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Overarching, general and cross-topic questions Natural England’s Response







The Applicant, East
Suffolk Council (ESC),
Suffolk County Council
(SCC), Historic England,
Natural England, AONB
Board, Parish Councils,
SASES, SEAS, SEAS,
SoS

Design Mitigation: Adverse effects

Are the measures set out in section 6.7 of
the Environmental Statements (ES)
(Onshore Schedule of Mitigation) sufficient
to mitigate any adverse effects from the
proposed substations and National Grid
substation and enable the projects to
satisfy the requirements of EN-1, the NPPF

Because the substations are out
with the Suffolk Coast and Heath
AONB and the setting thereof; NE
defers to the local planning
authority on this matter.




1.0.4

and local policies for visual amenity,
landscape, public rights of way and
heritage matters?

a) Provide reasons for your answer.
b) If not, what further measures are
required?

The Applicant, ESC,
SCC, Historic England,
Natural England, AONB
Board, Parish Councils,
SASES, SEAS, SEAS,
SoS

Design Mitigation: Adverse effects -
AONB
Is sufficient weight given to the statutory
purpose and need for protection of the
landscape, character and special qualities
of the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB both
within and from outside its boundary, in
accordance with paragraphs 5.9.9 and
5.9.12 of EN-1?

a) Provide reasons for your answer.

b) If not, what further measures are

required?

Natural England has raised
concerns on this matter. Please
see our relevant/written
representation [RR-059] and
Deadline 1 response Appendix
D1b (LVIA).

1.0.5

The Applicant

Design Mitigation: built enclosures

To what extent is it possible to contain all
the activity and installations at the
transmission substations and National Grid
substation, including activity and
installations envisaged to be in open areas,
within buildings? If so, what are the
technical and economic implications for the

Watching Brief (WB) on
responses







set out in the dDCOs, including, but not
limited to: the proposed buildings, external
electrical transmission equipment,
roadways, storage areas, surface
treatments, landscaping, attenuation
ponds, sustainable drainage systems and
fencing. Such plans to include versions at a
scale to show the proposed substations and
the village of Friston on the same plan, as
requested by the Parish Council.

1.0.8

The Applicant, ESC,
SCC, Historic England,
Natural England, AONB
Board, Parish Councils,
SASES, SEAS, SEAS,
SoS

Design Principles

a) In the context of EN-1 paragraph
4.5.5, explain how the design of the
EA1LN and EA2 projects meet the
National Infrastructure Commission’s
Design Principles for National
Infrastructure (February 2020) in
respect of Climate, Places, People and
Value, both offshore and onshore and
in all three phases of construction,
operation and decommissioning.

b) Comment on the desirability of
implementing the following measures
to ensure that good quality
sustainable design and integration of
the proposed substations and National
Grid substation projects into the
landscape is achieved in the detailed

This issue concerns the design of
the substation which is outside of
the AONB and its immediate
setting. NE only provides
landscape planning advice for
elements of a scheme affecting
an AONB or National Park and
therefore isn’t able to contribute
here. We expect that the local
planning authority will wish to
comment on design aspects of
the substation. There are no
‘design’ issues within the AONB
where the onshore cabling for the
scheme would be
undergrounded.




i)

design, construction and operation of
the projects. How might they be
secured? Are any further measures
appropriate?

A ‘design champion’ to advise
on the quality of sustainable
design and the spatial
integration of energy
infrastructure structures,
buildings, compounds, security
fences, landscape, heritage,
woodland, new landscape
features, public rights of way
and visual amenity.

A ‘design review panel’ to
provide informed ‘critical-friend’
comment on the developing
sustainable design proposals;
An approved ‘design code’ or
‘design approach document’ (as
approved in the Hinkley Point C
Connector Project (EN020001))
to set out the approach to
delivering the detailed design
specifications to achieve good
quality sustainable design;

An outline, including timeline,
of the proposed design process,

We are content to advise the LPA
on any ecology/landscaping
matters where requested




including consultation with
stakeholders and a list of
proposed consultees.

In the opinion of the local
authorities and other statutory
agencies, would the
implementation of any or all of
the above measures assist in
determining post-consent
approvals (including the
discharge of requirements) in
relation to achieving good
design?




















































b) If you do not, please identify any
outstanding concerns.

1.2.

Biodiversity, Ecology and Natural Environment
(including Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA))

Over-arching HRA
Offshore ornithology
Marine mammals

Terrestrial ecology
Onshore ornithology

Benthic ecology (subtidal/intertidal)
Fish and shellfish ecology

Over-arching HRA

1.2.1.

The Applicant, Natural
England

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
Project Description: EA2

There appear to be some differences between
the project description reported in Chapter 6
of the submitted Environmental Statement
(ES) [APP-054] and that in the HRA Screening
Report [APP-044]. Specifically, the former
states that the offshore array area would be

The screening was for a larger
area given the pre May 2019
array footprint. Therefore Natural
England is content that the
difference in scoping area doesn’t
impact on the advice we have
already submitted at RR-059.
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approximately 218.4km? whereas the latter
states that it would be approximately 255km?.
There are also differences in the overall area
of the offshore export cable. The ES explains
that a reduction in the wind farm area was
made in May 2019. The HRA Screening
Report [APP-044] states that the screening
conclusions drawn from the project description
at the time of screening (before that time)
remain the same.

a) Could the Applicant please explain how
the updated project description has
affected the zone of influence of
potential impacts on European Sites?
How would the updated Project
Description change the screening
exercise reported?

b) Does Natural England have any
comments on the Zone of Influence
applied to the screening assessment, in
addition to its request for additional
screening of the sites listed on page 2
and 3 of [APP-043]?

1.2.2.

The Applicant

HRA Screening Matrices: EA1N

There are a number of sites listed in the HRA
Screening Report [APP-044] which are not
present in the Screening Matrices [APP-045].

Watching Brief (WB) on responses
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The Applicant

HRA Screening: Approach to Ramsar Sites
The Applicant appears to have combined
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Ramsar
sites in the Screening Matrices and in the
Screening Report introduction section, but not
always elsewhere in the Screening Report. In
some cases, only the SPA is discussed in the
Screening Report.

This is confirmed in NE and
Applicant SoCG.
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a) Please can the Applicant explain its
approach to the assessment of Ramsar
sites and explain why these have been
combined with the relevant SPA in the
Screening Matrices?

b) Has this approach been agreed with
Natural England for all of the listed
Ramsar sites?

c) If additional matrices are required,
please revise the numbering references
of the matrices accordingly.

1.2.6.

Natural England

1

HRA: Screening Conclusions

Could Natural England please comment on its
satisfaction with the scope and conclusions of
the Applicant’s HRA screening exercise as
reported in [APP-044] and [APP-045]? If this
is dealt with through the SoCGs due at
Deadline 1 there is no need for repetition
here.

Natural England are satisfied with
the HRA Screening exercise.

1.2.7.

The Applicant

HRA: Conservation Objectives
a) Can the Applicant please provide the

conservation objectives for the following
European sites, which do not appear to
have been included with the assessment
[APP-043]:
- Breydon Water SPA;
- Broadland SPA; and,

Watching Brief (WB) on responses
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The Applicant and
Natural England

HRA: Draft Review of Consents for Major

Infrastructure Projects and Special

Protection Areas

In August 2020, the Department for Business,
Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS)
published a Draft Review of Consents for
Major Infrastructure Projects and Special
Protection Areas.

Could the Applicant and Natural England
please comment on the relevance of that

Natural England’s view is that the
BEIS Review of Consents for
Major Infrastructure Projects and
SPAs is highly relevant. Natural
England and JNCC have advised
that the Appropriate Assessment
should include red throated diver
as an interest feature for the
Outer Thames Estuary SPA.
Natural England also advised that
East Anglia One North and East
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draft review to the HRA for the EA1N
and EA2 projects?

Anglia Two are among the list of
projects that should be considered
in the in-combination assessment.

Please see Deadline 1 Appendix

AS.

Offshore ornithology

1.2.10.

Natural England

Outer Thames Estuary SPA: Operation
and Maintenance Vessel Traffic

The Applicant has responded (Point 2, Table
35 of [AS-036]) to Natural England’s advice in
relation to red-throated diver impacts arising
from offshore site maintenance vessel traffic
during the operation phase.

a) Please could Natural England comment
on its satisfaction with the Applicant’s
response?

b) Specifically, to what extent does Natural
England consider that the ‘best-practice
protocol for minimising disturbance to
red-throated divers’ referred to by the
Applicant would assist and is it
adequately secured by the DML
conditions pertaining to a project
environmental management plan?

c) Is Natural England satisfied that
adequate safeguards against red-
throated diver disturbance are secured

a)

Partly satisfied, but as the
location of the O&M port is
not known at this stage,
Natural England recommends
that the Applicant commits to
mitigating impacts from
vessels in future by
commitment to best practice
measures. Please see NE
Deadline 1 Appendix Alb.

b) Natural England notes that
within both DMLs a condition
requiring the production of an
Environmental Management
Plan is included. Within this
condition it is secured that
they will need to provide
procedures to minimise
disturbance to red-throated
diver. We are content that
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in that event that helicopters are used
for maintenance activities?

this ensures the mitigation
can be secured.

c) We are not aware of any
evidence which recommends
a minimum safe flight height
for helicopters to avoid
disturbance of divers. We
would wish to see a minimum
flight height restriction (based
on best available evidence) to
apply anywhere within the
OTE SPA. This needs further
consideration and securing
within the DML.
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e Could the Applicant please explain, with
reference to supporting information, why
a 1% rate was chosen.
1.2.13.| Natural England Outer Thames Estuary SPA: Seasonal a) Please see NE Deadline 1
Restriction on Cable Laying Appendices Alb, A4 and A5
a) Please could Natural England respond to
the Applicant’s comments [AS-036] with |b) Yes, our response is referring
regard to Point 5 of the Natural England [to in-combination displacement
relevant representation (RR) [RR-059], |due to already consented and
on the question of whether a seasonal operational projects. Please see
restriction on cable-laying activity is NE Deadline 1 Appendix A4.
necessary to minimise effects on red-
throated diver?
b) Could Natural England please clarify
whether its comment at Point 5 that ‘we
are already unable to rule out AEOQI in-
combination from displacement as a
result of disturbance within the SPA’ is
referring to in-combination displacement
due to already consented and
operational projects, notwithstanding the
East Anglia ONE North and TWO
projects?
1.2.14.| Natural England Collision Risk Modelling (CRM) NE is aware that the applicant is
Parameters updating and therefore we will
respond at Deadline 2 once
submitted into examination.
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a)

b)

The Applicant has responded to Natural
England’s advice about CRM parameters at
Section 2 of Table 35 of [AS-036].

Please could Natural England comment
on any aspects of the Applicant’s
response that it still considers to be a
cause for concern.

In particular, how does Natural England
respond to the Applicant’s position that
option 1 collision estimates are
unreliable to an unknown extent due to
limitations in the method for estimating
seabird flight height estimates in this
case?

Please also see Deadline 1
Appendix Alb in relation to our
response on [AS-036].
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available as early in the Examination as
possible.

b) When submitting this material, please
could the Applicant set out the extent to
which it has been seen and/or agreed by
RSPB and Natural England.

1.2.16.

Natural England

Avoidance Rates for Kittiwake and
Gannet

Natural England acknowledges that higher
avoidance rates for gannet and kittiwake have
been recommended by Bowgen & Cook (2018)
and notes in [RR-059] that it is currently
considering its response to those
recommendations.

e Can Natural England provide an update
on its response to these
recommendations; is it likely to be
forthcoming within the timescale of this
Examination?

Natural England and the
Statutory Nature Conservation
Bodies (SNCBs) are currently
reviewing the evidence on
avoidance rates presented in
Bowgen & Cook (2018), and its
applicability to SNCB advice on
CRM. As part of this work,
Natural England have recently
commissioned the BTO to
undertake work, including
combining Avoidance rates from
the 2014 review with the
Avoidance Rates from Bowgen &
Cook (2018). Until that work is
complete, Natural England’s
position remains that the
appropriate Avoidance Rates to
use with Band (2012) model are
those set out in the SNCB
guidance note JNCC et al.
(2014), i.e. 98.9% for gannet
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and kittiwake with the ‘Basic’
Band model (i.e. Options 1 and
2).

The work by the BTO required to
inform the revision of the SNCB
advice will be completed by
March 2021 at the latest, and
may be forthcoming within the
timescale of the Examination, but
unlikely.
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Natural England and the
Applicant

Cumulative and In-Combination
Assessments for Offshore Ornithology
The Applicant has responded to Natural
England’s advice about cumulative and in-
combination assessments at Sections 3 and 4
of Table 35 of [AS-036], albeit that its
responses on many aspects of this topic were
deferred until after the decision deadline for
the Norfolk Vanguard and Hornsea Three
projects.

a) In providing its updated information to
inform appropriate assessment at
Deadlines 1 and 3 (as confirmed in [AS-
061]), please could the Applicant
respond in full to those aspects of
Natural England’s advice [RR-059] and
RSPB’s representation [RR-067] to whic
it has not yet responded.

b) Where the Applicant has provided a
substantive response to Natural
England’s points in [AS-036], please
could Natural England comment on its
satisfaction with those responses.

-

NE confirms we will provide
further advice once further
updates are provided. However,
further NE advice is provided at
Deadline A1b which responds to
[AS-036].

1.2.19.

Natural England

Cumulative and In-Combination
Assessment for Offshore Ornithology:
Applicant’s Precaution Note

Please see NE Deadline 1
response Appendix A3.
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The Applicant submitted an Offshore
Ornithology Precaution Note as Appendix 4 to
its Rule 9 submissions [AS-041].

e Please could Natural England provide its
comments on the content of this note as
it relates to the proposed development?

1.2.20.

The Applicant and
Natural England

Ornithological Population Effects of
Predicted Mortality Rates: Monitoring
Studies

Are the Applicant or Natural England
aware of any monitoring studies having
been undertaken on the observed
ornithological population effects of
predicted mortality rates from offshore
wind farm impacts (displacement and/or
collision), and the outcomes of these
studies? If so, please provide details.

i) Displacement

Natural England is not aware of
any studies providing evidence of
mortality effects as a result of
displacement.

ii) Collision

For impacts on collision, there
have been very few empirical
studies looking at collisions at
offshore windfarms. The only UK
published study Natural England
is aware of is the ORJIP (Offshore
Wind Joint Industries Project) at
Thanet which recorded a total of
6 collisions. However this study
covered a small number of
turbines on a single windfarm,
and therefore not of a scale that
allows population effects of
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predicted mortality rates to be
fully considered.

For more information please see
NE Deadline 1 response Appendix
Alb

1.2.21.| Natural England Cumulative and In-Combination Our position on the HP3 and
Assessment for Offshore Ornithology: Norfolk Vanguard decisions hasn’t
Update Following Recent Decisions of the |changed since our Norfolk Boreas
Secretary of State (SoS) responses which we have been
included at NE Deadline 1
The ExAs note Natural England’s intention response Appendix A6, A7 and
[AS-063] to submit further advice at Deadline |AS8.
1 about the Applicants’ information to support
appropriate assessment in light of the recent
SoS decisions and in response to the
questions raised in Procedural Decision 18(a).
e The ExAs welcome additional clarity on
Natural England’s position in these
respects and requests that its Deadline 1
submissions are as full and reasoned as
possible.
1.2.22.| Natural England Cumulative and In-Combination Please see Norfolk Boreas

Assessment: Natural England
Submissions to the Norfolk Boreas
Examination

responses which we have included
at NE Deadline 1 response
Appendix A6, A7 and AS8.
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Natural England’s [AS-063] suggests that its
submissions to Deadline 14 of the Norfolk
Boreas examination are of relevance to the
ExA’s consideration of the EA1N and EA2
applications.

e Please could Natural England submit a
copy of the relevant parts of that
response (and any other submissions to
the Norfolk Boreas examination that it
considers to be of relevance to these
projects) into the examinations for EA1N
and EA2?

1.2.23.

The Applicant and
Natural England

Post-Construction Monitoring for
Offshore Ornithology

The ExA notes both the concerns of Natural
England at section 5 of [RR-059] with respect
to post-construction monitoring provisions
and comments from the RSPB about the need
for a more detailed post-construction
monitoring plan at this stage.

a) Please could the Applicant respond to
the comments of Natural England on this
matter. What scope is there to include
the areas suggested by Natural England
for post-construction monitoring within
the existing provisions of the

b) Natural England disagrees
with the assertion made in
Section 1.6.7.2 of [APP-590] that
the findings of the EIA suggest
no monitoring is required. We
advise that the requirements for
project specific monitoring are
reviewed following a robust and
thorough HRA process in
particular for the OTE SPA.

c) Natural England is not satisfied
that sufficient monitoring has
been secured in the DMLs and
there are no conditions within the
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b)

dDCO/DMLs and/or Offshore In-Principle
Monitoring Plan?

Could Natural England please respond to
the Applicant’s clarification that the
strategic monitoring to which it refers in
section 1.6.7.2 of [APP-590] would not
be secured within this DCO?

On the basis of this clarification, is
Natural England satisfied that sufficient
post-construction monitoring provisions
for offshore ornithology are secured
within the dDCO, DMLs and Offshore In-
Principle Monitoring Plan? If not, what
changes would it advise?

DML to secure a requirement for
ornithological monitoring. Please
see Deadline 1 response
Appendix Alb highlighting
residual impacts where
monitoring will be required.
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- Marine Mammals










The Applicant, Natural
England, Marine
Management
Organisation, The
Wildlife Trusts

Disturbance of Harbour Porpoise from
UXO Detonation and Piling: 20%
Threshold

Following Natural England’s [RR-059], the
Applicant notes in [AS-036] that its
Information to Support Appropriate
Assessment Report [APP-043] does not reflect
the updated Conservation Objectives for the
Southern North Sea SAC insofar as they state
that disturbance of harbour porpoise will not
exceed ‘20% of the relevant area of the site in
any given day’. The Applicant accepts that two
events of either UXO clearance or piling (or a
combination of both) in a single day would

a) No comment

b) No comment

c) Please refer to NE Deadline 1
Appendix B1b

d) No further comment
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exceed the 20% limit for the winter area only,
with no exceedance for the summer area.

a) Please could the Applicant update the
relevant sections of its Information to
Support Appropriate Assessment Report
[APP-043] (for example, by submission
of an Addendum to that Report) to
reflect the current Conservation
Objectives for the Southern North Sea
SAC. This should include the revised
findings in respect of the effects on site
integrity of more than one UXO
clearance event, piling event or
combination of both in any 24 hour
period.

b) Could the Applicant clarify whether, in
light of the above updates, it still
considers there is a sound basis for the
In-Principle Site Integrity Plan provisions
at section 6.1, including that potentially
more than one UXO detonation, piling
event or combination of both could occur
in any 24 hour period?

c) Do Natural England, the MMO, The
Wildlife Trusts or any other relevant
party wish to comment on the
Applicant’s reasoning in Table 36 of
[APP-036] for not limiting UXO
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detonations and piling events to a total
of one in any 24 hour period?

Could all relevant parties please also
ensure that the status of discussions on
this issue is covered within the SoCGs
requested for Deadline 1.
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Natural England, Marine
Management
Organisation, The
Wildlife Trusts

Restrictions on Concurrent UXO
Detonation and Piling: Security
The ExA notes the Applicant’s points at Table
36 of [AS-036] in response to Natural
England’s requests for security in the DMLs to
limit UXO detonations and piling events to a
total of one in any 24 hour period.

e Do Natural England, the MMO, The
Wildlife Trusts or any other relevant
party wish to comment on the
Applicant’s reasoning in Table 36 of
[APP-036] that Site Integrity Plans,
agreed post-consent in accordance with
the In-Principle SIP, are an appropriate
mechanism to manage this matter? If
not, why not?

Please refer to NE Deadline 1
response Appendix Blb.
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1.2.31.

The Applicant, Natural
England, Marine
Management
Organisation, The
Wildlife Trusts

Concurrent Piling at East Anglia ONE
North and East Anglia TWO

The In-Principle Site Integrity Plan [APP-594]
states at bullet four of section 6.1 that ‘(t)here
would be no concurrent piling or UXO
detonation between the proposed East Anglia
ONE North and East Anglia TWO projects if
both projects are constructed at the same
time’. However, it does not appear to limit the
overall number of piling or UXO detonation
events that could potentially occur within any
24 hour period across the two projects.

a) Do Natural England, the MMO, The
Wildlife Trusts and the Applicant
consider that it should? Please given
reasons for your position.

b) Could Natural England please explain
why it considers in [RR-059] that a DML
condition would be a more appropriate
way to secure the particular mitigation
commitments relating to concurrent
piling between the East Anglia ONE
North and East Anglia TWO projects?

c) Whilst noting the Applicant’s response at
Table 45 of [AS-036], could it please
respond specifically to Natural England’s
suggestion that a ‘Co-operation Plan /

Please refer to NE Deadline 1
response Appendix B1lb
Please refer NE Deadline 1
response Appendix B1b and
G1b

No comment from NE
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Agreement’ is required to be secured via
DML condition for both projects to
manage and mitigate underwater noise
from piling and UXO activities in the
event that construction periods for the
two projects overlap?

1.2.32.

Natural England

Harbour Porpoise of the Southern North
Sea SAC: Assessment of Effects - SNCB
Advice

In their RR [RR-091], The Wildlife Trusts
express disagreement with the SNCB’s advice
in relation to underwater noise management
in the Southern North Sea SAC and the
approach to assessment of impacts on
harbour porpoise populations.

e Please could Natural England respond to
the concerns raised by The Wildlife
Trusts in this regard, specifically
statements that:

- The science underpinning the advice
on underwater noise management is
weak and the proposed approach will
be difficult to deliver; and,

- A site-based assessment based on
an estimate population humber for
the Southern North Sea SAC is

The science and evidence used to
underpin the SNCB advice on
managing noise in harbour
porpoise SACs, including why we
consider it most appropriate to
undertake assessments at the
Management Unit scale, can be
found in the short document
‘JNCC (2020). Background to the
advice on noise management
within harbour porpoise SACs in
England, Wales and Northern
Ireland.” JNCC Report No. 653,
IJNCC, Peterborough, ISSN 0963-
8091, which is available here
https://data.jncc.gov.uk/data/2e
60a9a0-4366-4971-9327-
2bc409e09784/INCC-Report-
653-FINAL-WEB.pdf
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required, rather than an assessment
on the North Sea Management Unit?

1.2.33. Natural England Commercial Fishing in Cumulative and In- \When assessing the effects of a
Combination Marine Mammal plan or project it is a requirement
Assessments of the Habitats Directive that
The Wildlife Trusts [RR-091] make the case consideration is given to whether
that commercial fishing activities should be those effects are likely to be
included in cumulative and in-combination significant either individually or in
assessments as opposed to the Applicant’s combination with other plans or
approach of including them as a part of the projects. In seeking to avoid
environmental baseline for the marine deterioration and to properly
mammals assessment. The Wildlife Trusts assess the likely effects of a plan
refer to the Waddenzee judgement and or project it is appropriate to take
judicial review proceedings in relation to the account of the prevailing factors
Dogger Bank SAC. The Applicant’s response acting on the site to the extent
refers to the approach taken in the draft HRA |that they are capable of
for the BEIS Review of Consents and by other |influencing the conservation
consented or planned offshore wind farms. objectives for the site. Where

there is ongoing fishing activity on
e Does Natural England consider that the |the site, it is appropriate to
Applicant’s approach of including consider the effects of the plan or
commercial fishing in the environmental |project that is the subject of the
baseline is sound in this case? Please assessment in the context of
explain the reasoning behind your those prevailing conditions, of
position. which fishing impact may be one.
1.2.34.| The Applicant Southern North Sea SAC: Thresholds for |Watching Brief (WB) on responses

the Significance of Disturbance Effects
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Please could the Applicant confirm where
this information is provided? If it is not
included within the application
documents, please provide it.

1.2.36.

The Applicant, Marine
Management
Organisation, Natural
England and The Wildlife
Trusts

Marine Mammals: In-Principle Site
Integrity Plan - Certainty

Under the provisions of the dDCO, the future
SIP(s) must accord with the principles set out
in the In-Principle SIP (IPSIP), which is to be a
certified document under Art 36. The
submitted IPSIP [APP-594] appears to indicate
(for example at Table 2.1) that the document
itself would continue to be revised and
updated following the grant of DCO consent.

a)

b)

If the IPSIP is necessary to ensure the
avoidance of Adverse Effects on Integrity
of the designated features of the
Southern North Sea SAC, does the scope
for review and change to the IPSIP post-
DCO consent provide sufficient certainty
that it can be relied upon for its intended
purpose in the DCO consenting process?
In [APP-036] the Applicant refers to a
statement in Table 2.1 of [APP-594] that
‘(a)longside the in-principle SIP for UXO
clearance an implementation plan and

a) Yes, Natural England considers
that when the SIP is revisited
post consent and prior to
construction, the HRA will need
to be updated. Therefore any
changes to existing mitigation
methods or new/additional
mitigation measures can be
implemented prior to
construction commencing.

b) No comment from NE.
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any monitoring requirements will also be

drafted for any required measures’.

Could the Applicant please expand on

this statement?

- What would be the function of the
implementation plan relative to the
IPSIP/SIP?

- Is it envisaged that this would be
within the scope of the material to be
submitted to and approved in writing
by the MMO under the relevant DML
conditions?

1.2.37.

Natural England, Marine
Management
Organisation, The
Wildlife Trusts and the
Applicant

In-Principle Site Integrity Plan -
Potential Mitigation Measures

The Applicant notes that the In-Principle SIP
needs to retain a level of flexibility until the
extent and nature of mitigation becomes
clear, and that finalised SIPs must, under the
conditions of the DMLs, be approved by the
MMO prior to construction.

a) In this context, do the MMO, Natural
England and The Wildlife Trusts consider
that the draft In-Principle Site Integrity
Plan provides sufficient detail on
potential mitigation measures?

a) NE is satisfied that the draft
IPSIP provides sufficient detail
at this time and will enable
the consideration of advances
in mitigation methods and
technology between consent
and when the review of the
SIP is undertaken. However,
we maintain our position with
regards to securing essential
mitigation to ensure no
adverse effect on integrity.
Please see NE Deadline 1
response Appendix B1lb.

b) No comment from NE

c) No comment from NE
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b) If not, what additional information

c)

should be included to provide sufficient
detail?

How does the Applicant respond to The
Wildlife Trusts’ request for underwater
noise modelling at this stage to
demonstrate the degree of noise
reduction which could be achieved
through mitigation?
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1.2.44.

The Applicant, Marine
Management
Organisation

Construction Monitoring: Cessation of
Piling Condition

The Applicant states in Table 29 of [AS-036]
that it does not consider it necessary to add
provisions recommended by the MMO to the
DML construction monitoring conditions which
would require piling to cease if noise levels are
significantly higher than those assessed in the
ES, with recommencement dependent upon an
updated MMMP and MMO agreement to further
monitoring requirements.

a) Does the Applicant maintain this position
in light of the inclusion of similar
conditions for recently consented
projects such as at condition 19(3) and
14(3) of the Norfolk Vanguard DMLs?

b) If so, please can the Applicant explain
why the circumstances of the projects
before us justify a different approach to
that taken in the Norfolk Vanguard case?

c) Please could the MMO respond to the
Applicant’s statement that the necessary
enforcement powers already exist under
the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009?

Natural England supports the
provisions recommended by MMO
which would require piling to
cease if noise levels are found to
be significantly higher than those
assessed in the environmental
statement. We also note that this
condition has already been
applied to other projects and
therefore we consider it a
standard condition.

1.2.45.

Marine Management
Organisation and the
Applicant

Post-Construction Monitoring
Commitments for Marine Mammals

Watching Brief (WB) on responses
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The Wildlife Trusts,
Natural England, Marine
Management
Organisation

Southern North Sea SAC: Adequacy of
Monitoring Commitments

Concerns have been expressed by The Wildlife
Trusts about the monitoring secured in the
dDCO in respect of harbour porpoise and the
Southern North Sea SAC. The Offshore In
Principle Monitoring Plan [APP-590] signposts
to provision for monitoring (if required) in the
Draft Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol
[APP-591] and In-Principle Site Integrity Plan
[APP-594]. All three are to be certified
documents under Art 36 of the DCO.

a) Discussions regarding marine
mammal monitoring are ongoing
and we will provide an update at a
future deadline.

b) No comment from NE

c) No comment from NE
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a)

b)

Do the MMO and Natural England
consider that the monitoring provisions
included in the draft DMLs and
subsidiary plans and protocols are fit for
purpose in respect of marine mammals?
Do The Wildlife Trusts wish to comment
on the Applicant’s response to its
concern at line 011 of Table 66 in [AS-
036]?

What function do The Wildlife Trusts
consider that any additional monitoring
commitments would have and what form
might they take?
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- Benthic ecology

Natural England

HRA screening (EA2)
Document 5.3.4 [APP-047] at page 44 states
Natural England is content with the screening
of sites with respect to marine mammals, but
there is no equivalent statement with respect
to other features of the marine environment,
or the overall screening exercise. The
screening exercise is not raised in Natural
England’s RR [RR-059]. Is Natural England
satisfied with the scope and conclusions of
the Applicant’s HRA screening as reported in
[APP-044] and [APP-045] and does it agree
that there are no issues arising in relation to
benthic ecology?

Natural England can confirm that
no designated site for benthic
features will be impacted by
either EALN or EA2. However,
the DCO limits contain supporting
habitats to the Outer Thames
Estuary SPA and Southern North
Sea SAC. In addition there is the
Coraline Cragg feature which
should be avoided.
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1.2.50.  MMO 1 Micro-siting: benthic habitats Natural England notes that the
Is the MMO [RR-052] content that the dDCO | Applicant intends to submit an
and DML are adequately drafted to ensure Outline Sabellaria spinulosa reef
micro-siting to reduce or avoid impacts on Management Plan at Deadline 1
valuable benthic habitats? Does anything else | so NE will provide further advice
need to be provided for? at Deadline 2 or 3.

1.2.51.| The Applicant 1 Sediment deposition: in-combination Watching Brief (WB) on
effects responses
Please explain why it has been considered
that no pathway exists for significant indirect
in-combination effects to benthic ecology
interest features from sediment deposition,
given that East Anglia TWO and East Anglia
ONE North may be constructed at the same
time (or overlap) and that they partly share
an offshore export cable route?

Fish and shellfish ecology

1.2.52. 1 HRA screening (EA2) Natural England can confirm that
Document 5.3.4 [APP-047] at page 44 states | we are satisfied with the marine
Natural England is content with the screening | environment HRA screening and
of sites with respect to marine mammals, but | conclusions and agree that there
there is no equivalent statement with respect | are no other Annex I or II
to other features of the marine environment, | designated site features
or the overall screening exercise. The significantly impacted by the
screening exercise is not raised in Natural proposals which haven't already
England’s RR [RR-059]. Is Natural England be highlighted in our RR-059. We
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satisfied with the scope and conclusions of can confirm that there are no
the Applicant’s HRA screening as reported in HRA issues for fish and shellfish.
[APP-044] and [APP-045] and does it agree
that there are no issues arising in relation to
fish and shellfish ecology?

- Terrestrial ecology
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1.2.55.| Natural EMP This is under discussion with the
England/ESC/SCC/Suffol As drafted, the DCO would allow individual Applicant and we will respond at
k Wildlife Trust EMPs to be brought forward for each stage of | a future deadline
the transmission and grid connection work
(onshore) under R11. Does the OLEMS
provide a robust framework within which
each of these separate EMPs could be
produced?
1.2.56.| Natural Schedule of Mitigation, R21 and EMP Natural England is aware that an
England/ESC/SCC/Suffol The Schedule of Mitigation [APP-575] outline EMP will be provided by
k Wildlife Trust repeatedly refers to adherence to the EMP as | the Applicant and are in
the mitigation but no draft EMP is provided. discussions with the applicant
R21 requires the EMP to accord with the about ensuring that we are a
OLEMs. Are you satisfied that the OLEMs consultee under R21. This matter
provides sufficient detail/certainty of specific | is ongoing.
mitigation measures and is there sufficient
information for preparing future
LMP(s)/EMP(s)?
1.2.57.| The Applicant Ecological mitigation works Watching Brief (WB) on

In the dDCO [APP-023], some ecological
mitigation works are described as temporary
and some as permanent. Work no 28 is
described simply as ecological mitigation
works. Could the Applicant consider whether
the description needs to be amended to
reflect if the works are permanent or
temporary?

responses
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The Applicant/Natural
England/ESC/SCC/Suffol
k Wildlife Trust

Pre-construction surveys

A number of pre-construction ecological

surveys are proposed prior to the production

of the EMP(s).

a) How are the pre-construction surveys
secured?

b) Should they be individually listed in R21?

1 Refer to dDCO Question 1.5.21: Schedule of Mitigation

After review of requirement 21
Natural England considers that
the pre-construction surveys are
not secured. It is our opinion that
the surveys should be secured
through the wording of
Requirement 21 and that
individual monitoring should be
conducted. We will work with the
Applicant to secure this.
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The Applicant/ 1 Biodiversity Net Gain and enhancement
ESC/SCC/Suffolk Wildlife SCC and ESC have raised concerns regarding
Trust the lack of commitment to biodiversity and

net gain. Whilst noting that DEFRA has
confirmed that Net Gain is not applicable to
NSIPs in the UK Government'’s’ draft
Environment Bill, paragraph 5.3.4 of NPS EN-
1 states that the Applicant should show how
the project has taken advantage of

Natural England notes reference
to paragraph 5.3.4 of EN-1; it is
our view that this para. refers to
general conservation and
enhancement of all biodiversity
incl. protected sites and species.
It would be helpful if the EXA
could please provide further
clarification on what they are
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opportunities to conserve and enhance
biodiversity and geological conservation
interests.

a) Please could the Applicant provide an
explanation of how they consider the
application has taken advantage of
enhancing biodiversity?

b) Please could Natural
England/ESC/SCC/Suffolk Wildlife Trust
give a reasoned response on whether
they consider the project accords with
paragraph 5.3.4 of NPS EN-1.

Please can you ensure that matters
pertaining to biodiversity enhancement are
included in the SoCGs

seeking advice on as depending
on the response our answer
could be wide ranging.

In order to be as helpful as
possible on this matter if wider
biodiversity outside of designated
site features and protected
species, which would be subject
to Biodiversity Net Gain
considerations, then we advise
that the Applicant/the decision
maker must give consideration to
the potential impacts on these as
required by the NPS EN - 1 (e.q.
paras 5.3.13 - 5.3.17 on pp. 71-
72). Re conservation, this should
include assessment of impacts
against the current baseline and
consideration of any necessary
mitigation/compensation for
these habitats and species within
the ES.

1.2.62.

Natural England

Monitoring

Can Natural England please confirm that they
are content with the Applicant’s response in
point 25 of Table 37 in [AS-036] with regards
to grasslands and hedgerows monitoring?

Natural England notes that
discussion on this issue is
ongoing and will be progressed
through the SoCG process Please
see Deadline 1 response
Appendix C1b.
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The Applicant/Natural 1 Hundred River crossing

England The Hundred River feeds into the Sandlings
SPA. Is there any risk that works at the
crossing could impact on the qualifying
features of the SPA?

Please see our Deadline 1
Appendix C1b and Our Risks and
Issues Log Appendix I1b.
Impacts to the Hundred River
from open cut trenching is
flagged as an outstanding
concern, especially in relation to
potential impacts to the
Sandlings SPA feature, which we
currently do not believe has been
adequately assessed.
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The Applicant/Natural
England/ESC/SCC/Suffol
k Wildlife Trust

Bats

ES Chapter 22 states as a worst case
scenario it is assumed that the construction
phase could result in approximately 11km of
hedgerow being temporarily lost in the
medium to long term (paragraph 196) which
would represent an impact of at worst major
adverse significance on bats. Please could
you respond to the following points.

a) Proposed mitigation includes
reinstatement post construction which
may take 5-7 years to establish.
Appendix 6.4 of the ES - Cumulative
Project Description [APP-453] does not
include a programme of works for the
onshore cable route. If the projects are

a) Please see NE Deadline 1
Appendix C1b Point 15.

g) While the important
hedgerows and trees
preservation order plan is a
certified document; Natural
England can find no condition or
requirement ensuring it will be
followed. Natural England would
therefore question how such
reinstatement could be enforced.
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f)

g)

constructed sequentially could the
Applicant please confirm the maximum
duration that they would anticipate that
the hedgerows would be removed before
reinstatement begins?

Can you confirm that this duration was
assessed as part of the ES?

Would there be any long term impacts
on bat populations as a result of this
duration?

Please can you include the programme
of works for the onshore cable route in
the amended Cumulative Project
Description requested in question
1.0.16.

Can the Applicant please provide further
information on why certain transects
were chosen? Why was long covert
excluded from transect 2 [APP-281]7
Could the Applicant confirm if they
intend to submit an outline hedgerow
mitigation plan?

Are Natural England/ESC/SCC/Suffolk
Wildlife Trust satisfied that the
reinstatement, management and
maintenance of the replacement
hedgerows is satisfactorily secured?
Should this be contained within the LMP
or EMP?
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h) Can the Applicant please confirm when

an updated CIA with Sizewell in relation

to bats will be submitted into the
Examination?

Please can Natural England confirm that they
are satisfied that Figure 22.7a-g [APP-280]

clearly maps the roosting, foraging and

commuting areas for bats in relation to the
red line boundary?
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- Onshore ornithology







Natural England, Suffolk
Wildlife Trust

Sandlings SPA crossing
Please respond to the following:

a)

b)

Whilst noting that open cut trenching is
not your preferred option for the SPA
crossing, please comment on the
Applicant’s explanation that open cut
trenching would have less of an impact
than HDD. Are you confident that there
is sufficient certainty and security for the
proposed mitigation relied upon by the
Applicant in this scenario?

Do you consider the need for any further
mitigation beyond that already set out
by the Applicant?

Please see NE Deadline 1
Appendix C2 (Outline SPA
Crossing Method Statement).
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Natural 1 Seasonal restrictions
England/ESC/SCC/Suffol In point 1 of Table 37 [AS-036] the Applicant
k Wildlife Trust has confirmed that the seasonal restriction

proposed by the Applicant applies only to
works associated with crossing the SPA and
works associated with crossing the SPA within
200m of the SPA.

e Please can you set out your reasons for
advising that all cable line construction

Please see our Deadline 1
response Appendix Cl1b, C2, I1b
and our Statement of Common
Ground with the Applicant.
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works in the boundary, or within 200m
of the Sandlings SPA and Lesiton to
Aldeburgh SSSI is undertaken outside
the breeding bird season. Do you
consider that the Applicant’s response
on this point is capable of having
acceptable impacts on the SPA?

1.2.91.

The Applicant/ESC/SCC

Landfall

a)

b)

In light of the sensitivity of the inter-
tidal area is sufficient information
currently provided to secure the
embedded mitigation of HDD at
landfall?

Should the dDCO provide additional
clarification/detail such as through the
expansion of R13 to set out what should
be included?

Watching Brief (WB) on
responses

1.2.92.

The Applicant

Cable parameters

Please provide a plan showing the maximum
working widths for the onshore cable route
set out in R12(14)(a) in relation to the
Leiston-Aldeburgh SSSI and Sandlings SPA
from landfall to the SPA crossing area.

Watching Brief (WB) on
responses

1.2.93.

NE/ESC/SCC/Suffolk
Wildlife Trust

1l

Nightingale
The proposed mitigation for nightingale
includes the creation of habitat somewhere

Please see our advice on the
draft Outline Sandlings Crossing
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where the onshore development area
overlaps the SPA/SSSI. This is deferred to the
EMP. Are you confident that such a suitable
area can be found?

method Statement NE Deadline 1
Appendix C3.

1.2.94.| Natural Marsh Warbler and Bewick’s Swan Natural England understands that
England/ESC/SCC/Suffol ES Chapter 23 identifies pre-mitigation the Applicant intends to update
k Wildlife Trust effects on Marsh Warbler and Bewick’s Swan | the OLEMS (APP-584) to reflect
for disturbance during construction with measures in the Outline SPA
mitigation secured through the BBPP. No Crossing Method Statement.
outline BBPP has been provided. Are you
satisfied that this is sufficiently secured? We are content to provide further
advice at that time.
1.2.95.| Natural Turtle Doves Please see our advice on the
England/ESC/SCC/NWT Do you consider that the compensatory draft Outline Sandlings Crossing
measures for turtle doves provides at least an | method Statement Deadline 1
equivalent value of biodiversity to that which | response Appendix C3.
is being lost?
1.2.96.| The Applicant Nightjar and Woodlark Watching Brief (WB) on
Micrositing would be used within the SSSI to | responses
avoid suitable nightjar and woodlark nest
locations. What would happen if the working
width of the onshore cable route means that
this is not possible?
1.2.97.| The Applicant Nightjar and Woodlark Watching Brief (WB) on

responses
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Compulsory Acquisition, Temporary Possession and Other Land or Rights Considerations — N/A to NE’'s
remit







































































































2

Burbo Bank Extension Offshore Wind Farm Recommendation Report (June 2014)
3 Burbo Bank Extension offshore Wind Farm, Secretary of State’s Decision Letter (September 2014)



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010026/EN010026-000019-Examining%20Authority's%20Recommendation%20report%20submitted%20to%20the%20Secretary%20of%20State%20of%20Energy%20and%20Climate%20Change.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010026/EN010026-000017-Decision%20letter%20and%20Statement%20of%20Reasons%20from%20the%20Secretary%20of%20State%20for%20Energy%20and%20Climate%20Change.pdf






































































Draft Development Consent Order (dDCO) _

| | [ Articles (Art(s I













| | [ Schedule 1 Part 3 - Requirements I







| | [ Schedule 13 - DML (generationassets) | |




4 Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm Recommendation Report, (September 2019)



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010079/EN010079-004268-Norfolk%20Vanguard%20Final%20Report%20to%20SoS%2010092019%20FINAL.pdf

5 Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm, SoS Decision Letter, (July 2020)

6 Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farm Recommendation Report, (September 2019)



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010079/EN010079-004278-SoS%20decision%20letter.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010084/EN010084-003108-TEOW%20–%20Final%20Recommendation%20Report.pdf







Electricity Connections, Infrastructure and Other Users

The Applicant and other respondents are referred to ExQ1.0.17 and 1.0.18 on
site selection and other potential grid connections as providing the starting
context from which responses to these questions should be formed.










Flood Risk, Water Quality and Resources _




























Historic Environment




































































































1.10. Landscape and Visual Impact
The Applicant and respondent to these questions are referred to design and
design mitigation questions raised in ExQ1.0 above as providing an element of
the context for responses to these questions.


































The Applicant, Natural
England

ES Chapter 29, paragraph 180 [APP-077] sets
out that the susceptibility of the Ancient
Claylands LCT is reduced as the landscape is
influenced by the presence of the existing
double row of high-voltage overhead
transmission lines, with changes experienced

¢) This concerns landscape
character and impacts around the
proposed substation site outside
of the AONB and therefore not
something that Natural England is
able to comment on.




1.10.14

in the context of existing electrical
infrastructure and large-scale elements.

However, there is a clear difference between a
double row of high level largely see through
transmission lines when compared to the
proposed extent and density of ground level
infrastructure.

a) To what extent do you consider that the
susceptibility of the Ancient Claylands
LCT to change is reduced by the
presence of the existing overhead
transmission lines?

b) Compare and contrast in landscape
character terms the existing effects of
the overhead transmission lines and the
proposed substation development.

To Natural England:

c) Do you agree with the applicant’s
assessment of the susceptibility of the
Ancient Claylands LCT to changes arising
from the proposed developments?

The Applicant

ES Chapter 29, paragraph 185 [APP-077]
notes that in views from areas where the
onshore substation and National Grid
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The Applicant, Natural
England

Natural England [RR-059, Appendix D] raise
issues in respect of highlighting the need for
considering and potentially committing to
simultaneous construction of the onshore
cabling for both projects should they both be
approved, as a form of mitigation to limit

b) Separate installation of the
cabling would either maintain
a continually active
construction corridor across
the AONB for a much longer
period; or require recent
reinstatement and
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construction phase landscape and visual restoration work for the first
impacts to the short term. scheme to be disrupted or

entirely undone to install
They note that in their view the importance of cabling for the later scheme.
the AONB (a nationally designated landscape This would not only remove
with the highest level of planning policy this part of the AONB’s
protection) justifies the most effective capacity to contribute to the
mitigation being applied i.e. both onshore area’s statutory purpose (to
cabling stages to be completed together and conserve and enhance the
the landscape fully restored as soon as area’s natural beauty) for
possible. that extended period, but

risk, given the long duration
The ExA note the responses of the Applicant of construction activities and
to this point of view in their response to the disruption, the scheme
RR [AS-036] that the projects are being significantly detracting from
developed by two separate companies, are that statutory purpose.

two separate projects and will have two
separate Development Consent Order
consents.

a) Can any assurances be provided of the
likelihood (or not) of financing being
secured for both projects in parallel and
works being carried out concurrently?

To Natural England:

b) If the projects are not able to be carried
out together, provide further views and
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comments on the effects of the
proposals on the AoNB.

The Applicant, Natural
England

Natural England [RR-059, Appendix D] note
that there is a limited amount of detail as to
how construction activities would proceed
along the cable route in and close to the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and how soon
after commencement all signs of construction
activity would be removed from the AONB.

The ExA note the responses of the applicants
to this point of view in their responses to the
RRs [AS-036] and notes that there is no
commitment to an anticipated timetable and /
or schedule for how construction activities
would progress along the cable route within
the immediate setting of the AONB and
specific durations of Construction
Consolidation Sites (CCSs) and construction
activity and that this will be considered as part
of detailed design once a contractor is
appointed.

Provide further information on the above,
including:

a) Further justification as to why an
anticipated timetable / schedule for how
construction activities would progress

Natural England is aware that the
Applicant intends to submit more

information at Deadline 2. We will
provide further advice once that is
submitted.
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b)

d)

along the cable route within and in the
immediate setting of the AONB,
including details of the undergrounding
works within and in the immediate
setting of the AONB, covering both the
topsoil stripping/trenching (and HDD if
relevant) and backfilling/ reinstatement
of the cable route cannot be provided (if
still the case)

An assessment of how such construction
activities and their removal, including
construction consolidation sites, would
impact on the character and setting of
the AONB, particularly given the
unknowns at the present time.

The timetable for and details of the
reinstatement of trees, hedgerows and
other landscape features lost during the
construction phase and confirmation
whether such information could be
secured as part of the DCO.

Any suggested proposals to mitigate the
effects of the inability to provide an
anticipated timetable/schedule and how
they might be secured

For Natural England
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1.10.25

e) Provide your comments on the
responses of the applicant

Natural England

With respect to the assessment of cumulative
impacts of the EA1IN and EA2 OWFs with the
construction and operational phases of the
Sizewell C project, the ExA note that you
advise that all parties consider landscape
enhancement/net gain opportunities within
the AONB, and consider that an agreement
should be put in place on how this could be
achieved with the AONB partnership in
consultation with yourselves and others.

The ExA note the responses of the applicants
to this point of view in their responses to the
RRs [AS-036] that there is no policy
requirement to deliver net gain for NSIP
projects.

Respond to this if necessary

Whilst it is acknowledged that the
minimum requirement is to
provide reinstatement and habitat
restoration to offset project
impacts, and despite it not being
written within the Government
net gain document for NSIPs; it is
widely assumed that NSIPs are no
different to other applications and
statutory undertakers in this
context and therefore they should
provide net gain/enhancement.

The Applicant

Photomontages

The EXA noted on their unaccompanied site
visits [EV-005, EV-006, EV-007] that further
additional visualisations/photomontages of the
proposals for the following locations would be
very useful. Please produce these:

Watching Brief (WB) on responses
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.| Marine and Coastal Physical Processes _













.| Marine Effects — N/A to NE’s remit _

























.| Seascape, Landscape and Visual Amenity _







Natural England

Visual effects of turbines
Detailed analysis of the visible height of
offshore wind turbines is provided by
yourselves to the ExAs ([RR-059], Appendices
E, Section 2).

The ExA also note the detailed responses of
the Applicants to this analysis in their
response to the RRs [AS-036] and their view

Natural England has provided
further advice at Deadline 1
response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
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that there are limitations to the analysis
presented and that the apparent height of the
Project 300m turbines will only be greater
than that of the existing offshore windfarms in
views from northern parts of the seascape
setting of the AONB.

e Respond to this analysis of your
comments, should you wish to do so.

Natural England, the
Applicant

Good design: seascape

Natural England (NE) consider that after
reviewing Chapters 3 and 6 of the ES [RR-
059] they are unable to find a direct reference
to how the proposal will achieve ‘good design’.
NE note that the revised layout design would
add some embedded mitigation in the form of
reduced lateral spread and note the role of the
site selection process and the operation of
navigational lighting in minimising landscape
and visual effects. However, despite this, it
considers that significant detrimental
landscape and visual effects are still predicted
for the scheme, principally as a result of
technology choice selected for use in the
worst-case scenario: i.e. 300m high turbines.

NE request further information on the
decisions which have led to the selection of
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closest to the coast of the AONB.

300m turbines, in particular in the portion

Due to the technology choice selected for use
in the worst case scenario, and reflecting that

currently configured.

smaller turbines are available, NE considers
that the NPS requirements for ‘good design’
have not yet been fully applied in the design
of the EA2 scheme, and that as a consequence
the statutory purpose of the AONB will be
adversely effected by the EA2 proposal as it is

The ExA notes the detailed responses of the

Applicant to this point of view in their
responses to the RRs [AS-036]. The Applicant
considers that the mitigation of a reduced
windfarm site area has regard to the statutory
purposes of the AONB and demonstrates good
design in respect of landscape and visual
amenity, given the various siting, operational,
and other relevant constraints. The ExA also

notes the commitment to provide further

turbines.

To Natural England:

information in justification of the decisions
which have led to the selection of 300m
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a) Please provide any further responses

good design have not been met in the
design of the EA2 scheme, and if so,
why is that and what additional
mitigation is required?

To the Applicant:

b) Provide further justification for the

selection of 300m turbines, in particular
in the portion of the array closest to the
coast of the AONB, with reference made

as to how the requirement of good
design in the NPS has been met

Natural England

Visibility
Concerns are raised over some of the text

used in the ES [APP-076] (Chapter 28.3 Para.
16 and 17, 6.5.15, and Appendix 28.8 Para. 5
and 6), noting that expected periods of ‘very

good’ and ‘excellent’ visibility occur most

peak. It is stated that GLVIA 3 makes no

reference to the frequency of when ‘very good’
or ‘excellent’ conditions need to exist in order
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considered necessary in response to the
Applicant’s comments. Do you remain of
the view that the NPS requirements for

frequently during the summer, when outdoor
recreational activity in the AONB is also at its




to define the worst-case scenario, and that as
a result frequency is not a critical factor in
judging the significance of effect, and you
advise therefore that the statement contained
in the first sentence of 28.8 para. 6 is
discounted as it is not a factor in judging
significance.

The ExAs note the detailed responses of the
Applicants to this point in their responses to
the RRs [AS-036].

¢ Respond to the above comments of the
applicant and make any further
comments if necessary.

Natural England Turbine height and visibility

With reference to Appendix 28.8 Para. 8 and
12, you note [RR-059] that a report from
2012 is cited, but that in 2011/2012 there
were no windfarms located in the English
Channel, and that the maximum height of the
turbines included in the study quoted is 153m,
whereas the turbines used in the worst case
realistic scenario are 147m taller. You also
note that the research is helpful in framing
discussion about visibility and separation
distances for turbines up to 153m but it
makes no reference to the AOD height of the
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observer, and that it does not assist in judging
the significant effect for visual receptors
located within designated landscapes and
should therefore be treated with caution and
not considered within any determination.

The ExA note the detailed responses of the
Applicants to this point in their responses to
the RRs [AS-036], including the statement
that the limitations of this research article is
recognised in the SLVIA and the supplied copy
of ‘Offshore Wind Turbine Visibility and Visual
impact Threshold Distances’ (2012) [AS-044].

e Provide any further comments in
response to the applicants, should you
wish to do so.

Natural England

Increased distance from shore

With reference to para 42 of Chapter 28 of the
ES, the EXA note that you welcome the
increase in the minimum separation distance
to 32.6km and the increase in separation
distance from the coast at viewpoints 3, 4, 5
and 6 and note the decrease in separation
distance for viewpoints 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13
and 18.
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portion of the AONB.

You note that based on these 12 locations the
average separation distance for this section of
the AONB coastline remains unchanged at
34.5km and conclude therefore that the
revised design provides no embedded
mitigation in terms of proximity to the coast of
the AONB nor in the height of the turbines
used in the worst-case scenario, and consider
that the magnitude of this effect remains the
same as that for the scheme design presented
in the PEIR, due to the height of the turbines
used in the worst case scenario that has led to
some landscape and visual effects being
identified for receptors located in the northern

The ExA note the response of the Applicant
[AS-036], stating that there has been no
reduction of the minimum separation distance
between the PEIR windfarm site and the ES
windfarm site and providing a revised Table
28.3 to replace that provided in the ES. The
Applicant also reasons that the revised design
does provide embedded mitigation in terms of

proximity to the coast, given that there is an
increased separation from northern viewpoints

southern viewpoints.

and no decrease in separation distance for
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Respond to the comments of the
Applicant, should you wish to do so. Are
your content with the revised Table
28.3?

The Applicant, Natural
England

Night-time effects

Natural England note that at ES Chapter 28,
section 28.3.3 para. 42 [APP-076] embedded
mitigation measures include the fitting of
‘aviation warning lights to significant
peripheral wind turbines and will allow for
reduction in lighting intensity at and below the
horizon when visibility from every wind
turbine is more than 5km’, and presume
therefore that the worst case scenario would
be that illustrated in figure 28.28g where 2000
candela lights are shown.

NE are unsure as to why the assessment of
night-time effects has been restricted to
Landscape Character Type 25, which only
affects the urban areas of Southwold and
Aldeburgh. They note that dark skies are an
important component of the special qualities
of the AONB and consider that it is clear from
ES figures 28.28g and 28.37f that the aviation
navigational lighting proposed has the
potential to adversely affect dark skies. NE
state that their experience of other offshore
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wind farms suggests that aviation navigational
lighting is a conspicuous feature when viewed
from the shore and that atmospheric
conditions, such as sea fog, can amplify the
adverse effect as aviation navigational lights
flash in sequence.

NE wish to see an assessment of the effects of
navigational lighting on night-time skies,
based upon the worst case scenario for the
use of navigational lighting, for LCT 05 Coastal
Dunes and Shingle Ridges (Area C), LCT 06
Coastal Levels (Area B and D), LCT 07 Estate
Sandlands (Areas A and C), and LCT 29
Covehithe Broad and Easton Broad.

NE also request that a visual assessment is
undertaken for the receptor group ‘beach
users’ from the viewpoints located within the
relevant LCTs namely, viewpoints 03, 04, 06,
07,08, 09, 11, 12 and 18.

The EXA note the detailed responses of the
Applicants to this point in their responses to
the RRs [AS-036] and their view that the
proposed aviation lighting will not have
significant effects on the perception of
landscape character, which is not readily
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perceived at night in darkness, particularly in
rural areas.

To the Applicant:

a)

b)

Confirm whether you propose to submit
the assessments requested by Natural
England

Explain how are aviation lights controlled
and dimmed to 200cd (when visibility
conditions permit)? How could this be
secured through the DCO?

To Natural England:

c)

Respond to the comments of the
applicants, should you wish to do so,
including on their view that landscape
character is not readily perceived at
night due to the level of darkness,
particularly in rural areas and their view
that dark skies are not described as a
particularly important component of the
special qualities of the AONB.

Natural England

AONB Baseline

You note that you do not understand the
relevance of ES Chapter 28, section 28.5.4
[APP-076], stating that the aims and
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objectives of the AONB Management Plan
focus on the conservation and enhancement of
the natural beauty of the designation and help
guide future development.

In response the applicants consider that it is a
requirement of The Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017 to provide a description of
the relevant aspects of the current state of the
environment (baseline scenario) and an
outline of the likely evolution of that baseline
without implementation of the development
and this section addresses this requirement.

e Respond to the above comments, should
you wish to do so, including an opinion
on the weight that should be given to
the objectives of the AONB management

plan.
Natural England Seascape baseline Natural England has provided
Concerns are raised by yourselves over the further advice at Deadline 1

conclusions drawn in ES [APP-076], (Chapter |response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
28, section 28.5.4, paragraph 142),
considering that while the seascape covered
by the study (and the wider seascape of the
southern North Sea) is increasingly
characterised by the presence of a number of
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large offshore windfarms it is incorrect to
assume that the acceptable landscape and
seascape change which this has produced sets
a precedent for EA2.

The ExA note the response of the Applicant to
this point in their responses to the RRs [AS-
036] and their justification that the text of the
ES does not explicitly state that the Project is
acceptable in the context of the evolving
seascape baseline, merely that it fits with the
overall approach of ‘accommodation’ of wind
energy development in this seascape. The
applicant goes on to state that the reduced
windfarm site area has regard to the statutory
purposes of the AONB and demonstrates good
design in respect of landscape and visual
amenity, given the various siting, operational,
and other relevant constraints.

e Respond to the response of the
Applicant, should you wish to do so. Can
you provide further guidance as to how
you wish to see the Applicant consider
the objectives of the AONB in their
assessment?

Natural England Seascape Character Assessment Please see NE Deadline 1

response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
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You state that for the s42 consultation you
requested that maintenance activities
associated with the operational phase of the
proposed development are incorporated into
the seascape assessment, but that you could
not find evidence that this has been done.

The ExA note the responses of the applicant to
this point in their responses to the RRs [AS-
036] and their justification that maintenance
activities have been incorporated into the
SLVIA.

¢ Respond to the above comments should
you wish to do so.

Natural England, the
Applicant

Landscape Receptors

Natural England [RR-059] disagree with the
conclusions of no likely significant effects for
the construction and operational phases of the
proposed development for LCT 06 Areas B and
D and advise that there will be a likely
significant adverse effect on LCT 29 which has
not been assessed in the ES.

The EXA note the responses of the applicant to
this point in their responses to the RRs [AS-
036], where after further field work they
maintain their assessment of the relevant LCT

Natural England has provided
further advice at Deadline 1
response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
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areas and consider that the effect on LCT 29 is
not significant.

To the Applicant:

a) How ‘large’ is the part of LCT 06 Area B
which extends to the coast at Sole Bay,
in area terms (e.g. m?) or as a
percentage of the overall size of Area B?

b) With regard to LCT 06 Area D Natural
England refer to the long distance and
panoramic views out to the seaward
horizon, as opposed to direct views. Do
you wish to add to your comments on
this aspect with regard to any effect on
this LCT; could you confirm if this has
been considered in the assessment?

To Natural England:
c) Respond to the rebuttal of the applicant

[AS-036], should you wish to do so,
including on any effect on LCT 29.

Natural England, the
Applicant

AONB Special Qualities

NE disagree [RR-059] with the conclusions of
the ES Chapter 28 in relation to the following
special qualities of the AONB: Influence of
Incongruous features (Landscape Quality);

Natural England has provided
further advice at Deadline 1
response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
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Appeal to the senses - Sensory stimuli and
‘big Suffolk skies’ (Scenic Quality); Sense of
Remoteness - pockets of relative wildness and
largely undeveloped countryside, and Sense of
passing time and return to nature (all Relative
Wildness); and Distractors from tranquillity
(Relative Tranquillity) [Table 28.10, APP-076].

For all such categories NE disagree with the
magnitude of change judgment of medium-
low, considering the change to be at least
medium and that the significance of effect
should be concluded as significant.

In terms of Landscape Quality NE note that
the northern section of the seascape setting of
the AONB is currently free of fixed man-made
features, and consider that the introduction of
wind turbines into this seascape “can only
spread the influence of such incongruous
features into an otherwise naturalistic vista.”.
They also note that while the claim that
turbines may also be seen to represent the
visual aesthetic of green / sustainable energy
which may be perceived as having positive
visual associations with the natural
environment may reflect the opinion of some
people it should have no bearing on the
determination of the scheme.
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In terms of Scenic Quality NE note that Big
Suffolk skies do not stop at the coastline, but
extend out over the sea and contribute to the
natural beauty of the designation and that at
night, in the northern section of the AONB,
such skies are free of fixed marine lighting
and this, combined with the generally unlit
coastline, allows for extensive areas of the
dark night sky to be experienced. NE consider
that the safety and navigation lighting
associated with each turbine will detract from
these dark skies by providing points of fixed
lighting which, in the case of the aviation
lighting will also flash. This lighting will extend
out over a considerable distance.

While NE appreciate that in the southern
portion of the AONB the ‘big Suffolk skies’
which extend out to sea are already influenced
by the navigation lighting from existing
windfarms and coastal shipping they state that
the influence of marine traffic on the seascape
setting of the AONB is less pronounced in the
northern portion and consider that extending
the influence of fixed marine lighting into the
northern portion will therefore result in the
loss of this important characteristic in this part
of the seascape setting of the AONB and
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further note that big Suffolk skies contribute
to the ‘sense of openness and exposure’(under
the Relative Wildness special quality) which
has been judged to be adversely effected by
EA2.

For relative wildness, NE note that this special
quality is particularly associated with the
undeveloped sections of the coastline in the
northern portions of the AONB, where built
development along the coastline is well
confined and with the exception of Sizewell
Nuclear Power station of a small scale; both in
terms of height and lateral spread along the
coast, with very few buildings extending
above two storeys in height. They consider
that the wind turbines of EA2 will detract from
this special quality in this area due to their
apparent size and, to a lesser extent, lateral
spread. They are also of the view that they
are also likely to lessen the experience of
relative wildness through the introduction of
incongruous made-man features into an
otherwise undeveloped seascape and advise
that the significant adverse landscape and
visual effects resulting from the construction
and operation of EA2 will not contribute to the
sense that nature is returning to the AONB.
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influenced by many

the AONB.

SLVIA.

To the Applicant:

In terms of relative tranquillity, NE are of the
view that the opportunity to experience
tranquillity in a naturalistic environment is

Factors, including seeing offshore wind
turbines. They consider the turbines of EA2,
as defined in the ES, will act as a significant
detractors for the northern portion of the
AONB, and that in certain locations, such as
beaches of Covehithe and Minsmere, the
presence of these structures in the seascape
will significantly reduce the opportunity to
experience relative tranquillity in this part of

The ExA note the detailed responses of the
applicants to this point in their responses to
the RRs [AS-036]. In essence they maintain
the conclusions of effects as outlined in the

a) The existing ‘incongruous features’ in the
northern AONB are largely land based.
Has the Applicant considered whether
the proposal would have more of an
effect by positioning incongruous
features into a largely open seascape?
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In your response concerning Scenic Quality

you state that “visible aviation lighting of

existing wind turbines has been recorded as
being clearly visible from night-time

viewpoints as far north as Aldeburgh during
the SLVIA.” (AS-036 page 441, 1% para).

b)

How does this tally with your responses

above (referenced within question
1.17.8) to night-time effects of the
proposal?

On page 441 of AS-036 you state that “there

are several coastal areas of the AONB that

have brighter night lights, particularly around
the main towns at Kessingland Beach,
Southwold, Sizewell, Leiston, Thorpeness and

Aldeburgh”.

c)
d)

Would/do lights from Leiston have an
effect on views from the coastline?
Kessingland Beach, Thorpeness and

Sizewell do not appear to the ExA to be

towns. Would lighting at smaller

settlements have the same effect on the

dark skies on the AONB at night as a
town?
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It is stated that “"While dark skies may

therefore be valued by people viewing the
night-sky, they do not in themselves
‘contribute to natural beauty’, as an
assessment of the special qualities of a
designated landscape cannot be made at
night-time during the dark.

e) Does a dark sky contribute to the special

qualities of a designated landscape? One
argument could be that the light of the
moon in a sky largely unaffected by
artificial light could increase the natural
beauty of a designated landscape at
night-time, and add to other qualities
such as solitude and tranquillity.

To Natural England:

f) Should you wish to do so, respond to the

detailed comments of the Applicant,
including (but not limited to) their view
expressed of page 446 of their response
[AS-036] that you have incorrectly
identified the AONB special quality of
Relative Wildness
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Natural England, the
Applicant

Viewpoints and Visual Receptors Natural England has provided
NE disagree with the conclusions of the ES further advice at Deadline 1
and consider that the significance of effects for [response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
beach users and walkers on the Suffolk
Coastal Path at Viewpoint 10 (Sizewell Beach)
and visitors/tourists at Viewpoint 18 (Orford
Ness) should be concluded as adverse [RR-
059].

In relation to Sizewell Beach, NE consider that
there is no justification in lowering the
sensitivity of beach users and walkers on the
premise that the presence of Sizewell nuclear
power station would reduce their expectations,
and hence the sensitivity, of these groups.
They note that it could be argued that the
opportunity to experience an open
undeveloped seascape, as an alternative to
the nuclear power station, means that such
views are valued more by these receptor
groups at this location.

For Orford Ness, NE’s concerns remain in
relation to the cumulative effect of Greater
Gabbard plus Galloper offshore wind farm
arrays plus EA2, considering that this would
be contrary to the statutory purposes of the
AONB as these structures would be seen to
dominate views out to sea (from the northeast
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through to south east) thereby detracting
from the natural beauty afforded by this

location. NE disagree that the vertical height

1.239 or around 24% taller.

of the turbines will be relatively moderate in
scale and that they will appear similar in
height to the Galloper turbines considering
that the EA2 turbines are likely to appear
taller than the Galloper turbines by a factor of

NE also disagree that the existence of the

Galloper and Greater Gabbard offshore wind
farm arrays provides justification for the EA2
application, agreeing that EA2 would not form
an entirely new type of visible development
but would be seen in the context of existing
wind turbines on the horizon and result in a

northerly extension to this influence; however,
noting that this northerly extension will be a

significant increase in the space occupied
(from 22% to 37%) and use turbines which
are and will appear substantially taller.

The ExA note the responses of the Applicant

to this point of view in their responses to the

RRs [AS-036], where they maintain their

visitors to be not significant.

conclusion that the effect of the project upon
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To the Applicant:

a) Could an argument be made that an
open undeveloped seascape ‘opposite’ to
Sizewell power station would have a
more significant effect on beach users
and walkers, as a direct contrast to the
power station?

b) Would the addition of the proposed EA2
offshore wind farm array to the existing
views of wind turbines at Orford Ness
lead to a higher cumulative effect on
receptors, reducing the amount of
overall undeveloped seascape?

To Natural England:
c) Respond to the comments of the

applicant [AS-036] on this matter if you
wish to do so.

Natural England

Suffolk Coastal Path

The ExA note that you disagree with the
judgement of ‘no significant effects’ as set out
for Section 7, Minsmere and Sizewell,
considering that ES Chapter 28 figure 28.23b
clearly shows that for a significant section of
the path within this section, EA2 will be
visible, with the predicted number of blade

Natural England has provided
further advice at Deadline 1
response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
In relation to mitigation we will
wait for the Applicant to provide
further information on this
matter.
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tips being visible in the banding being 51 to
60.

The EXA note the responses of the Applicant
to this point in their response to the RRs [AS-
036], where they maintain their conclusion
that the effect of the project upon walkers on
the SCP between Minsmere and Sizewell is
‘not significant’.

a) Respond to the comments of the
Applicant [AS-036] if you wish to do so.

b) If you maintain your position that the
effect is significant, please provide a
view about any additional mitigation that
might be required.

Natural England, the
Applicant

Cumulative Effects

NE recognise that the contribution that EA1N
makes to identified cumulative effects in
Chapter 28, section 28.9 of the ES (Tables
28.14, 28.15 and 28.17) [APP-076] is small,
but advises that opportunities should be
sought to reduce this contribution as far is
possible within the design envelope of the
proposed development. In particular, NE note
that the use of lower turbines (250m) for the
EA1N project would assist in reducing the
cumulative effects predicted in both the EA2

Natural England has provided
further advice at Deadline 1
response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
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and EA1N ES SLVIA. They state that the
possibility of taking this approach should be
explored, so that further embedded mitigation
is introduced into the design of EA1N to help
reduce the adverse cumulative effects
predicted, and suggest that the use of shorter
turbines (250m) at the western edge of the
EA1N development area is likely (based upon
the apparent height measurements provided
above) to assist in reducing the significant
cumulative effects predicted in the EA2 and
EA1N ES SLVIAs.

The ExA note the responses of the Applicant
to this point in their responses to the RRs [AS-
036], where they consider that since there is
agreement that the effects of the EA1N project
alone are not significant, further mitigation of
the turbine height for EA1N as a contribution
towards cumulative impact mitigation is not
required.

To the Applicant:

a) The response by NE refers to cumulative
effects, rather than just the effects of
EA1N. Would the use of 250m turbines
reduce such cumulative effects?
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To NE:

b) Respond to the comments of the
Applicant [AS-036], should you wish to
do so.
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Natural England

Summary and Conclusions
Various comments are made by yourselves
regarding the Summary and Conclusions
within the ES, including being unsure of the
point that Para. 331 is seeking to make, the
incompleteness of some of the statements in
the 2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5% bullet points of
paragraph 340 and disagreement with the
conclusion of the final sentence as set out at
the 7th bullet point, advising that the special
qualities of the AONB will be adversely
effected by the scheme.

The ExA notes the responses of the Applicant
to this point of view in their responses to the

Natural England has provided
further advice at Deadline 1
response Appendix E1b on SLVIA.
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RRs [AS-036], where they provide rebuttals
to the above points.

e Respond to the Applicant’s responses to
your points, should you wish to do so.

1.17. Socio Economic Effects — N/A to NE's remit
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ANNEX A

EAST ANGLIA ONE NORTH AND EAST ANGLIA TWO:
LIST OF ALL OBJECTIONS TO THE GRANT OF COMPULSORY ACQUISITION OR TEMPORARY POSSESSION POWERS

(EXQ1: QUESTION 1.3.2)

Obj
No.!

Name/
Organisation

2

IP/AP
Ref
Noiv

RR

Ref
NoV

WR Ref
Novi

Other
Doc

Ref
NoVii

Interest

viii

Permane
nt/
Temporar
yix

Plot(s)

CA?x

Status of
objection
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" Obj No = objection number. All objections listed in this table should be given a unique number in sequence

i A tick in this column indicates objection relates to East Anglia ONE North (see below - one or both columns may be ticked)
i A tick in this column indicates objection relates to East Anglia TWO (see above - one or both columns may be ticked)

v Reference number assigned to each Interested Party (IP) and Affected Person (AP)

v Reference number assigned to each Relevant Representation (RR) in the Examination library

vi Reference number assigned to each Written Representation (WR) in the Examination library

Vi Reference number assigned to any other document in the Examination library

Vi This refers to parts 1 to 3 of the Book of Reference (BoR):

. Part 1, containing the names and addresses of the owners, lessees, tenants, and occupiers of, and others with an interest in, or power to sell and convey, or release,
each parcel of Order land;

e Part 2, containing the names and addresses of any persons whose land is not directly affected under the Order, but who “would or might” be entitled to make a claim
under section 10 of the Compulsory Purchase Act 1965, as a result of the Order being implemented, or Part 1 of the Land Compensation Act 1973, as a result of the use
of the land once the Order has been implemented;

e Part 3, containing the names and addresses of any persons who are entitled to easements or other private rights over the Order land that may be extinguished,
suspended or interfered with under the Order.

* This column indicates whether the applicant is seeking compulsory acquisition or temporary possession of land/ rights
* CA = compulsory acquisition. The answer is ‘yes’ if the land is in parts 1 or 3 of the Book of Reference (BoR) and the applicant is seeking compulsory acquisition of land/ rights.
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