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The RSPB provides the following responses to the questions addressed to it in the Examining 

Authority’s request for information. 

 

As the proposal to reduce the number of turbines to be constructed under the EA1 DCO to 102 has 

not been legally secured, the ExA must consider this application on the basis that up to 150 turbines 

can be constructed under the EA1 DCO. Please can NE and RSPB give their views on the basis of 150 

turbines being used for assessment purposes?  

Whilst the proposal to build 102 turbines would make a lower contribution to cumulative/in-

combination collision risk, given the additional changes to turbine height for EA3, we accept that the 

150 turbine scenario does not result in a significantly higher contribution. We understand that the 

102 turbine scenario cannot be legally secured at this time, but acknowledge that the Applicant has 

clearly stated their intention to build to this lower level. However, should the worst case scenario of 

150 turbines be realised, we do not consider that this would materially change the conclusions 

regarding potential impacts from collisions. As stated in our previous response at Deadline V [REP5-

005], the changes to the specifications for both windfarms have reduced our concerns regarding 

cumulative/in-combination collision risk at this stage. 

 

Are there any implications for Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) or Habitats Regulations 

Assessment (HRA) conclusions?  

In light of the reduction from the original 240 turbines for EA1 and the changes to the turbine 

heights for EA3, we do not consider that there are implications for EIA or HRA conclusions.  

 

What are NE’s and RSPB’s views in respect of conclusions on adverse effects on the integrity of the 

Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA/Flamborough Head and Bempton Cliffs SPA? 

As above, we do not consider that the difference in potential collision risk between the two 

scenarios would affect conclusions. 

 

As the Greater Wash pSPA is now out for public consultation, could NE and RSPB confirm their views 

in relation to any likely significant effects on the pSPA as a result of the EA3 project? 

The RSPB do not consider that the project will give rise to likely significant effects on the Greater 

Wash pSPA as there is no overlap between the project area and the wintering and foraging areas for 

the proposed feature species. 


