact and the number of animals likely to be affected would need to be
clearly presented.

The use of the Rochdale approach to
assessment means that the worst case
foundation parameters are considered
for marine mammals (i.e. piled
foundations) in this chapter.
Alternative foundations are still being
considered at this site as detailed in
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Recognised by developer at the workshop

Chapter 5 Description of Development.
The EPS Licence application would be
completed post consent.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We note that population growth rate accepted as default for cetaceans
(IWC/Ascobans) is 4% but that evidence seems to show 0-2% in North
Sea populations and that this lower rate has been used in the
assessment.

No action required

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We note that 5% temporary effect on population in one year equates to
medium magnitude and that 1% permanent effect equates to high
magnitude.

No action required

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We agree that the most significant risk of impact on marine mammals is
the effects of underwater noise from pile driving.

No action required

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We support the use of the more precautionary TTS and behavioural
criteria being used in this assessment.

No action required

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology and
Underwater
Noise and
Vibration

We agree that, based on the assessment of auditory injury (PTS), the
establishment of a mitigation zone out to at least 500m (following
current JNCC 2010a guidelines) would prevent exposure of individuals to
noise thresholds which could lead to instantaneous onset of PTS. This
should form part of the marine mammal mitigation plan which should be
a condition for development to proceed.

EATL has included a draft of the
MMMP (DMMMP) with this
application. The DMMMP will be
secured by condition within the DML.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We agree that the maximum distance of a mitigation zone (likely to be
1km or less) can be confirmed during development of a MMMP once
piling parameters have been confirmed.
We also confirm that an injury offence to EPS species is unlikely to be

Both points are acknowledged by
EATL.
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committed but note that disturbance offence may require an EPS
licence.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Agree that impacts are expected to be low for both species of seal and
harbour porpoise and that additional mitigation (beyond embedded
mitigation) is not necessary.
Noted that further clarity from NE is required on this point when Victoria
Copley is available later on this week. Unfortunately this was not
available at the time of providing our S42 response

No action required

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Agree that no additional mitigation is necessary for shipping noise.

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Agree that no additional mitigation is necessary for other noise inducing
impacts.

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Commercial
Fisheries

Points previous highlighted by Natural England in relation to commercial
fisheries have been discussed with CEFAS and it is agreed that they will
seek further clarification on them as commercial fisheries falls within
their remit rather than Natural England’s

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Soils, geology
and ground
conditions

Mitigation in relation to Bawdsey Cliffs SSSI is as for EA ONE and is
adequate. If beach access is needed, the area selected does not support
the Crag feature of the SSSI. – no issues

No action required.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Land Use

EA 3 should make land owners aware that they should be discussing
implications with their Natural England HLS advisor should the project
cross areas currently under agreement

EATL have made landowners aware of
this wherever applicable and possible.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Terrestrial

Depending on whether EA ONE happens, the scenarios will be either

EA ONE gained consent in 2014 and as
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Ecology

Scenario 1 (threading through ducts) or Scenario2 (trenching and direct
drilling) - as already agreed for EA ONE.
Under either scenario embedded mitigation agreed for EA ONE will be
applied. There are some uncertainties under scenario 1 (threading)
because the locations of jointing pits and haul routes are not known, and
the degree of additional disturbance to habitats and species potentially
under recovery from trenching operations under EA ONE, are not
described. Therefore, in line with the proposed approach, these details
will need to be developed as part of the Outline Landscape and
Ecological mitigation strategy, to be agreed in consultation with NE and
LPAs.

a result Scenario 2 is no longer
considered within the ES. Further
detail is provided on locations and
sizes of jointing pits and haul roads.
Indicative locations for these are
included with Figure 5.2 of the ES.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Terrestrial
Ecology

Should there be a need for EPS licences ( for example for Bats or Newts)
reference should be made to NSIP EPS guidance:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wml-g36_tcm6-28566.pdf

A draft Great Crested Newt licence
application will be submitted as part of
this application. The link was used to
put together the application.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

onshore
ornithology

When referring to embedded mitigation, the ES refers to the measures
in the Landscaping Management Scheme and Ecological Management
Plan, but does not refer directly to the Ecological Mitigation Plan for the
Deben Estuary SPA non-breeding birds and Schedule 1 breeding birds.
This document provides key elements of mitigation (including noise
levels) and should be included and considered in the EA3 ES.

The Deben Estuary SPA and nonbreeding birds (specifically dark Darkbellied brent goose) are considered
within both within Chapter 24 Onshore
Ornithology and the HRA.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Terrestrial
Ecology

In the ecology chapter it is stated that there will be no impact on the
Deben SSSI or SPA (para 370). This is not the case as there are potential
impacts on the bird features of these designations, for which mitigation
will be required.

Details addressed in Chapter 24
Onshore Ornithology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Seascape,
Seascape,

No particular issues- most mitigation agreed for EA ONE- includes
commitment to develop mitigation and methods through development

No action required

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Appendix 38
Page 94

Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

Landscape and
Visual Amenity

of OLEMS, with NE & LPAs, which is fine.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Summary and
conclusions

Natural England welcomes the intention to microsite around any
sensitive receptors following pre-construction surveys but advises that
the wording be altered to ‘environmental/economic importance
wording’ and note that this point and commitment should be captured
in the DML

This wording has been adopted in the
DMLs

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Summary and
conclusions

Natural England notes that conclusions have not yet been made
regarding the mortality rates of the cumulative CR of bird species as it is
expected that figures will be revised.
This need to be considered further in the final ES

Cumulative mortality rates as a result
of Collision Risk modelling have been
fully assessed within ES Chapter 13
Offshore Ornithology.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

HRA Chapter

Natural England notes that whilst species may be affected on their
migration pathways these are dismissed quite readily due to the
distance of relevant SACs. Natural England would like further clarity as to
whether full consideration is given to the impacts of the cable route to
migratory species. Table 5.2 on pages 24-25 considers the closest point
to the project boundary; does this consider the export cable route as
well as the array?
For consideration in the final ES

The HRA provides the shortest
distance from the proposed East
Anglia THREE project, which is either
the be the offshore cable corridor or
the East Anglia THREE site, depending
on which distance is shorter.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology;
Offshore
ornithology

The ES would be improved by ensuring that references are provided
where necessary i.e. to describe what bio-geographic, national and
regional populations have been used and appendices are easily
accessible.
It was agreed in the workshop of 2 July that a reference table would be
included in the forthcoming ES. Furthermore any sections and
appendices will be clearly signposted.

Further referencing within Chapter 13
Offshore Ornithology and Chapter 24
Onshore Ornithology.
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Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology;
Offshore
ornithology

European Sites
As discussed in the workshop, Natural England considers that there is
currently insufficient information to ascertain how potential impacts on
species will be apportioned to particular SPAs. For example, in the Nonwaterbird Migropath assessment, what is the effect of modelling the
impact of particular species at the scale of an individual SPA, i.e. dark
bellied Brent on Deben Estuary SPA? It was also previously raised that
some additional species should be modelled; these included shelduck,
black tailed godwit and whooper swan.
Natural England welcomes the discussion on species associated with
European sites. Following the workshop we understand why shelduck,
black tailed godwit and whooper swan were not included in the current
Migropath assessment. We reflected in the workshop that further
discussion should be included in the ES to ensure that it is clear why this
approach was taken.

Addressed in East Anglia THREE ES
Volume 1 Chapter 24 Onshore
Ornithology and the HRA.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Onshore Birds
Natural England acknowledges the commitment to stop winter working
to avoid the period when dark bellied Brent goose overwinter at the
Deben Estuary SPA, but wishes to clarify what we consider the correct
wintering period for this species. In our view this should extend to
March (and ideally start in October), cover all disturbing activities and be
secured by DCO condition. If not possible provision of a refuge may be
necessary. Natural England also had concerns that avocets on site may
be affected during the construction phase.
Natural England welcomes the discussion at the workshop regarding
mitigation for dark-bellied Brent goose, the details of which will be
included in the forthcoming ES. See the detailed comments for point 66.
Natural England welcomes the discussions with regards to avocet on

Addressed in East Anglia THREE ES
Volume 1 Chapter 24 Onshore
Ornithology
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site. We acknowledge that any mitigation proposed for Brent goose will
also protect avocet. We note that no pathway was identified to affect
this species as no intertidal estuarine work is taking place and the sea
defence provides screening. It was agreed that the Environmental
Statement should refer back to work undertaken for the EA ONE
application, included work for noise management (including noise map).
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology;
Offshore
ornithology

In combination and cumulative impacts -It is understood that a
cumulative impact assessment will be included within the forthcoming
ES chapter. However, the lack of a cumulative impact assessment in the
PEI means that we are unable to comment on any potential issues at this
point.
For example, what consideration has been given to cumulative impacts
of displacement on red throated diver?
It was acknowledged that the assessment has not yet been completed,
but that it would be included in the Environmental Statement and
requested as part of the Evidence Plan.

The East Anglia THREE ES, Volume I,
Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology and
Chapter 24 Onshore Ornithology now
contain a completed Cumulative
impact assessment.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology;
Offshore
ornithology

Summary of Impacts Due to the lack of a cumulative assessment and the
changes required in terms of methodology for collision risk and
displacement, Natural England is not currently able to agree that there
will be no impacts greater than ‘minor’ for any species.

The East Anglia THREE ES, Volume I,
Chapter 13 Offshore Ornithology and
Chapter 24 Onshore Ornithology now
contain a completed Cumulative
impact assessment.
EATL have consulted with Natural
England on draft ES Chapters which
contain cumulative assessments.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015
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Natural England has significant concerns around the potential impacts
on Brent geese. Most recent surveys indicate that 9 out of 18 flock
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locations, including the 2 biggest flocks (>900) were very close to or
overlapping the red line boundary. With the Deben estuary peak Brent
count of c 1600 this winter, these big flocks equated to c60% of the
Deben SPA Brent feature population.
Natural England disagrees that the impacts will be of minor significance;
the impacts may be greater if disturbance occurs and we would
therefore welcome discussions on a mitigation strategy. We welcome
the commitment to work outside the periods of November to February.
However, we would like to have greater confidence that the disturbance
free period will cover all activities and will extend throughout the
wintering period. We would also welcome discussions on other
mitigation measures that may be required, such as the provision of a
disturbance free refuge.
In the workshop it was noted that drilling activity will only be restricted
seasonally. Natural England clarified that in our view the winter months
should include March and possibly October. The following points were
raised in the workshop.
The works in this area will take 44 weeks, with 22 weeks for the Deben
crossing. Trenching and Ducts works are included in this.
· Two consecutive winters are the worst case scenario.
· EA 3 questioned the evidence base for the longer winter period.
Natural England can confirm that this is based on the most recent survey
figures indicating brent goose number are still high in March and
potentially less so in October, but they are in the vicinity during October.
.
· Natural England confirmed the need to provide more clarity on the
work programme to address cumulative issues.
· Natural England advised that there is a Likely Significant Effect
associated with this species and therefore an appropriate assessment

carrying out any work that would
cause significant disruption to Brent
geese between the 1st November and
the 28th/29th Feb. Further detail is
provided in the Outline Landscape and
Ecological Management Strategy
which is being submitted as part of this
application.
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will be required. .
· Natural England explained that a refuge area may also be required,
depending on the outcome. We explained the need to check with
landowners; it may be that refuge area could be easily provided, for
example as part of an HLS agreement.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Table 24.2 includes 16km or 32km of road, 60 joint pits laydown areas –
It would be helpful to see a map of these areas
Natural England welcomes the inclusion of updated maps, as discussed
in the workshop

Figure 5.2 of the ES illustrates
indicative locations for haul roads and
jointing bays.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Whilst NE welcomes the proposal to reduce impacts of disturbance by
avoiding the period of November to February for progressing the HDD
crossing of the Deben Estuary and associated works, we would however
like clarity on how disturbance will be mitigated outside this period, i.e.
in October and March. Also we would advise that more information is
provided as to whether the area will be disturbance free, or whether
other activities not associated with the HDD crossing will continue
during the winter months, and if so what mitigation measures are
proposed.
See above comments (point 66 - brent geeses). As stated previously, the
refuge could be part of an HLS scheme, with the provision of 30ha of
winter wheat, for example.
Richard Broadbent (at Natural England) will be contacted for his views
on whether the refuge area can be provided outside of the redline area.

Due to the fact that Scenario 2
(trenching) has now been removed
from the proposed East Anglia THREE
project impacts to onshore ornithology
would be far less that those described
in the PEIR on which these comments
were made.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

We note that part of the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management
Strategy includes the Ecological Mitigation Plan for SPA non breeding
birds and schedule 1 breeding birds (under Appendix 5.2) The
“Ecological Mitigation Plan for Deben Estuary SPA non-breeding birds

This is addressed in Chapter 13
Onshore ornithology.

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Appendix 38
Page 99

Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

And Schedule 1 breeding birds” produced for EA ONE project states:
“44. EAOW will also explore the option in the period between consent of
the DCO and construction works beginning to negotiate an agreement
with one or several landowners to create a disturbance free area for
Brent Geese on farmland close to the Deben Estuary. The purpose would
be to provide a measure to manage any significant disturbance effects
that is an alternative to the additional measures described above. The
relevant statutory bodies, including Natural England, would be consulted
on the details of such a proposed agreement. As an indicative
description; the disturbance free refuge area would operate from
September to March inclusive and would be a minimum area of 30 ha
(with the shortest dimension >200 m), no more than 1 km from the tidal
embankment and cropped with winter wheat. By agreement with the
landowner the refuge area will not be subject to those measures that
farmers normally apply to scare Brent Geese from their crops”
Natural England would welcome the applicant undertaking to secure
disturbance free refuges. The commitment to no working throughout
November to February is welcomed; however NE’s view is that working
restrictions alone may not fully mitigate the impact of disturbance on
brent geese, if working extends to October and March, and if activities
cannot be ruled out. Therefore we would suggest that the provision of a
disturbance free refuge needs to be highlighted within the ES.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Onshore
ornithology

It is stated that the area of temporary habitat loss is a very minor
proportion, but does not state that the estimated area may be lost or
the proportion that will be lost. It would be helpful to include this
information.
Para 88 – as above the amount of habitat that may be temporarily lost
should be specified, both in terms of area and as a proportion of nesting

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

ES Chapter 5 Description of the
Development now contains
calculations for the areas that would
be impacted. These are now included
within Chapter 24 Onshore
Ornithology.
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habitat available
Natural England welcomes the maps that will be provided in the
forthcoming ES.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Natural England welcomes the commitment to manage the impacts of
any disturbance so they are reduced to ensure any nesting marsh harrier
will not be disturbed but we would further assurances of how
disturbance will be avoided

The Outline Landscape and Ecological
Management Strategy, which is being
submitted as part of this application
contains details of how disturbance to
Marsh Harriers will be avoided

At the workshop Natural England agreed that the EA ONE application
management plan could be used in the current application. We also
advised that the Ecological and Landscape management plan should be
included as part of the application.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Natural England asks that further assurances are provided to confirm
that there is a high level of confidence that mitigation measures would
be effective before agreeing that any impacts are not significant.

Through further consultation with
Natural England, through the Evidence
Plan process, it was agreed that the
mitigation measures are likely to be
affective and that further measures
would be agreed in the post
application phase.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Whilst a small proportion of farmland is affected, Natural England notes
that a significant proportion of the Deben Estuary population of Brent
geese is affected. Natural England disagrees that the impacts through
disturbance and displacement can be described under 109 and 114 as
minor and not significant. If the non-disturbance during the winter
months can be secured through conditions and the mitigation covers all
potentially disturbing activities then any residual impacts may be not
significant. However, on the basis of the information provided it is not

Non-disturbance during winter (1st
November to 28/29th February has
been secured through a condition of
the DCO.

Consultation Report
November 2015

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Appendix 38
Page 101

Organisation

Date

Method

Topic

Comment

Action / Response/ or reference to
relevant document

possible to state that impacts on Brent geese through the proposals
(with proposed mitigation) are not significant.
Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Natural England has concerns that the potential cumulative impact from
disturbance effects may continue for a number of years. It is not clear
how many consecutive years and it is suggested that this is set out more
clearly in the ES.
It was agreed at the workshop that this will be set out clearly in the ES.

Further information on construction
timelines has been provided in ES
Chapter 5 Description of the
Development.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Before Natural England can agree with all the suggested impacts
identified in Table 24.17 we need greater clarity of some of the
mitigation proposals.

Further detail is provided within
Chapter 24 Onshore Ornithology on
the proposed mitigation measures,
which are further clarified in the
Outline Landscape and Ecological
Management Strategy which forms
part of this application.

Natural England

08/07/14

Email

Onshore
ornithology

Despite earlier assurances, impact had apparently been dismissed for
combined effects of EA ONE & 3–4 on the basis that we had agreed no
impact in relation to EA ONE - yet the maximum construction period
could have extended disturbance from a single winter for EA ONE, for up
to six winter periods for all three applications combined, based on works
potentially being conducted in series and not in parallel. At the site visit,
Natural England was provided with repeated verbal assurances this
worst case scenario will not occur by both the applicant and their the
ecological consultant and engineering consultant. Natural England was
not then certain whether some of them were excluding the possibility,
whilst others were just highlighting how unlikely it would be. Likewise,
we were assured that mid-winter working will be avoided – although
again it was not totally clear whether this was for all activities, or just

Non-disturbance of the East Anglia
THREE project during winter (1st
November to 28/29th February has
been secured through a condition of
the DCO. Further detail on what
activities this precludes are presented
in the Outline Landscape and
Ecological Management Strategy
which forms part of this assessment.
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certain activities because the ground is generally too wet by November
(but with the option of continuing construction for longer following a dry
autumn, rather than a pre-meditated cut-off point).
We were not aware that the detail in relation to 6 winters was ever
provided by the applicant, but was a point the applicant conceded after
John Jackson and Tim Frayling had come to that conclusion. Bearing this
in mind, we do not know / understand what planning decisions have
been taken to allow this apparent shift of position. Some of the language
used did suggest to Tim Frayling that we were being told we no longer
need worry as the 6 year / winter working scenario was so unlikely,
rather than not possible – but maybe still leaving flexibility in the
construction schedule should unforeseen events dictate?
We requested that these verbal assurances could be provided in a short
unequivocal written statement which should help clarify. On the face of
it, however, this did appear to be genuine progress.
English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Description of
the
development

we note that the turbine development area is located in UK Controlled
Waters so any advice that we provide is offered without prejudice to our
responsibilities as provided by the aforementioned Act. We have
therefore copied this response to DCMS should they wish to comment
further.

No Action required

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Description of
the
development;
Offshore
Archaeology

We note that to support installation of gravity base foundation it will be
necessary to conduct ground preparation works inclusive of dredging
(0.1 to 5m) and that suction bucket foundation designs will penetrate
the seabed to a depth of 15m. It is therefore essential that if this
foundation design is selected that all necessary seabed and sub-seabed
surveys are completed to a standard sufficient to support professional
archaeological interpretation and analysis given that material of
archaeological interest might require recovery to avoid direct impact.

The pre-construction geotechnical
surveys will be subject to analysis by a
suitably qualified archaeological expert
details of likely methods are presented
in Chapter 17 Offshore archaeology
and cultural heritage. Chapter 5
Description of the development,
details expected suction bucket depths
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as 10m.
Due to the embedded mitigation, such
preparation works will not impact
upon known receptors on the basis of
the implementation of Archaeological
Exclusion Zones. Measures to deal
with impacts upon potential receptors
will be outlined in a WSI submitted as
part of the ES chapter. This will outline
that geoarchaeological surveys will be
undertaken prior to construction such surveys will be suitable for
archaeological analysis.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Description of
the
development,
Offshore
Archaeology

Paragraphs 135 to 139 – detail is provided about ground preparation
requirements prior to cable installation and we recommend that any
Environmental Statement (ES) prepared for this project provides
adequate attention to the mitigation measures necessary should the
proposed project encounter material of archaeological interest.

Unexpected discoveries encountered
during the course of the development
are mitigated by the implementation
ORPAD - outlined in the Embedded
Mitigation section in Chapter 17
Offshore Archaeology.
Also addressed in Chapter 5
Description of the development.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Description of
the
development,
Offshore
Archaeology

Paragraph 230 – it is estimated that up to 45 vessels will be operating
within the identified offshore development area at any one time. It is
therefore necessary that any of these vessels that require anchoring or
leg jacks are fully informed about sites of known or potential
archaeological interest that should be avoided.

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Vessels associated with the
construction, operation and
decommissioning of the windfarm will
be informed on the presence of
Archaeological Exclusion Zones and
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will be prohibited to drop anchor or
leg jacks within their boundaries. Text
to this effect has been included in the
Embedded Mitigation section in
Chapter 17 Offshore Archaeology.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Description of
the
development,
Offshore
Archaeology

Paragraph 329 – describes that creation of 4 jointing pits at up to 61
locations and we require confirmation that the developer has discussed
and agreed the necessary archaeological method statements with the
relevant local authority.

The location of the jointing pits is
currently indicative only and therefore
will require agreement post
application.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Marine
Geology,
Oceanography
and Physical
Processes;
Offshore
Archaeology

Paragraph 38 – Modelling scour assessments for the different
foundation options. We note that the calculations assume water depths
of 35m although deeper water exists in the majority of the project
offshore area (as described in paragraphs 40 and 42 with addition
models assuming a 45m water depth). However, as foundations and
spacings of the turbines have not yet been decided, these calculations
will need to be re-done to take the decisions into account, and be linked
to the marine archaeology sections to address potential impacts with
particular reference to the worst case scenario (e.g. conical gravity
foundations).

The greatest scour hole development
is associated with gravity base
structures of the maximum potential
diameter in shallowest water zones.
This has now been assessed in the
shallow water zone for a 60m
diameter gravity base structure
(previously 40m diameter was used in
this shallow water zone) and the
results have been taken as a worst
case in the assessments. In reality, the
scour hole development for a given
foundation size will reduce in deeper
water areas because of less waveinduced stirring at the sea bed. Scour
volumes, even under these worst case
arrangements, remain below the
values of sediment that will be
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disturbed by sea bed preparation for
foundation installation.
The impacts on archaeological
receptors are presented in Chapter 17:
No action necessary. Shallower
conditions are worst case as they
result in larger scours. As such, the
impacts of scour pits upon marine
archaeological receptors are
unchanged.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Offshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Paragraph 18 – We note that measures to deal with unavoidable impacts
to potential receptors will be set out in an archaeological Written
Scheme of Investigation (WSI), but this Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) for this proposed project should have
included a draft WSI. For example, indicative information sufficient to
support completion of this EIA exercise should have included
archaeological exclusion zones (permanent and temporary).

A draft WSI has been included as part
of the ES application.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Offshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Paragraph 20 – States that “any receptors” identified as part of the East
Anglia ONE assessment have already been mitigated for, but we must
question this statement as the only attention given to “mitigation” at
present is the provision of an archaeological WSI which might identify
seabed anomalies of archaeological interest and therefore outline
exclusion zones, but as far as we are aware the WSI method statements
that directly inform subsequent marine survey investigations, as
necessary to finalise engineering design, have yet to be commissioned. It
is therefore not possible at this stage to concur with the statement
made in this paragraph.

In response to this comment, the
relevant paragraph was amended to
state that such receptors will be
subject to the same mitigation
measures outlined as part of the East
Anglia ONE assessment. This serves to
ensure consistency between the East
Anglia projects. These mitigation
measures are detailed within the ES
alongside the mitigation for the
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remaining receptors.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Offshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Paragraph 27 - We noted the statement that potential prehistoric
features of archaeological interest will be investigated further using
geophysical and geotechnical data and we must stress the importance of
ensuring that archaeological objectives are used to inform these survey
designs so that data gathered are sufficiently robust to support
archaeological interpretation

The relevant paragraph was amended
for clarity, stating that such surveys
will be suitable for robust
archaeological assessment.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Offshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Paragraph 28 – This paragraph makes important statements regarding
the preparation of a “project specific WSI” to be “compiled at the
project application stage”. In consideration of what the PEIR should
represent i.e. the project at the pre-application state it is disappointing
that a draft WSI was not provided and we therefore cannot provide
further advice regarding the viability of any mitigation strategies
proposed..

A WSI has been included as part of the
ES application.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Offshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Table 17.4 - Geophysical anomalies and data. We note the detail of the
geophysical surveys results and the commentary that “data confidence is
considered to be low” (e.g. wrecks and aircraft losses). We therefore
understand that data presented is sufficient for an overarching
understanding about the potential to encounter archaeological material
of interest, but that there is high potential for this project to encounter
more anomalies during detailed geophysical survey as necessary to
inform the final design for this proposed project. It is therefore crucial
that a draft archaeological WSI is produced as part of any application
submitted.

A WSI has been included as part of the
ES application.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Offshore
Archaeology
and Cultural

Section 17.5.2 - For the wrecks that are identified in this report, such as
HMS Fitzroy, the ES prepared for this project should include sufficient
detail to state the spatial extent of any proposed archaeological

Table of AEZs added (Table 17.3) and
illustrated in Figures 17.26 and 17.27.
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Heritage

exclusion zone or other proposed mitigation strategy.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Offshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Section 17.6 – We note the statements made that direct impacts to
archaeological receptors are not expected as these receptors will be
avoided. However, unavoidable direct impacts may occur as not all
remains are known; such impacts would be significant, but would be
mitigated (i.e. as per embedded mitigation set out in section 17.3.3). We
add that in the absence of a draft WSIs and uncertainties regarding the
positioning and construction design of the turbines it is not possible to
offer further advice at this stage.

A WSI has been included as part of the
ES application.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

English Heritage broadly accepts the approach and format of the
Onshore Archaeology and Cultural Heritage. Our primary concern is the
relationship between this project (East Anglia THREE) and East Anglia
ONE, in particular the problem of assimilating with two scenarios for the
onshore cable route. We understand that at the time of writing the
applicant has received confirmation that East Anglia ONE has been
approved. We asked for written clarification in relation to the changes
that this will have for the PIER and for the application as a whole, but we
have not received this at present. Scenario One which places the cables
into pre-installed ducts is clearly the least harmful in relation to the
historic environment. All impacts will have been addressed during the
approval for, and construction of the ducts. It is therefore important to
establish the preferred scenario at the earliest possible stage. We feel
that this perhaps should have been addressed prior to the production of
the PIER report for East Anglia THREE or clarified prior to the deadline
for comments at the preliminary stage

Phase III consultation, of which English
Heritage participated in, addressed
these points.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology

In relation to Scenario One, the specific comment here is that the
applicant needs to make clear the kinds of work that are necessary to

All construction, operational and
decommissioning works will lie with
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and Cultural
Heritage

access the pre-existing ducts and whether this would be undertaken
from within the previously established working corridor. The impact on
the historic environment from any draw holes, access pits and
connection works necessary to complete Scenario One, would therefore
need to be fully addressed. A Method Statements and a draft WSI would
be necessary to ensure impacts on the historic environment are
established and can successfully be mitigated. An assessment of the
impacts would need to be provided as a chapter in the ES.

Development Area considered within
this assessment.
The application includes a full draft
archaeological WSI, which will be
agreed with the relevant local
authority and English Heritage and
Prior-to-Construction method
statements for onshore activities will
be agreed with all relevant local
authorities with respect to the final
WSI.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

In relation to Scenario Two we would agree that the applicant must
consider the impact upon both designated and non-designated heritage
assets, and it will be necessary to provide a full assessment of the
historic environment as a chapter in the ES. A draft WSI would also be
necessary to ensure impacts on the historic environment are established
and can be mitigated. One of the key issues that would also need to be
addressed is the onshore and offshore cable connection at Bawdsey, and
the impact of the works on the Pullamite Cliffs. Specific methodologies
and safeguards would need to be developed in relation to these works.
It would be necessary to assess the impact on heritage assets in line with
the policy tests established by the National Planning Policy Framework,
in particular policies 135 and 139.

Scenario 2 has now been removed
from the proposed East Anglia THREE
project.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage,
Seascape,

We would also expect the ES to include any relevant assessments in
relation to the setting of designated heritage assets in particular with
reference paragraphs 132 and 134 of the NPPF. The application including
the on-shore and offshore components must be considered holistically
and the ES would need to include an assessment of the impact upon the

An assessment of potential impacts to
the setting of designated assets at the
onshore substation site is provided in
the chapter. Assessment undertaken
as part of Chapter 29 Seascape,
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Landscape and
Visual Amenity

setting of the heritage assets, from Scenario Two (the converter station
and any other built components), but also in relation to the turbine
themselves. Although the turbines are a long way from the shore, the
applicant would need to address the issue of the setting of designated
coastal heritage assets. It would also be necessary to address the
impacts at night, particularly if the turbines would be lit, or fitted with
night warning beacons.

Landscape and Visual Assessment, has
concluded that the wind turbines lie at
a considerable distance from land and
will not be visible from shore and
therefore no impacts to the setting of
any onshore designated assets will
result. This is discussed in chapter.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

We also advise that all supporting technical information (desk-based
assessments, evaluation and post-excavation reports etc.) are included
as appendices and the cultural heritage information should be crossreferenced to all other relevant chapters and technical appendices; for
example noise, light, traffic and landscape. In addition to established
policy and guidance, Planning Policy Statement 5: Planning for the
Historic Environment Practice Guide, which remains in use at the current
time, may also be of use. English Heritage has also produced further
guidance on setting entitled The Setting of Heritage Assets. Our
guidance provides a thorough discussion of setting and methods for
considering the impact of development on setting, such as the use of
matrices

These points are addressed in Chapter
25 Onshore Archaeology and cultural
Heritage and its appendices

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Whilst standardised EIA matrices are useful tools, we consider the
analysis of setting (and the impact upon it) as a matter of qualitative and
expert judgement which cannot be achieved solely by use of systematic
matrices or scoring systems. English Heritage therefore recommends
that these should be seen primarily as material supporting a clearly
expressed and non-technical narrative argument within the cultural
heritage chapter. The ES should use the ideas of benefit, harm and loss
(as described in NPPF) to set out ‘what matters and why’ in terms of the

Chapter 6 EIA Methodology explains
that the matrices (and indeed the
definitions of sensitivity and
magnitude) should be used as a
framework to aid understanding of
how a judgement has been reached
from the narrative of each impact
assessment, rather than method of
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heritage assets’ significance and setting, together with the effects of the
development upon them.

assessment in itself.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

Whilst in chapter 25.5.6 (section 83-88) we would agree that high values
should be ascribed to the Second World War and Cold War assets, we do
not agree that Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron Age, Roman, Saxon, Early
Medieval settlement are of a lesser value. Suffolk in particularly has well
regarded and internationally famous pre-historic and Saxon remains and
there is a high likelihood that valuable archaeology of those periods
would be recovered during this project

Though important and valuable
remains from a number of periods are
anticipated, the category high value is
used in this assessment for remains
judged to be of national value and
equivalent in significance to Scheduled
Monuments (the criteria for which are
outlined in the chapter). Within the
guidance of the NPPF the loss of any
such assets should be ‘wholly
exceptional’. The Development Area
has already been selected to avoid any
known archaeologically sensitive areas
through its embedded mitigation
strategy.

English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

We also are pleased to see reference in 25.5.7 (section 90) to
palaeoenvironmental impacts. We are very aware that the onshore
cable route will cross a number of important wetland environments,
such as the Ramsholt Marshes and the river valleys of the Gipping and
Deben. It is our view that is it possible to consider the significances of
these deposits at this stage, given that a considerable amount of
detailed information is available in the archaeological record in relation
to the palaeoenvironmental potential of these sites. It would therefore
be necessary to fully establish the significance of any deposits impacted
by the proposal and detail this in the Environmental Statement. A

Open trenching and HDD are no longer
being considered as part of the
proposed East Anglia THREE project.
Further impacts to
palaeoenvironmental deposits are
therefore no longer anticipated (see
chapter).
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programme for assessment and mitigation will need to be detailed fully
in any draft WSI produced.
English Heritage

08/07/14

Letter via
email

Seascape,
Landscape and
Visual Amenity

We note that this chapter does not make any reference to the definition
of landscape provided in the Council of Europe European Landscape
Convention (the ‘Florence Convention’) 2000, which is referred to in the
UK Marine Policy Statement to inform the preparation of marine plans (a
relevant matter considering the publication of the East Inshore and
Offshore Marine Plans). We also noted the statements made in Table
29.1 (Consultation Responses) regarding discussions directed at East
Anglia ONE Offshore Wind Farm and that no further attention was
directed to Historic Seascape Characterisation in the production of this
PEIR. We do not accept this position and we must draw your attention to
the principles enshrined by the Florence Convention regarding
perception of landscape/seascape and, in regard to proposed
development, the ability of landscape/seascape to accommodate
change and that these matters are to be addressed in an ES prepared for
this proposed project

Reference is now made to the
European Landscape Convention and
English Heritage Action Plan 20082013 in Appendix 29.2 –
Environmental Baseline.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

We had previously mentioned as part of our comments on EA ONE, that
as a potential new beneficiary of defences, EAOL should be party to
discussions with local landowners and the Deben Estuary Partnership on
the issue of future flood defences for the Deben. We wish to take this
opportunity to restate those comments, which also apply in this
instance.

Noted

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

It is proposed that the crossings of the Deben, Mill River, River Lark at
Martlesham Creek and the River Gipping (incorporating crossing the
road and railway line) will be undertaken by Horizontal Directional
Drilling (HDD). Previously, the Environmental Statement (ES) supporting

No action required
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EA ONE confirmed that where the onshore cable route crosses any flood
defences, the route will be constructed beneath those defences using
HDD. All crossings of designated main rivers or works within 9m of a
flood defence (including crossings beneath) will require a formal Flood
Defence Consent from the Environment Agency, under the terms of
Section 109 and/or Section 210 of the Water Resources Act 1991, and
the associated Land Drainage and Sea Defence Byelaws.
Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

The remaining main rivers; the Lark, Fynn and Somersham Watercourse,
are proposed to be crossed through the use of open cut methodologies.
We note again that detailed method statements are to be prepared for
each crossing point, prior to the commencement of the works, which
will be subject to our approval. These method statements should be
submitted with any Flood Defence Consent applications. Either the
relevant Internal Drainage Board, or Suffolk County Council, should be
consulted on the method statements for the crossings of non-main river
watercourses. There should be a suitable mechanism put in place for
appropriate consultees to assess and approve all relevant method
statements, and it should also be ensured that all method statements
are linked to the DCO.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk,
Terrestrial
Ecology

Paragraph 75 of Chapter 21 states that three statutory designated sites
are crossed by the onshore cable route. These are Bawdsey Cliff Site of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Deben Estuary Ramsar and Special
Protection Area and SSSI and Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Adequate information would need
to be submitted with any Flood Defence Consent application to
demonstrate that there will be no negative impacts on any identified
species within these areas. Any Natural England correspondence and/or
consent would also need to be submitted.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.
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Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk,
Description of
the
development

Chapter 21 Paragraph 109 states that the cable and its surround will be
placed at a suitable depth beneath the active bed of the watercourse to
ensure no long term impact on water flow or erosion. We recommend
that cover requirements must also take into account future re-grading
and existing freeboard. On Main River and larger ordinary watercourses,
a minimum cover of one metre is normally provided above the highest
part of the pipe or concrete surround to the firm bed level. The
duct/pipe normally remains at this level for at least three metres on
each side of the channel with the following conditions:
• The owner of the pipe or cable must cater for any additional clearance
required to protect their apparatus. The clearance is required to permit
possible future deepening and widening of the watercourse and routine
maintenance;
• Where heavy maintenance plant tracks along the river bank,
consideration should be given to increasing the horizontal length of the
pipe/duct under that bank; whether this is necessary depends on the
profile of the bank and ducting, on the cover required for the ducting
strength and the loading;
• All the pipes/ducts within the byelaw distance of the base of any
floodbank or wall, (or where there is no bank or wall, within the byelaw
distance of the top of the riverbank) must be designed to accommodate
loading from Environment Agency plant.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

Paragraph 92 of Chapter 21 states that jointing pits will be located at
least 10m from watercourses and at a maximum depth of 2.5m.
Therefore, Flood Defence Consent may not be required for this work,
depending on the methodology of excavation (for example, the
positioning of the excavator or site fencing). In addition, paragraph 93
states that in the event of a cable failure, it may be necessary to re-

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.
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excavate the cable trench and replace / repair the faulty cable along
limited stretches. At major water crossings, the cables installed via HDD
and would be within ducts. Therefore if cables need to be removed at
these points there would be no interaction with the watercourse itself.
Works would be based around jointing pits which would be located 10m
away from any watercourses. Flood Defence Consent is unlikely to be
required for this work, depending on the methodology employed.
Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

We support the mitigation proposed to minimise pollution risk during
periods of extreme weather within Flood Zones 2 or 3; as highlighted in
paragraph 42 of Appendix 5.1 Example Outline Code of Construction
Practice (as prepared for EA ONE):
• The Contractor will be required to sign up to the Environment Agency
Floodline flood warning service
• Debris will be safely contained, reducing the risk of large items
entering the flood flow, and;
• Machinery will be stored or returned to areas of hard standings,
preferably remote from flood waters, or where this is not possible,
sufficiently constrained so as not to wash away.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

In addition, paragraph 43 states that where working areas are adjacent
to watercourses or across Flood Zone 2 or 3, the following measures will
also be implemented:
• Spoil storage will be laid out with gaps at regular intervals to minimise
impact on flood waters;
• There shall be no storage of spoil directly on watercourse banks.
Where possible, and;
• Spoil will be set back from watercourses by 5m. This will prevent
excessive loading on the watercourse banks and minimise the risk of
stored material entering the watercourses.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.
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Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

The cable route passes through some areas of Flood Zone 3. We
acknowledge that where possible spoil will be stored outside of the
floodplain but that this will not always be feasible. We note that spoil is
to be stored at a minimum of 5m from the watercourses as a means of
preventing silt run-off entering watercourses. Chapter 21 paragraph 105
states that the stockpiling of spoil from trenching activities would be
away from the edge of any watercourses, in accordance with the
embedded mitigation, which we support. While we would encourage
the storage of spoil outside of the floodplain, the short term storage of
spoil within the floodplain which maintains equilibrium of flow either
side of the spoil heaps towards the watercourse/drain may be
acceptable i.e. flood conveyance will not be disrupted in this scenario. It
will also be important to assess the flood storage requirements
associated with this methodology. Furthermore, paragraph 45 states
that site fencing is likely to be required. It will be important to ensure
that site fencing allows the free passage flood water within Flood Zone 3
to ensure flood flows are not inhibited.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

In addition, paragraph 125 of Appendix 5.1 Example Outline Code of
Construction Practice suggests that where appropriate, the principles of
SuDS will be applied to all other areas of the development. We suggest
that limiting the post development off site run-off to the existing
greenfield rate, and provision of sufficient on site attenuation and/or
infiltration for rainfall events up to the 1 in 100 year rainfall event, plus a
30% allowance for climate change over the lifetime of the development,
is provided for all areas of significant impermeable hard standing.

Noted. All appropriate drainage
consents would be obtained prior to
the start of any works on site.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

The Section on surface water quality in Chapter 21 (paragraph 70 and
Table 21.11) needs to be updated to reflect the Water Framework
Directive method for classifying rivers. Currently, what is presented is

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.
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our historic method from 2009, most likely accessed by selecting
‘Historic Water Quality’ on the Interactive Maps section of our web
pages. Interactive Maps
Instead, ‘River Basin Management Plans - River’ should have been
selected, which would enable the more appropriate and up to date data
to be used. If more detailed information from specific sample points is
required we are able to provide this.
Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

Similarly, the Safeguard Zone information presented in paragraph 71 is
now out of date. The ‘at risk’ Safeguard Zones have recently been
refreshed on our website, and the report should be updated to reflect
this, at both paragraph 71 and figure 21.6.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

Paragraph 21.5.2.3 and Table 21.13 discuss discharge consents. It is not
clear why only the discharges to freshwater streams are included. There
is a large Anglian Water (AWS) discharge to Martlesham Creek
(Woodbridge STW), which is not mentioned. Moreover there are 3
smaller AWS STWs in the 1km corridor which, for completeness, should
be highlighted here. Notwithstanding this, it should be ensured that
AWS are able to make comments on the potential impacts on these
assets specifically.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 21
Water Resource and Flood Risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

When working near the sewage network, it will need to be ensured that
sewers are not disturbed and contaminated water released. The Outline
Code of Construction Practice included as an example does refer to foul
water but only in terms of the foul water generated by workers during
the construction phases, rather than potential impacts on the existing
network.

Noted. All appropriate drainage
consents would be obtained prior to
the start of any works on site

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

Section 21.5.2, and table 21.12 of Chapter 21, includes some, but not all
the abstractors that may be impacted by the scheme; specifically those

Noted. All appropriate abstractors are
now included within ES Chapter 21
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that could be affected by the works to cross watercourses. This
potentially includes public water supply abstractions, and should be
further considered.

Water Resource and Flood Risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

Due to the small size of the Lark, Fynn, Somersham Watercourse, and
the Mill River, any impoundment for open cut trenching works could
have a disproportionate impact on abstractors upstream and
downstream of the works. While carrying out works at times of low
flows is the most logical option from a purely engineering perspective,
this is also when the watercourse and ecology is most sensitive to
abstraction. Periods of low flows generally coincides with peak demand
from spray irrigators; impounding and pumping has the potential to
negatively impact on water levels and consequently abstractors, or our
means of determining whether the abstraction is sustainable at that
moment in time. It will therefore be essential to ensure that flow
volumes are maintained during open cut crossings to avoid adverse
impacts on abstractors and the watercourse.

Trenching no longer forms part of the
proposed East Anglia THREE project.
Ducts will be installed by East Anglia
ONE and therefore there would be no
requirement to open trench through
these watercourses.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

We welcome the measures detailed to reduce and avoid impact to
habitat features within the working corridor (including within table
21.3). We suggest also that, in order to achieve a net gain in biodiversity,
attempts are made to add improvements into the scheme so that the
residual affect is beneficial rather than just neutral. For example; at
crossing points, potential improvements are likely to be relatively simple
to incorporate. This might include enhancements to river morphology,
the addition of riffles, channel modification, berm features etc. Further
consultation with Environment Agency staff is recommended, as some
such measures have already been identified as necessary within the
River Basin Management Plan.

Noted, mitigation measures designed
to reduce impact and enhance habitats
within the onshore cable route have
been provided within ES Chapters: 21
Water Resource and Flood risk, 23
Terrestrial Ecology and The Outline
Landscape and Environmental
Management Strategy.
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Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

We note the statement within the summary of Chapter 21 (paragraph
147), but also repeated elsewhere (including in Chapter 23), that “HDD
will be used to cross all main rivers..., avoiding impacts on major
watercourses and those of high sensitivity...”. As highlighted above, HDD
will not be used to cross all designated Main Rivers. It will be essential to
ensure that appropriate measures will be put in place for all other
crossings to ensure no adverse ecological impacts or effects that may
compromise Water Framework Directive objectives.

Addressed in ES Chapter 21 Water
resource and flood risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

Crag Group deposits are designated as a Principal Aquifer and as such
should be offered a high level of protection.

Addressed in ES Chapter 21 Water
resource and flood risk.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Water resource
and flood risk

We understand that the proposed cable will not be fluid-filled. If the use
of fluid-filled cables was proposed, this would have groundwater
protection implications especially where the cable run is sub-water table
or where the cable route passes through a groundwater source
protection zone (SPZ).

Noted

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Terrestrial
Ecology

We consider the report to be fairly comprehensive in terms of ecology
for issues within our remit, including the reference to impacts on fish
and the mitigation required. As highlighted above, it will be essential to
ensure that an appropriate methodology is agreed for each specific
watercourse crossing. In addition to the comment above in respect of
ecological enhancements, we would add the following:

As Scenario 2 (trenching) is no longer
being considered, cables would be
placed in pre-installed (by East Anglia
ONE) ducts and therefore would not
directly cross water bodies. Therefore
individual water crossings for cables
would not be required.

Environment
Agency

08/07/14

Email

Terrestrial
Ecology

The Mill River supports, in places, a small population of native crayfish,
this species is protected by law and is a priority for conservation. It is
important that this potential is recognised and accommodated within
embedded mitigation procedures when undertaking open cut trenching
through this watercourse. It is possible that this species can be added as

Addressed in ES Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.
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a feature when undertaking fish rescue at drained sections. Crayfish will
find refuge in aquatic and marginal vegetation, amongst submerged tree
roots and beneath bed debris. Any rescue operation would need to be
undertaken by a qualified ecologist and may require a license from
Natural England, timing of this activity will be relevant to ensure its
success. We suggest a targeted survey is undertaken prior to any work
taking place.
Environment
Agency

08/07/14

NATS

15/07/14

Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Terrestrial
Ecology

The report identifies a number of invasive non-native species within the
working zone. It is likely that other species not listed such as Giant
Hogweed, Japanese Knotweed and others will be encountered along the
route. We recommend that procedures be included into general working
practice (perhaps in the form of an integrated strategy) to avoid spread
of invasive species along the working corridor – a legal requirement. The
workforce should be able to identify, avoid and even control these
species if or when they are found. Timing of work is also relevant as this
may affect likelihood of spread through transference of shed seed on
the tracks of vehicles for example.

Addressed in ES Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

Aviation and
MoD

Having carried out an analysis of the proposed East Anglia Three project
envelope I would not envisage any NERL radar objection to the
development as proposed.

Addressed in ES Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

Shipping and
Navigation

Whilst we are content with the 2nm "buffer" between the eastern
boundary and the DWR via TSS Off Brown Ridge, we are not satisfied
with the 1nm boundary between the western boundary and the DWR
via DR1 light-buoy. Given the volume of traffic and to allow the
necessary sea room to allow for safe collision avoidance manoeuvring
along the western boundary, we would like to see this "buffer" increased
to 2nm.

Addressed in ES Chapter 15 Shipping
and Navigation and Appendix 15.1
NRA appendix DWR Buffer Analysis
(2015).
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Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

As the turbine layouts for EA3 & EA4 are not yet known, we would
advise at this stage that a minimum separation of 6nm between the two
projects would be satisfactory.

Addressed in 15 Shipping and
Navigation which summarises
additional mitigation measures
including final site design consultation.
Trinity House shall be consulted
throughout this process.

Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

Structures on the wind farm boundary should be in as linear form as
possible and isolated structures should be avoided.

Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

An accommodation platform structure must be at least 500 metres from
the wind farm "red line" boundary to allow for the appropriate safety
zone remain inside the Rochdale envelope.

EATL note Trinity House’s comments
on layout (preference for linear form
of structures on boundary and
avoidance of isolated structures).
Following assessment of the allision
risk modelling (addressed in chapter)
EATL have made the commitment not
to place additional structures on the
periphery of the East Anglia THREE site
in proximity to areas of high density
shipping, thus avoiding any issues with
the presence of 500m safety zones
around permanently manned
structures.

Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

Consideration should be given to producing a through life Aids to
Navigation Management Plan.

Addressed in chapter; summarises
additional mitigation measures
including the production of an Aids to
Navigation Management Plan

Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

Contact should be made with the UKHO to ensure this project is charted
on a chart of an appropriate scale.

Addressed in chapter; summarises
embedded mitigation measures
including appropriately scaled charting
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Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

All required aviation lighting must be synchronised and exhibit red
Morse Code "W" light characteristics.

Noted and considered throughout
assessment of impact on emergency
response provision (in chapter).

Trinity House
Lighthouse Service

16/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

With reference to page 48, section 113 and page 72, section 207 (table
15.13) of Chapter 15 "Shipping & Navigation" please remove the
references to the MCA, as the responsibility for aids to navigation lies
with ourselves.

Noted and considered in ES Chapter 15
Shipping and Navigation.

Departement
Leefmilieu,
Department of the
Environment

17/07/14

Email

General

Belgium has no comments on the DCO application for this project.

No action required

Dutch CCA

9/06/14

Email

Aviation and
MoD

Belgium has no comments on the DCO application for this project.

No action required

Interoute

28/07/14

Email

Infrastructure
and other users

I can confirm that the offshore development are gives Interoute no
cause for concern. However I note that any export cable(s) will cross
both the Concerto 1N & Concerto 1S cables.
As you may be aware, we are in negotiation with East Anglia ONE
regarding Crossing & Proximity Agreements although we don't seem to
have seen any progress since June last year. If you do intend installing
export cables that will cross our cables then we will have to instigate
similar Agreements for your project. If that is the case then could I
suggest that a meeting with all telecom cable owners that will be

Addressed in Chapter 18 Infrastructure
and other users.
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affected should be arranged such that we can all understand the
implications to our infrastructure. Any further information regarding
your exact proposals and timescales will be gratefully received.
Suffolk County
Council

02/06/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The key on Figure 13.2 appears to have gone awry, with the SPAs
mislabelled?

This has been amended.

Similarly, Figure 13.4 and the SSSIs
South Norfolk
Council

10/06/15

Essex County
Council

23/06/14

Breckland District
Council

24/06/14

Coleman &
Basinghall Ltd

26/06/14

Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Email

Email

Project
description

I do not envisage South Norfolk Council wanting to make any
representations but would like to ask if you could clarify the position of
associated cable runs, I assume there is a plan available which highlights
these. I understand from your website that you are sign existing routes
secured under an earlier approval.

ES Chapter 5 Description of the
Development contains details of how
the cables would be installed and
Figure 5.2 within volume 2 of the ES
illustrates indicative locations of
Jointing bays and haul roads.

General

No comments. From a positive perspective, this is a great opportunity
for the Offshore Wind sector supply chain within Essex, and if Essex
County Council can assist in helping supply the development please do
get in contact

No action required

General

I can confirm that receipt of the above mention consultation materials.

No action required

I can also confirm that the Council has no representations to make.

Letter via
email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Traffic and
Transport

We would be grateful if you could clarify what types of vehicle you
would expect to use Seckford Hall Road and whether said vehicles would
be using Seckford Hall Road during mobilisation and demobilization only,
or throughout the project. The road is referred to as: 1. HGV routing to
HDD sites and 2. Route from CCS (CCS 'E') to jointing pit site

Routes are addressed in Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport and displayed in
Figures 27.1 to 27.4.

Traffic and
Transport;

Mitigation measure - Request the scrub/hedge clearance at Top Street/
Martlesham Hill be extended to enable pedestrians to walk on the verge

Road safety is addressed in ES Chapter
27 Traffic and Transport.
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Terrestrial
Ecology;
Seascape,
Landscape and
Visual Amenity
and Land Use

or jump clear of traffic. More background may clarify this: For years MPC
has been trying to improve safety and convenience of walkers from
Martlesham to Woodbridge. There is a route from Top Street beside the
closed part of the old road (to be used as the applicant’s depot) up a
steep ramp to the by-pass roundabout and then along Ipswich Road
passed the smaller roundabout to Woodbridge. A short more obvious
route is beside the carriage way of Martlesham Hill (often called Top
Street) from the village sign to the smaller roundabout on Ipswich Road.
This route is dangerous and would become worse with the extra
construction traffic. There is a steep bank and hedge on the east side
and scrub and slope on the west side, and nowhere for pedestrians to
jump clear or walk off the carriageway. The road is only subject to the
national 60 mph speed limit. Requests to include it in the 30 mph limit
have been refused. The proposed visibility splay to the depot would
provide walking space for most of the way and our request is that it is
extended sufficiently for pedestrians to walk safely for the short
remainder of the road. If this route is made available at an early stage
pedestrians are less likely to use the route past the applicant’s depot.

Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Traffic and
Transport

Mitigation measure - Church Lane & Sandy Lane, Martlesham:
construction of passing places (as necessary) and
widening/strengthening of the roads to carry the size and weight of
construction vehicles.

Addressed in ES Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport.

Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Traffic and
Transport

Top Street, Martlesham/Woodbridge has a small roundabout at the
Ipswich Road junction. Will EA ONE Ltd make this crossable for long
HGVs?

This question was passed onto the East
Anglia ONE project team.

Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Traffic and
Transport

Good traffic management measures required.

Addressed in ES Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport.
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Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Traffic and
Transport/Land
Use

We would wish to see local footpaths closed for a minimum period
during construction because they are well used.

Disruption to footpaths will be kept to
a minimum, details are provided in ES
Chapter 22 Landuse.

Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Terrestrial
Ecology and
Onshore
Archaeology
and Cultural
Heritage

We have been notified by EA ONE Ltd that the route will avoid the St
Mary’s Church graveyard extension. We welcome this and note that
avoiding this area preserves some fine trees. We are also pleased to
note that the proposed route avoids the wildflower meadow to the east.

No action required

Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Terrestrial
Ecology and
Landscape

The Council would like reassurance that the hedge gaps caused by
construction will be replaced. Blanket prohibition of tree planting over
the route seems unduly restrictive, especially as most tree roots are
relatively shallow. As part of the East Anglia ONE consultation we
provided you with our record of some 100 veteran trees in Martlesham
which we hope you will avoid.

Addressed in Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Terrestrial
Ecology and
Seascape,
Landscape and
Visual Amenity

Waldringfield Road is a narrow bye road (1 vehicle width) with high
hedges/trees on both sides in the area where the cable route is planned
to cross it between Thatched Cottage and Howe’s Farm entrance. To
preserve the arched street scene formed by the mature trees and
hedges we request that ducting is taken underground instead of by open
trench across it. Opposite Howe’s Farm entrance is a farm track running
towards the river with several large oak trees (some are veterans). The
cable route is shown crossing the track. If all of these trees cannot be
avoided then again we request that ducting is taken underground
instead of by open trench. Hedges are a concern but we note that
Environmental Information for EA One stated that all permanent fences
and hedges will be reinstated.

Onshore cable routes will be pulled
through existing ducts for the length of
the cable route so there will be no
open trenching used in the
construction process.
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Martlesham Parish
Council

02/07/14

Letter via
email

Socioeconomics

Martlesham PC requests that an amenity fund is established to mitigate
against the impact of the cabling. We understand that you have been
approached by the Deben Estuary Partnership and members of the
public to re-establish the footpath from Woodbridge to Felixstowe
which cannot be used as a long distance path because of the two
breaches in the river wall. MPC supports this.MPC notes that the cable
route between Bawdsey and Ramsholt would make a very good footpath
link especially for the proposed Coastal Path project.

No action required.

Great Yamouth
Borough Council

04/07/14

Letter (via
email)

General

The Council strongly supports the aims and ambitions of the East Anglia
Zone project. The Council believes there to be significant growth
potential in the offshore energy sector and the construction of this
project will help the borough of Great Yarmouth build on its strengths in
the renewable energy sector, attracting significant investment and
creating a large number of jobs.

No action required

Great Yamouth
Borough Council

04/07/14

Letter (via
email)

General

The Council has no objections to the cabling routing proposed in terms
of: the confirmed location of the landfall point; the confirmed onshore
cable corridor and the confirmed location of the converter station for
East Anglia THREE. The associated onshore and offshore infrastructure
that is deemed necessary for the construction and operation of East
Anglia THREE is noted, as is the transmission of power to the National
Grid. The Council is also satisfied that all the affected Local Authorities
and other relevant stakeholders have been regularly consulted on the
location and proposed route of infrastructure

No action required

Melton Parish
Council

08/07/14

General

We have no objection in principle to the proposed scheme and note that
the proposed buried cable route from landfall at Bawdsey to the
converter station at Bramford will have no direct impact on Melton,
running as it does on the south-west bank of the Deben Estuary from

No action required
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Falkenham to Martlesham
Melton Parish
Council

08/07/14

Suffolk Coastal
District Council

09/07/14

Suffolk County
Council (SCC), Mid
Suffolk District
Council (MSDC)
and Suffolk

08/07/14

Traffic and
Transport

However, we have concerns about the proposed routing of HGV traffic
between Primary Construction Consolidation site E at Martlesham and
Secondary Construction Consolidation sites H and I, at Alderton and
Bawdsey respectively during the construction period. We understand
this will last for approximately two and a half years and envisages use of
the A1152 through Melton and the B1183 southwards from the
Bromeswell/Sutton roundabout. Both these roads are singlecarriageway and are almost entirely narrow and twisting. The A1152
through Melton currently has an average daily flow of approximately
15,000 vehicles and suffers peak-time congestion in both directions,
with two-way queues often stretching from the A12 to the B1083
junctions. We seek some explanation of the mitigation measures which
would be put in place, and of the lorry management strategy, including
penalties proposed for non-compliance with the designated HGV route.

EATL would produce a Traffic
Management Plan to manage the daily
delivery profiles and control
movements and routing. This plan
would be designed to minimise
impacts to minor roads.

Email

General

Apologies for the delay in my response to this PEIR but on behalf of
SCDC I endorse the contents of the response Michael Wilks has sent. In
particular I would like to highlight the issues addressed in this response
in respect of the required " pragmatic" approach to ensuring that the
minimum amount of excavation is undertaken to provide the cable route
for either EAOW 3, 1 or in combination irrespective of which
development occurs first.

No action required

Letter

Description of
the
development

We note that the PEIR describes two scenarios;
1. Scenario 1 being the use of preinstalled ducts delivered through the
consent of East Anglia ONE
2. Scenario 2 being the direct burial of cables for East Anglia THREE plus
the installation of ducts for East Anglia ONE.

No action required
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The consent for EA ONE requires ducts to be installed for future projects
unless agreed otherwise by the Secretary of State (Requirement 29); the
strong expectation is therefore that Scenario 1 would be implemented.
Our particular focus in reviewing the PEIR has been on Scenario 1 for
that reason, but also because it gives rise to materially different impacts
(by having a different construction strategy) to Scenario 2 which adopts
an approach akin to EA ONE, albeit minus one set of ducts.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

The consent for East Anglia ONE confirms that a Scenario 2 – type
development, provided the same mitigation is secured, would be
acceptable.
It is understood that Scenario 2 has been derived in the eventuality that
EA ONE does not proceed at all. We note that theoretically the
construction of EA ONE could follow EA THREE. Consideration might be
given therefore whether the EA THREE consent should seek consent for
ducting for EA ONE.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Site Selection
and
Alternatives,
Traffic and
Transport,
Seascape,
Landscape and
visual amenity,
Terrestrial
Ecology

We understand the rationale to reduce the extent of the haul road
required for East Anglia THREE (Scenario 1) by making use of 22 new
access points (paragraph 62-63). However, we would wish to discuss on
a case by case basis the proposed new access points having regard to
the following:
• Implications for the length of haul road required and therefore
numbers of HGVs
• Impact on residential amenity relating to distribution of HGVs to new
accesses
• Highway safety implications associated with the new access points
• Whether the new access point is also a public right of way and the
availability of suitable diversionary routes
• Duration of works conducted through each access point

As a result of the feedback and a
detailed assessment of constraints,
the number of accesses required
has been refined down from 59 to
37.
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• Works required to the track to facilitate access and associated
landscape, ecological and public access (as relevant) impacts
• Implications for EA ONE restoration works
• Any feedback received from local communities
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Site Selection
and
Alternatives;
Seascape,
Landscape and
visual amenity.

With respect to the red line boundary at the converter station site, we
would support it drawn in such a way to facilitate early initiation of a
site-wide comprehensive landscaping strategy; i.e. permits coherent
delivery of a scheme to mitigate the impacts of EA ONE, EA THREE and
EA FOUR.

EATL have conducted further
consultation on the redline boundary
and the Outline Landscape and
Environmental Management Strategy,
and SCC have indicated that they are in
agreement with both.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Site Selection
and
Alternatives

We would suggest that the precedent set through EA ONE as ducts being
considered as Associated Development because, inter alia, they relate to
future applications by the same developer, their degree of physical
proximity and their ability to reduce the impacts of future generating
stations could be used to justify the inclusion of land at Bramford which
encompasses the site area of the converter stations for EA ONE, THREE
and FOUR, so that comprehensive and early mitigation (notably
recontouring the land - which would be ‘development’) can be achieved
(see EA ONE Panel Report, paragraphs 4.6 to 4.17). Furthermore, we
note that the Planning Act 2008 Guidance on Associated Development in
Annex B notes that “off-site landscaping, habitat creation and other
environmental works” can be considered associated development in the
context of highway schemes, and suggest a similar argument may be
made in relation to other types of NSIP.

The Outline Landscape and
Environmental Management Strategy,
forms part of this application this
document provides detail on the
landscaping which would minimise
landscape and visual impacts.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Site Selection
and
Alternatives

In the event that Scenario 2 prevails, we maintain that the landfall point,
cable corridor and converter station location remain appropriate.

No action required
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

We welcome the inclusion of the key control documents for EA ONE
(Appendices 5.1-5.6) and agree they provide a sound basis for future
discussions on mitigation for EA THREE.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

We note the construction timetable anticipating completion in 2022 at
the earliest (paragraph 14), later than the connection date recorded on
National Grid’s TEC Register (April 2021). We would welcome
clarification on the anticipated connection dates of this and future
projects.

It is not possible to define a
connection date prior to consent for
the project being granted; further
information will be provided should
consent be granted.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

It is noted that the construction for the onshore electrical works will
continue for one year, starting in 2020 (paragraph 15). It is not clear if
this applies to scenario 1 and scenario 2. It is also noted that Chapter 20,
paragraph 43, indicates the construction year as being 2018.

ES Chapter 5 Description of the
Development provides further detail
on predicted construction timescales.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development;
Seascape,
landscape and
visual amenity

If EA ONE construction commences in 2017, those works are likely to be
completed and the land reinstated before the commencement of EA
THREE (if indeed it is 2020). This potentially leads to the scenario of
removal and fairly soon after, partial reinstatement of the haul road and
Construction Consolidation Sites.

The requirement to reinstate is
included with the East Anglia ONE
Development Consent Order (DCO).
EATL is investigating whether material
laid down for East Anglia ONE could be
left in situ. However, EATL must
consider the worst case throughout
the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) of full reinstatement following
East Anglia ONE completion.

Consultation Report
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Consideration should be given to how this scenario can be avoided and
the mechanisms that could be used to retain the CCSs and haul road
(potentially in its entirety) for use for East Anglia THREE. The ES needs to
be clear on how works for EA THREE may affect land restoration after EA
ONE, extending the impacts of that project. Clearly undertaking
restoration works, for example planting hedgerows that may
subsequently need to be removed again is not sensible. However, rapid
restoration of some parts of the route (for example within the AONB)
may be more pressing than elsewhere – this should be informed by the
significance of effects reported in the Environmental Statement for EA
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ONE).
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development;
Socioeconomics

We note the potential for an offshore accommodation block (paragraph
16). This could have socio-economic implications in that it may result in
a greater number of workers originating from outside the region. Some
further detail on the shift patterns in such a scenario would be helpful.

Further information provided within
Chapter 5 Description of the
development.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

The two options for HDD at landfall under Scenario 2 are noted
(paragraph 274). Long HDD, which is understood to avoid the need for
access to the beach, would be preferable though the mitigation
measures agreed for EA ONE would be adequate for both options.

Noted: however, EATL feel it is
necessary to retain the option for a
short duct method as this may be
required from an engineering
perspective.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

In making representations on EA ONE, the local authorities noted that in
the fullness of time cables and ducting could become exposed at the
landfall due to coastal retreat. Unlike in other locations, there would be
additional considerations as to the efficacy of leaving the infrastructure
in situ following the decommissioning of the windfarm. Paragraphs 304
and 305 should be reviewed in this context.

At the time of decommissioning,
agreement would be reached on the
most appropriate methods for
decommissioning the cables and ducts
at the landfall.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

We note (paragraph 325) the intention to determine the precise location
of jointing pits during the post-consent detailed design. However, for the
purposes of determining an appropriate access strategy, some further
detail at this stage is needed. It is evident that some assumptions on
jointing pit locations must have been made to determine a worst case
scenario of 16.1km of haul road being required (paragraph 329).
Reference is also made here to the use of track matting – which we
would support as an alternative to haul road reinstatement. It is not
clear here if the use of tracking matting is proposed in addition to
16.1km of haul road or as an alternative to some of it. We do not agree

EATL commissioned AECOM to provide
indicative jointing bay locations, these
are displayed in Figures 5.2-5.11
however, stakeholders should be
mindful that final positions will be
dictated post-consent by engineering
design and installation contractors
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that the Construction Consolidation Sites (CCS) are ‘mostly on
brownfield sites’.
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

We note that the red line drawn for the purposes of consultation has
been to ‘prompt consultation on the possible use of new access routes’
(paragraph 333) and acknowledge the benefits that may arise from this
approach, but would refer to the comments made above about the full
range of matters that need to be considered. Paragraph 334 states
‘jointing operations would take up to 10 days spread over a four to six
week working period’. It is not clear whether this relates to all four the
jointing pits at each of the 61 locations or just one, nor whether this
includes assumptions on the need to construct any haul road. Paragraph
410 states 3-4 weeks per jointing pit.

Further clarification is provided in ES
Chapter 5 Description of the
Development on indicative timings of
works.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

Minimising the impact of the converter station(s) at Bramford is a key
concern of the local authorities and the local community. Every effort
should be made to minimise the Rochdale Envelope (Table 5.32) in light
of emerging technologies and evidence emerging through the
procurement of the EA ONE converter station. We would also stress that
similarity in form, mass and appearance of the converter stations for
each phase of development will be important in minimising the
cumulative impacts and every effort should be made to assimilate this
aspect of the development into the surrounding countryside.

ES Chapter 29 Seascape, Landscape
and Visual Amenity assesses the
impact of the onshore substations and
detail how the impacts will be
mitigated.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

EIA
Methodology

The EIA methodology is supported. The recognition of the distinction
between value and sensitivity is important (paragraph 27) as is the
acknowledgement that an accumulation of impacts of minor significance
could become significant (paragraph 34). Similarly, the definitions of
impact significance (Table 6.5) which note that significant impacts can
arise through effects on local objectives is supported.

No action required.
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We do note however that in accordance with the mitigation hierarchy
compensation measures should be considered where effects, post
mitigation, remain.
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

Paragraph 76 suggests that techniques other than HDD may be used at
the landfall, including open trenching (there are no coastal defences at
the landfall). We continue to support HDD and preferably long HDD (see
above) at the landfall.

Addressed in ES Chapter 7 Marine
Geology, Oceanography and Physical
Processes.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Marine geology,
oceanography,
and physical
processes

We note the conclusions on the likely magnitude of effect associated
with the installation of the cables at landfall (Impact 8). As with EA ONE
we would nevertheless require there to be appropriate monitoring
provisions in the DCO/DML with a mechanism to trigger mitigation as
need be (this is referred to in section 19.2.1). Please refer to earlier
comments on decommissioning.

As the cables for East Anglia THREE will
be placed in ducts installed by East
Anglia ONE, the provision made in the
DCO for that project are considered
sufficient to mitigate any impacts
caused by the presence of the East
Anglia THREE cables

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Soils, geology
and ground
conditions

The LAs consider that the mitigation measures identified within the
Outline Code of Construction Practice (OCoCP) (Appendix 5.1) would
sufficiently address our concerns relating to land contamination and can
confirm that no further information exists to indicate the baseline has
changed in this regard.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Soils, geology
and ground
conditions

With respect to impact on geology at landfall we note the potential
entry and exit positions for the HDD works, and again note that avoiding
access to the beach would be preferable, but similarly note the provision
for ramped access over the cliff face where the Red Crag (the purpose of
the SSSI designation) does not outcrop (paragraph 71). Again, please
note earlier comments on decommissioning of cables at the landfall
(paragraph 19.7.3).

Noted: however, EATL feel it is
necessary to retain the option for a
short duct method as this may be
required from an engineering
perspective.
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Air quality

The OCoCP should provide adequate mitigation for impacts on air quality
associated with construction activities, chiefly dust emissions.

Addressed in chapter 20.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Air quality;
Traffic and
Transport

With regard to air quality impacts associated with construction traffic,
the use of the most recent version of the IAQM Guidance is welcomed
and the methodologies used are acceptable. The location of the nearest
Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) is correct. There has been no
further progress in extending the AQMAs in Ipswich to date. The
assessment of impact on the current AQMAs concludes that there would
no significant deterioration in air quality.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Air quality;
Traffic and
Transport

As for noise (see below), the accuracy of the air quality assessment with
respect to construction traffic and HGV movements is dependent on the
accuracy of the traffic assignment. Until all of the queries on that topic
(see below) have been resolved, it is not possible to determine whether
the air quality assessment is acceptable.

Addressed in ES Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport referring to GEART rules.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Water resource
and flood risk

The LA’s confirm that there were no unresolved matters from the EA
ONE development on this topic (paragraph 8). We welcome in this case
the provision of a Water Framework Directive (WFD) Compliance
Assessment in an appendix to the final Environmental Statement (Table
21.4).

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Water resource
and flood risk

Our principal concern has been the management of surface water at the
converter station site. We noted in consideration of the EA ONE
proposals (see Local Impact Report), that infiltration tests at the
converter station had not been undertaken and we were concerned that
discharge to groundwater may be impractical due to the soil type in this
area (Hanslope) having poor infiltration properties and thus discharge is
rather likely to be through retention on site and discharge to
watercourse (Flowton Brook).

The SuDS principles will be
implemented to limit infiltration to the
environment around the substation(s).
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We would therefore encourage the production of an outline sustainable
drainage strategy which shows how the impacts from all the proposed
converter stations can be managed in a way that complements the
landscape and ecological management strategy and satisfies the
requirements of the WFD.
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Water resource
and flood risk

Again, we note that any works requiring placement of structures in to
ordinary water courses will require consent from SCC under the Land
Drainage Act 1991.

Consent will be sought wherever
structures are placed in water courses
however due to the removal of
scenario two this is unlikely to occur,
apart from

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Land Use

The LA’s confirm that there were no unresolved matters from the EA
ONE development on this topic (paragraph 7), however note that
Scenario 1 results in different impacts which are considered in further
detail below.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development
and Traffic and
Transport

We note that the red line drawn for the purposes of consultation has
been to ‘prompt consultation on the possible use of new access routes’
(paragraph 333) and acknowledge the benefits that may arise from this
approach, but would refer to the comments made above about the full
range of matters that need to be considered. Paragraph 334 states
‘jointing operations would take up to 10 days spread over a four to six
week working period’. It is not clear whether this relates to all four the
jointing pits at each of the 61 locations or just one, nor whether this
includes assumptions on the need to construct any haul road. Paragraph
410 states 3-4 weeks per jointing pit.

Further information is provided in ES
Chapter 5 description of the
Development, on both the predicted
timings of construction periods and
Chapter 27 Traffic and Transport now
includes greater detail on how and
when this would impact the local road
network.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Land Use

In terms of local policy, reference should be made to SCC’s statutory
Rights of Way Improvement Plan .
http://publicrightsofway.onesuffolk.net/home/rights-of-way-

Reference to The Rights of Way
Improvement Plan is given in Chapter
22 Land Use.
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improvement-plan/
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Land Use

With respect to impact on agricultural activities, directly through land
loss, but also indirectly through interference with drainage, we urge
EAOW to work closely with landowners to address those concerns,
including liaising with them on appropriate measures to be included in
the OCoCP. In particular the location of jointing pits should have regard
to their impact on the efficiency of farming operations.

The OCoCP includes liaison with
landowners and includes measures to
minimise disruption to agricultural
activities as far as possible. Jointing
bays would be located be located
away from watercourses and adjacent
to field boundaries. Reference should
be made to embedded mitigation, in
Chapter 22 Land Use.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Land Use

The presentation of the Public Rights of Way (PRoW) information could
be improved as to evaluate impacts on them requires rather laborious
cross-referencing between Figures 22a-g, Figures 27.2-27.5, Figures 5.2 –
5.11 and Appendix 27.5. The colour scheme and key on the PRoW
Figures 22a -22g are also poor: the site boundary is red, the access roads
are red and obscure the underlying PRoW and the National Cycle route
is red as is the Regional cycle route (red dashes).

Figures have been updated and are
included in Volume 2: Figures.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Land Use

It would also be helpful in future iterations if the five promoted paths
(paragraph 78) are explicitly mapped.

Addressed in chapter appendix
(Volume 2 Figures). Figures have been
updated with latest information from
SCC and promoted footpaths are
shown (see Figures 22.6a-g).

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Land Use;
traffic and
transport

Our main concern with this chapter is that Section 22.6.1.6.2, in
particular paragraph 137, should recognise that in Scenario 1 a number
of the new proposed accesses along farm tracks are PRoW and
depending on the volumes of vehicles involved may require temporary
closures and alternative routes to be provided in the interests of safety

Addressed in ES Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport for vehicle numbers. Details
on any temporary closures and
alternative routes are discussed in
Chapter 22 Land Use.
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of non-motorised users. We require further discussions on this matter
(see also comments under the transport chapter).
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport, Land
Use

At the current time we have particular concerns with the proposals as
set out below. To further discussions more detail is required on the
volumes of vehicles on each PRoW and the duration of likely disruption:
• Access B (Figure 5.3) – relating to number of movements (and possible
alternatives)

Addressed in Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport for vehicle numbers. Details
on any temporary closures and
alternative routes are discussed in
Chapter 22 Land Use.

• Unlettered access point from Kembroke Hall eastwards to Shepherds
Wood (Figure 5.2/5.3) – related to extent of works that may be required,
• Access G (Figure 5.5) – relating to number of movements (and possible
alternatives)
• Access J (Figure 5.6) – relating to the impact on Sandlings Walk
• Access K (Figure 5.7) – relating to the number of movements (and
possible alternatives)
• Access P (Figure 5.8) – relating to the impact on the Fynn Valley Walk,
extent of works required, number of movements and possible
alternatives
• Access Q (Figure 5.8) – relating to impact on the PRoW and possible
alternatives
• Access R (Figure 5.9) – consideration needs to be given to the number
of private users. There is potential to permanently improve this track –
subject to landowner views.
• Access S (Figure 5.9) – Part of this bridleway (which is known to be well
–used) is across a field headland, i.e. there is no existing track.
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter
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1 to the south the substation (on its land) where there has been a need
to temporarily close it. We suggest this option is looked at by EAOW.

Chapter 22 Land Use

We would also note that the surfaces of PRoW are vested with SCC as
the highway authority, consequently we would need to agree any
changes to that surface, both during construction and on restoration.
While in some circumstances a farmer may appreciate “an upgrade to
the local infrastructure” (Chapter 5, paragraph 332), any permanent
change in condition of a PRoW will need to be agreed with SCC who will
take in to account the requirements of the users of that PRoW (for
example horse riders who prefer softer conditions).

Sections of PRoWs affected by the
works would be reinstated to existing
condition or better following the
works.
An Outline CoCP will be submitted in
support of the DCO application.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Land Use

In terms of mitigation we would support measures in the OCoCP in
particular note the need for pre- and post-construction surveys and
measures to publicise interruptions to access.

Noted

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Terrestrial
Ecology

We consider that the scope and methodologies proposed to deal with
ecological issues is generally acceptable. However the Ecology chapter
needs to demonstrate that all the Suffolk Priority (BAP) species that are
known to be associated and are therefore likely to be present in the
habitats affected by EA Three project have been fully considered and
covered by up to date surveys. This will ensure that the statutory
undertaker’s NERC duty and the EN-1 requirement set out section 5.3.3,
have been met where it is reasonable i.e. species are likely to be present
and affected by the development. We would also expect any survey
records to be made available to the Suffolk Biological Records Centre.

Addressed in ES Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Terrestrial
Ecology;
Onshore
Ornithology

The work should follow best practice at all times and BS42020:2013 is
recommended for this detail (including also the timescales for re-survey
requirements), and with a combined Landscape and Ecological
Management Plan (LEcMP) with the structure for EA One document

Addressed in ES Chapters 23
Terrestrial Ecology and 24 Onshore
Ornithology.
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being produced and followed. This should result in ensuring that Priority
(BAP) species are fully considered.
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Terrestrial
Ecology

The embedded mitigation measures for EA One should be carried
forward for EA Three (and Four) particularly those relating to Important
Hedgerows – this is not referenced in the Ecology Chapter 23.

Addressed in ES Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Terrestrial
Ecology

Any hedges likely to be affected by access to the route should be scoped
for updated surveys for protected species including bats, dormice,
badgers and reptiles as well as Suffolk priority species as stated above –
to be agreed in advance of works with SCC Senior Ecologist.

Addressed in ES Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Onshore
ornithology

The mitigation for avoiding impacts on SPA Brent Geese by not working
through sensitive winter months does not appear to have been secured
as discussed at the recent site meeting. Effective monitoring of all
mitigation measures is also considered essential to ensure that they are
properly effective and the risk or harms to wildlife are minimised.

Addressed in ES Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Onshore
archaeology
and cultural
heritage

SCC is content with the cultural heritage assessment in so far as it relates
to archaeological matters, with the exception of the omission of the
trial-trenched evaluation for East Anglia THREE converter station at
Bramford. We would expect the results of trial-trenching for the
converter station to be presented in full (Appendix 25.1, Section 1.7) but
we are yet to see the evaluation report.

Evaluation report submitted to SCC
July 2014 and included in chapter
appendices.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Onshore
archaeology
and cultural
heritage

We note the commitment to develop a Written Scheme of Investigation
in line with that produced for EA ONE (paragraph 99).

The application includes a full draft
archaeological Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI), which will be
agreed with the relevant local
authority and Historic England
(formerly English Heritage) and Prior-
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to-Construction method statements
for onshore activities will be agreed
with all relevant local authorities with
respect to the final WSI

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Onshore
archaeology
and cultural
heritage

MSDC is satisfied with the initial assessment undertaken in relation to
above ground designated heritage assets however Grade 2 listed
buildings should not be regarded as being of only local or regional
importance: they are designated assets in accord with nationally applied
criteria. The suggested approach to the assessment of significance
(paragraph 63) is supported however it should be remembered that the
appreciation of setting and its contribution to the significance of a
heritage asset is a dynamic experience that can only be fully appreciated
by a site inspection.

Although Listed Buildings are
nationally designated assets their
grading indicates variations in
importance with Grade II Listed assets
reflecting regionally important assets.
This approach is consistent with the
guidance given for the Design Manual
for Roads and Bridges (Highways
Agency 2007) which is the only current
detailed guidance on Environmental
Impact Assessment for large scale
schemes.
A site visit to assess setting was
undertaken as part of the East Anglia
ONE work and the results from this
utilised in the assessment in the
chapter.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

SCC, MSDC and

08/07/14

08/07/14

Letter

Letter

Consultation Report
November 2015

Noise and
Vibration

Noise and
Vibration;

The local authorities consider that the measures contained in the OCoCP
alongside appropriate conditions within the DCO (in the form used for
EA ONE) will adequately control construction related noise impacts.

No action required.

With respect to the assessment of HGV traffic noise the methodology
adopted is acceptable which includes the use of Table 26.11 for

No action required
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These will be carried over to the
OCoCP within the application
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Traffic &
transport

determining magnitudes of impact.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Noise and
Vibration;
Traffic &
transport

However, the presentation of traffic flow information in Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport is not clear. Tables 27.12 and 27.13 do allow for
cross checking with Table 26.24 and there appears to be general
correlation. However, the accuracy of the traffic noise assessment and
HGV impacts is reliant on the traffic assessment being accepted as
accurate. This is discussed further below.

Addressed in ES Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport and Chapter

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Noise and
Vibration;
Traffic &
transport

Vibration caused by HGV traffic is discussed and the importance of
maintaining good carriageway condition to ensure that potential is
minimised. It is important that the proposal for a programme of
mitigation works, as identified in paragraph 54, is carried forward and
discussed with the highway engineers.

Noted, No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Noise and
Vibration;
Traffic &
transport

As alluded to earlier, further discussions are required to determine the
appropriate balance of impacts in assessing the extent of haul road to be
reinstated in Scenario 1. In principle, haul routes where HGV traffic is
taken away from residential areas are welcomed.

Further consultation with SCC, MSDC
and SCDC during 2015 has ensured
that these councils are content with
the assessment in ES Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport. as well as the
planned mitigation provided in that
chapter.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Noise and
Vibration;
Traffic &
transport

HGVs travelling along relatively narrow minor roads (as described in
Scenario 1) would be expected to have a significant noise impact on
nearby residents and also give rise to concerns relating to vibration
damage. The extent of disturbance would be determined by exact
numbers, distribution across the construction period and duration of the
construction period which will need to be confirmed and assessed
through the noise and vibration assessment.

Noted and addressed in ES Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport.
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Noise and
Vibration;
Traffic &
transport

The cumulative effect of EA ONE being followed by THREE and FOUR
resulting in a relatively long term period of increased activity, albeit with
quieter periods between each phase should be considered.

Noted. The cumulative assessment
covers all projects, please refer to
Chapter 26 Noise and Vibration.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Noise and
Vibration;
Traffic &
transport

Paragraph 150 onwards discusses the impact on Papermill Lane
dwellings (at the northern end) and identifies a medium impact, due to
the low baseline flows on Papermill Lane. Internal noise levels are
considered to be acceptable on the basis of standard thermal double
glazing and trickle vents being present. It is not clear whether it is
assumed that the dwelling(s) would already have this arrangement in
place or whether this is to be provided by way of mitigation? The
assessment of noise reduction from outside to in is dependent on
windows being kept closed, which is not a realistic expectation.

The assessment has updated values
based on the final traffic numbers.
However, as Scenario 2 is no longer
being considered therefore on this
basis traffic increases would not
exceed the 25% deemed necessary to
trigger a further assessment. It is
noted however, that Paper Mill Lane
will remain the link likely to experience
the greatest increases in traffic (>10%).
See Chapter 26 Noise and Vibration.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Noise and
Vibration;
Traffic &
transport

The comments concerning Bullen Lane are noted.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic &
Transport;
Socioeconomics

The transport chapter is informed by the socio-economic chapter, and
the appendices to the former, notably 27.3 and 27.4 repeat tables from
the latter (Table 28.9 and Table 28.11, respectively). Variants of these
tables also appear in the main Transport chapter as Tables 27.10/27.11.
We have some concerns with some of the principles behind these tables.

Further consultation with SCC, MSDC
and SCDC during 2015 has ensured
that these councils are content with
the assessment in ES Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport which includes
agreement to the principles behind the
data.
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic &
Transport;
Socioeconomics

A clear explanation of the calculations on job numbers and use of terms
in Table 28.8 is also required. Table 28-25 in Chapter 28 for EA ONE
seems to make more sense.

These are now provided in Appendices
to ES Chapter 27 Traffic and Transport.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic &
Transport;
Socioeconomics

More generally, the ES will need to assess separately, but also
cumulatively, socio-economic/transport impacts associated with
offshore construction and onshore construction, as we understand the
respective skills profile requirements to be quite different and
consequently the likely travel to work areas similarly variable.

Addressed in ES Chapter 28 Socioeconomics

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic &
Transport;

The sources of data used should also be clearly presented alongside
each table – this is not the case in Appendix 27.3/27.4 for example.

The assumptions that underpin these
data are provided in ES Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport. These have
been developed with the input from a
specialist construction consultant
(AECOM) and are augmented with
experience gained through the preapplication development and
preliminary construction design
process for East Anglia ONE

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Socioeconomics

In respect of both onshore and offshore construction, while the
comments on the supply chain are noted (Table 28.1), early
interventions are likely to be required. Some sensitivity testing is likely
to be required as the labour market is likely to change somewhat
between 2011 census and construction in 2020.

The supply chain capacity has not been
assessed as no final decision has been
made on the potential distribution of
the supply chain. This would be
developed as part of the Supply Chain
Plan, which would be submitted when
EATL apply to DECC for CfD.
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport;
Socioeconomics

Drive time to/from Woodbridge is not relevant for those working at
Bramford – consequently a revision to the travel to work area is needed,
meaning that there could be a centroid of 45 minutes from each of the
primary CCSs and potentially a third from Bramford substation too, or
potentially a single centroid based on Ipswich could be used (further
discussion required). The socio-economic assessment needs to better
reflect the proposed strategy for movement of workers by minibus. The
socio-economic study area – Chapter 28, paragraph 68/73 needs to be
revised accordingly. The purpose of distinguishing between the 30 and
45 minute drive times (chapter 28, paragraph 7) is not clear.

ES Chapter 27 Traffic and Transport
provides details of an updated
methodology for determining
employee distribution incorporating
two centroids based around the
primary CCSs in response to SCC
comments.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport;
Socioeconomics

Distance decay does not seem to have been applied, meaning more
construction workers are expected from Colchester than Ipswich, which
is not likely. The percentage of construction workers from each area
needs to be weighted according to the distance from the site. Travel
costs dictate that the uptake will be higher locally. The EA ONE figures
(paragraph 94 of Chapter 27) are more realistic – but do need to be
corroborated.

The socio-economics study applies a
weighting of 1 to potential workforce
with journey origins within 30 minutes
and a weighting of 0.5 to those
between 30 and 45 minutes.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Socioeconomics

It is not clear how the ratio of resident versus in migrant workers for the
onshore construction workers (Chapter 28, Table 28.8/Chapter 27,
paragraph 98) has been derived. As mentioned, we would expect a
majority of onshore construction workers to be resident rather than in –
migrants, currently the split is 34% resident, 66% in migrant. This
appears to be different to EA ONE assumptions.

The PBA stated 66%: 34% split
assumes a greater proportion of inmigrant to resident workers. The
EAONE Socioeconomics chapter
assumed at best 70%: 30% (‘high
impact scenario) but as an aggregate
for all construction workers – onshore
and offshore. This is broadly aligned
with the Sizewell C in-migrant to local
resident percentage distribution.
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PBA have research evidence derived
from RSK from EAONE on the split of
workers undertaking the onshore
works that demonstrates the majority
of construction workers would not be
local resident workers.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Socioeconomics

Notwithstanding the above, any in-migrant workers should likely be
distributed within a 30 minute drive time of the primary CCSs (see
above). At the moment in-migrant workers for onshore construction
work are distributed over a 45 minute drive time area – it is unlikely one
would relocate to Lowestoft/Witham to work in the Woodbridge area.
Furthermore, when assessing the distribution of in-migrant workers, i.e.
looking at available accommodation within the 30 minute drive time
area, consideration needs to be given to the relative cost and type of
accommodation (eg serviced or not). It is very unlikely 13% of in-migrant
onshore construction workers will be accommodating themselves in
Aldeburgh (a major tourist destination) – especially if working on
onshore construction.

A 45 minute drive time study area has
been used for the in-migrant onshore
construction assessment. Distance
decay has however been applied to
locations from 31-45 minutes.
PBA is content to accept the view that
in-migrant workers could be located
only within the 0-30 minute drive time
catchment of the primary CCS but are
not aware that there is research
evidence to support this contention.
There is little evidence other than
intuition that construction workers
would seek accommodation within
either a 0-30 minute or 30-45 minute
drive time catchment.
Aldeburgh is within 0-30min drive time
area of Woodbridge. PBA have no
evidence to distinguish between
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Aldeburgh and other locations within a
30min drive-time. Hence PBA does not
consider that weighting Aldeburgh at a
lower level is valid. In addition, the
assessment and analysis of in-migrant
construction worker distribution has
been established on the basis of
available bedspace accommodation,
within which Aldeburgh offers
considerable capacity.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport;
Socioeconomics

The ES could usefully present a more detailed skill profile for onshore
construction workers. This can then be used to more fully assess the
likely socio-economic/transport impacts by gaining a better
understanding of the likely origin of workers with the requisite skills.
There is data available at a much more detailed level than that of
‘construction employees’ (Table 28.7 and Appendix 28.1). This analysis
should validate conclusions that a 45 minute drive time is appropriate
and that a majority of workers can be secured locally. The timing of the
demand for particular skill sets would be useful to help inform the
cumulative assessments with other NSIPs in particular.

Journey time addressed in Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

Chapter 27, paragraph 98 makes reference to a 60 minute drive time
from Woodbridge being used in the socio-economic chapter. This should
read 45 minutes

Noted and addressed in chapter.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport;
Socioeconomics

We note that the offshore socio-economic impacts will be reported in
the final ES. This should inform the transport assessment for offshore
construction works.

Addressed in Chapter 28 SocioEconomics
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport;
Socioeconomics

Ninety minute drive times from the ports would be appropriate for
resident workers, however it is noted that consideration is being given
to the use of offshore accommodation blocks. In this instance, because
shift patterns will presumably be very different, the likelihood of
attracting more in-migrant workers increases. These in-migrants may
not seek any accommodation in the locality, instead commute from
anywhere in the country to the departure point, work the, say, two
week shift and then commute back. So, the ES should recognise the
likelihood of greater leakage of economic benefit in this scenario.

Addressed in Chapter 28 SocioEconomics

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport;
Socioeconomics

We would suggest a 60 minute drive time for in-migrant workers for
offshore construction. Nature/cost of accommodation remains relevant.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport;
Socioeconomics

The workforce profile is likely to be different for offshore compared to
onshore – justifying a 90 min versus 45 min drive time and perhaps a
greater need for in-migrant workers.

It was agreed with SCC to test a
scenario whereby the catchment area
for local workers would be increased
to a 90 minute drive time, thereby also
increasing the potential for local
employment from 34% to 66%.
Chapter 27 traffic and Transport
provides a detailed review of the
impacts of the sensitivity test upon
links and junctions in the study area.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Consultation Report
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It would be useful to have a map of the 11 sections referred to in
Chapter 27 and associated appendices, as the impacts are reported by
section. It would be helpful to have the jointing pit locations marked on
this and the locations of where the 16km of haul road would be.
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

Notwithstanding that, it would be helpful to have a clearer appreciation
of the traffic movements on each route to add to Figures 27.2 -27.5 (EA
ONE did this).This includes the number of vehicles on the proposed
routes from the secondary CCSs to jointing pit sites. Separate HGV and
worker movements, plus combined would be appreciated.

The ES 27 Traffic and Transport, now
provides clearer information on the
traffic movements and Figures 27. 1 to
27.8 illustrate traffic routes. An Otline
Traffic Management Plan and an
Outline Travel Plan have been
prepared by EATL which detail how
traffic to site will be managed and also
show how workers are expected to get
to site.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

As discussed above there are some concerns over proposals to bring
large numbers of HGVs down PRoW in some cases, so we will need some
detailed discussions on each of the proposed access points, having
regard to the trade-offs between less haul road but more dispersed
impacts. Equally we would need to understand what restoration works
for EA ONE at the CCSs or within the corridor would/should be delayed
by needing to relay/retain a haul road in some areas.

EATL have been engaged in discussions
with these councils, including the
PRoW officer during 2015 and
agreement has been reached on which
PRoWs will be disrupted and how this
will be mitigated by diversions and
traffic management.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

The numbers of HGVs don’t appear to tally through the assessment, as
it’s not clear where the 2-way HGV movements in the tables on p37 of
the Appendix come from. Page 37 has a small table at the bottom
setting out Total HGV numbers on each link. For example, on link 27
(B1083 to Bawdsey) it says total HGV movements will be 44. If you
however look (p21) at the amount of HGVs movements to Section 1, the
number of HGV movements for the transition pits alone is 224 and these
must have come along the B1083?

ES Chapter 27 Traffic and Transport of
the ES now provides greater clarity on
this.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

The tables on p37 currently document movements from the wider
network to primary CCS, then on to secondary CCS and then from

The assessment utilises vehicles for
delivery of material that can access all
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secondary CCS to the wider network. The traffic management plan for
EA ONE required a degree of downsizing of vehicles emerging from the
primary to secondary CCS so they were more suited to the local
network. Should the tables reflect some vehicles will deliver to the
primary CCS and then return to the network? Equally, will vehicles going
to the secondary CCS not return to the primary CCS, rather than just
exiting to the network (which seems to be implied by paragraph 116 in
Chapter 27)? It seems the approach set out might underestimate the
total HGV movements involved.

routes within the study area (typically
20tonne payload) and therefore it is
assumed that vehicles would report to
the primary CCS before being assigned
an appropriate access point for
delivery.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport Appendix

The Tables on p21-22 of Appendix 27.5 quantify the number of HGV
movements by Section and indeed by access point. The access points are
marked on Figures 5.2 – 5.11. We note the following:
• The data for access points A and B is grouped together – however they
are on the opposite sides of the Deben, so this data needs to be split.
• The Figures don’t differentiate L2, N1, N2, Q2, Q1.
• The figures include some access points (O, P) which do not appear in
the Table
• Some access points on the Figures are not given a letter, eg access
from Newbourne Road to the cable corridor on Figure 5.4. This
particular route also seems to duplicate access available from Park Lane
(D) (Figure 5.3). Similarly there are no letters against the access at the
end of Church Lane or from Sandy Lane(Figure 5.6), the lane where
Seckford Hall is located, Lodge Road (figure 5.6), access from the B1113
north of Suffolk Water Park (Figure 5.10)

Following Consultation in Phase IIb
(See consultation report for further
detail) the number of Accesses were
reduced and further clarification has
been provided within the ES to the
exact location of each Access with a
clear description of each.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport Appendix

Figure 5.7 makes reference to an HDD site at the Bealings – this should
probably refer to ‘other trenchless techniques’ for clarity

As EATL would no longer require any
HDD techniques, due to the fact that
ducts will already be installed by East
Anglia ONE, no Figures in the ES refer
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to HDD sites.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport Appendix

Appendix 27.2 – the flows don’t appear to be correct. Current AADT on
the A14 is c. 50,000 (Chapter 27, Table 27.9) – and certainly more than 1
HGV?

Revised Data for Traffic flows has been
used within the Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport Appendix

It is not clear why the miscellaneous HGV movement allowance for
transition pits only 25%, when jointing pits is 100% (Appendix 27.5,
sheet 2 – p15).

This is due to the fact that the exact
location of the transition bays are
known at this point whereas the
jointing bay locations are only
indicative at this stage

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

There are inconsistencies between the ‘general data’ tables on p14 and
then the totals on p22, for example haul road construction total
movements varies from 3,168 (p14) to 3,242 (p22); bentonite 152 versus
186, jointing bays 125 versus 157.

Revised figures have been provided
within ES Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

Referring to the tables on p21-22, there appears to be confusion
between ‘deliveries’ and ‘movements’. For example throughout the
subtotals for haul road construction, cables, jointing bays etc, reference
is made to HGV ‘movements’ , however when these ‘movements’ are
then summed in the penultimate line, the sum is referred to as
‘deliveries’, which is then doubled to give ‘movements’. Either the
aforementioned subtotals should refer to deliveries, or there has been
some double counting.

Revised figures have been provided
within ES Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

There are errors on Figures 27.2/27.3 where the HGV route appears to
be drawn through the countryside from Swilland (B1077) eastwards, as
opposed to being on the B1078.

This has been amended and Revised
figures have been provided within East
Anglia THREE Limited ES Volume 2
Chapter 27 Traffic and Transport
Figures.
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SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

The table on page 23 is not populated with data for sections 7-11.

Revised figures have been provided
within East Anglia THREE Limited ES
Volume 2 Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport Figures.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

In terms of the specific new access points identified, we would wish to
have further discussions once the above queries have been clarified. At
this stage we have a particular concern about Access S (Figure 5.9),
which would take HGVs past Claydon High School.

EATL consulted with SCC, MSDC and
SCDC during 2015 regarding the ES
assessment. The Access in question
has been removed from the proposed
East Anglia THREE project design.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

In terms of accident data, the only site in Mid Suffolk that requires
checking for collisions is the A14 roundabout in Claydon – data can be
purchased from SCC.

This data has been acquired and has
been used to inform the ES
assessment

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
transport

With regard to the assessment of impacts, consideration needs to be
given to the percentage change in HGV numbers, not just total traffic –
which is how impacts are reported in Chapter 27 paragraphs 128-130,
which may mean that the impact on some roads is greater than
negligible.

In accordance with the IEMA
guidelines, the ‘All Traffic’ assessment
is for the effect of severance only to
establish if traffic is presenting a
perceived division within a community,
whilst pedestrian amenity examines
the impacts resulting from all traffic
and also from the HGV component.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Seascape,
landscape and
visual amenity

With reference to Table 29.4 Data sources Features
• Special Landscape Areas not included - GIS data available from
SCDC/MSDC & BDC – this is a local designation on the basis of local
planning policies, or saved policies in each of these Districts - making
these locally valued landscapes (NPPF paragraph 109)
• Locally designated parks and gardens under SCDC saved policy AP4 and
SPG6 have not been included

Addressed in ES Chapter 29 Seascape,
Landscape and Visual Amenity and
Appendices to that chapter.
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• The Heritage Coast has not been included. The Suffolk Heritage Coast
was defined in 1973 by agreement between the local authorities and
Natural England’s predecessor the Countryside Commission. The
principal purposes of the Heritage Coast are:
o To conserve, protect and enhance the natural beauty of the coast, its
marine flora and fauna and heritage features
o To facilitate and enhance the enjoyment and appreciation by the
public
• It is stated that there is “No justification for AONB Boundary” - for
details on this please refer to Woolmore (1999). Designation History
Series- Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. Countryside Commission.
Confidence should be ‘High’
• The register of parks and gardens indicates site specifically listed grade
I grade II etc by English Heritage. Confidence should be ‘High’
SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Seascape,
landscape and
visual amenity

The proposed methodology appears to be acceptable.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Seascape,
landscape and
visual amenity

The outline assessment of cumulative impacts and scenarios are
acceptable for the cable corridor and the converter station site/s at
Bramford.

No action required

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Seascape,
landscape and
visual amenity

However, the LAs wish to be assured that the visual impact of the
converter station can be effectively and appropriately mitigated. In
order to ensure this is achieved, the current package of offsite planting
works included in the section 106 agreement for EA ONE should also be
reviewed in terms of its applicability to EA THREE, in addition to
provision of on-site earth mounding and tree planting.

Addressed in Chapter. An Outline
Landscape and Ecological
Management Strategy (OLEMS) will be
prepared as part of the proposed East
Anglia THREE project which will detail
proposed planting and bunding
mitigation measures, coinciding with
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measures which apply to East Anglia
ONE.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Seascape,
landscape and
visual amenity;
Ecology

Furthermore, the condition of trees in Gorbets Grove should be subject
to review given the high percentage of ash trees in this woodland and
the prevalence of Chalara fraxinea in the county, and its known presence
in mature trees.

Addressed in Chapters 29 Seascape,
landscape and visual amenity and 23
Terrestrial Ecology.
EATL also present woodland
management plans to address issue of
ash die back within the OLEMs. The
OLEMS form part of this application.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Seascape,
landscape and
visual amenity

Given the potential for intervisibility from public viewpoints to the west
and north west of the converter station site with SITA’s green house
proposal at Dairy Farm Bramford (application 3655/13), it should be
reviewed for cumulative landscape and visual impact (section 29.14).

The potential cumulative effects are
addressed in chapter. Significant
cumulative effects would not arise in
relation to the SITA development
owing to the distance of 2km that
separates it from the East Anglia
THREE substation and the extent of
intervening landform and vegetation
which limit the potential for intervisibility between the two
developments.

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter

Traffic and
Transport

It is noted that road users in the vicinity of the converter station are
generally given a rating of low sensitivity. However it should be noted
that Tey Lane is part of National Cycle route, (it is not clear that this
promoted route has been recognised), therefore revision may be
required.

Addressed in Chapter 27 Traffic and
Transport

SCC, MSDC and

08/07/14

Letter

Seascape,
landscape and

With respect to Scenario 2, whilst it is accepted that in landscape and
visual terms the loss of some hedgerow would not necessarily be

Addressed in Chapter 29 Seascape,
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SCDC

SCC, MSDC and
SCDC

08/07/14

Letter
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visual amenity;
Terrestrial
Ecology

significant (29.7.2.2.1), the Local Authorities would expect that
hedgerow losses would be minimised and mitigated for scenario 2 in
accordance with the processes and principles of the Outline Landscape
and Ecological Management Strategy agreed for the EA1 scheme.

Landscape and Visual Amenity

Benthic
Ecology;
Aviation and
MOD; Marine
Mammal
Ecology;
offshore
archaeology
and cultural
heritage;
Shipping and
Navigation;
Commercial
fisheries;
offshore
ornithology;
fish and
shellfish
ecology;
Underwater
noise, vibration
and
electromagneti
c fields; Marine

We have no comments on the above chapters

No action required
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No objection proposed to the East Anglia Three Offshore Wind Farm,
subject to appropriate mitigation, and where necessary compensation,
being given to those commercial fishing interests in Norfolk adversely
impacted by the operation of the wind farm

This has been addressed in a letter
sent to Norfolk County Council in reply
to the response.

Water and
sediment
quality
Norfolk County
Council

09/07/14

Commercial
Fisheries

Summarised below:
With respect to those vessels
operating out of ports in Norfolk,
these depend almost entirely on
shellfish (crab, lobster and whelk)
which are targeted on well-established
grounds off the coast of North Norfolk
and located some distance from the
East Anglia THREE development. Due
to the distance that the site is located
offshore, and the limitations on small
vessels in terms of their operational
range and safety at sea, very few
vessels fish inside the footprint of the
windfarm itself and so this has not
been assessed in this chapter

Norfolk County
Council

09/07/14

Consultation Report
November 2015

Shipping and
navigation

Mitigation measures being found to overcome any potential impact on
shipping and navigation, which might have an impact on East Port (Great
Yarmouth).

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Addressed in chapter;
summarises embedded mitigation
measures and potential additional
mitigation measures.
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Swilland and
Witnesham Parish
Council

09/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

Witnesham & Swilland grouped Parish Council has followed the
proposals for EA1 with great interest and fully understands the crosscountry cable routing and the implications for Witnesham. As we
understand it, once the underground cabling for EA1 and the duct for
future use (EA3) have been laid there will be full reinstatement for the
landowners. This covers the removal of the temporary haul roads.

The requirement to reinstate is
included with the East Anglia ONE
DCO. EATL is investigating whether
material laid down for East Anglia ONE
could be left in situ. However, EATL
must consider the worst case
throughout the EIA of full
reinstatement following East Anglia
ONE completion.

Swilland and
Witnesham Parish
Council

10/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development

Once EA3 is approved, the cross country cables then have to pulled
through the previously buried ducts at a number of sequential access
pits and, as we understand it, you are planning to use, where possible,
existing roads/country lanes/etc. For access as the haul roads will no
longer exist

EATL do plan, where possible to use
existing roads lanes and tracks,
however, there will be a requirement
to install haul road in sections that
cannot be accessed from existing
roads and tracks.

Swilland and
Witnesham Parish
Council

11/07/14

Letter

Description of
the
development;
Traffic and
Transport

In our Parish, your maps show "Strugglers Lane" as a cable pit access
route. Given the size of equipment and vehicles likely to be used, we
wish to register, that in our opinion, this Lane is entirely unsuitable.
"Struggler's Lane" is narrow, difficult to access from the B1077, is only
partially made up and is part of the Fynn Valley walker's route in an area
classified for it's natural beauty. On the information that we currently
have, it is impossible to see how this route can withstand your intended
use. We ask that you consider alternatives such as retaining an
appropriate stretch of haul road

The proposed access at Strugglers Lane
has been removed from East Anglia
THREE plans. Figures 5.2-5.11 and
section 5.7.3.5

Norfolk Country
Council

11/07/14

Email

Commercial
Fisheries

While no objection is proposed to the East Anglia Three Offshore Wind
Farm, this is subject to appropriate mitigation, and where necessary
compensation, being given to those commercial fishing interests in

This has been addressed in a letter
sent to Norfolk County Council in reply
to the response.
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Norfolk adversely impacted by the operation of the wind farm

Summarised below:
With respect to those vessels
operating out of ports in Norfolk,
these depend almost entirely on
shellfish (crab, lobster and whelk)
which are targeted on well-established
grounds off the coast of North Norfolk
and located some distance from the
East Anglia THREE development. Due
to the distance that the site is located
offshore, and the limitations on small
vessels in terms of their operational
range and safety at sea, very few
vessels fish inside the footprint of the
windfarm itself and so this has not
been assessed in this chapter

Norfolk Country
Council

11/07/14

Email

Shipping and
Navigation

While no objection is proposed to the East Anglia Three Offshore Wind
Farm, this is subject to appropriate mitigation measures being found to
overcome any potential impact on shipping and navigation, which might
have an impact on East Port (Great Yarmouth).

No action required

Great Bealing
Parish Council

16/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Concerned - Cabling and associated works

Due to the fact that Scenario 2
(trenching is now not part of the
application the impacts from cabling
work will be greatly reduced.

Great Bealing
Parish Council

16/07/14

Email

traffic and
transport

Concerned - Traffic during working hours

Due to the fact that Scenario 2
(trenching is now not part of the
application the traffic during working
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hours will be greatly reduced. EATL
have produced a Traffic Management
Plan which outlines how traffic will be
managed to reduce impacts especially
during peak traffic flows. The Traffic
Management Plan forms part of this
application.

Great Bealing
Parish Council

16/07/14

Email

traffic and
transport, land
use, noise

Concerned - Hours of working

EATL have committed to only working
between the hours of 7am and 7pm at
all locations onshore apart from at the
substation(s).

Great Bealing
Parish Council

16/07/14

Email

Seascape,
Landscape and
Visual Amenity,
Terrestrial
Ecology

Concerned - Restoration of landscape

Addressed in Chapter 29 Seascape,
Landscape and Visual

Great Bealing
Parish Council

16/07/14

Email

Description of
the
development

Concerned - Use same ducting as for EA1

East Anglia THREE will use ducting
installed by East Anglia ONE.

South Norfolk
Council

18/07/14

Email
Response

Onshore

I am in possession of your letter to Paul Whitham, South Norfolk Council
regarding the East Anglia Three offshore windfarm project. I do not
envisage South Norfolk Council wanting to make any representations but
would like to ask if you could clarify the position of associated cable
runs, I assume there is a plan available which highlights these. I
understand from your website that you are sign existing routes secured
under an earlier approval. I look forward to hearing from you.

Noted
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Verizon

10/06/14

Email

Infrastructure
and Other
Users

Chapter 18, table 18.2, Verizon comments are included – but please note
these have not been reproduced in full, but more importantly they relate
to communication with your colleague on East Anglia ONE (first
attachment refers). Thus my comments have been used incorrectly.
Whilst Verizon did not specifically provide comment on East Anglia
THREE scoping - I did not recall any communication, but now find one
email of 05/12/12 advising (second attachment refers) – you can indeed
assume that Verizon expects full and early consultation in order to
design any cable routing in such a way to minimise impacts to our
Ulysses submarine cable (I note in table 18.14 you anticipate 4 crossings
of our Ulysses telecommunications cable) in the development of any
agreeable Crossing Agreement.

The comments quoted were in
response to East Anglia ONE, the
format of this Table has been updated
to ensure this is clear.

Verizon

10/06/14

Email

Infrastructure
and Other
Users

I note in table 18.2 you make reference to relevant ICPC
Recommendations, but whilst you do subsequent refer to SubSea Cables
UK and our industry guidance on proximity to cables, worryingly you only
appear to reference an earlier (2010) Guideline document. I would have
expected you to know, from either your colleagues, or indeed from The
Crown Estate (see http://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/energyinfrastructure/cables-and-pipelines/studies-and-guidance/wind-andtelecoms-cable-proximity/) that Guideline No 6 was significantly updated
in 2012, following collaborative work between our respective industries,
via SCUK, RUK, REA and TCE – discussions which your organisation and
your colleagues were part of.

Addressed in chapter; the reference
has been updated to capture the most
recent guidance.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore and
Onshore

Consider that the PEIR appears comprehensive, with the information
presented logically and clearly. Due to recent staff changes at the RSPB
we can only include here our key headline concerns and we will provide

No action required
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Ornithology

further comment and detail on the outstanding information when we are
consulted on the final Environmental Statement (ES).
Aware that further work is being undertaken in terms of ongoing survey
work and studies and would welcome the opportunity to comment on
this further work if possible.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

Impact significance. The RSPB are unable to agree at this stage that no
impacts greater than minor significance will occur to ornithological
interests as a result of offshore elements of the project.
Concerns relate principally to collision risk to lesser black backed gull,
great black backed gull, gannet and kittiwake and displacement of
razorbill and guillemot. Collision risk to these species will need to be
assessed against appropriate biogeographic populations and results
presented for at least two Band Options (Option 3 alongside Option 1
and/or 2) at appropriate avoidance rates.

RSPB

RSPB

04/07/14

04/07/14

Email

Email

Consultation Report
November 2015

Offshore
Ornithology

Offshore
Ornithology

Impacts for these species have been
assessed against appropriate
population sizes and following
approaches proposed by Natural
England. The relevant sections can be
found here in Chapter 13 Offshore
Ornithology.

Assessment of displacement will require presentation of a wider range of
potential displacement and mortality figures.

Complete displacement matrices are
presented in the assessment.

Additional concerns about impacts of the onshore works on brent geese
of the Deben Estuary SPA and the necessity for appropriate mitigation.

Potential impacts on brent geese are
considered in Chapter 24 (Onshore
ornithology),

Welcome discussions on presenting the range of CRM options, but do
not accept that the extended Band model - Option 3 gives the most
realistic assessment of collision risk. The Band (2012) model in general
lacks validation, and the increased sensitivity of Option 3 does not
account for this. Overall, Option 3 may significantly understate mortality
and we therefore disagree with the presentation of CRM outputs based
solely on this Option.

EATL have continued to consult with
the RSPB through and the chapter has
been updated to provide outputs from
a variety of options for CRM.
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RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The extended Band model may be more sophisticated than the basic
model, but the input data remain basic and are subject to error, notably
in respect of flight height estimation from boats, even by experienced
field surveyors. The RSPB does not consider that this form of estimation
forms a satisfactory basis for determining flight height distributions at
the resolution required to allow for the extended version of the Band
model to be used.

Results from the extended Band model
(Option 3) are presented for
information (Chapter 13). However the
collision assessment does not depend
on these results.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

CRM requires an “avoidance rate” correction factor on the model
outputs. This accounts for birds which take evasive action, and
encompasses a range of factors influencing the CRM predictions.
Welcome the avoidance rates presented, but disagree that the same rate
should be used in all three models. 98% is recommended for the basic
Band model (Options 1 and 2), but the same avoidance rate is not
suitable for the extended model (Option 3), as the estimated proportion
of birds at risk height is incorporated into the model in a different way.
We would therefore recommend that the in the presentation of a range
avoidance rates, 95% is also included. Marine Scotland Science’s review
of avoidance rates will report in 2014. It will have significant implications
for the assessment of this scheme’s impacts.

The avoidance rates used in the
collision risk assessment are those
recommended for use by the Statutory
Nature Conservation Bodies (JNCC et
al. 2014). This guidance was issued in
relation to the Marine Scotland
Science review referred to in this
comment.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The Band (2012) model includes a component, Stage F, for incorporating
error and uncertainty into the model outputs. In the absence of model
validation, the RSPB would recommend that this stage is included in the
presentation of collision predictions. This stage includes specific
guidance for using the confidence limits presented with the generic
height distributions required for Option 3, but the Applicant has not
carried out this calculation.

Band model Option 1 has been used as
the basis of the collision risk
assessment, with a range of values
presented as recommended by JNCC
et al. (2014). Therefore East Anglia
THREE Limited would consider that
this comment is no longer relevant.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore

Advise the applicant should present outputs from all three Options at a

A range of collision mortality
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Ornithology

range of avoidance rates within the ES (rather than solely in the
Appendices). This presentation of range will make assessment clearer,
but not overcome all our concerns with the use of Option 3 as these
concerns involve further aspects of Option 3 than avoidance rate, as set
out above.

estimates, as calculated using different
Band model Options and avoidance
rates is presented in chapter.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

We do not accept that PBR is appropriate to assess additional mortality
effects on a population through collision or displacement, especially not
for SPA interest features. PBR is designed to identify additional mortality
caused by a project that would almost certainly result in a population
decline to extinction or, at best, to low levels. The RSPB contends that
the most robust method in the context of this proposal, and other similar
schemes, is Population Viability Analysis (PVA). PVA enables comparison
of the change in population size with and without the project, after
several years (for example the 25 year licensing period for a wind farm),
thereby presenting an indication of the magnitude of change attributable
to the proposal. PVA requires estimates of starting population size and
demographic rates and an estimate of additional mortality such as that
predicted to arise from collision.

Following further consultation with NE
and RSPB NE & RSPB it was agreed that
PVA was required for gannet &
kittiwake. The results of this analysis is
now provided in Chapter 13 Offshore
Ornithology.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA). We note that apportioning of
offshore impacts (collision risk and displacement) both alone and incombination with other projects has not yet been carried out and that
this will need to be addressed to ensure compliance with the Habitat
Regulations requirements, particularly considering the proximity to the
Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) and that the
connecting cable passes through the Deben Estuary SPA. As you are
aware the HRA has to be a separate document focusing purely on the
designated sites and their species.

A full Habitat Regulations Assessment
is presented in the as part of this
application.
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RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The Habitat Regulations for this development are the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) and Offshore
Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c) Regulations 2007 (as
amended) in respect of the European Sites/European Offshore Marine
Sites and, as a matter of Government policy, Ramsar sites. In basic terms,
these Regulations require that the nature and scale of potential impacts
on those sites be thoroughly assessed. If it is not possible to ascertain
that the development will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of
one or more of these protected sites, then the application must be
subject to the derogation tests set out in the regulations i.e. no
alternative solutions, imperative reasons of overriding public interest,
and compensatory measures which must be secured to protect the
overall coherence of the Natura 2000 network.

A full Habitat Regulations Assessment
is presented in the as part of this
application.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

We trust our comments are of use, and look forward to continuing to
engage constructively with EAOW.

Noted.

The RSPB reserves the right to add to and/or amend its position in light
of any new information and/or analysis submitted by the Applicant, or
upon the publication of the Marine Scotland Science report.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Evidence Plan

As discussed at previous Evidence Plan Meetings, the Magnitude of
Effects Tables require some refinement. We would be pleased to discuss
this further through the Evidence Plan Process.

The recent BDMPS review (Furness
2015) has been used throughout.
These superseded the reference
populations used in the PEIR.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The RSPB consider that the derivation of all biogeographic population
estimates referred to in the PEIR should be explained and justified in full,
and sources of data quoted.

The impact assessment sections
include details of evidence supporting
screening for impacts.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore

Where a species is to be screened out from further assessment (for

A full Habitat Regulations Assessment
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Ornithology

example, puffin and redthroated diver from displacement impacts), we
consider that evidence to support this decision should be presented.

is presented in the as part of this
application.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

We note that, for the purposes of HRA, the apportioning of impacts to
individual SPAs will be required. We also note that in-combination
assessments of offshore ornithology impacts have not been completed
at this stage. We would be pleased to discuss both these areas further.

The has advice has been addressed in
The HRA which forms part of this
application.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

Benacre-Easton Bavents SPA (designated for breeding little tern and
marsh harrier, and breeding and wintering bittern) has been omitted
from Table 13.10. This should be included for completeness.

All SPAs with potential for impacts
have been considered in the Habitat
Regulations Assessment

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

As raised through previous projects, the RSPB disagree with the use of a
99% avoidance rate for breeding gannet, as it does not account for
seasonal behavioural differences and constraints on breeding birds. We
consider that the provision of peer reviewed evidence would be
necessary before any change to the standard 98% avoidance rate can be
supported for gannets.

The collision risk assessment has been
conducted using the avoidance rates
recommended by JNCC et al. (2014).

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

Para. 152 states that East Anglia Three is outside the maximum and
mean maximum foraging range for great black-backed gull during the
breeding season. We request that details are presented to support this
statement as we were unable to find figures for this species in the
reference provided.

There are no published estimates for
great black-backed gull foraging ranges
in the breeding season. However the
nearest SPA is over 600km from East
Anglia THREE, which will be far in
excess of the maximum foraging range
of this species.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

We welcome the commitment in para. 158 to carry out additional
modelling for migrant non-seabirds. However, the Appendix containing
details of species to be covered appears to be missing from the PEIR
documentation. We would welcome the opportunity to comment on this

Collision risk for migrant non-seabirds
is included in the assessment (in
chapter) and is supported by modelling
presented in Technical Appendix 13.1
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through the Evidence Plan process.
RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The RSPB note the high number of migrant seabirds predicted to pass
through the East Anglia Three site, and in particular the figure of 23, 239
common terns. We would welcome the opportunity for further
discussion of these figures and the modelling approach used.

Collision risk for migrant seabirds is
included in the assessment (in chapter)
and is supported by modelling
presented in Technical Appendix 13.1

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The RSPB supports the inclusion of matrices presenting the full range of
possible displacement and mortality rates for guillemot and razorbill.
However, the RSPB are concerned that the figures emphasised within the
assessment are restricted to displacement of 20 to 40% and mortality of
1%. As there are few robust studies of displacement, results differ, and
we do not know the consequences for mortality or population
trajectories, it is appropriate to consider a range of putative
displacement and mortality rates. The RSPB therefore consider that
displacement of up to 70% and mortality of up to 10% represents an
appropriate level of precaution.

The displacement sections present the
range of potential impact magnitudes
following the matrix approach
recommended by Natural England and
the assessment is based on Natural
England’s recommended rates

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

We note that in-combination assessment of displacement on species of
the Outer Thames Estuary SPA (including potential additions) should be
considered, and that this assessment should account for vessel
movements associated with the proposed development of Sizewell C
Nuclear Power Station.

The cumulative impact assessment
considers all potential realistic sources
of cumulative impact.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

As noted above (Point. 5) the RSPB consider that any decision to screen
species out from further assessment should be justified. In particular we
would like to see further evidence relating to the screening out of
displacement impacts on red throated divers and puffin.

The impact assessment sections
include details of evidence supporting
screening for impacts.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Offshore
Ornithology

The RSPB note the statement in para. 212 that where wintering season
abundance data were not available for the assessment of cumulative

This approach has not been used in
this assessment. The impact
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displacement impacts, the annual figure was halved to generate a figure
for this assessment. The RSPB have concerns regarding the likely
accuracy of this approach and would expect to see further evidence
presented in the final ES.

assessment sections include details of
the evidence used to support the
impact assessment methods.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Onshore
Ornithology

We note that Fig. 1, Appendix 24.2 indicates that a significant proportion
of the Deben Estuary SPA population of dark-bellied brent geese were
present within and around the proposed construction area during the
winter of 2013-14. We are therefore concerned that impacts resulting
from temporary habitat loss and disturbance/displacement may occur
during the construction period.

East Anglia THREE have committed
minimising the disturbance to darkbellied brent geese by not undertaking
any activities in areas that the geese
use to feed between November 1st
and 28/29th February. Further
information is provided in the IPMP.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Onshore
Ornithology

We note that section 24.6.1 of Ch. 24 concludes that impacts of both
temporary habitat loss and disturbance/displacement of brent geese are
considered minor and not significant for both scenarios presented for
this project alone, and that impacts in-combination with other projects
are considered to produce a minor impact of negligible magnitude.
However, based on the data provided in Appendix 24.2, we consider that
robust mitigation will be required in order to avoid significant impacts.

East Anglia THREE have committed
minimising the disturbance to darkbellied brent geese by not undertaking
any activities in areas that the geese
use to feed between November 1st
and 28/29th February. Further
information is provided in the IPMP.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Onshore
Ornithology

The RSPB support the proposal not to carry out construction works
during the winter months in order to avoid disturbance to wintering
interest features of the Deben Estuary SPA. Due to the potential for large
numbers of foraging brent geese to utilise the area between Bawdsey
and Ramsholt, we also welcome the proposal to investigate the potential
to provide a goose refuge area.

As EATL do not believe that the project
will cause significant impact to
wintering birds, it has been decided
that the creation of a goose refuge
area will not form part of the DCO
application

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Onshore
Ornithology

In order to aid understanding and assessment of construction impacts
resulting from this project in-combination with the construction of East
Anglia One and East Anglia Four, we recommend that an indicative

Both indicative timescale and works
plans are provided as part of this DCO
application.
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timeline and maps showing the possible construction scenarios be
provided. To aid understanding of the level of disturbance we
recommend including details such as, but not limited to, noise, vehicle
passes and artificial lighting.
RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Onshore
Ornithology

The RSPB welcome the consideration of black-tailed godwit as a ‘key
non-breeding bird’, but recommend that the distribution of this species
within the estuary should be given explicit treatment in para. 62 due to
its likely addition as an interest feature to the Deben Estuary SPA.

This species has been screened into
the HRA report (provided as part of
this application) as it is likely to
become a feature of the SPA.

RSPB

04/07/14

Email

Onshore
Ornithology

We note that under Scenario 2 an area of reedbed which has previously
provided nesting habitat for a pair of marsh harriers could be lost for one
to two breeding seasons (para. 80). The RSPB recommend that
compensation for habitat lost should be considered in order to ensure no
net loss of nesting habitat. This could take the form of ditch
enhancements in agricultural areas, which should include; planting of
common reed in the ditch, the establishment of a buffer zone alongside
the ditch where natural regeneration of vegetation will be allowed, and
deepening of the ditch where necessary to allow it to retain water
throughout the year.

Scenario 2 (trenching) no longer forms
part of the East Anglia THREE project.

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We accept that the use of the reference population is suitable for
assessing the population level impact of the development. However, due
to the large geographic area of the reference population, this does not
show what impact the development may have at a local scale and dilutes
the fact that potentially nearly 3000 individual harbour porpoises will be
displaced from the area. This is particularly concerning given the
European Protected Species (EPS) status of the harbour porpoise. We are
therefore in agreement that an EPS licence would be required for this
development.

ES Chapter 12 Marine Mammals
assesses impacts to harbour porpoise
as an EPS. Furthermore, EATL will
complete an EPS licence application
post consent, once there is more
certainty within the project design
envelope on construction methods,
and therefore any updated assessment
or mitigation requirements.
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Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

It is recognised that underwater noise from pile driving is likely to
constitute the greatest risk to marine mammals and that the largest
spatial footprint of underwater noise would come from pile driving
associated with monopole foundations. We would therefore question
why monopole foundations are still included within the Rochdale
envelope, when they were removed from the East Anglia ONE project,
ostensibly for this reason. We would urge East Anglia THREE Ltd to use
foundation types which are less noisy to install and to further explain the
inclusion of monopoles as a foundation type.

East Anglia ONE removed the option of
monopiles from the project envelope
primarily to mitigate the impact on fish
spawning stocks1. Whilst the project
noted the benefit to other marine
receptors, including marine mammals,
it was not the primary objective.
The use of the Rochdale approach to
assessment means that the worst case
foundation parameters are considered
for marine mammals (i.e. piled
foundations). Alternative foundations
are still being considered at this site as
detailed in Chapter 5 Description of
Development.
Chapter 12 Marine Mammal Ecology,
assesses both the spatial (monopiles)
and temporal (jackets) worst case.
With regard to displacement effects,
the assessment shows that the use of
driven monopiles would result in the
displacement of a greater number of
individuals for a much shorter amount

1

http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010025/2.%20PostSubmission/Application%20Documents/Environmental%20Statement/7.3.5%20Volume%202%20Chapter%2010%20Fish%20Ecology.pdf
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relevant document
of time than the use of jackets.

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We would expect East Anglia THREE Ltd to invest in and follow the
development of such quieter foundation types. Not only will this ensure
that these are made commercially available sooner but also that the best
available technology can be employed at the time of construction.

Alternative foundations are still being
considered at this site, and Chapter 5
Description of Development provides
details of the alternate foundation
solutions.

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

Similarly, we would expect East Anglia THREE Ltd to invest in and follow
the development of mitigation techniques, to support their intended
embedded mitigation to prevent PTS/auditory injury to marine
mammals. This embedded mitigation, of creating an exclusion zone
around any piling operation, is relied upon to remove the potential for
PTS. However, we have concerns that the current mitigation guidance
from JNCC is not necessarily fit for purpose for the installation of the
larger turbines proposed for Round 3 development. Specifically we have
concerns as to the efficacy of Marine Mammal Observers and Passive
Acoustic Monitoring for detecting marine mammals and the impact of
the noise from the soft start procedure. The current ORJIP project
looking at the potential use of Acoustic Deterrent Devices as alternative
mitigation is attempting to address these issues and we would urge East
Anglia THREE Ltd to follow this project’s outputs. We would also expect
that East Anglia THREE Ltd would commit to using the best available
mitigation techniques available at the time of construction.

EATL has included a draft of the
MMMP with this application using the
best available information at this time
(addressed in chapter). This is also
secured by a condition within the draft
DML.

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We note the low confidence in the data underpinning the assessment for
potential ‘corkscrew’ injuries to marine mammals, specifically pinnipeds.
As such, we would expect East Anglia THREE Ltd to follow the
progression of the investigation into this issue, to update the assessment
if further data becomes available and to follow best practice guidance for

EATL is committed to following
ongoing research and changes to
mitigation requirements in relation to
this issue; addressed in chapter.
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mitigation of this impact.
Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We would also expect that East Anglia THREE Ltd would include
mitigation of ‘corkscrew’ injuries within the proposed Marine Mammal
Mitigation Protocol (MMMP). We believe that the MMMP should be
comprehensive and include mitigation of all potential impacts on marine
mammals, not just those arising from pile driving.

This shall be part of the MMMP
required under a DML condition and
be agreed with the relevant
stakeholders

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

We have strong concerns as to the impacts assessed in the Cumulative
Impact Assessment, specifically in relation to underwater noise impacts
on harbour porpoise, impacts on prey species for harbour porpoise and
harbour seal and collision risk with ducted propellers for all three species
assessed, all of which have moderate or major adverse significant
impacts predicted. We do not accept that the small contribution from
the East Anglia THREE development is justification for not proposing
further mitigation for these impacts and believe that East Anglia THREE
Ltd should do further work to either minimise the impact or propose
further mitigation.

EATL confirms their ongoing support of
strategic initiatives and will continue
to work with other developers,
Regulators and SNCBs in order to
understand and reduce cumulative
impacts where possible.

Due to the levels of impacts predicted, coupled with the uncertainty

EATL are committed to providing an In-

Suffolk Wildlife

08/07/14

Response
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EATL and both parent companies are
strong supporters of industry project
established to understand the
consequences of displacement on
harbour porpoise based on empirical
data. Both parties are financially
supporting Depons
(www.depons.au.dk) and AK
Schallschutz (an industry project that
aims to understand efficacy of noise
mitigation systems deployed on
multiple offshore windfarms in
German waters). See Chapter 12
Marine Mammal Ecology.
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via email

Mammal
Ecology

surrounding these potential impacts, we believe that comprehensive
monitoring of marine mammals should be required both pre and post
construction. Noting the requirements within the Deemed Marine
Licences for East Anglia ONE, we would expect comparable conditions for
the East Anglia THREE development.

Principal Monitoring Plan with the
application detailing an agreed
approach to monitoring.

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Benthic Ecology

We have concerns as to the potential cumulative impacts, in particular
the moderate adverse significant impact of physical disturbance and
habitat loss within the export cable corridor, due to a large number of
cable crossings. We would urge East Anglia THREE Ltd to look further at
mitigation options to reduce this impact.

This was an error in the summary table
of the PEIR, the narrative around the
impact in concluded an impact of
Minor significance, this has been
updated in this ES (Chapter 10 Benthic
Ecology).

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Benthic Ecology

Although there is a commitment to following best practice in terms of
vessel maintenance to reduce the potential for introduction of invasive
non-native species, there is no mention of the potential for non-native
species colonisation of the turbines or cable protection during operation.
Given the potential for these artificial structures to act as stepping
stones1, we believe that there should be a requirement for monitoring of
this during the lifespan of the development, with an agreed protocol in
place for responding to any realised colonisation.

Chapter 10 Benthic Ecology assesses
the impacts of non-native species
colonising structures.
EATL believe that the most appropriate
active management is to abide by the
International Convention for the
Prevention of Pollution from Ships
(MARPOL).

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Terrestrial
Ecology

Ecological surveys of the onshore cable route were undertaken in 2011
and 2012 as part of the East Anglia ONE project (section 23.4.2.2). It is
noted that it is proposed to undertake further surveys in 2014 to up date
the previously gathered information. We agree that such surveys should
be carried out as assessment of ecological impacts should be based on
up to date survey information.

Addressed in Chapter 23 Terrestrial
Ecology.

Suffolk Wildlife

08/07/14

Response

Terrestrial

The preliminary environmental information report presents two
scenarios for the installation of the onshore electricity transmission

Scenario 2 no longer forms part of the
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via email

Ecology

cable. Scenario one would involve the use of conduits installed as part of
the East Anglia ONE project. Scenario two would involve installation of
the EA THREE cables using open cut and horizontal direction drilling
(HDD) techniques. Without mitigation measures each scenario has the
potential to result in adverse ecological impacts and the scenario which
results in the least overall ecological impact should be used. As three
projects are proposed to utilise the same cable route it should be
ensured that implementation of an individual project does not conflict
with the remediation of an earlier project.

proposed East Anglia THREE project.

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Terrestrial
Ecology

Chapter 23 makes reference to a number of published good practice
guidance documents that have been used in the impact assessment (e.g.
section 23.6.1.15.2.297 - Water Vole Conservation Handbook (2006)). It
should be ensured that the most up to date editions of these documents
are used in the assessment.

Chapter 23 Terrestrail ecology makes
use of the most recent guidance
relevant to that topic.

Suffolk Wildlife
Trust

08/07/14

Response
via email

Terrestrial
Ecology

Table 23.19 sets out the summary of potential impacts identified for the
onshore ecological receptors. For a number of receptors minor adverse
impacts are predicted prior to mitigation measures being applied. For
many of these impacts it is stated either that “no further mitigation is
needed” or that there is “embedded mitigation”, it is then concluded
that there is a residual minor adverse impact. This would appear to
suggest that either the impact is unmitigatable or insufficient mitigation
is included. The project should include appropriate mitigation measures
sufficient to reduce ecological impacts to insignificant.

Chapter 23 Terrestrial Ecology and the
OLEMS (submitted as part of this
application) include appropriate
mitigation for impacts to terrestrial
ecology. Mitigation measures would
be further agreed with natural England
post consent when greater detail is
known about the projects construction
activities.
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UKFSC (Flight Safety
committee)

16/07/14

Topic

Comment

Action / Response or reference to
relevant document

Aviation and
MoD

Blade heights in the EA3 development should be restricted in the areas
closest to the Trimingham and Cromer radars such that there is no
forecast interference.

NATS confirmed that the Cromer radar
will not be affected.

Infra-red lighting should be available on all masts and collection stations.
The HMR should be separated by 5 miles from the EA3 boundary.

MoD have been engaged regards
potential interference and mitigation
thereof, as presented in chapter.
Separation of the East Anglia THREE
site from Helicopter Main Routes
(HMRs) by 5 miles is not a regulatory
requirement, but 2nm is. Further detail
in chapter.

Suffolk branch of
butterfly
conservation

18/07/14

Whale and Dolphin
Conservation

21/07/2014

Email
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Terrestrial
Ecology

Thank you for your letter concerning future consultation.
Because the landfall will be in the Lowestoft area, it is unlikely that we
will have as much concern as we did concerning the Bawdsey landfall of
AEONE.

No action required

Marine
Mammal
Ecology

I have recently signed up for updates for East Anglia 3 offshore wind
farm, and I am aware that my colleague Sarah Dolman met with you
earlier this month to discuss marine mammals and the development
She has passed me the notes from the meeting and I would like to
ensure that WDC are further consulted on this development, and that
you contact me as I am responsible for our work on offshore renewable
developments in English waters; Sarah works on Scottish offshore
renewables.
My understanding is the next time we can comment is when the ES is
produced, can you confirm this and let me know when this will be?

None required.
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38.4 Table 38.3 Public responses
Member of
Public

Date

Landowner 1

31/05/14

Landowner 2

10/06/15

Method

Email

Topic

Comment

Action

Water Resource
and Flood Risk

My property is very close to the route of the cables
and I thank you for all the information I'm receiving.
One thing has occurred to me is that my water
supply is by a well situated next to my house, I'm not
on mains water at all. The route crosses the aquifers
supplying water to my well will these be destroyed
when laying the cables?

The onshore cable route avoids existing infrastructure.
Potential impacts to aquifers are assessed in chapter.

Traffic
Management

My property runs very close to the proposed
pipeline. We are a traditional Victorian brick built
cottage on a foundation of 3 bricks. Our only water
source is a brick built Victorian Well at the rear of
the property, the boundary closest to the proposed
pipe line. We have an outbuilding running along the
rear boundary of our property and are lucky enough
to have a swimming pool in the garden.

The East Anglia THREE project will be designed not to
cause any impact to structures within of close to the
cable route.

All of these structures have very low tolerances for
movement, and as such I would like the
organisations responsible for installing the property
to perform a survey before commencement and
after completion of the works. I am sure you will
agree, this process will offer protection to both
parties regarding any potential damage caused to
the property from land works and vibrations.

EATL have made every effort to contact all affected
landowners and have held numerous public information
days, have installed site notices and provided a project
website, all of which provide contact details for the
EATL project manager.

I would be grateful if you could let me know whom I
should contact
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Natural
England

08/06/14

Report Letter

Offshore and
Onshore
Ornithology

We also advise that there are potential thresholds of
additional mortality that might be derived from
population models such as either PBR or PVA. This
would facilitate a risk-based assessment of the
likelihood that any threshold is exceeded across the
range of potential but uncertain figures. Natural
England explained in the workshop that all key
species should have a PVA and PBR.

Addressed in East Anglia THREE ES Volume 1 Chapter 13
offshore Ornithology and through Evidence Plan process
(see East Anglia THREE Volume 3 Appendix 13.1).

Members of
the Public 4

16/06/14

Conversation at
PIDs

Traffic and
Transport; Air
quality

Residents from Henley informed EATL that they had
been misnaming Mill Road, and it should be
“Newbourne Road”.

Addressed in East Anglia THREE ES Volume 1 Chapter 27
Traffic and Transport

Member of
the Public 5

17/06/14

Traffic and
Transport

17/06/14

Need to restrict HGV hours of operation (Recent
planning application approved to convert farm into
commercial business – no HGV traffic permitted
after 8pm);
Need to be aware of events such as the Regatta
which are critical to the upkeep of local
amenities. Suggest HGVs avoid these events;

EATL have committed to only working between 7am and
7pm at all locations along the cable route apart from at
the substation(s)

Member of
the Public 6

Member of
the Public 7

17/06/14

Traffic and
Transport

Need to restrict HGV movements during the school
runs times;

HGV movements would where possible avoid peak
traffic flow periods.

Member of
the Public 8

17/06/14

Traffic and
Transport

Ramsholt home to 200+ moorings – would prefer
HGVs to be routed via Alderton rather than north
south route via B1083;

This may not be possible but consideration to this will
be given in the final Traffic Management Plan.

Member of
the Public 9

17/06/14

Conversation with
EATL During the
Bawdsey PEIR
PID
Conversation with
EATL During the
Bawdsey PEIR
PID
Conversation with
EATL During the
Bawdsey PEIR
PID
Conversation with
EATL During the
Bawdsey PEIR
PID
Conversation with
EATL During the

Traffic and
Transport

Concern with traffic conflicts with Bawdsey school;

HGV movements would where possible avoid peak
traffic flow periods.
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Noted and this will be taken into consideration when
designing the final Traffic Management and Transport
Plans.
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Bawdsey PEIR
PID
Conversation with
EATL During the
Bawdsey PEIR
PID
Conversation with
EATL During the
Bawdsey PEIR
PID

Topic

Comment

Action

Traffic and
Transport

Concern with HGVs negotiating Shottisham Bridge mention of a SCC proposal to improve safety at this
location ;

This has been considered in the Outline Traffic
Management Plan which forms part of this application.

Traffic and
Transport

Access via Tye lane and the track adjacent to her
property not deemed suitable for frequent HGV
movements.

The Access via Tye lane is no longer being considered
for the proposed East Anglia THREE project.

Member of
the Public 10

17/06/14

Member of
the Public 11

18/06/14

Landowner 3

04/07/14

Letter via email

Land Use

The impact of the permanent loss of agricultural land
at the converter station has not been considered
adequately in the PEIR

Permanent loss of agricultural land has been addressed
in ES Chapter 22 Land Use.

Landowner 3

04/07/14

Letter via email

Traffic and
Transport

The Converter station is to be set in rural location
dominated by agriculture. The impact of the
construction traffic on the seasonally variable local
traffic has not been considered in the PEIR. Data to
quantify the 'trip rate' should be acquired to enable
the impact above the baseline to be properly
considered. Not acquiring the data to answer this
key question is a deviation from the stated EIA
methodology requiring the ' characterisation of the
existing environment' section 6.5

ES Chapter 27 Traffic and Transport contains further
data, updated from the time of the Phase II consultation
and further work has been completed to calculate the

Landowner 3

04/07/14

Letter via email

Land Use;
Traffic and
Transport;
SocioEconomics

The impact on agricultural business of taking the
land for the converter station has not been
considered. The fields to the north of the converter
station which were previously connected without
the need to access the public highway will now only

Addressed in ES Chapter 28 Socio-Economics
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be accessible by a circuitous route along Tye Land.
This may change the economics behind the cropping
decisions due to the extended farm traffic
movement during critical sowing and cropping
periods. It may no longer be viable to continue to
put the surrounding fields to grain. This is an
economic and social impact that should be
considered and mitigation proposed.
Landowner 3

04/07/14

Letter via email

Seascape,
Landscape and
Visual Amenity

Landowner 3

04/07/14

Letter via email

Seascape,
Landscape and
Visual Amenity

Landowner 3

04/07/14

Letter via email

Consultation Report
November 2015

It is reported that the woodland screen to the north
of the proposed converter station influenced the
visual impact assessment which in turn led to the
selection of the area north of the substation as the
preferred location (chap 4 para 75). We assume that
this woodland is all or part of the bushy Grove,
Bullen Grove, Fore Grove and Gorberts Grove,
perhaps Miller's Wood too. If this woodland screen
is outside of the control of the EAOW then the
continued maintenance and presence of this
screening cannot be relied upon. The visual impact
assessment needs to take into consideration,
particularly with the combined effect of the EA ONE,
THREE and FOUR converters
The Landscape and visual impact of the converter
station has not been adequately considered in the
PEIR. The visual impact of the converter station was
identified in the Scoping Opinion (para 754) The PEIR
does not therefore meet the requirements of the
scoping opinion

The OLEMS contains proposals for woodland
management, especially in response to the issue of ash
dieback. It is considered unlikely that existing woodland
would be purposefully removed.

The Conformation of the DCO for EA ONE is not

The site of the substation(s) is largely dictated by the

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

All these criteria have been considered and addressed in
Chapter 29 Seascape, Landscape and Visual Amenity
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Landowner 3

Member of
the public 12

Date

04/07/14

11/07/14

Method

Letter via email

Email to website
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Water resource
and flood risk

Comment

Action

adequate justification for not fully considering
alternative sites for the EA THREE converter.

National Grid offer to connect to the substation at
Bramford.

The impact of surface water from the construction
compound on the surrounding land and
watercourses has not adequately taken into account
the local hydrology and gradients of the land. Our
clients have extensive first-hand experience of the
surface water drainage arrangements on the land
around the proposed converter station and they
know it to be complex. The potential for the
construction works to compromise this system and
the potential for increased run off from hard
standing at the converter station to overload this
drainage system needs to be better understood
before conclusions of the sufficiency of the ES can be
drawn and proposals for the mitigation of these
impacts considered
I have today been to view the information regarding
the above proposal at Woodbridge Library and have
been completely overwhelmed by the volume of
material deposited there. Unfortunately no one at
the Library could give any help in viewing the
material and I am left with serious concerns
regarding how the proposed connection route will
my property and family. I have received some
information in the past but would ask that you
forward information that is relevant to my particular
property. I will attend the Consultation evening at
Woodbridge Library on the 16th June and would like
your assurance that someone will be available to

Embedded mitigation measures in relation to surface
water runoff and potential impacts are assessed in
Chapter 21 Water Resource ad Flood Risk.

East Anglia THREE Offshore Windfarm

Full details on the construction techniques proposed for
the cable installation are found in Chapter 5 Description
of Development.

Member of the Public 12 attended the consultation
evening and was provided with further information and
given contact details for the project team.
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Member of
the Public 13

Date

18/07/14

Method

Feedback Form

Topic

Seascape,
Landscape and
Visual Amenity
and Land Use

Comment

Action

discuss with me my concerns.
After viewing the display boards at Burstall a few
weeks ago, I had two main points;
1. while planning the route of the buried cables
anyone had sought a joint project with any other
utilities, such as BT for the laying of optic fibres to
rural areas.
2. Will the tree screen areas around the site would
be accessible to the public, with a right to roam...
This would provide an excellent resource to the local
population at little cost, and might encourage a
positive attitude to further development in the area.

It is unlikely that it would be possible to coordinate with
other infrastructure projects, however this could be
discussed post consent.
It is likely that certain parts of the tree screening would
be accessible by the public.
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