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1 INTRODUCTION 


1. This document provides the Applicant’s response to the Relevant Representation 
comments referred to in the following First Written Questions: 


• Q20.69 “Comment on the relevant representations of 03 August 2018 from 
Whale and Dolphin Conservation [RR-013], and in particular each of its key 
recommendations, explaining what consideration has been given to such 
matters, where they are included within the dDCO, and, where the Applicant 
considers it appropriate, how the dDCO could be amended to secure the 
recommendations or otherwise justifying their non-inclusion.”  


o See Section 2 of this document for the Applicant’s response to each of Whale 
and Dolphin Conservation (WDC)’s comments in RR-103. 


• Q23.12 “Please respond to the comments made by NE and the MMO regarding 
in-combination impacts on the Southern North Sea cSAC”. 


o See Sections 3 and 4 of this document for the Applicant’s response to 
comments from Natural England and the MMO relating to the Southern 
North Sea candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC)/Site of Community 
Importance (SCI). 
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2 WHALE AND DOLPHIN CONSERVATION SOCIETY’S RELEVANT REPRESENTATION (RR-013) 


Question  Response 


WDC are particularly concerned that the construction of Norfolk Vanguard 
offshore wind farm has the potential to negatively impact cetaceans, in 
particular harbour porpoises and the integrity of the Southern North Sea SCI, 
for which harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) are the qualifying feature. 


As Norfolk Vanguard offshore windfarm lies directly within the SCI, in both 
summer and winter habitat for harbour porpoises, our concern is that the 
windfarm construction will impact the SCI both alone and in-combination. 
WDC have concerns regarding the effectiveness of some noise mitigation 
methods and the SNCB guidance on noise management within mobile species 
marine protected areas (MPAs).  


The planned installation of all windfarms, as well as other activities within and 
adjacent to the SCI, have the potential to disturb the harbour porpoise 
population of the SCI and so should be taken into consideration. 


This has been taken into account in the Information to Support HRA report 
(document reference 5.3). 


Our primary concern for Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Windfarm development 
surrounds the intense noise pollution resulting from pile driving for all 
cetacean species in the region. Should consent be granted, our key 
recommendations for this development are:  


• That pile driving is not used at all during construction;  


Section 5.4.3 of ES Chapter 5 Project Description presents the possible foundation 
types currently available or under design and which have been considered in the 
Norfolk Vanguard envelope. Based on current technology and market availability, a 
monopile solution is likely to be the most economical solution available for the size 
of wind turbines proposed and water depths within the Norfolk Vanguard offshore 
wind farm sites. Removing piled foundations from the consent envelope for Norfolk 
Vanguard would therefore increase the cost of energy to the consumer and 
significantly affect the commercial viability of the project. 


• That strict limits be placed on noise levels during construction, including 
cumulative noise; 


The Site Integrity Plan (SIP), required under Development Consent Order (DCO) 
Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 
9(l), in accordance with the In-Principle SIP (document reference 8.17), provides the 
framework for agreeing mitigation measures with the Marine Management 
Organisation (MMO) prior to construction. The SIP will be based on the best 
available information and guidance at that time. 


• That proven mitigation methods are in place around the source to mitigate 
the impacts of radiated noise levels;  Reduction of noise at source is included as a potential mitigation measure in the In-
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Question  Response 


Principle Site Integrity Plan (SIP) (document reference 8.17).  


• That a robust impact monitoring strategy (Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan 
(MMMP)) is developed for the range of species that can reasonably be 
expected to be impacted;  


DCO, Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(f) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 
condition 9(f), requires a MMMP, based on the draft MMMP (document reference 
8.13) to be agreed with the MMO prior to construction. This provides the framework 
to identify appropriate marine mammal mitigation based on the best available 
information at that time.  


• That WDC is included as a consultee of the MMMP and that we are included 
in the discussions for the design of the MMMP as we have concerns regarding 
effectiveness of some mitigation methods; 


In relation to the discharge of Conditions in the DMLs, the MMO will be the relevant 
authority and it is considered that the MMO would consult relevant nature 
conservation bodies where appropriate.  


• A robust MMMP should include: shut-down when marine mammals 
approach within a specified distance of operations (mitigation zone); 


The current JNCC guidance for minimising the risk of injury to marine mammals from 
piling noise (2010) states: 


 “When piling at full power, there is no requirement to cease piling or reduce the 
power if a marine mammal is detected in the mitigation zone.” 


The MMMP provides the framework to identify appropriate marine mammal 
mitigation based on the best available information and guidance prior to 
construction. 


• That the monitoring strategy is appropriate to consider cumulative impacts 
of all developments in the region; 


The In Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) (document 8.12) provides an appropriate 
framework to agree monitoring requirements with the MMO prior to construction. 
Section 4.5.2 of the IPMP acknowledges that there may be little purpose or 
advantage in site specific monitoring and a strategic approach may be more 
appropriate in providing answers to specific questions where significant 
environmental impacts have been identified at a cumulative/in-combination level. 


• Ground-truthing of modelled noise assessment data should be undertaken; 


Noise monitoring would be undertaken as stated in Condition 19(1) of the Deemed 
Marine Licence (DML). Section 4.6 of the IPMP outlines the proposals for 
construction noise monitoring (if pile driving is required) of the first four piled 
foundations of each foundation type to be installed. If required, underwater data will 
be recorded that allows a comparison with the assessed underwater noise modelling 
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Question  Response 


with analysis using un-weighted metrics, such as peak sound pressure level, sound 
exposure level and peak to peak pressure level. 


• Should any incident that results in mortality occur during construction, 
activities should be halted immediately until an investigation can be 
completed; 


No mortalities of marine mammals are expected as a result of Norfolk Vanguard. In 
the unlikely event that a post mortem showed Norfolk Vanguard to be the cause of 
death, the MMO would have the power to issue a stop notice under Section 102 of 
the Marine and Coastal Access Act, should they determine that this represents 
serious harm to the environment. 


• An assessment report is publicly available within a reasonable timeframe of 
construction completion. 


Reporting of monitoring results will be submitted to the MMO at a timeframe agreed 
through the Construction Programme and Monitoring Plan (as required under DCO 
Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(b) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 
Condition 9(1)(b). 
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3 NATURAL ENGLAND’S RELEVANT REPRESENTATION (RR-106) - COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE SOUTHERN NORTH 
SEA CSAC/SCI 


Table 1 Natural England’s Relevant Representation (RR 106) comments relating to the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 


Ref Question  Response 


4.4.1 As a result of the in-combination effect of underwater noise during the 
construction period at the project (from piling and UXO clearance), the 
Information to Support the HRA indicates that there is potential for Likely 
Significant Effect (LSE). Natural England advises that without the Site 
Integrity Plan and a mechanism to control subsea noise from multiple 
sources, there could be the potential for an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the Southern North Sea cSAC because of potential impacts on 
harbour porpoise. This is not an issue unique to the project and work will 
need to be undertaken to reduce the noise levels of multiple wind farms 
potentially constructing at the same time. This has been reflected in the 
Environmental Statement. 


The SIP (as required in DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) 
and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l), in accordance with the In 
Principle Site Integrity Plan (application document 8.17) provides an 
appropriate framework to agree mitigation measures for effects on the 
Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI prior to construction. This has been agreed 
with Natural England, as shown in the Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) (document reference Rep1-SOCG-13.1). 


4.4.5 Natural England notes the forthcoming Review of Consents (RoC) 
regarding the Southern North Sea cSAC, required under regulation 33 of 
the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and Species Regulations 
2017. Natural England has advised that as part of the RoC process the 
SNCB advice on acceptability of disturbance using the Thresholds 
Approach needs to be applied (subjected to no other suitable alternative 
approach/s being presented) for those projects that are already 
consented. 


The Applicant has applied the threshold approach advised by the Statutory 
Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) in the Information to Support HRA 
Report (document reference 5.3). 


 


4.4.6 The SNCBs are aware from our work with the developers and review of 
the environmental statements for consented projects that certain Round 
3 OWF projects have the ability to exceed the 20% disturbance threshold, 
especially if piling occurs simultaneously. Therefore, as part of the RoC 
process a mechanism needs to be identified and implemented to control 
the number of piling events to ensure that thresholds are not exceeded. 
It is Natural England advice that until that happens an AEoI cannot be 
excluded for consented projects. 


The In Principle SIP (application document 8.17) provides an outline of 
potential mitigation measures, including the option of Scheduling of Piling 
(Section 6.1.3 of the In Principle Site Integrity Plan). 


The DCO (Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 
and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l)) states: 


In the event that driven or part-driven pile foundations are proposed to be 
used, the licenced activities, or any phase of those activities must not 
commence until a site integrity plan which accords with the principles set 
out in the in principle Norfolk Vanguard Southern North Sea candidate 
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Ref Question  Response 


Special Area of Conservation Site Integrity Plan has been submitted to the 
MMO and the MMO is satisfied that the plan, provides such mitigation as is 
necessary to avoid adversely affecting the integrity (within the meaning of 
the 2017 Regulations) of a relevant site, to the extent that harbour porpoise 
are a protected feature of that site. 


The Applicant therefore proposes that the Appropriate Assessment can 
conclude no adverse effect on integrity as piling cannot commence until 
the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse effect on integrity. 


4.4.7 It is Natural England’s view that the assessment of any future plan or 
project, such as Norfolk Vanguard, is unable to fully complete any in-
combination assessment and Habitat Regulation Assessments until: - 


a) The RoC consent process has concluded and the predicted level 
of disturbance to the SNS cSAC from the consented projects is 
agreed; and 


b) A mechanism is in place to ensure that disturbance can be 
limited to an acceptable level. 


NB: The provision of a Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan is designed to 
protect a marine mammal from the risk of physical injury and relates to 
at source protection. And whilst those mitigation measures for physical 
injury may also help reduce the overall scale of disturbance it doesn’t 
remove the risk. 


The draft HRA for the Review of Consents was published on 2 November 
2018. This concludes no Adverse Effect on Site Integrity for the consented 
offshore wind farms, including in-combination effects. 


As discussed above, the SIP (DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 
14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the 
framework to agree appropriate mitigation measures based on the latest 
guidance and provides the mechanism for the MMO to ensure that 
disturbance can be limited to an acceptable level, as piling cannot 
commence until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse 
effect on integrity.  


As outlined in the In Principle SIP (Table 2.1 of document 5.3), it is 
proposed that the SIP would be updated to capture all relevant 
assessments and mitigation measures.  This will include updating the in-
combination assessment, taking into account the conclusions of the RoC 
process. 


4.4.8 Natural England therefore advises that adopting a condition that says 
that a particular project will not or cannot pile if 20% of the SAC is at risk 
of disturbance is not sufficient to be Habitats Regulations compliant. This 
is because there is currently no way of determining and controlling the 
real time risk that proposed management thresholds will be exceeded. 


As discussed above, the SIP (DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 
14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the 
framework to agree appropriate mitigation measures based on the latest 
guidance and provides the mechanism for the MMO to control the risk, as 
piling cannot commence until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no 
adverse effect on integrity. 


4.4.9 Effectively the Worst Case Scenario (WCS) presented in the HRA will be 
that all consented projects and those in the planning system will 
undertake ‘noisy’ pre-construction site preparation and construction 


As discussed above, the In Principle SIP (document reference 8.17) provides 
an outline of potential mitigation measures, including the option of 
Scheduling of Piling (Section 6.1.3 of the In Principle SIP). The SIP (DCO 
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Ref Question  Response 


activities at the same time which will almost certainly result in an 
Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEoI). We recognise that this is an unrealistic 
WCS because for no other reason it is not technically feasible. However, 
it does remain probable that two, or more, projects will wish to 
undertake noisy activities at the same time and depending on the 
combination of projects there remains a high risk of an AEoI. 


Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 
4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the framework to agree appropriate 
mitigation measures based on the latest guidance and provides the 
mechanism for the MMO to control the risk, as piling cannot commence 
until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse effect on 
integrity. 


4.4.10 Therefore, going forwards for all future projects and those projects 
currently in the planning system, we advise that there will be a 
requirement to provide ‘a revised site integrity plan based on final 
project design including adoption of possible mitigation measures which 
confirms the proposed timeframes of both site preparation and 
construction activities which pose a disturbance risk to marine mammals’ 
to the MMO 6 months prior to construction. Furthermore before 
permission can be granted for works to commence, the MMO in 
consultation with the relevant SNCBs will determine the acceptability of 
the both the proposals and the timings to ensure there will be no adverse 
effect on integrity. 


The Applicant agrees with the requirement for a SIP, which the Applicant 
has committed to in DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and 
Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l). 


Table 2.1 of the In Principle SIP (document 8.17), outlines an indicative 
programme for development of the SIP, in consultation with relevant 
stakeholders. 


The final SIP would be submitted for sign off at least four months prior to 
commencement of piling. The Applicant considers the four month time 
frame conditioned within the DMLs is appropriate and proportionate to 
allow the MMO sufficient time, given the consultation that is proposed in 
advance of the final submission. The four month time period is also 
contained in a number of other offshore wind farm DCOs. 


4.4.11 As set out above in order to determine the acceptability of the timings 
there needs to be a mechanism in place to manage noisy activities. There 
also needs to be contingency measures identified for potential slips in 
programme. NE envisages this requiring the developers/industry and the 
regulators working much closer together to manage real time complex 
working agreements e.g. one project piling whilst another collects further 
foundations and vice versa. 


As discussed above, the In Principle SIP (document reference 8.17) provides 
an outline of potential mitigation measures, including the option of 
Scheduling of Piling (Section 6.1.3 of the In Principle Site Integrity Plan). 
The SIP (DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and Schedules 
11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the framework to agree 
appropriate mitigation measures based on the latest guidance and provides 
the mechanism for the MMO to control the risk, as piling cannot 
commence until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse 
effect on integrity. 


5.3.2 The proposed development site lies within the Southern North Sea cSAC 
designated for the Annex II species harbour porpoise. The conservation 
objective for the site is to ensure the integrity of the site is maintained 
and that it makes an appropriate contribution to maintaining Favourable 
Conservation Status for harbour porpoise. Porpoise feed mainly on small 


ES Chapter 11 Fish and Shellfish Ecology concludes minor impacts of the 
project on fish and shellfish and therefore the resultant effect on harbour 
porpoise due to changes in prey resources is assessed as negligible to 
minor (ES Chapter 12 Marine Mammals). It is therefore proposed that no 
monitoring of fish and shellfish ecology is required. However, it is agreed 
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Ref Question  Response 


shoaling fishes from both demersal and pelagic habitats. It will therefore 
be essential to demonstrate that the fish assemblage has not been 
effected by the proposed development. Sandeels and herring play an 
important functional role in the food web, supporting many species 
including harbour porpoise. 


with Natural England, as shown in the SOCG (reference Rep1-SOCG-13.1), 
that the In Principle Monitoring Plan (document reference 8.12) provides 
an appropriate framework to agree monitoring requirements post consent. 


 


3.1 Natural England’s Relevant Representation – Appendix 3 


Table 2  Natural England’s Relevant Representations (Appendix 3 of RR 106) specific to the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI  


Ref Question  Response 


Appendix 3 
Comment 1. 


The SNCBs are aware from our work with the developers and review of the environmental statements for consented projects 
that certain Round 3 OWF projects have the ability to exceed the 20% disturbance threshold, especially if piling occurs 
simultaneously. Therefore, as part of the RoC process a mechanism needs to be identified and implemented to control the 
number of piling events to ensure that thresholds are not exceeded. It is Natural England advice that until that happens an 
AEoI cannot be excluded for consented projects. 


See response to 
comment 4.4.6 in 
Table 1 above. 


 


Appendix 3 
Comment 2. 


It can therefore be rationalised/inferred that the assessment of any future plan or project, such as Norfolk Vanguard, is unable 
to fully complete any in-combination assessment and Habitat Regulation Assessments until: - 


a) The RoC consent process has concluded and the predicted level of disturbance to the SNS cSAC from the consented projects 
is agreed; and 


b) A mechanism is in place to ensure that disturbance can be limited to an acceptable level. 


NB: The provision of a Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan is designed to protect a marine mammal from the risk of physical 
injury and relates to at source protection. And whilst those mitigation measures for physical injury may also help reduce the 
overall scale of disturbance it doesn’t remove the risk. 


See response to 
comment 4.4.7 in 
Table 1 above. 


 


Appendix 3 
Comment 3. 


Natural England therefore advises that simply adopting a condition that says that a particular project won’t/can’t pile if 20% of 
the SAC is at risk of disturbance is not sufficient to be Habitats Regulations compliant. This is because there is currently no way 
of determining and controlling the real time risk that proposed management thresholds will be exceeded. 


See response to 
comment 4.4.8 in 
Table 1 above. 
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Ref Question  Response 


Appendix 3 
Comment 4. 


Effectively the Worst Case Scenario (WCS) presented in the HRA will be that all consented projects and those in the planning 
system will undertake ‘noisy’ pre-construction site preparation and construction activities at the same time which will almost 
certainly result in an Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEoI). We recognise that this is an unrealistic WCS because for no other 
reason it is not technically feasible. However, it does remain probable that two, or more, projects will wish to undertake noisy 
activities at the same time and depending on the combination of projects there remains a high risk of an AEoI. 


See response to 
comment 4.4.9 in 
Table 1 above. 


 


Appendix 3 
Comment 5. 


Therefore, going forwards for all future projects and those projects currently in the planning system, we advise that there will 
be a requirement to provide ‘a revised site integrity plan based on final project design including adoption of possible 
mitigation measures which confirms the proposed timeframes of both site preparation and construction activities which pose a 
disturbance risk to marine mammals’ to the MMO 6 months prior to construction. Furthermore before permission can be 
granted for works to commence, the MMO in consultation with the relevant SNCBs will determine the acceptability of the 
both the proposals and the timings to ensure there will be no adverse effect on integrity. 


See response to 
comment 4.4.10 in 
Table 1 above. 


 


Appendix 3 
Comment 6. 


As set out above in order to determine the acceptability of the timings there needs to be a mechanism in place to manage 
noisy activities. There also needs to be contingency measures identified for potential slips in programme. NE envisages this 
requiring the developers/industry and the regulators working much closer together to manage real time complex working 
agreements e.g. one project piling whilst another collects further foundations and vice versa. 


See response to 
comment 4.4.11 in 
Table 1 above. 


 


 


Table 3  Natural England’s Relevant Representations - Detailed Comments specific to the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 


Ref Question  Response 


Detailed 
Comments no. 
15. 


The applicant commits to a final detailed SIP being produced at least four months prior 
to the commencement of pile driving. Whilst NE appreciates that the final, realistic 
assessment of in combination effects can only be completed once construction 
schedules for this and other projects are confirmed, we do not believe that 4 months is 
sufficient time to allow consideration of significant mitigation measures to be built into 
the project design. There is an onus on the applicant therefore to ensure that they 
submit as much detailed information as possible 12 months prior to construction 
starting (as detailed in Table 2.1) 


Table 2.1 of the In Principle SIP (document 8.17), outlines 
an indicative programme for development of the SIP, in 
consultation with relevant stakeholders. 


The final SIP would be submitted for sign off at least four 
months prior to commencement of piling. The Applicant 
considers the four month time frame conditioned within 
the DMLs is appropriate and proportionate to allow the 
MMO sufficient time, given the consultation that is 
proposed in advance of the final submission. The four 
month time period is also contained in a number of other 
offshore wind farm DCOs. 
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Ref Question  Response 


Detailed 
Comments no. 
16. 


Natural England agrees that there would be no potential for an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SNS cSAC in relation to the Conservation Objectives for harbour 
porpoise from Norfolk Vanguard alone (Table 5.3). 


N/A, Agreement from Natural England 


Detailed 
Comments no. 
17. 


Natural England agrees that only mitigation or management measures in relation to 
disturbance from UXO clearance and pile driving noise at Norfolk Vanguard require 
consideration in the SIP as these are the potential noise sources that could result in the 
significant disturbance of harbour porpoise in combination with other underwater 
noise sources during the construction period at Norfolk Vanguard. 


N/A, Agreement from Natural England 


Detailed 
Comments no. 
18. 


Natural England notes that 


In combination: 12,253 -15,091 harbour porpoise (4-4.4% of NS MU) 


Average overlap with summer SNS cSAC area = 5,887- 8,335km2 (22-31%) 


Average overlap with winter SNS cSAC area = 3,481-5,929km2 (26-44%) 


This will need to be checked with the figures for other projects when completing the 
AA 


N/A, the Applicant understands this comment is directed 
at the Competent Authority. 
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4 MMO’S RELEVANT REPRESENTATIONS 


The following MMO Relevant Representation (RR-186) comments relate specifically to the 
Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI: 


• 1.13 
• 4.8.1 
• 4.8.2 
• 4.8.3 
• 4.8.4 
• 4.8.5 
• 4.8.6 
• 4.8.7 


The latest position of the Applicant and the MMO on each of these comments is provided in 
Appendix 1 of the Statement of Common Ground with the MMO (document reference Rep 1 
-SOCG-11.1-App1). 





		1 Introduction

		2 Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society’s Relevant Representation (RR-013)

		3 Natural England’s Relevant Representation (RR-106) - Comments Specific to the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI

		3.1 Natural England’s Relevant Representation – Appendix 3
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1 INTRODUCTION 


1.1 Response to Question 22.6 


1. Please see proceeding table which lists all relevant representations which refer to 
the objection to the use of Compulsory Purchase powers over their land. 


2. A number of land interests have submitted a standard representation as drafted by 
the NFU. This has either been submitted by the landowner for themselves or 
submitted by a Land Agent on behalf of their client. 


3. The NFU representation states the following: ‘The NFU and the land agents LIG 
believe that no meaningful negotiations have taken place in regard to the site for the 
converter substation and the access routes. Therefore a compelling case as yet 
cannot be made’. 


4. The owner of the land on which it is proposed to site the converter station has not 
submitted a representation and therefore the reference to this within the standard 
NFU representation text is not taken account of for all parties submitting this 
representation wording. 


5. The reference to the ‘access routes’ the Applicant understands refers to the land 
shown shaded green on the Land Plans (document reference 4.3). Therefore any 
landowner who has submitted this standard form of representation and who does 
not have rights of permanent access sought on their land, have been excluded from 
this table. 


6. Therefore the parties that have been included in this table are those who have 
submitted the standard NFU representation and who own or tenant land where 
there are sought rights of permanent access sought, shown shaded green on the 
Land Plans. 


7. There are two other representations which have been submitted referring to 
objections to the Compulsory Acquisition of their land. These are Network Rail 
Infrastructure limited and the National Trust. These two parties are also included in 
the table.  
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2 LIST OF ALL OBJECTIONS TO THE GRANTING OF COMPULSORY ACQUISITION POWERS  


 


Obj 
No 


Name / 
Organisation 


IP / AP 
Ref  
No 


RR 
Ref No 


WR Ref 
No 


Other Doc  
Ref No 


Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 


Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 


01 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of A W Ditch and Son 


 146 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


09/12, 09/16,  
10/02, 10/05, 
10/14, 10/16, 
09/13, 09/14, 
10/07, 10/09, 
10/03, 10/06, 
10/10, 10/12, 
10/13 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


02 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Albanwise 


 147 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


24/07, 24/13,  
24/15, 24/17, 
24/18, 25/01, 
25/03, 25/05, 
24/08, 24/11, 
24/19, 25/02, 
25/06, 24/09, 
24/12 


Yes Outstanding 


03 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Bradenham Hall 
Farms 


 149 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 37/22, 38/01, 
38/04, 39/13, 
40/01, 40/04, 
40/11, 40/12, 
38/02, 38/05, 
38/08, 39/15, 
39/16, 40/02, 
40/03, 38/09, 
38/11, 38/12, 
39/01, 39/02, 
39/04, 39/05, 
39/06, 39/07, 


Yes HoTs Agreed 
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Obj 
No 


Name / 
Organisation 


IP / AP 
Ref  
No 


RR 
Ref No 


WR Ref 
No 


Other Doc  
Ref No 


Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 


Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 


39/09, 39/10, 
39/12 


04 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Church Farm 
(Gimingham) Ltd 


 150 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/14, 02/23,  
03/01, 02/15 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


05 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of G F de Feyter and 
Partners 


 152 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


06/11, 06/13, 
07/02, 06/12, 
06/14, 07/01 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


06 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of G T Cubitt 


 153 N/A  N/A Part 1 Permanent 04/12, 05/01, 
05/02 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


07 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mr P Bunting 


 161 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 32/06, 32/07 
 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


08 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mrs P Carrick 


 165 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


28/08, 29/02, 
28/09, 28/10, 
29/01, 29/03,  
29/04, 29/05 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


09 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Trustees of Stinton 
Hall Trust being Sir 
David Chapman, 
Grant Picher, Micheal 
Dewing and William 
Edwards 


 173 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


21/10, 21/11, 
21/17, 21/12, 
21/13, 22/01, 
22/04 


Yes Outstanding 


10 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of C Siely 


 176 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 01/09, 02/12, 
01/14, 01/16, 
02/06, 02/07, 


Yes HoTs Agreed 
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Obj 
No 


Name / 
Organisation 


IP / AP 
Ref  
No 


RR 
Ref No 


WR Ref 
No 


Other Doc  
Ref No 


Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 


Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 


02/08 


11 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of G Hales and Mrs P 
Riches 


 181 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/09, 02/10 Yes HoTs Agreed 


12 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of L Padulli 


 185 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 10/17, 11/01, 
11/05, 11/04 


Yes Outstanding 


13 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mr and Mrs M 
Jones 


 189 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


29/06, 29/07, 
29/09, 29/12, 
30/02, 29/08, 
29/13, 30/01 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


14 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mrs P Hinton 


 190 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/14, 02/23,  
03/01, 02/15 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


15 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of National Trust 


 191 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


15/06, 15/09, 
15/07, 15/13, 
15/15, 16/03, 
16/05, 16/08,  
16/09, 16/10, 
16/13, 17/01 
17/02, 17/04, 
17/07, 18/01, 
15/08, 15/10, 
15/12, 15/14, 
16/02, 16/04, 
16/07, 16/11, 
16/14, 17/06 


Yes Outstanding 


16 Addleshaw Goddard 
LLP on behalf of 


 192 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 10/04 Yes Outstanding. 
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Obj 
No 


Name / 
Organisation 


IP / AP 
Ref  
No 


RR 
Ref No 


WR Ref 
No 


Other Doc  
Ref No 


Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 


Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 


Network Rail 
Infrastructure Limited 


SOCG being 
sought.  


17 NFU  193 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Outstanding. 
SOCG being 
sought. 


18 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of P Mutimer 


 195 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 11/14, 12/02, 
11/15, 12/01 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


19 The National Trust   202 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


15/06, 15/09, 
15/07, 15/13, 
15/15, 16/03, 
16/05, 16/08,  
16/09, 16/10, 
16/13, 17/01 
17/02, 17/04, 
17/07, 18/01, 
15/08, 15/10, 
15/12, 15/14, 
16/02, 16/04, 
16/07, 16/11, 
16/14, 17/06 


Yes Outstanding 


20 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Trustees of Salle 
Park Trust being Sir 
David Chapman, 
Grant Pilcher, Michael 
Dewing and William 


 203 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


20/17, 20/19, 
20/20, 21/01, 
21/08, 20/18, 
21/04, 21/07, 
21/09, 20/21, 
21/02, 21/06 


Yes HoTs Agreed 
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Obj 
No 


Name / 
Organisation 


IP / AP 
Ref  
No 


RR 
Ref No 


WR Ref 
No 


Other Doc  
Ref No 


Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 


Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 


Edwards 
21 Brown & Co on behalf 


of Bawdeswell Farms 
Ltd 


 225 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary  


26/04, 26/06, 
26/11, 26/13, 
27/04, 26/12, 
26/14, 26/15, 
27/01, 25/07, 
26/01, 26/03, 
26/09, 27/07, 
27/09, 27/11, 
26/02, 26/05, 
26/10, 27/03, 
27/12 


Yes Outstanding 


22 Brown & Co on behalf 
of David Hampson 


 230 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 36/15, 36/16, 
36/17, 36/18 


Yes Outstanding 


23 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Dillington Hall 
Estate 


 233 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


33/16, 34/01, 
34/07, 34/12, 
35/07, 33/17, 
34/02, 34/12, 
35/02, 34/03, 
34/04, 34/09, 
34/10, 34/11, 
34/13 


Yes Outstanding 


24 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Farnham Farms 
Limited 


 236 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


37/03, 37/04, 
37/06, 37/10, 
37/12, 37/15, 
37/05, 37/13, 
37/02, 37/07, 
37/09, 37/16, 


Yes HoTs Agreed 
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Obj 
No 


Name / 
Organisation 


IP / AP 
Ref  
No 


RR 
Ref No 


WR Ref 
No 


Other Doc  
Ref No 


Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 


Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 


37/18 


25 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Lucy Keane and 
Matthew Keane 


 246 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 36/10, 36/21 Yes HoTs Agreed 


26 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mark, Dorothy, 
Marilyn and David 
Howell 


 248 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 36/21, 36/06, 
36/08, 36/11, 
36/04, 36/05 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


27 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mills & Reeve Trust 
Corporation and 
Alexander Gavin 
Angell Lane  


 250 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 19/08, 20/08, 
20/11, 20/07, 
20/10 


Yes Outstanding 


28 Brown & Co on behalf 
of Trustees of the 
Bawdeswell 
Settlement being 
David Gurney, David 
Brown, Kate Paul, 
William Barr 


 265 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary  


26/04, 26/06, 
26/11, 26/13, 
27/04, 26/12, 
26/14, 26/15, 
27/01, 25/07, 
26/01, 26/03, 
26/09, 27/07, 
27/09, 27/11, 
26/02, 26/05, 
26/10, 27/03, 
27/12 


Yes Outstanding 


29 Brown & Co on behalf 
of Trustees of the 
Gurloque Settlement  


 266 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary  


26/04, 26/06, 
26/11, 26/13, 
27/04, 26/12, 
26/14, 26/15, 
27/01, 25/07, 


Yes Outstanding 
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Obj 
No 


Name / 
Organisation 


IP / AP 
Ref  
No 


RR 
Ref No 


WR Ref 
No 


Other Doc  
Ref No 


Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 


Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 


26/01, 26/03, 
26/09, 27/07, 
27/09, 27/11, 
26/02, 26/05, 
26/10, 27/03, 
27/12 


30 Savills (UK)Ltd (Savills 
(UK)Ltd) on behalf 
of Mes A Green 


 158 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/20, 02/21 Yes Outstanding  


31 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mrs A Jones 


 163 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 


27/16, 28/01, 
28/03, 28/05, 
28/06, 28/07 


Yes HoTs Agreed 


32 Bidwells on behalf 
of Christopher S 
Wright 


 177 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
temporary 


12/04, 12/06, 
12/07, 12/08 


Yes Outstanding 


33 Brown & Co on behalf 
of Mr Robert Clabon 


 252 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
temporary 


08/11, 08/14,  
08/16, 08/18, 
08/22, 08/24,  
09/01, 09/02, 
09/04, 08/12, 
08/13, 08/17, 
08/20, 08/23, 
09/03 


Yes Outstanding 
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1 INTRODUCTION 


1.1 Purpose of this Document 


1. In response to The Examining Authority’s first written questions, question 23.31, this 
document provides an update to the Norfolk Vanguard Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) Integrity Matrices, previously provided in The Applicant’s 
Response to Section 51 Advice from The Planning Inspectorate (document reference 
PB4476-008-001). 


1.2 European designated sites and qualifying features screened in for the 
Appropriate Assessment 


2. Following screening of potential impacts of Norfolk Vanguard on European 
designated sites (provided in Appendix 5.1 and 5.2 of the Information to Support 
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) report (document reference 5.3), the 
following features of European Sites were assessed to determine if there was a risk 
of Adverse Effects on the Integrity (AEOI) of their qualifying features in the 
Information for Habitats Regulations Report. 


Table 2.1European designated sites and qualifying features screened in 


Site Qualifying feature 


Alde-Ore Estuary Special 
Protected Area (SPA) and Ramsar 


• Breeding lesser black-backed gull Larus fuscus 


Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA • Breeding kittiwake Rissa tridactyla 
• Breeding gannet Morus bassanus 


Flamborough Head and 
Bempton Cliffs SPA  
 


• Breeding kittiwake 
*No longer applicable as now encompassed within the Flamborough and 
Filey Coast SPA. This is not discussed further. 


Greater Wash SPA • Non-breeding red-throated diver Gavia stellata 
• Non-breeding little gull Hydrocoloeus minutus 


Haisborough Hammond and 
Winterton Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) 


• Reef 
• Sandbanks slightly covered by seawater all the time 


Southern North Sea candidate 
SAC (cSAC)/ Site of Community 
Importance (SCI) 


• Harbour porpoise Phocoena phocoena 


Humber Estuary SAC • Grey seal Halichoerus grypus 


The Wash and North Norfolk SAC • Harbour seal Phoca vitulina 


River Wensum SAC • Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion 
fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 


• Desmoulin’s whorl snail Vertigo moulinsiana 


Paston Great Barn SAC • Barbastelle bat Barbastella barbastellus 


Norfolk Valley Fens SAC • Alkaline fens 
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Site Qualifying feature 


• Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior 
• Calcareous fens Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion 


davallianae 
• European dry heaths 
• Molinia meadows on calcareous peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils 
• Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix 


The Broads SAC • Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation of Chara spp. 
• Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - 


type vegetation 
• Transition mires and quaking bogs 
• Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion 


davallianae  
• Alkaline fens 
• Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-


Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae)  
• Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils 


(Molinion caeruleae) 
• Desmoulin’s whorl snail 
• Fen orchid Liparis loeselii 
• Ramshorn snail Anisus vorticulus 
• Otter Lutra lutra 
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2 INTEGRITY MATRICES 


3. The following tables provide the Integrity Matrix for each European site listed in 
Table 2.1. A summary of the evidence presented in the determination of the risk of 
AEOI on the relevant qualifying features is detailed within the footnotes of each 
integrity matrix below with cross references to the Information to Support HRA 
report (document reference 5.3). 


4. The following abbreviations are used within the integrity matrices: 


• Y – AEOI cannot be excluded beyond reasonable scientific doubt 
• N - AEOI can be excluded beyond reasonable scientific doubt 
• C = construction  
• O = operation 
• D = decommissioning 


5. Where effects are not applicable to a particular feature they are greyed out. 
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2.1 Alde-Ore Estuary SPA and Ramsar 


Name of European Site:  Alde-Ore Estuary SPA and Ramsar 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 92km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Collision mortality (in-combination) Displacement/Disturbance Barrier Effect 


C O D C O D C O D 


Breeding lesser black-backed gulls  N (a)        


a) Band model predictions of collision mortality suggest between 9 and 27 collisions per year for lesser black-backed gulls (the lower value represents all turbines in NV 
East, and the higher value represents all turbines in NV West). During the breeding season the estimated total population size (including urban populations) within 
foraging range (141km) of the Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm was estimated to be approximately 26,000, of which birds (of all ages) associated with Alde-Ore 
Estuary SPA would represent approximately 25% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 172-181). During the autumn and spring migration periods birds from 
Alde-Ore Estuary SPA make up 3.3% of the Biologically Defined Minimum Population Scales (BDMPS) population, and in winter these birds make up 5% of the 
BDMPS(Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 183-184). Applying these percentages to the higher of the total collision predictions indicates a maximum Alde-
Ore Estuary SPA mortality of 3 (or 6 if the extended breeding season is used, Information to Support HRA report paragraphs 187-188). These represent increases of 0.3% 
to 0.6% on natural mortality which are below detection limits (taken as 1%) and so are considered negligible (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 189). 
Consequently, there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA as a result of lesser black-backed gull collisions at the proposed Norfolk 
Vanguard project alone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 190).   


 


In-combination assessment suggests mortality of 33 birds attributable to the Alde-Ore SPA population of lesser black-backed gulls (calculated on the basis of the Alde-
Ore proportion of the wider population of lesser black-backed gulls, Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 194). Compared with estimated natural mortality of 
about 940 birds per year, the additional in-combination mortality would increase the mortality rate from 14.10% to 14.6%, an increase of 3.5%. However, this mortality 
rate falls to 20, equating to an increase in mortality of 2% if as-built wind farm designs are used in place of consented designs (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 197). Previous work has found that an additional mortality of 25 would reduce the growth rate of the population by 0.3% (GWF 2011, Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraph 198). It is informative to consider the status of this population in relation to the predicted collision mortality in order to place this potential impact 
in context. The breeding success, and hence the population trend, of lesser black-backed gulls in the Alde-Ore SPA population appears to be mainly determined by the 
amount of predation, disturbance and flooding occurring at this site (Department of Energy and Climate Change 2013a, Thaxter et al. 2015, Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraph 201). Increased predation and disturbance by foxes has been considered the main factor causing reductions in breeding numbers. Management 
measures to reduce access by foxes has resulted in some recovery of numbers of gulls. The main driver of gull numbers in this SPA therefore appears to be suitable 
management at the colonies to protect gulls from predators (Department of Energy and Climate Change 2013a). This aspect, taken together with the degree of 
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2.2 Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 


Name of European Site:  Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 205km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Collision mortality (in-combination) Displacement/Disturbance Barrier Effect 


C O D C O D C O D 


Breeding kittiwake  N (a)        


Breeding gannet  N (b)        


a) Collision mortality of kittiwakes at the Norfolk Vanguard site was estimated at between 59 and 158 birds per year (the higher value represents all turbines in NV East, 
the lower value represents all turbines in NV West). Based on a precautionary assessment, the number of kittiwakes apportioned to the Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 
population was 12.4 (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 240). From a population of approximately 141,000 this represents a negligible addition to natural 
mortality (note this this population count is likely an underestimate, since it is based on 37,618 pairs, while the 2017 population was estimated to be 51,000 pairs, 35% 
larger). Kittiwake collision mortality due to Norfolk Vanguard alone will therefore have no adverse effect on the integrity of this SPA (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 244). The in-combination assessment suggests a collision mortality of between 351 and 358 birds from Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA population per year 
(this includes final submission estimates for the Hornsea Project Three and Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farms). At the average mortality rate of 0.156, the natural 
mortality of the population is 22,000. An addition of up to 358 to this would increase the mortality rate by 1.6% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 247).  
Precautionary, density independent population modelling has found that this level of mortality would reduce the median population growth rate by a maximum of 0.5% 
(note the reduction in growth rate is 0.43% for an alternative set of demographic rates and 0.1% with the inclusion of density dependence, Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraph 248). These reductions represent a very small risk to the population’s conservation status. Although Natural England no longer advocate the use of 
potential biological removal (PBR) for assessing impacts, it is of note that the number of predicted in-combination kittiwake collisions attributed to the Flamborough & 
Filey Coast SPA remains below the previously determined sustainable levels estimated using this method, and furthermore this level of mortality is not predicted to 
trigger a risk of population decline based on precautionary population modelling and despite the precautionary nature of collision risk assessments (e.g. including 
impacts for consented designs rather than as-built ones). Therefore, it can be concluded that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of Flamborough & Filey 
Coast SPA from impacts on kittiwake due to Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 254). 


precaution in reported collision assessments for other offshore wind farms, including the use of the much higher mortality predictions estimated for consented wind 
farm designs rather than for the as built wind farm designs, means the likelihood of an adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA due to in-combination collisions of lesser 
black-backed gulls is considered sufficiently small that it can be ruled out (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 200). 







 


                       


 


(Q23.31)  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 6 


 


Name of European Site:  Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 205km 


 b)  Collision mortality of gannets at the Norfolk Vanguard site was estimated at between 45 and 111 birds per year (the higher value with all turbines in NV East, the 
lower with all turbines in NV West), 60% of which was predicted in the autumn. Apportioning of the higher estimate to the Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA population 
gives an annual mortality of 23 individuals, from a population of approximately 49,000 birds (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 206 - 207). At an average 
natural mortality rate of 0.191, the baseline mortality is approximately 9,300. An addition of 23 to this increases the mortality rate by 0.24%, which is less than the 
threshold for detectability (1%). It is therefore reasonable to conclude that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA as a 
result of gannet collisions from Norfolk Vanguard alone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 210). The in-combination assessment suggests a maximum 
collision mortality of 200 birds from Flamborough & Filey Coast pSPA population per year (this includes final submission estimates for the Hornsea Project Three and 
Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farms). This additional mortality would increase the mortality rate by 2.1% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 212). 
Precautionary, density independent population modelling has found that this level of mortality would reduce the median population growth rate by a maximum of 1%, 
which compares with the actual annual growth rate of this population over the last 25 years of 10% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 213). This indicates 
that this level of in-combination mortality represents a negligible risk to this population’s status.  The number of predicted in-combination gannet collisions attributed to 
the Flamborough & Filey Coast pSPA is not at a level which would trigger a risk of population decline, and population modelling in fact indicates that the in-combination 
mortality predicted would only slow, rather than halt, the population increase currently seen at this colony. Therefore, it can be concluded that there will be no adverse 
effect on the integrity of Flamborough & Filey Coast pSPA from impacts on gannet due to Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects (Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraphs 219-221).  
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2.3 Greater Wash SPA 


Name of European Site:  Greater Wash SPA 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 36km (a) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Collision mortality Displacement/Disturbance Barrier Effect 


C O D C O D C O D 


Nonbreeding red-throated divers    N (b)      


Nonbreeding little gull  N (c)        


a) Note that this distance refers to the offshore wind farm itself. The export cable will pass through the SPA.  


b) Cable laying operations during construction will disturb birds from the immediate vicinity of (up to two) cable-laying vessels (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 265). Assessment indicates that between 34 and 85 red-throated divers could be displaced at any one time during cable laying, but only if both vessels are 
operating within the SPA at the same time (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 267). This would lead to a 0.7% increase in diver density in other parts of the 
SPA on the basis of a highly precautionary maximum mortality rate associated with the displacement of red-throated diver by vessels in the wintering period of 5% (i.e. 
5% of displaced individuals suffer mortality as a direct consequence). This leads to a highly precautionary assumption that a single instance of displacement is equivalent 
to nearly half the total annual adult mortality rate. At this level of additional mortality, a maximum of between 2 and 4 birds would be expected to die across the entire 
winter period (September to April) as a result of any potential displacement effects from the offshore cable installation activities (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 268). However, owing to the Rochdale envelope approach and the nature of the calculations employed, this almost certainly over-estimates the duration of 
cable laying by a factor of around 7, since even travelling at the minimum speed of 30m per hour, if a working day lasts for 12 hours the vessel would traverse the SPA in 
approximately 40 days (assuming the cable route through the SPA is around 15km).  Baseline average mortality is 0.228, therefore the estimated natural mortality for the 
SPA population (1,407), would be 321. The addition of a maximum of 2 to 4 to this total during a single year would increase the mortality rate in that year by 
approximately 0.6% to 1.2% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 269). However, as this is based on highly precautionary assumptions about the magnitude 
and impact of displacement and would only be expected to apply during a single nonbreeding season (and only then if cable laying by two vessels occurs simultaneously 
within the SPA during the nonbreeding period), it is reasonable to conclude that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the Greater Wash SPA as a result of 
red-throated diver displacement due to cable laying for Norfolk Vanguard alone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 269). Shipping already affects the 
distribution of red-throated divers within the SPA and this represents a background situation following many decades of shipping activity in the area. While any increase 
in shipping activity will constitute an in-combination impact on divers, the low level of project alone risk and the absence of other developments in the vicinity of the 
Norfolk Vanguard offshore cable route indicate that the likelihood of an in-combination disturbance effect is negligible (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
271). The Greater Wash SPA contains several constructed or consented offshore wind farms. Red-throated divers show strong avoidance of offshore wind farms and so 
the construction or operation of further offshore wind farms would also represent an in-combination impact on divers through foraging habitat loss. However, it is 
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Name of European Site:  Greater Wash SPA 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 36km (a) 


considered unlikely that any future developments would be sited close enough to the coast to directly impact the SPA during the same (short) time frame during which 
cables will be installed for Norfolk Vanguard. Therefore, it can be concluded that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the Greater Wash SPA from impacts 
on red-throated diver due to Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 272). 


c) Collision mortality of little gull at the Norfolk Vanguard site was estimated to be 2 individuals (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 257). The estimated 
regional population of little gull is approximately 10,000 to 20,000, of which the Greater Wash SPA population of 1,255 represents 6.3% to 12.6%. Collisions at Norfolk 
Vanguard would therefore affect between 0.13 and 0.25 individuals from the Greater Wash SPA (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 258). This level of 
additional mortality due to collisions at Norfolk Vanguard alone will have an undetectable effect on the population and would not result in an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the Greater Wash SPA (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 259). Given the extremely low level of impacts at the Norfolk Vanguard site, it is 
considered that the project will not contribute to an in-combination impact (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 261).  Thus, the likelihood of an adverse 
effect on the integrity of the Greater Wash SPA population of little gull can be ruled out for Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects. 
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2.4 Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 


Name of European Site:  Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard: 0km (cable route intersects the SAC) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Temporary physical 
disturbance 


Habitat loss New substrate Increased suspended 
sediment and 
smothering 


In combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Annex I Sandbank slightly 
covered by seawater all the 
time 


N (a) N (b) N (h)  N (c)   N (c)     N (d) N (d) N (h) 


Annex I Reef (Sabellaria 
spinulosa reefs) 


N (e) N (e) N (h)     N (f)  N (g)  N (h) N (a) N (a) N (h) 


a)  The maximum area of temporary physical disturbance (9.5km2) due to cable laying operations equates to 1.4% of the sandbanks and 0.6% of the total area of the SAC 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 353). A Sandwave study by ABPmer (Appendix 7.1 of the Information to Support HRA report) concluded that as the cable 
corridor is oriented in most cases transverse to the sand wave crests which require levelling, only a small width of each sand wave would be disturbed with the sand 
wave continuing to evolve and migrate along most of its length. As a result, the overall form and function of any particular sand wave, or the SAC sandbank system as a 
whole, would not be disrupted.  The cable corridor is in an active and highly dynamic environment, governed by current flow speeds, water depth and sediment supply, 
all of which are conducive for the development and maintenance of sandbanks. As sediment will remain within the boundaries of the SAC within the natural limits there 
will be no significant change to sandbank extent, topography and sediment composition. Once re-deposited on the seabed, the sediment will immediately re-join the 
local and regional sediment transport system, and will not affect the form or function of the sandbanks or the sandbank communities which are adapted to natural 
disturbance and are therefore likely to be able to recover within a few tidal cycles. As a result, there would be no adverse effect on site integrity.  


b)  The maximum disturbance area for cable reburial activities within the SAC has been estimated as 0.4km2 over the life of the project (0.03% of the total area of the SAC 
or 0.06% of the sandbank area).  This is estimated from 4km per cable pair within the SAC, with a disturbance width of 10m.  However, if reburial is required, it is likely 
that this would be for shorter sections (e.g. 1km) at any one time (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 375). Due to the short term, temporary nature and 
small scale of any maintenance works (if required) there would be no effect on the form or function of the sandbank systems or on the sandbank communities and 
therefore no adverse effect on site integrity.  


c) In terms of permanent habitat loss and introduction of new substrate, the worst case total area of cable protection installed within the SAC could be 0.05km2 which 
includes cable protection required for crossing existing cables as well as a contingency in the unlikely event that cable burial is not possible (Information to Support HRA 
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Name of European Site:  Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard: 0km (cable route intersects the SAC) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Temporary physical 
disturbance 


Habitat loss New substrate Increased suspended 
sediment and 
smothering 


In combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 


report, paragraph 380). Analysis of geophysical data has shown that the substrate along the entire offshore cable corridor is expected to be suitable for cable burial. In 
the unlikely event that cable burial is not possible, this would be a result of encountering areas of the SAC that are hard substrate i.e. not Annex 1 Sandbank (Information 
to Support HRA report, paragraph 381). The total footprint of cable protection at crossings equates to less than 0.001% of the total area of the SAC (1,468km2) and 
0.002% of the area of sandbanks within the SAC (678km2) (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 382). Due to the very small extent of potential permanent loss 
of sandbank within the SAC, there would be no change to the physical processes associated with the sandbank form and function and no significant loss of the low 
abundance and low diversity sandbank communities. As a result, there would be no adverse effect on site integrity.  


d) Chapter 8 Marine Geology, Oceanography and Physical Processes of the Norfolk Vanguard ES (DCO document reference 6.1) states that theoretical bed level changes 
of up to 2mm are estimated as a result of cumulative effects of Norfolk Vanguard cable installation and dredging at nearby aggregate sites. This level of effect has no 
potential to affect the SAC and therefore the only project screened in to the in-combination assessment is Norfolk Boreas (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
391).  As Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas share an offshore cable corridor there is potential for in-combination effects associated with construction, operation and 
maintenance, and decommissioning of the projects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 392). It is likely that installation of the Norfolk Boreas export cables 
will follow the Norfolk Vanguard export cables with no temporal overlap. The spatial footprint of installation works for both Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas is likely 
to be double that of Norfolk Vanguard alone as a worst case scenario; although some elements of the seabed preparation may overlap and will therefore reduce the 
overall combined footprint (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 393). The extent of potential habitat loss is very small in comparison to the total area available 
within the SAC and therefore there will be no change to the physical processes associated with the sandbank form and function or the sandbank communities.  


e) Due to the width available for micrositing to avoid S. spinulosa reef where identified during pre-construction surveys, it is likely that no physical disturbance will occur 
in the offshore cable corridor (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 409-410). In the unlikely event of disturbance, S. spinulosa shows good recoverability to 
disturbance, depending on the degree of impact and local conditions. Due to the existing presence of S. spinulosa reef, local environmental conditions in the area are 
known to be suitable for S. spinulosa growth and therefore recovery (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 411, 416-423). Mitigation for micrositing cables is 
secured through DCO, Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(g) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 9(g).  In particular, Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 9(g) 
(which secures matters in respect of the transmission assets) states that a cable specification, installation and monitoring plan, must be agreed with the MMO. This 
includes a detailed cable laying plan which gives the MMO and their advisors the opportunity to input to the cable laying plan, including the cable route and potential for 
micrositing. 
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Name of European Site:  Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard: 0km (cable route intersects the SAC) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Temporary physical 
disturbance 


Habitat loss New substrate Increased suspended 
sediment and 
smothering 


In combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 


f) Any new substrata created by cable protection may provide a larger area of suitable S. spinulosa substrate than was previously present. Therefore, there is no adverse 
effect on the integrity of the SAC in relation to the conservation objectives for Annex I S. spinulosa reefs due to introduction of a new substrate during operation. 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 452) 


g) As part of the embedded mitigation, sediment would not be disposed of within 50m of S. spinulosa reef and therefore changes to the extent or structure of the reef 
due to increased suspended solids and smothering are not anticipated (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 470). The buffer zone will be secured through the 
Cable Specification, Installation and Monitoring Plan, submitted to the MMO for approval pursuant to condition 14(1)(g) (Generation DML, Schedules 9-10) and condition 
9(1)(g) (Transmission DML, Schedules 11-12). In particular, through requirement 9(1)(g)(ii) (which secures matters in respect of the transmission assets) which includes a 
detailed cable laying plan incorporating a burial risk assessment to ascertain suitable burial depths and cable laying techniques, including the appropriate cable 
protection.   


h) It is expected that the potential effects during decommissioning will be no worse than construction (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 453, 457, 478, and 
480). 
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2.5 Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 


Name of European Site:  Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (the site is within the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Auditory injury Disturbance from 
underwater noise 


Disturbance from 
vessels 


Collision risk Changes to prey 
resource 


Changes to water 
quality 


In combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Harbour porpoise N(a) N(a) N(a) N(b) N(c) N(d) N(e) N(c,e) N(d,e) N(f) N(c) N(d,f) N(g) N(c,g) N(d,g) N(h)  N(d,h) N(i) N(j) N(d,i) 


 a) A Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol (required under and Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(1)(f) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 
9(1)(f)) will avoid potential for auditory injury (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 645). 


b) Noise disturbance during piling and other construction activities is anticipated to be low, with a worst-case scenario of up to 10% overlap with the 
Southern North Sea (SNS) cSAC/SCI winter area or up to 9.4% overlap with the summer SNS cSAC/SCI area (Information to Support HRA report, Table 
8.26) and a 3% seasonal average for the summer or winter areas ((Information to Support HRA report, Table 8.27).  Therefore, temporary 
disturbance of harbour porpoise would be less than thresholds recommended by the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Natural 
England of 20% of the seasonal component of the cSAC/SCI area at any one time and less than 10% of the average seasonal component of the 
cSAC/SCI area over the duration of that season.  


c) Operational and maintenance impacts are likely to be localised around the project infrastructure, and any maintenance impacts would be 
intermittent and temporary, therefore no AEOI would occur. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 790; 792; 793; 798; 800; 801; 806; 
808; 809; 830; 832; 833; 834) 


d)  It expected that the activity levels and potential effects during decommissioning will be no worse than construction (with no pile driving). 
Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 839; 840; 841; 842; 843) 


e)  The NV West area (295km2) is approximately 1% of the summer SNS cSAC/SCI area and the NV East area (297km2) is also approximately 1% of the 
summer cSAC/SCI area.  The total offshore cable corridor area (237km2) is less than 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area and less than 2% of the winter 
cSAC/SCI area.  It is unlikely that vessels would cause disturbance from the whole project areas and therefore this provides a conservative 
assessment. Disturbance from vessels is likely to be localised to areas of activity, thus there would be no exceedance of the 20% seasonal 
component at any one time or 10% of the average seasonal component thresholds and therefore there will be no AEOI. (Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraphs 734; 739) 
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Name of European Site:  Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (the site is within the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Auditory injury Disturbance from 
underwater noise 


Disturbance from 
vessels 


Collision risk Changes to prey 
resource 


Changes to water 
quality 


In combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 


f) Approximately 1,180 vessel movements are estimated over the two to four year indicative offshore construction window, an average of 
approximately two vessel movements per day (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 742; 743).  It is expected that harbour porpoise 
would be able to detect the presence of vessels and, given that they are highly mobile, would be able to largely avoid vessel collision (Information to 
Support HRA report, paragraph 747), therefore there would be no AEOI.  


g) Potential effects on fish species include physical disturbance, loss or changes of habitat, increased suspended sediment concentrations, and 
underwater noise.  It is anticipated that as a worst-case scenario effects from the NV West area (295km2) would impact approximately 1% of the 
summer Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI area, and for the NV East area (297km2), approximately 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area, and/or for the total 
offshore cable corridor area (237km2), less than 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area and less than 2% of the winter cSAC/SCI area (Information to 
Support HRA report, paragraph 760).  However, it is more likely that effects would be restricted to an area around the working sites, therefore no 
AEOI.  


h)  The NV West area (295km2) is approximately 1% of the summer Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI area, the NV East area (297km2) is also 
approximately 1% of the summer cSAC area.  The total offshore cable corridor area (237km2) is less than 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area and less 
than 2% of the winter cSAC/SCI area.  It is highly unlikely that any changes in water quality (suspended sediment) could occur over the entire 
offshore development area during construction therefore this is a highly conservative assessment (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
770).  It is more likely that effects would be restricted to an area around the working sites, therefore there would be no exceedance of the 20% 
seasonal component at any one time or 10% of the average seasonal component thresholds and therefore there will be no AEOI.  


i)  It is anticipated that through the Site Integrity Plan (SIP) (required under and Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 
Part 4 condition 9(l)), impacts of underwater noise from construction and decommissioning will be mitigated.  The Plan will set out the approach for 
Norfolk Vanguard Limited to deliver any project mitigation or management measures in relation to the SNS cSAC/SCI in agreement with the Marine 
Management Organisation (MMO) and relevant Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) to an extent whereby no AEOI is expected. 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 882) 


(j)  Current data suggests that there is no lasting disturbance or exclusion of harbour porpoise around wind farm sites during operation and 
therefore there would be no AEOI.  
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2.6 Humber Estuary SAC 


Name of European Site:  Humber Estuary SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 112km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Disturbance at haul out 
sites 


Collision risk  Disturbance of seals 
foraging at sea 


In combination at haul out 
sites 


In combination at sea 


C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Grey seal N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b)   N (c) N (c) N (c) N (a) N (a) N (a) N (d) N (e) N (d) 


a) Vessels would be highly unlikely to be within 300m of the coast, in areas of close proximity to the seal haul-out sites within the Humber Estuary SAC, 
therefore there would be no potential for AEOI. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 985; 986) 


b) Approximately 1,180 vessel movements are estimated over the two to four year indicative offshore construction window, an average of approximately 
two vessel movements per day.  It is expected that seals would be able to detect the presence of vessels and, given that they are highly mobile, would 
be able to largely avoid vessel collision. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 989) 


c) The maximum potential area of disturbance is based on a 26km range for piling and Unexploded Ordnance (UXO).  The Humber Estuary SAC is located 
150km from Norfolk Vanguard OWF sites and 112km from the offshore cable corridor (at closest point).  It is highly unlikely, especially taking into 
account the movements of tagged seals, that all grey seal in the offshore development area are from the Humber Estuary SAC (Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraphs 999; 1000).  Therefore, there is no anticipated AEOI of the Humber Estuary SAC in relation to the conservation objectives for 
grey seal.  


d) Given the distance between the projects offshore and their distance from the coast, it is not anticipated that foraging grey seal would be significantly 
displaced from foraging areas or from moving between haul-out sites and foraging areas. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1015) 


e) Current data suggests that there is no lasting disturbance or exclusion of grey seal around wind farm sites during operation.  


 


  







 


                       


 


(Q23.31)  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 15 


 


2.7 The Wash and North Norfolk SAC 


Name of European Site:  The Wash and North Norfolk SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 33km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Disturbance at haul out 
sites 


Collision risk  Disturbance of seals 
foraging at sea 


In combination at haul out 
sites 


In combination at sea 


C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Harbour seal N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b)   N (c) N (c) N (c) N (a) N (a) N (a) N (d) N (e) N (d) 


a) Vessels would be highly unlikely to be within 300m of the coast, in areas of close proximity to the seal haul-out sites within the Wash and North Norfolk SAC, 
therefore there would be no potential for AEOI. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1018) 


b) Approximately 1,180 vessel movements are estimated over the two to four year indicative offshore construction window, an average of approximately two 
vessel movements per day.  Therefore, the increase in vessel movements during construction would be relatively small compared to existing vessel traffic.  It is 
expected that seals would be able to detect the presence of vessels and, given that they are highly mobile, would be able to largely avoid vessel collision.  


c) The maximum potential area of disturbance is based on a 26km range for piling and UXO (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1030).  The Wash and 
North Norfolk SAC is located 82km from Norfolk Vanguard OWF sites and 33km from the offshore cable corridor (at closest point) (Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraph 1031).  It is highly unlikely, especially taking into account the movements of tagged seals, that all harbour seal in the offshore development 
area are from the Wash and North Norfolk SAC.  Therefore, there is no anticipated AEOI of the Wash and North Norfolk SAC in relation to the conservation 
objectives for harbour seal.  


d) Given the distance between the projects offshore and their distance from the coast, it is not anticipated that foraging harbour seal would be significantly 
displaced from foraging areas or from moving between haul-out sites and foraging areas.  (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1045) 


e)  Current data suggests that there is no lasting disturbance or exclusion of harbour seal around wind farm sites during operation.  
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2.8 River Wensum SAC 


Name of European Site:  River Wensum SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (onshore cable route intersects the SAC) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard 


Direct effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC  


Indirect effects within the SAC 
arising from geology / 
contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 


Indirect effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC arising from 
geology / contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Water courses of plain to 
montane levels with the 
Ranunculion fluitantis and 
Callitricho-Batrachion 
vegetation 


N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (c) N (c) N (c) 


Desmoulin’s whorl snail  N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (c) N (c) N (c) 


a) Features are not present within the drains and ditches of the floodplain habitats of the River Wensum on the right-hand (southern) bank of the river 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1158; 1170). The drain on the left-hand (northern) bank of the river is located outside of the proposed trenchless 
crossing technique zone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1159; 1171). Therefore, potential direct effects upon this habitat have been avoided at 
this location. Additionally, given the absence of these features from the other ex-situ habitats located within the onshore project area, it is considered unlikely 
that habitat is present within this drain. 


b) There are no springs or seepages located within the floodplain habitats on the right-hand bank of the River Wensum (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 1162). The floodplain on the left-hand bank will be avoided through the use of trenchless crossing techniques, however a narrow section of the 
floodplain below ground in this location will be affected by the trenchless crossing. A pre-construction survey on the left-hand floodplain habitat will be 
conducted to identify any springs or seepages and, if identified, these will be avoided through micro-siting (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
1162)1. As such, works in this area will not result in direct changes to any springs directly connected to the River Wensum. Introduction of cable ducts is not 
anticipated to have any effect upon groundwater flows for the River Wensum (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1162). Furthermore, for a river 


                                                      
1 As detailed in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy (OLEMS) (Document Reference 8.7) and to be secured via the Ecological Management Plan 
(EMP) under Requirement 24 of the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
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Name of European Site:  River Wensum SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (onshore cable route intersects the SAC) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard 


Direct effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC  


Indirect effects within the SAC 
arising from geology / 
contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 


Indirect effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC arising from 
geology / contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D 


crossing, trenchless crossing ducts would be installed 5-15m below the floodplain, and at least 2m below the river bed. As a result, the buried ducts will have no 
effect upon surface water flows.  


Mitigation measures (included in the Outline Code of Construction Practice, document 8.1 and secured through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 20) will be 
put in place to minimise the risk of sediment or pollutant release into the watercourses which are functionally connected to the River Wensum (Information to 
Support HRA report, paragraph 1164; 1165). These are considered suitable for minimising the risk of sediment / pollutant release into watercourses functionally 
connected with the River Wensum to a negligible level. 


c) The in-combination assessment for the onshore elements of the assessment for potential for adverse effect upon site integrity has adopted the following 
principle: in order for Norfolk Vanguard to be considered to have the potential to contribute to in-combination effects, there must be sufficient cause to 
consider that a relevant habitat or species is sensitive to effects due to the project alone. If a potential for adverse effect upon site integrity is not determined 
with respect to a site due to Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no real prospect of an in-combination effect occurring with another plan or project. Therefore, as 
there is no effect from Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no potential for in-combination effects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1177). 
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2.9 Paston Great Barn SAC 


Name of European Site:  Paston Great Barn SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 2.9km  


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 


Direct effects on barbastelle present in ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) 


Indirect effects on barbastelle present within 
ex-situ habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) arising from light and 
groundwater / hydrology effects 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D 


Barbastelle bats N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (c) N (c) N (c) 


a) Hedgerows to be removed as part of pre-construction and construction works will be minimised by reducing the cable corridor working width at these locations 
to 20m (at perpendicular crossings with the cable) and a maximum of 25m (where the cable crosses at a diagonal) (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 1184). The hedgerow will be removed in advance of construction phase works at each important barbastelle feature, and the land will remain open 
during the construction phase works at each location (for approximately one week, with the exception of Dilham Canal and land east of Dilham Canal, where 
works will take place over up to eight weeks due to trenchless drilling techniques at this location) (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1185). 
Hedgerows will be replanted following works at each location. To minimise the potential effect upon commuting and foraging barbastelle arising from this 
temporary loss of habitat, several mitigation measures (outlined in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy, document 8.7 and secured 
through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 24) will be implemented and Norfolk Vanguard will seek to avoid mature trees within hedgerows through the 
micro-siting of individual cables where possible (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1186). Once replanted hedgerows have reached maturity 
(expected to be 3-7 years following planting on completion of construction), they will provide an improved commuting and foraging habitat for bats 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1185). 


Across the five important barbastelle habitat features potentially present within the onshore project area, a total of approximately 11ha of habitat used by 
barbastelles of the Paston Great Barn maternity colony is anticipated to be isolated by hedgerow removal during the project construction phase. This represents 
approximately 0.6% of the home range of the Paston Great Barn maternity colony (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1192). 


Following mitigation, these small-scale, temporary effects are not anticipated to result in any potential for adverse effect upon site integrity upon the qualifying 
habitats and species of the Paston Great Barn SAC. 


b) The proposed works will involve ground excavation, and therefore will have a small, localised effect upon surface water flows. However, due to removal of 
hedgerows, commuting and foraging habitats will not be present in these locations during the construction phase, and therefore the habitat within this location 
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Name of European Site:  Paston Great Barn SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 2.9km  


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 


Direct effects on barbastelle present in ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) 


Indirect effects on barbastelle present within 
ex-situ habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) arising from light and 
groundwater / hydrology effects 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D 


will not be affected. Furthermore, a pre-construction drainage plan will also be developed and implemented to minimise water within the cable trench and 
ensure ongoing drainage of surrounding land (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1198).2  


Construction phase lighting for cable duct installation will be used between 7am-7pm, only if required (i.e. in low light conditions). Lighting will not be used 
overnight, except at trenchless crossing locations. In these instances, lighting may be needed for eight weeks at Dilham Canal and land east of Dilham Canal. Any 
lighting used will be directional i.e. angled downwards and a cowl provided for the light to minimise light spill (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph1199).3 There will be no lighting required during the operational phase of Norfolk Vanguard (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1201). 


c) The in-combination assessment for the onshore elements of this assessment for potential for adverse effect upon site integrity has adopted the following 
principle: in order for Norfolk Vanguard to be considered to have the potential to contribute to in-combination effects, there must be sufficient cause to 
consider that a relevant habitat or species is sensitive to effects due to the project itself. If a potential for adverse effect upon site integrity was not determined 
with respect to a site due to Norfolk Vanguard, there is no real prospect of an in-combination effect occurring with another plan or project. Therefore, as there 
is no effect from Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no potential for in-combination effects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1209; 1210). 


 


                                                      
2 As detailed in the outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Document Reference 8.1) and to be secured via the final CoCP under Requirement 20 of the draft 
DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
3 As detailed in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy (OLEMS) (Document Reference 8.7) and to be secured via the Ecological Management Plan 
(EMP) under Requirement 24 of the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
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2.10 Norfolk Valley Fens SAC 


Name of European Site:  Norfolk Valley Fens SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0.6 – 5km (5 sites within 5km) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Indirect effects on features present within ex-situ 


habitats of the SAC arising from air quality and groundwater / 
hydrology effects 


In-combination 


C O D C O D 


Alkaline fens N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 


Alluvial forests with Alnus 
glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior 


N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 


Calcareous fens Cladium mariscus 
and species of the Caricion 
davallianae 


N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 


European dry heaths N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 


Molinia meadows on calcareous, 


peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils 


N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 


Northern Atlantic wet heaths with 
Erica tetralix 


N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 


a) Out of the five component SSSIs, only one (Booton Common) has a functional connection to the onshore project area. Where the onshore cable route crosses 
two tributaries of the Blackwater Drain, trenched crossing techniques are proposed (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1221). Following 
construction at these locations, reinstatement of the trench would be conducted to the pre-construction depth of the watercourse and the dams removed. As 
water flow would be maintained, and given the distance of these sites from Booton Common, effects from trenching works at these locations upon the 
Blackwater Drain will be minimal (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1223; 1224).  


An air quality impact assessment in line with IAQM guidance (IAQM, 2014) has been conducted for Norfolk Vanguard to understand the potential effects of dust 
and fine particle emissions. Booton Common is located approximately 1.4km south of the nearest access route for construction vehicles for the proposed 
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Name of European Site:  Norfolk Valley Fens SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0.6 – 5km (5 sites within 5km) 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  


Indirect effects on features present within ex-situ 


habitats of the SAC arising from air quality and groundwater / 
hydrology effects 


In-combination 


C O D C O D 


project, and is located 600m from the onshore project area. As such, following IAQM guidance, it is considered to be outside the potential zone of influence of 
the project in terms of air quality emissions (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1226). 


b) The in-combination assessment for the onshore elements of this assessment for potential for adverse effect upon site integrity has adopted the following 
principle: in order for Norfolk Vanguard to be considered to have the potential to contribute to in-combination effects, there must be sufficient cause to 
consider that a relevant habitat or species is sensitive to effects due to the project itself. If a potential for adverse effect upon site integrity was not determined 
with respect to a site due to Norfolk Vanguard, there is no real prospect of an in-combination effect occurring with another plan or project. Therefore, as there 
is no effect from Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no potential for in-combination effects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1228). 


 


  







 


                       


 


(Q23.31)  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 22 


 


2.11 The Broads SAC 


Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 


Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 


Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 


Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Hard oligo-
mesotrophic 
waters with 
benthic 
vegetation of 
Chara spp. 


   N (a)      N (a)   


Natural eutrophic 
lakes with 
Magnopotamion 
or Hydrocharition 
- type vegetation 


   N (a)      N (a)   


Transition mires 
and quaking bogs 


   N (a)      N (a)   


Calcareous fens 
with Cladium 
mariscus and 
species of the 
Caricion 
davallianae 
[Priority feature] 


   N (a)      N (a)   
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Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 


Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 


Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 


Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Alkaline fens    N (a)      N (a)   


Alluvial forests 
with Alnus 
glutinosa and 
Fraxinus excelsior 
(Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, 
Salicion 


albae) [Priority 
feature] 


   N (a)      N (a)   


Molinia meadows 
on calcareous, 
peaty or clayey-
silt-laden soils 
(Molinion 
caeruleae) 


   N (a)      N (a)   


Desmoulin’s whorl 
snail 


   N (a)      N (a)   


Fen orchid     N (a)      N (a)   


Ramshorn snail     N (a)      N (a)   
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Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 


Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 


Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 


Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D 


Otter  N (b) N (b) N (b)    N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b)   


a) As part of the project’s embedded mitigation (listed as part of the detailed design and secured through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 16(17)(f)), the North 
Walsham and Dilham Canal will be crossed using a trenchless crossing technique (e.g. HDD). This means that the North Walsham and Dilham Canal will be 
avoided, and no works will take place within this watercourse (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1241). The East Ruston Stream is proposed to be 
crossed using a trenching methodology, however, given the distance to The Broads SAC (4.6km), the risk of groundwater pollution of The Broads SAC is low. 
Good practice pollution prevention measures will also be employed. For watercourses which are shallower than 1.5m, temporary damming and diverting of the 
watercourse may be employed during trenching works (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1243). The suitability of this method would be advised at 
detailed design. Several mitigation measures will be employed, and the trench would be reinstated to the pre-construction depth of the watercourse. Where 
culverts may be required, additional mitigation measures (captured within the Outline Code of Construction Practice, document 8.1 and secured through DCO 
Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 20) will be employed (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1245). In addition, no stage of the onshore transmission 
works involving the crossing, diversion and subsequent reinstatement of any designated main river or ordinary watercourse may commence until a scheme and 
programme for any such crossing, diversion and reinstatement in that stage has been submitted to and, approved by the relevant planning authority in 
consultation with Natural England as secured through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 25. 


b) A review of the desk-based records obtained from Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) in July 2016 indicates that there are no records of otter on the 
Hundred Stream. There is one record of an otter spraint on the North Walsham and Dilham Canal, recorded in 2015 and located at TG28863183. This is located 
approximately 700m upstream of the onshore project area. The absence of records of otter on the Hundred Stream is not conclusive proof of the absence of this 
species from the watercourse (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1235). However, water depths are likely to be too shallow to form part of an 
otter’s home range, especially given the superior habitat available downstream on other parts of the river network connected to The Broads SAC. In light of this 
it is considered unlikely that otter are present within the reaches of the Hundred Stream in which the onshore project area is located (Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraph 1235). 







 


                       


 


(Q23.31)  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 25 


 


Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 


Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 


Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 


Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 


Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 


Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 


In-combination 


C O D C O D C O D C O D 


It is considered that otters may be commuting along the North Walsham and Dilham Canal within the onshore project area, but that they are not resting or 
making other use of bankside habitat in these locations (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1236). As part of the project’s embedded mitigation, the 
North Walsham and Dilham Canal will be crossed using a trenchless crossing technique (e.g. HDD), to minimise impacts to the watercourse at this location. This 
means that the North Walsham and Dilham Canal and its immediate bankside habitat will be avoided, and no works will take place within these habitats 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1237). As a precaution, while works are taking place within 100m of North Walsham and Dilham Canal, all 
excavations will be either covered overnight of left with escape ramps to allow otters to escape if they enter, and all vehicles wheels / tracks will be checked in 
the morning for the presence of sleeping otter (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1239).4 


                                                      
4 As detailed in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy (OLEMS) (Document Reference 8.7) and to be secured via the Ecological Management Plan 
(EMP) under Requirement 24 of the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1. This document provides the Applicant’s response to the Relevant Representation 
comments referred to in the following First Written Questions: 

• Q20.69 “Comment on the relevant representations of 03 August 2018 from 
Whale and Dolphin Conservation [RR-013], and in particular each of its key 
recommendations, explaining what consideration has been given to such 
matters, where they are included within the dDCO, and, where the Applicant 
considers it appropriate, how the dDCO could be amended to secure the 
recommendations or otherwise justifying their non-inclusion.”  

o See Section 2 of this document for the Applicant’s response to each of Whale 
and Dolphin Conservation (WDC)’s comments in RR-103. 

• Q23.12 “Please respond to the comments made by NE and the MMO regarding 
in-combination impacts on the Southern North Sea cSAC”. 

o See Sections 3 and 4 of this document for the Applicant’s response to 
comments from Natural England and the MMO relating to the Southern 
North Sea candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC)/Site of Community 
Importance (SCI). 

 



 

                       

 

  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 2 

 

2 WHALE AND DOLPHIN CONSERVATION SOCIETY’S RELEVANT REPRESENTATION (RR-013) 

Question  Response 

WDC are particularly concerned that the construction of Norfolk Vanguard 
offshore wind farm has the potential to negatively impact cetaceans, in 
particular harbour porpoises and the integrity of the Southern North Sea SCI, 
for which harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) are the qualifying feature. 

As Norfolk Vanguard offshore windfarm lies directly within the SCI, in both 
summer and winter habitat for harbour porpoises, our concern is that the 
windfarm construction will impact the SCI both alone and in-combination. 
WDC have concerns regarding the effectiveness of some noise mitigation 
methods and the SNCB guidance on noise management within mobile species 
marine protected areas (MPAs).  

The planned installation of all windfarms, as well as other activities within and 
adjacent to the SCI, have the potential to disturb the harbour porpoise 
population of the SCI and so should be taken into consideration. 

This has been taken into account in the Information to Support HRA report 
(document reference 5.3). 

Our primary concern for Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Windfarm development 
surrounds the intense noise pollution resulting from pile driving for all 
cetacean species in the region. Should consent be granted, our key 
recommendations for this development are:  

• That pile driving is not used at all during construction;  

Section 5.4.3 of ES Chapter 5 Project Description presents the possible foundation 
types currently available or under design and which have been considered in the 
Norfolk Vanguard envelope. Based on current technology and market availability, a 
monopile solution is likely to be the most economical solution available for the size 
of wind turbines proposed and water depths within the Norfolk Vanguard offshore 
wind farm sites. Removing piled foundations from the consent envelope for Norfolk 
Vanguard would therefore increase the cost of energy to the consumer and 
significantly affect the commercial viability of the project. 

• That strict limits be placed on noise levels during construction, including 
cumulative noise; 

The Site Integrity Plan (SIP), required under Development Consent Order (DCO) 
Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 
9(l), in accordance with the In-Principle SIP (document reference 8.17), provides the 
framework for agreeing mitigation measures with the Marine Management 
Organisation (MMO) prior to construction. The SIP will be based on the best 
available information and guidance at that time. 

• That proven mitigation methods are in place around the source to mitigate 
the impacts of radiated noise levels;  Reduction of noise at source is included as a potential mitigation measure in the In-
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Question  Response 

Principle Site Integrity Plan (SIP) (document reference 8.17).  

• That a robust impact monitoring strategy (Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan 
(MMMP)) is developed for the range of species that can reasonably be 
expected to be impacted;  

DCO, Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(f) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 
condition 9(f), requires a MMMP, based on the draft MMMP (document reference 
8.13) to be agreed with the MMO prior to construction. This provides the framework 
to identify appropriate marine mammal mitigation based on the best available 
information at that time.  

• That WDC is included as a consultee of the MMMP and that we are included 
in the discussions for the design of the MMMP as we have concerns regarding 
effectiveness of some mitigation methods; 

In relation to the discharge of Conditions in the DMLs, the MMO will be the relevant 
authority and it is considered that the MMO would consult relevant nature 
conservation bodies where appropriate.  

• A robust MMMP should include: shut-down when marine mammals 
approach within a specified distance of operations (mitigation zone); 

The current JNCC guidance for minimising the risk of injury to marine mammals from 
piling noise (2010) states: 

 “When piling at full power, there is no requirement to cease piling or reduce the 
power if a marine mammal is detected in the mitigation zone.” 

The MMMP provides the framework to identify appropriate marine mammal 
mitigation based on the best available information and guidance prior to 
construction. 

• That the monitoring strategy is appropriate to consider cumulative impacts 
of all developments in the region; 

The In Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) (document 8.12) provides an appropriate 
framework to agree monitoring requirements with the MMO prior to construction. 
Section 4.5.2 of the IPMP acknowledges that there may be little purpose or 
advantage in site specific monitoring and a strategic approach may be more 
appropriate in providing answers to specific questions where significant 
environmental impacts have been identified at a cumulative/in-combination level. 

• Ground-truthing of modelled noise assessment data should be undertaken; 

Noise monitoring would be undertaken as stated in Condition 19(1) of the Deemed 
Marine Licence (DML). Section 4.6 of the IPMP outlines the proposals for 
construction noise monitoring (if pile driving is required) of the first four piled 
foundations of each foundation type to be installed. If required, underwater data will 
be recorded that allows a comparison with the assessed underwater noise modelling 
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Question  Response 

with analysis using un-weighted metrics, such as peak sound pressure level, sound 
exposure level and peak to peak pressure level. 

• Should any incident that results in mortality occur during construction, 
activities should be halted immediately until an investigation can be 
completed; 

No mortalities of marine mammals are expected as a result of Norfolk Vanguard. In 
the unlikely event that a post mortem showed Norfolk Vanguard to be the cause of 
death, the MMO would have the power to issue a stop notice under Section 102 of 
the Marine and Coastal Access Act, should they determine that this represents 
serious harm to the environment. 

• An assessment report is publicly available within a reasonable timeframe of 
construction completion. 

Reporting of monitoring results will be submitted to the MMO at a timeframe agreed 
through the Construction Programme and Monitoring Plan (as required under DCO 
Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(b) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 
Condition 9(1)(b). 
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3 NATURAL ENGLAND’S RELEVANT REPRESENTATION (RR-106) - COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE SOUTHERN NORTH 
SEA CSAC/SCI 

Table 1 Natural England’s Relevant Representation (RR 106) comments relating to the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 

Ref Question  Response 

4.4.1 As a result of the in-combination effect of underwater noise during the 
construction period at the project (from piling and UXO clearance), the 
Information to Support the HRA indicates that there is potential for Likely 
Significant Effect (LSE). Natural England advises that without the Site 
Integrity Plan and a mechanism to control subsea noise from multiple 
sources, there could be the potential for an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the Southern North Sea cSAC because of potential impacts on 
harbour porpoise. This is not an issue unique to the project and work will 
need to be undertaken to reduce the noise levels of multiple wind farms 
potentially constructing at the same time. This has been reflected in the 
Environmental Statement. 

The SIP (as required in DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) 
and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l), in accordance with the In 
Principle Site Integrity Plan (application document 8.17) provides an 
appropriate framework to agree mitigation measures for effects on the 
Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI prior to construction. This has been agreed 
with Natural England, as shown in the Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) (document reference Rep1-SOCG-13.1). 

4.4.5 Natural England notes the forthcoming Review of Consents (RoC) 
regarding the Southern North Sea cSAC, required under regulation 33 of 
the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and Species Regulations 
2017. Natural England has advised that as part of the RoC process the 
SNCB advice on acceptability of disturbance using the Thresholds 
Approach needs to be applied (subjected to no other suitable alternative 
approach/s being presented) for those projects that are already 
consented. 

The Applicant has applied the threshold approach advised by the Statutory 
Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) in the Information to Support HRA 
Report (document reference 5.3). 

 

4.4.6 The SNCBs are aware from our work with the developers and review of 
the environmental statements for consented projects that certain Round 
3 OWF projects have the ability to exceed the 20% disturbance threshold, 
especially if piling occurs simultaneously. Therefore, as part of the RoC 
process a mechanism needs to be identified and implemented to control 
the number of piling events to ensure that thresholds are not exceeded. 
It is Natural England advice that until that happens an AEoI cannot be 
excluded for consented projects. 

The In Principle SIP (application document 8.17) provides an outline of 
potential mitigation measures, including the option of Scheduling of Piling 
(Section 6.1.3 of the In Principle Site Integrity Plan). 

The DCO (Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 
and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l)) states: 

In the event that driven or part-driven pile foundations are proposed to be 
used, the licenced activities, or any phase of those activities must not 
commence until a site integrity plan which accords with the principles set 
out in the in principle Norfolk Vanguard Southern North Sea candidate 
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Ref Question  Response 

Special Area of Conservation Site Integrity Plan has been submitted to the 
MMO and the MMO is satisfied that the plan, provides such mitigation as is 
necessary to avoid adversely affecting the integrity (within the meaning of 
the 2017 Regulations) of a relevant site, to the extent that harbour porpoise 
are a protected feature of that site. 

The Applicant therefore proposes that the Appropriate Assessment can 
conclude no adverse effect on integrity as piling cannot commence until 
the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse effect on integrity. 

4.4.7 It is Natural England’s view that the assessment of any future plan or 
project, such as Norfolk Vanguard, is unable to fully complete any in-
combination assessment and Habitat Regulation Assessments until: - 

a) The RoC consent process has concluded and the predicted level 
of disturbance to the SNS cSAC from the consented projects is 
agreed; and 

b) A mechanism is in place to ensure that disturbance can be 
limited to an acceptable level. 

NB: The provision of a Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan is designed to 
protect a marine mammal from the risk of physical injury and relates to 
at source protection. And whilst those mitigation measures for physical 
injury may also help reduce the overall scale of disturbance it doesn’t 
remove the risk. 

The draft HRA for the Review of Consents was published on 2 November 
2018. This concludes no Adverse Effect on Site Integrity for the consented 
offshore wind farms, including in-combination effects. 

As discussed above, the SIP (DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 
14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the 
framework to agree appropriate mitigation measures based on the latest 
guidance and provides the mechanism for the MMO to ensure that 
disturbance can be limited to an acceptable level, as piling cannot 
commence until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse 
effect on integrity.  

As outlined in the In Principle SIP (Table 2.1 of document 5.3), it is 
proposed that the SIP would be updated to capture all relevant 
assessments and mitigation measures.  This will include updating the in-
combination assessment, taking into account the conclusions of the RoC 
process. 

4.4.8 Natural England therefore advises that adopting a condition that says 
that a particular project will not or cannot pile if 20% of the SAC is at risk 
of disturbance is not sufficient to be Habitats Regulations compliant. This 
is because there is currently no way of determining and controlling the 
real time risk that proposed management thresholds will be exceeded. 

As discussed above, the SIP (DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 
14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the 
framework to agree appropriate mitigation measures based on the latest 
guidance and provides the mechanism for the MMO to control the risk, as 
piling cannot commence until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no 
adverse effect on integrity. 

4.4.9 Effectively the Worst Case Scenario (WCS) presented in the HRA will be 
that all consented projects and those in the planning system will 
undertake ‘noisy’ pre-construction site preparation and construction 

As discussed above, the In Principle SIP (document reference 8.17) provides 
an outline of potential mitigation measures, including the option of 
Scheduling of Piling (Section 6.1.3 of the In Principle SIP). The SIP (DCO 
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Ref Question  Response 

activities at the same time which will almost certainly result in an 
Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEoI). We recognise that this is an unrealistic 
WCS because for no other reason it is not technically feasible. However, 
it does remain probable that two, or more, projects will wish to 
undertake noisy activities at the same time and depending on the 
combination of projects there remains a high risk of an AEoI. 

Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 
4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the framework to agree appropriate 
mitigation measures based on the latest guidance and provides the 
mechanism for the MMO to control the risk, as piling cannot commence 
until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse effect on 
integrity. 

4.4.10 Therefore, going forwards for all future projects and those projects 
currently in the planning system, we advise that there will be a 
requirement to provide ‘a revised site integrity plan based on final 
project design including adoption of possible mitigation measures which 
confirms the proposed timeframes of both site preparation and 
construction activities which pose a disturbance risk to marine mammals’ 
to the MMO 6 months prior to construction. Furthermore before 
permission can be granted for works to commence, the MMO in 
consultation with the relevant SNCBs will determine the acceptability of 
the both the proposals and the timings to ensure there will be no adverse 
effect on integrity. 

The Applicant agrees with the requirement for a SIP, which the Applicant 
has committed to in DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and 
Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l). 

Table 2.1 of the In Principle SIP (document 8.17), outlines an indicative 
programme for development of the SIP, in consultation with relevant 
stakeholders. 

The final SIP would be submitted for sign off at least four months prior to 
commencement of piling. The Applicant considers the four month time 
frame conditioned within the DMLs is appropriate and proportionate to 
allow the MMO sufficient time, given the consultation that is proposed in 
advance of the final submission. The four month time period is also 
contained in a number of other offshore wind farm DCOs. 

4.4.11 As set out above in order to determine the acceptability of the timings 
there needs to be a mechanism in place to manage noisy activities. There 
also needs to be contingency measures identified for potential slips in 
programme. NE envisages this requiring the developers/industry and the 
regulators working much closer together to manage real time complex 
working agreements e.g. one project piling whilst another collects further 
foundations and vice versa. 

As discussed above, the In Principle SIP (document reference 8.17) provides 
an outline of potential mitigation measures, including the option of 
Scheduling of Piling (Section 6.1.3 of the In Principle Site Integrity Plan). 
The SIP (DCO Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 Condition 14(1)(m) and Schedules 
11 and 12 Part 4 Condition 9(1)(l))) provides the framework to agree 
appropriate mitigation measures based on the latest guidance and provides 
the mechanism for the MMO to control the risk, as piling cannot 
commence until the MMO is satisfied that there would be no adverse 
effect on integrity. 

5.3.2 The proposed development site lies within the Southern North Sea cSAC 
designated for the Annex II species harbour porpoise. The conservation 
objective for the site is to ensure the integrity of the site is maintained 
and that it makes an appropriate contribution to maintaining Favourable 
Conservation Status for harbour porpoise. Porpoise feed mainly on small 

ES Chapter 11 Fish and Shellfish Ecology concludes minor impacts of the 
project on fish and shellfish and therefore the resultant effect on harbour 
porpoise due to changes in prey resources is assessed as negligible to 
minor (ES Chapter 12 Marine Mammals). It is therefore proposed that no 
monitoring of fish and shellfish ecology is required. However, it is agreed 
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Ref Question  Response 

shoaling fishes from both demersal and pelagic habitats. It will therefore 
be essential to demonstrate that the fish assemblage has not been 
effected by the proposed development. Sandeels and herring play an 
important functional role in the food web, supporting many species 
including harbour porpoise. 

with Natural England, as shown in the SOCG (reference Rep1-SOCG-13.1), 
that the In Principle Monitoring Plan (document reference 8.12) provides 
an appropriate framework to agree monitoring requirements post consent. 

 

3.1 Natural England’s Relevant Representation – Appendix 3 

Table 2  Natural England’s Relevant Representations (Appendix 3 of RR 106) specific to the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI  

Ref Question  Response 

Appendix 3 
Comment 1. 

The SNCBs are aware from our work with the developers and review of the environmental statements for consented projects 
that certain Round 3 OWF projects have the ability to exceed the 20% disturbance threshold, especially if piling occurs 
simultaneously. Therefore, as part of the RoC process a mechanism needs to be identified and implemented to control the 
number of piling events to ensure that thresholds are not exceeded. It is Natural England advice that until that happens an 
AEoI cannot be excluded for consented projects. 

See response to 
comment 4.4.6 in 
Table 1 above. 

 

Appendix 3 
Comment 2. 

It can therefore be rationalised/inferred that the assessment of any future plan or project, such as Norfolk Vanguard, is unable 
to fully complete any in-combination assessment and Habitat Regulation Assessments until: - 

a) The RoC consent process has concluded and the predicted level of disturbance to the SNS cSAC from the consented projects 
is agreed; and 

b) A mechanism is in place to ensure that disturbance can be limited to an acceptable level. 

NB: The provision of a Marine Mammal Mitigation Plan is designed to protect a marine mammal from the risk of physical 
injury and relates to at source protection. And whilst those mitigation measures for physical injury may also help reduce the 
overall scale of disturbance it doesn’t remove the risk. 

See response to 
comment 4.4.7 in 
Table 1 above. 

 

Appendix 3 
Comment 3. 

Natural England therefore advises that simply adopting a condition that says that a particular project won’t/can’t pile if 20% of 
the SAC is at risk of disturbance is not sufficient to be Habitats Regulations compliant. This is because there is currently no way 
of determining and controlling the real time risk that proposed management thresholds will be exceeded. 

See response to 
comment 4.4.8 in 
Table 1 above. 
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Ref Question  Response 

Appendix 3 
Comment 4. 

Effectively the Worst Case Scenario (WCS) presented in the HRA will be that all consented projects and those in the planning 
system will undertake ‘noisy’ pre-construction site preparation and construction activities at the same time which will almost 
certainly result in an Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEoI). We recognise that this is an unrealistic WCS because for no other 
reason it is not technically feasible. However, it does remain probable that two, or more, projects will wish to undertake noisy 
activities at the same time and depending on the combination of projects there remains a high risk of an AEoI. 

See response to 
comment 4.4.9 in 
Table 1 above. 

 

Appendix 3 
Comment 5. 

Therefore, going forwards for all future projects and those projects currently in the planning system, we advise that there will 
be a requirement to provide ‘a revised site integrity plan based on final project design including adoption of possible 
mitigation measures which confirms the proposed timeframes of both site preparation and construction activities which pose a 
disturbance risk to marine mammals’ to the MMO 6 months prior to construction. Furthermore before permission can be 
granted for works to commence, the MMO in consultation with the relevant SNCBs will determine the acceptability of the 
both the proposals and the timings to ensure there will be no adverse effect on integrity. 

See response to 
comment 4.4.10 in 
Table 1 above. 

 

Appendix 3 
Comment 6. 

As set out above in order to determine the acceptability of the timings there needs to be a mechanism in place to manage 
noisy activities. There also needs to be contingency measures identified for potential slips in programme. NE envisages this 
requiring the developers/industry and the regulators working much closer together to manage real time complex working 
agreements e.g. one project piling whilst another collects further foundations and vice versa. 

See response to 
comment 4.4.11 in 
Table 1 above. 

 

 

Table 3  Natural England’s Relevant Representations - Detailed Comments specific to the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 

Ref Question  Response 

Detailed 
Comments no. 
15. 

The applicant commits to a final detailed SIP being produced at least four months prior 
to the commencement of pile driving. Whilst NE appreciates that the final, realistic 
assessment of in combination effects can only be completed once construction 
schedules for this and other projects are confirmed, we do not believe that 4 months is 
sufficient time to allow consideration of significant mitigation measures to be built into 
the project design. There is an onus on the applicant therefore to ensure that they 
submit as much detailed information as possible 12 months prior to construction 
starting (as detailed in Table 2.1) 

Table 2.1 of the In Principle SIP (document 8.17), outlines 
an indicative programme for development of the SIP, in 
consultation with relevant stakeholders. 

The final SIP would be submitted for sign off at least four 
months prior to commencement of piling. The Applicant 
considers the four month time frame conditioned within 
the DMLs is appropriate and proportionate to allow the 
MMO sufficient time, given the consultation that is 
proposed in advance of the final submission. The four 
month time period is also contained in a number of other 
offshore wind farm DCOs. 
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Ref Question  Response 

Detailed 
Comments no. 
16. 

Natural England agrees that there would be no potential for an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SNS cSAC in relation to the Conservation Objectives for harbour 
porpoise from Norfolk Vanguard alone (Table 5.3). 

N/A, Agreement from Natural England 

Detailed 
Comments no. 
17. 

Natural England agrees that only mitigation or management measures in relation to 
disturbance from UXO clearance and pile driving noise at Norfolk Vanguard require 
consideration in the SIP as these are the potential noise sources that could result in the 
significant disturbance of harbour porpoise in combination with other underwater 
noise sources during the construction period at Norfolk Vanguard. 

N/A, Agreement from Natural England 

Detailed 
Comments no. 
18. 

Natural England notes that 

In combination: 12,253 -15,091 harbour porpoise (4-4.4% of NS MU) 

Average overlap with summer SNS cSAC area = 5,887- 8,335km2 (22-31%) 

Average overlap with winter SNS cSAC area = 3,481-5,929km2 (26-44%) 

This will need to be checked with the figures for other projects when completing the 
AA 

N/A, the Applicant understands this comment is directed 
at the Competent Authority. 
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4 MMO’S RELEVANT REPRESENTATIONS 

The following MMO Relevant Representation (RR-186) comments relate specifically to the 
Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI: 

• 1.13 
• 4.8.1 
• 4.8.2 
• 4.8.3 
• 4.8.4 
• 4.8.5 
• 4.8.6 
• 4.8.7 

The latest position of the Applicant and the MMO on each of these comments is provided in 
Appendix 1 of the Statement of Common Ground with the MMO (document reference Rep 1 
-SOCG-11.1-App1). 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Response to Question 22.6 

1. Please see proceeding table which lists all relevant representations which refer to 
the objection to the use of Compulsory Purchase powers over their land. 

2. A number of land interests have submitted a standard representation as drafted by 
the NFU. This has either been submitted by the landowner for themselves or 
submitted by a Land Agent on behalf of their client. 

3. The NFU representation states the following: ‘The NFU and the land agents LIG 
believe that no meaningful negotiations have taken place in regard to the site for the 
converter substation and the access routes. Therefore a compelling case as yet 
cannot be made’. 

4. The owner of the land on which it is proposed to site the converter station has not 
submitted a representation and therefore the reference to this within the standard 
NFU representation text is not taken account of for all parties submitting this 
representation wording. 

5. The reference to the ‘access routes’ the Applicant understands refers to the land 
shown shaded green on the Land Plans (document reference 4.3). Therefore any 
landowner who has submitted this standard form of representation and who does 
not have rights of permanent access sought on their land, have been excluded from 
this table. 

6. Therefore the parties that have been included in this table are those who have 
submitted the standard NFU representation and who own or tenant land where 
there are sought rights of permanent access sought, shown shaded green on the 
Land Plans. 

7. There are two other representations which have been submitted referring to 
objections to the Compulsory Acquisition of their land. These are Network Rail 
Infrastructure limited and the National Trust. These two parties are also included in 
the table.  
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2 LIST OF ALL OBJECTIONS TO THE GRANTING OF COMPULSORY ACQUISITION POWERS  

 

Obj 
No 

Name / 
Organisation 

IP / AP 
Ref  
No 

RR 
Ref No 

WR Ref 
No 

Other Doc  
Ref No 

Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 

Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 

01 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of A W Ditch and Son 

 146 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

09/12, 09/16,  
10/02, 10/05, 
10/14, 10/16, 
09/13, 09/14, 
10/07, 10/09, 
10/03, 10/06, 
10/10, 10/12, 
10/13 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

02 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Albanwise 

 147 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

24/07, 24/13,  
24/15, 24/17, 
24/18, 25/01, 
25/03, 25/05, 
24/08, 24/11, 
24/19, 25/02, 
25/06, 24/09, 
24/12 

Yes Outstanding 

03 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Bradenham Hall 
Farms 

 149 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 37/22, 38/01, 
38/04, 39/13, 
40/01, 40/04, 
40/11, 40/12, 
38/02, 38/05, 
38/08, 39/15, 
39/16, 40/02, 
40/03, 38/09, 
38/11, 38/12, 
39/01, 39/02, 
39/04, 39/05, 
39/06, 39/07, 

Yes HoTs Agreed 



 

  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 3 

 

Obj 
No 

Name / 
Organisation 

IP / AP 
Ref  
No 

RR 
Ref No 

WR Ref 
No 

Other Doc  
Ref No 

Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 

Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 

39/09, 39/10, 
39/12 

04 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Church Farm 
(Gimingham) Ltd 

 150 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/14, 02/23,  
03/01, 02/15 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

05 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of G F de Feyter and 
Partners 

 152 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

06/11, 06/13, 
07/02, 06/12, 
06/14, 07/01 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

06 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of G T Cubitt 

 153 N/A  N/A Part 1 Permanent 04/12, 05/01, 
05/02 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

07 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mr P Bunting 

 161 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 32/06, 32/07 
 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

08 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mrs P Carrick 

 165 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

28/08, 29/02, 
28/09, 28/10, 
29/01, 29/03,  
29/04, 29/05 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

09 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Trustees of Stinton 
Hall Trust being Sir 
David Chapman, 
Grant Picher, Micheal 
Dewing and William 
Edwards 

 173 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

21/10, 21/11, 
21/17, 21/12, 
21/13, 22/01, 
22/04 

Yes Outstanding 

10 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of C Siely 

 176 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 01/09, 02/12, 
01/14, 01/16, 
02/06, 02/07, 

Yes HoTs Agreed 
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Obj 
No 

Name / 
Organisation 

IP / AP 
Ref  
No 

RR 
Ref No 

WR Ref 
No 

Other Doc  
Ref No 

Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 

Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 

02/08 

11 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of G Hales and Mrs P 
Riches 

 181 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/09, 02/10 Yes HoTs Agreed 

12 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of L Padulli 

 185 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 10/17, 11/01, 
11/05, 11/04 

Yes Outstanding 

13 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mr and Mrs M 
Jones 

 189 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

29/06, 29/07, 
29/09, 29/12, 
30/02, 29/08, 
29/13, 30/01 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

14 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mrs P Hinton 

 190 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/14, 02/23,  
03/01, 02/15 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

15 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of National Trust 

 191 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

15/06, 15/09, 
15/07, 15/13, 
15/15, 16/03, 
16/05, 16/08,  
16/09, 16/10, 
16/13, 17/01 
17/02, 17/04, 
17/07, 18/01, 
15/08, 15/10, 
15/12, 15/14, 
16/02, 16/04, 
16/07, 16/11, 
16/14, 17/06 

Yes Outstanding 

16 Addleshaw Goddard 
LLP on behalf of 

 192 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 10/04 Yes Outstanding. 
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Obj 
No 

Name / 
Organisation 

IP / AP 
Ref  
No 

RR 
Ref No 

WR Ref 
No 

Other Doc  
Ref No 

Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 

Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 

Network Rail 
Infrastructure Limited 

SOCG being 
sought.  

17 NFU  193 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Outstanding. 
SOCG being 
sought. 

18 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of P Mutimer 

 195 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 11/14, 12/02, 
11/15, 12/01 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

19 The National Trust   202 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

15/06, 15/09, 
15/07, 15/13, 
15/15, 16/03, 
16/05, 16/08,  
16/09, 16/10, 
16/13, 17/01 
17/02, 17/04, 
17/07, 18/01, 
15/08, 15/10, 
15/12, 15/14, 
16/02, 16/04, 
16/07, 16/11, 
16/14, 17/06 

Yes Outstanding 

20 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Trustees of Salle 
Park Trust being Sir 
David Chapman, 
Grant Pilcher, Michael 
Dewing and William 

 203 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

20/17, 20/19, 
20/20, 21/01, 
21/08, 20/18, 
21/04, 21/07, 
21/09, 20/21, 
21/02, 21/06 

Yes HoTs Agreed 
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No 

Name / 
Organisation 

IP / AP 
Ref  
No 

RR 
Ref No 

WR Ref 
No 

Other Doc  
Ref No 

Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 

Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 

Edwards 
21 Brown & Co on behalf 

of Bawdeswell Farms 
Ltd 

 225 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary  

26/04, 26/06, 
26/11, 26/13, 
27/04, 26/12, 
26/14, 26/15, 
27/01, 25/07, 
26/01, 26/03, 
26/09, 27/07, 
27/09, 27/11, 
26/02, 26/05, 
26/10, 27/03, 
27/12 

Yes Outstanding 

22 Brown & Co on behalf 
of David Hampson 

 230 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 36/15, 36/16, 
36/17, 36/18 

Yes Outstanding 

23 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Dillington Hall 
Estate 

 233 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

33/16, 34/01, 
34/07, 34/12, 
35/07, 33/17, 
34/02, 34/12, 
35/02, 34/03, 
34/04, 34/09, 
34/10, 34/11, 
34/13 

Yes Outstanding 

24 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Farnham Farms 
Limited 

 236 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

37/03, 37/04, 
37/06, 37/10, 
37/12, 37/15, 
37/05, 37/13, 
37/02, 37/07, 
37/09, 37/16, 

Yes HoTs Agreed 



 

  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 7 

 

Obj 
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RR 
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No 

Other Doc  
Ref No 

Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 

Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 

37/18 

25 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Lucy Keane and 
Matthew Keane 

 246 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 36/10, 36/21 Yes HoTs Agreed 

26 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mark, Dorothy, 
Marilyn and David 
Howell 

 248 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 36/21, 36/06, 
36/08, 36/11, 
36/04, 36/05 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

27 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mills & Reeve Trust 
Corporation and 
Alexander Gavin 
Angell Lane  

 250 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 19/08, 20/08, 
20/11, 20/07, 
20/10 

Yes Outstanding 

28 Brown & Co on behalf 
of Trustees of the 
Bawdeswell 
Settlement being 
David Gurney, David 
Brown, Kate Paul, 
William Barr 

 265 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary  

26/04, 26/06, 
26/11, 26/13, 
27/04, 26/12, 
26/14, 26/15, 
27/01, 25/07, 
26/01, 26/03, 
26/09, 27/07, 
27/09, 27/11, 
26/02, 26/05, 
26/10, 27/03, 
27/12 

Yes Outstanding 

29 Brown & Co on behalf 
of Trustees of the 
Gurloque Settlement  

 266 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary  

26/04, 26/06, 
26/11, 26/13, 
27/04, 26/12, 
26/14, 26/15, 
27/01, 25/07, 

Yes Outstanding 
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Obj 
No 

Name / 
Organisation 

IP / AP 
Ref  
No 

RR 
Ref No 

WR Ref 
No 

Other Doc  
Ref No 

Interest Permanent / 
Temporary 

Plot(s) CA? Status of 
objection 

26/01, 26/03, 
26/09, 27/07, 
27/09, 27/11, 
26/02, 26/05, 
26/10, 27/03, 
27/12 

30 Savills (UK)Ltd (Savills 
(UK)Ltd) on behalf 
of Mes A Green 

 158 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent 02/20, 02/21 Yes Outstanding  

31 Savills (UK) Ltd (Savills 
(UK) Ltd) on behalf 
of Mrs A Jones 

 163 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
Temporary 

27/16, 28/01, 
28/03, 28/05, 
28/06, 28/07 

Yes HoTs Agreed 

32 Bidwells on behalf 
of Christopher S 
Wright 

 177 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
temporary 

12/04, 12/06, 
12/07, 12/08 

Yes Outstanding 

33 Brown & Co on behalf 
of Mr Robert Clabon 

 252 N/A N/A Part 1 Permanent / 
temporary 

08/11, 08/14,  
08/16, 08/18, 
08/22, 08/24,  
09/01, 09/02, 
09/04, 08/12, 
08/13, 08/17, 
08/20, 08/23, 
09/03 

Yes Outstanding 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of this Document 

1. In response to The Examining Authority’s first written questions, question 23.31, this 
document provides an update to the Norfolk Vanguard Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) Integrity Matrices, previously provided in The Applicant’s 
Response to Section 51 Advice from The Planning Inspectorate (document reference 
PB4476-008-001). 

1.2 European designated sites and qualifying features screened in for the 
Appropriate Assessment 

2. Following screening of potential impacts of Norfolk Vanguard on European 
designated sites (provided in Appendix 5.1 and 5.2 of the Information to Support 
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) report (document reference 5.3), the 
following features of European Sites were assessed to determine if there was a risk 
of Adverse Effects on the Integrity (AEOI) of their qualifying features in the 
Information for Habitats Regulations Report. 

Table 2.1European designated sites and qualifying features screened in 

Site Qualifying feature 

Alde-Ore Estuary Special 
Protected Area (SPA) and Ramsar 

• Breeding lesser black-backed gull Larus fuscus 

Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA • Breeding kittiwake Rissa tridactyla 
• Breeding gannet Morus bassanus 

Flamborough Head and 
Bempton Cliffs SPA  
 

• Breeding kittiwake 
*No longer applicable as now encompassed within the Flamborough and 
Filey Coast SPA. This is not discussed further. 

Greater Wash SPA • Non-breeding red-throated diver Gavia stellata 
• Non-breeding little gull Hydrocoloeus minutus 

Haisborough Hammond and 
Winterton Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) 

• Reef 
• Sandbanks slightly covered by seawater all the time 

Southern North Sea candidate 
SAC (cSAC)/ Site of Community 
Importance (SCI) 

• Harbour porpoise Phocoena phocoena 

Humber Estuary SAC • Grey seal Halichoerus grypus 

The Wash and North Norfolk SAC • Harbour seal Phoca vitulina 

River Wensum SAC • Water courses of plain to montane levels with the Ranunculion 
fluitantis and Callitricho-Batrachion vegetation 

• Desmoulin’s whorl snail Vertigo moulinsiana 

Paston Great Barn SAC • Barbastelle bat Barbastella barbastellus 

Norfolk Valley Fens SAC • Alkaline fens 
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Site Qualifying feature 

• Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior 
• Calcareous fens Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion 

davallianae 
• European dry heaths 
• Molinia meadows on calcareous peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils 
• Northern Atlantic wet heaths with Erica tetralix 

The Broads SAC • Hard oligo-mesotrophic waters with benthic vegetation of Chara spp. 
• Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - 

type vegetation 
• Transition mires and quaking bogs 
• Calcareous fens with Cladium mariscus and species of the Caricion 

davallianae  
• Alkaline fens 
• Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior (Alno-

Padion, Alnion incanae, Salicion albae)  
• Molinia meadows on calcareous, peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils 

(Molinion caeruleae) 
• Desmoulin’s whorl snail 
• Fen orchid Liparis loeselii 
• Ramshorn snail Anisus vorticulus 
• Otter Lutra lutra 

 



 

                       

 

(Q23.31)  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 3 

 

2 INTEGRITY MATRICES 

3. The following tables provide the Integrity Matrix for each European site listed in 
Table 2.1. A summary of the evidence presented in the determination of the risk of 
AEOI on the relevant qualifying features is detailed within the footnotes of each 
integrity matrix below with cross references to the Information to Support HRA 
report (document reference 5.3). 

4. The following abbreviations are used within the integrity matrices: 

• Y – AEOI cannot be excluded beyond reasonable scientific doubt 
• N - AEOI can be excluded beyond reasonable scientific doubt 
• C = construction  
• O = operation 
• D = decommissioning 

5. Where effects are not applicable to a particular feature they are greyed out. 
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2.1 Alde-Ore Estuary SPA and Ramsar 

Name of European Site:  Alde-Ore Estuary SPA and Ramsar 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 92km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Collision mortality (in-combination) Displacement/Disturbance Barrier Effect 

C O D C O D C O D 

Breeding lesser black-backed gulls  N (a)        

a) Band model predictions of collision mortality suggest between 9 and 27 collisions per year for lesser black-backed gulls (the lower value represents all turbines in NV 
East, and the higher value represents all turbines in NV West). During the breeding season the estimated total population size (including urban populations) within 
foraging range (141km) of the Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm was estimated to be approximately 26,000, of which birds (of all ages) associated with Alde-Ore 
Estuary SPA would represent approximately 25% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 172-181). During the autumn and spring migration periods birds from 
Alde-Ore Estuary SPA make up 3.3% of the Biologically Defined Minimum Population Scales (BDMPS) population, and in winter these birds make up 5% of the 
BDMPS(Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 183-184). Applying these percentages to the higher of the total collision predictions indicates a maximum Alde-
Ore Estuary SPA mortality of 3 (or 6 if the extended breeding season is used, Information to Support HRA report paragraphs 187-188). These represent increases of 0.3% 
to 0.6% on natural mortality which are below detection limits (taken as 1%) and so are considered negligible (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 189). 
Consequently, there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA as a result of lesser black-backed gull collisions at the proposed Norfolk 
Vanguard project alone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 190).   

 

In-combination assessment suggests mortality of 33 birds attributable to the Alde-Ore SPA population of lesser black-backed gulls (calculated on the basis of the Alde-
Ore proportion of the wider population of lesser black-backed gulls, Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 194). Compared with estimated natural mortality of 
about 940 birds per year, the additional in-combination mortality would increase the mortality rate from 14.10% to 14.6%, an increase of 3.5%. However, this mortality 
rate falls to 20, equating to an increase in mortality of 2% if as-built wind farm designs are used in place of consented designs (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 197). Previous work has found that an additional mortality of 25 would reduce the growth rate of the population by 0.3% (GWF 2011, Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraph 198). It is informative to consider the status of this population in relation to the predicted collision mortality in order to place this potential impact 
in context. The breeding success, and hence the population trend, of lesser black-backed gulls in the Alde-Ore SPA population appears to be mainly determined by the 
amount of predation, disturbance and flooding occurring at this site (Department of Energy and Climate Change 2013a, Thaxter et al. 2015, Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraph 201). Increased predation and disturbance by foxes has been considered the main factor causing reductions in breeding numbers. Management 
measures to reduce access by foxes has resulted in some recovery of numbers of gulls. The main driver of gull numbers in this SPA therefore appears to be suitable 
management at the colonies to protect gulls from predators (Department of Energy and Climate Change 2013a). This aspect, taken together with the degree of 



 

                       

 

(Q23.31)  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 5 

 

 

2.2 Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 

Name of European Site:  Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 205km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Collision mortality (in-combination) Displacement/Disturbance Barrier Effect 

C O D C O D C O D 

Breeding kittiwake  N (a)        

Breeding gannet  N (b)        

a) Collision mortality of kittiwakes at the Norfolk Vanguard site was estimated at between 59 and 158 birds per year (the higher value represents all turbines in NV East, 
the lower value represents all turbines in NV West). Based on a precautionary assessment, the number of kittiwakes apportioned to the Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 
population was 12.4 (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 240). From a population of approximately 141,000 this represents a negligible addition to natural 
mortality (note this this population count is likely an underestimate, since it is based on 37,618 pairs, while the 2017 population was estimated to be 51,000 pairs, 35% 
larger). Kittiwake collision mortality due to Norfolk Vanguard alone will therefore have no adverse effect on the integrity of this SPA (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 244). The in-combination assessment suggests a collision mortality of between 351 and 358 birds from Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA population per year 
(this includes final submission estimates for the Hornsea Project Three and Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farms). At the average mortality rate of 0.156, the natural 
mortality of the population is 22,000. An addition of up to 358 to this would increase the mortality rate by 1.6% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 247).  
Precautionary, density independent population modelling has found that this level of mortality would reduce the median population growth rate by a maximum of 0.5% 
(note the reduction in growth rate is 0.43% for an alternative set of demographic rates and 0.1% with the inclusion of density dependence, Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraph 248). These reductions represent a very small risk to the population’s conservation status. Although Natural England no longer advocate the use of 
potential biological removal (PBR) for assessing impacts, it is of note that the number of predicted in-combination kittiwake collisions attributed to the Flamborough & 
Filey Coast SPA remains below the previously determined sustainable levels estimated using this method, and furthermore this level of mortality is not predicted to 
trigger a risk of population decline based on precautionary population modelling and despite the precautionary nature of collision risk assessments (e.g. including 
impacts for consented designs rather than as-built ones). Therefore, it can be concluded that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of Flamborough & Filey 
Coast SPA from impacts on kittiwake due to Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 254). 

precaution in reported collision assessments for other offshore wind farms, including the use of the much higher mortality predictions estimated for consented wind 
farm designs rather than for the as built wind farm designs, means the likelihood of an adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA due to in-combination collisions of lesser 
black-backed gulls is considered sufficiently small that it can be ruled out (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 200). 
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Name of European Site:  Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 205km 

 b)  Collision mortality of gannets at the Norfolk Vanguard site was estimated at between 45 and 111 birds per year (the higher value with all turbines in NV East, the 
lower with all turbines in NV West), 60% of which was predicted in the autumn. Apportioning of the higher estimate to the Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA population 
gives an annual mortality of 23 individuals, from a population of approximately 49,000 birds (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 206 - 207). At an average 
natural mortality rate of 0.191, the baseline mortality is approximately 9,300. An addition of 23 to this increases the mortality rate by 0.24%, which is less than the 
threshold for detectability (1%). It is therefore reasonable to conclude that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA as a 
result of gannet collisions from Norfolk Vanguard alone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 210). The in-combination assessment suggests a maximum 
collision mortality of 200 birds from Flamborough & Filey Coast pSPA population per year (this includes final submission estimates for the Hornsea Project Three and 
Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farms). This additional mortality would increase the mortality rate by 2.1% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 212). 
Precautionary, density independent population modelling has found that this level of mortality would reduce the median population growth rate by a maximum of 1%, 
which compares with the actual annual growth rate of this population over the last 25 years of 10% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 213). This indicates 
that this level of in-combination mortality represents a negligible risk to this population’s status.  The number of predicted in-combination gannet collisions attributed to 
the Flamborough & Filey Coast pSPA is not at a level which would trigger a risk of population decline, and population modelling in fact indicates that the in-combination 
mortality predicted would only slow, rather than halt, the population increase currently seen at this colony. Therefore, it can be concluded that there will be no adverse 
effect on the integrity of Flamborough & Filey Coast pSPA from impacts on gannet due to Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects (Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraphs 219-221).  
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2.3 Greater Wash SPA 

Name of European Site:  Greater Wash SPA 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 36km (a) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Collision mortality Displacement/Disturbance Barrier Effect 

C O D C O D C O D 

Nonbreeding red-throated divers    N (b)      

Nonbreeding little gull  N (c)        

a) Note that this distance refers to the offshore wind farm itself. The export cable will pass through the SPA.  

b) Cable laying operations during construction will disturb birds from the immediate vicinity of (up to two) cable-laying vessels (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 265). Assessment indicates that between 34 and 85 red-throated divers could be displaced at any one time during cable laying, but only if both vessels are 
operating within the SPA at the same time (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 267). This would lead to a 0.7% increase in diver density in other parts of the 
SPA on the basis of a highly precautionary maximum mortality rate associated with the displacement of red-throated diver by vessels in the wintering period of 5% (i.e. 
5% of displaced individuals suffer mortality as a direct consequence). This leads to a highly precautionary assumption that a single instance of displacement is equivalent 
to nearly half the total annual adult mortality rate. At this level of additional mortality, a maximum of between 2 and 4 birds would be expected to die across the entire 
winter period (September to April) as a result of any potential displacement effects from the offshore cable installation activities (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 268). However, owing to the Rochdale envelope approach and the nature of the calculations employed, this almost certainly over-estimates the duration of 
cable laying by a factor of around 7, since even travelling at the minimum speed of 30m per hour, if a working day lasts for 12 hours the vessel would traverse the SPA in 
approximately 40 days (assuming the cable route through the SPA is around 15km).  Baseline average mortality is 0.228, therefore the estimated natural mortality for the 
SPA population (1,407), would be 321. The addition of a maximum of 2 to 4 to this total during a single year would increase the mortality rate in that year by 
approximately 0.6% to 1.2% (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 269). However, as this is based on highly precautionary assumptions about the magnitude 
and impact of displacement and would only be expected to apply during a single nonbreeding season (and only then if cable laying by two vessels occurs simultaneously 
within the SPA during the nonbreeding period), it is reasonable to conclude that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the Greater Wash SPA as a result of 
red-throated diver displacement due to cable laying for Norfolk Vanguard alone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 269). Shipping already affects the 
distribution of red-throated divers within the SPA and this represents a background situation following many decades of shipping activity in the area. While any increase 
in shipping activity will constitute an in-combination impact on divers, the low level of project alone risk and the absence of other developments in the vicinity of the 
Norfolk Vanguard offshore cable route indicate that the likelihood of an in-combination disturbance effect is negligible (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
271). The Greater Wash SPA contains several constructed or consented offshore wind farms. Red-throated divers show strong avoidance of offshore wind farms and so 
the construction or operation of further offshore wind farms would also represent an in-combination impact on divers through foraging habitat loss. However, it is 
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Name of European Site:  Greater Wash SPA 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard Site: 36km (a) 

considered unlikely that any future developments would be sited close enough to the coast to directly impact the SPA during the same (short) time frame during which 
cables will be installed for Norfolk Vanguard. Therefore, it can be concluded that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of the Greater Wash SPA from impacts 
on red-throated diver due to Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 272). 

c) Collision mortality of little gull at the Norfolk Vanguard site was estimated to be 2 individuals (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 257). The estimated 
regional population of little gull is approximately 10,000 to 20,000, of which the Greater Wash SPA population of 1,255 represents 6.3% to 12.6%. Collisions at Norfolk 
Vanguard would therefore affect between 0.13 and 0.25 individuals from the Greater Wash SPA (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 258). This level of 
additional mortality due to collisions at Norfolk Vanguard alone will have an undetectable effect on the population and would not result in an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the Greater Wash SPA (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 259). Given the extremely low level of impacts at the Norfolk Vanguard site, it is 
considered that the project will not contribute to an in-combination impact (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 261).  Thus, the likelihood of an adverse 
effect on the integrity of the Greater Wash SPA population of little gull can be ruled out for Norfolk Vanguard in-combination with other projects. 
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2.4 Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 

Name of European Site:  Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard: 0km (cable route intersects the SAC) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Temporary physical 
disturbance 

Habitat loss New substrate Increased suspended 
sediment and 
smothering 

In combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Annex I Sandbank slightly 
covered by seawater all the 
time 

N (a) N (b) N (h)  N (c)   N (c)     N (d) N (d) N (h) 

Annex I Reef (Sabellaria 
spinulosa reefs) 

N (e) N (e) N (h)     N (f)  N (g)  N (h) N (a) N (a) N (h) 

a)  The maximum area of temporary physical disturbance (9.5km2) due to cable laying operations equates to 1.4% of the sandbanks and 0.6% of the total area of the SAC 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 353). A Sandwave study by ABPmer (Appendix 7.1 of the Information to Support HRA report) concluded that as the cable 
corridor is oriented in most cases transverse to the sand wave crests which require levelling, only a small width of each sand wave would be disturbed with the sand 
wave continuing to evolve and migrate along most of its length. As a result, the overall form and function of any particular sand wave, or the SAC sandbank system as a 
whole, would not be disrupted.  The cable corridor is in an active and highly dynamic environment, governed by current flow speeds, water depth and sediment supply, 
all of which are conducive for the development and maintenance of sandbanks. As sediment will remain within the boundaries of the SAC within the natural limits there 
will be no significant change to sandbank extent, topography and sediment composition. Once re-deposited on the seabed, the sediment will immediately re-join the 
local and regional sediment transport system, and will not affect the form or function of the sandbanks or the sandbank communities which are adapted to natural 
disturbance and are therefore likely to be able to recover within a few tidal cycles. As a result, there would be no adverse effect on site integrity.  

b)  The maximum disturbance area for cable reburial activities within the SAC has been estimated as 0.4km2 over the life of the project (0.03% of the total area of the SAC 
or 0.06% of the sandbank area).  This is estimated from 4km per cable pair within the SAC, with a disturbance width of 10m.  However, if reburial is required, it is likely 
that this would be for shorter sections (e.g. 1km) at any one time (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 375). Due to the short term, temporary nature and 
small scale of any maintenance works (if required) there would be no effect on the form or function of the sandbank systems or on the sandbank communities and 
therefore no adverse effect on site integrity.  

c) In terms of permanent habitat loss and introduction of new substrate, the worst case total area of cable protection installed within the SAC could be 0.05km2 which 
includes cable protection required for crossing existing cables as well as a contingency in the unlikely event that cable burial is not possible (Information to Support HRA 
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Name of European Site:  Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard: 0km (cable route intersects the SAC) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Temporary physical 
disturbance 

Habitat loss New substrate Increased suspended 
sediment and 
smothering 

In combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 

report, paragraph 380). Analysis of geophysical data has shown that the substrate along the entire offshore cable corridor is expected to be suitable for cable burial. In 
the unlikely event that cable burial is not possible, this would be a result of encountering areas of the SAC that are hard substrate i.e. not Annex 1 Sandbank (Information 
to Support HRA report, paragraph 381). The total footprint of cable protection at crossings equates to less than 0.001% of the total area of the SAC (1,468km2) and 
0.002% of the area of sandbanks within the SAC (678km2) (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 382). Due to the very small extent of potential permanent loss 
of sandbank within the SAC, there would be no change to the physical processes associated with the sandbank form and function and no significant loss of the low 
abundance and low diversity sandbank communities. As a result, there would be no adverse effect on site integrity.  

d) Chapter 8 Marine Geology, Oceanography and Physical Processes of the Norfolk Vanguard ES (DCO document reference 6.1) states that theoretical bed level changes 
of up to 2mm are estimated as a result of cumulative effects of Norfolk Vanguard cable installation and dredging at nearby aggregate sites. This level of effect has no 
potential to affect the SAC and therefore the only project screened in to the in-combination assessment is Norfolk Boreas (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
391).  As Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas share an offshore cable corridor there is potential for in-combination effects associated with construction, operation and 
maintenance, and decommissioning of the projects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 392). It is likely that installation of the Norfolk Boreas export cables 
will follow the Norfolk Vanguard export cables with no temporal overlap. The spatial footprint of installation works for both Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas is likely 
to be double that of Norfolk Vanguard alone as a worst case scenario; although some elements of the seabed preparation may overlap and will therefore reduce the 
overall combined footprint (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 393). The extent of potential habitat loss is very small in comparison to the total area available 
within the SAC and therefore there will be no change to the physical processes associated with the sandbank form and function or the sandbank communities.  

e) Due to the width available for micrositing to avoid S. spinulosa reef where identified during pre-construction surveys, it is likely that no physical disturbance will occur 
in the offshore cable corridor (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 409-410). In the unlikely event of disturbance, S. spinulosa shows good recoverability to 
disturbance, depending on the degree of impact and local conditions. Due to the existing presence of S. spinulosa reef, local environmental conditions in the area are 
known to be suitable for S. spinulosa growth and therefore recovery (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 411, 416-423). Mitigation for micrositing cables is 
secured through DCO, Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(g) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 9(g).  In particular, Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 9(g) 
(which secures matters in respect of the transmission assets) states that a cable specification, installation and monitoring plan, must be agreed with the MMO. This 
includes a detailed cable laying plan which gives the MMO and their advisors the opportunity to input to the cable laying plan, including the cable route and potential for 
micrositing. 
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Name of European Site:  Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard: 0km (cable route intersects the SAC) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Temporary physical 
disturbance 

Habitat loss New substrate Increased suspended 
sediment and 
smothering 

In combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 

f) Any new substrata created by cable protection may provide a larger area of suitable S. spinulosa substrate than was previously present. Therefore, there is no adverse 
effect on the integrity of the SAC in relation to the conservation objectives for Annex I S. spinulosa reefs due to introduction of a new substrate during operation. 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 452) 

g) As part of the embedded mitigation, sediment would not be disposed of within 50m of S. spinulosa reef and therefore changes to the extent or structure of the reef 
due to increased suspended solids and smothering are not anticipated (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 470). The buffer zone will be secured through the 
Cable Specification, Installation and Monitoring Plan, submitted to the MMO for approval pursuant to condition 14(1)(g) (Generation DML, Schedules 9-10) and condition 
9(1)(g) (Transmission DML, Schedules 11-12). In particular, through requirement 9(1)(g)(ii) (which secures matters in respect of the transmission assets) which includes a 
detailed cable laying plan incorporating a burial risk assessment to ascertain suitable burial depths and cable laying techniques, including the appropriate cable 
protection.   

h) It is expected that the potential effects during decommissioning will be no worse than construction (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 453, 457, 478, and 
480). 
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2.5 Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 

Name of European Site:  Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (the site is within the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Auditory injury Disturbance from 
underwater noise 

Disturbance from 
vessels 

Collision risk Changes to prey 
resource 

Changes to water 
quality 

In combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Harbour porpoise N(a) N(a) N(a) N(b) N(c) N(d) N(e) N(c,e) N(d,e) N(f) N(c) N(d,f) N(g) N(c,g) N(d,g) N(h)  N(d,h) N(i) N(j) N(d,i) 

 a) A Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol (required under and Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(1)(f) and Schedules 11 and 12 Part 4 condition 
9(1)(f)) will avoid potential for auditory injury (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 645). 

b) Noise disturbance during piling and other construction activities is anticipated to be low, with a worst-case scenario of up to 10% overlap with the 
Southern North Sea (SNS) cSAC/SCI winter area or up to 9.4% overlap with the summer SNS cSAC/SCI area (Information to Support HRA report, Table 
8.26) and a 3% seasonal average for the summer or winter areas ((Information to Support HRA report, Table 8.27).  Therefore, temporary 
disturbance of harbour porpoise would be less than thresholds recommended by the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Natural 
England of 20% of the seasonal component of the cSAC/SCI area at any one time and less than 10% of the average seasonal component of the 
cSAC/SCI area over the duration of that season.  

c) Operational and maintenance impacts are likely to be localised around the project infrastructure, and any maintenance impacts would be 
intermittent and temporary, therefore no AEOI would occur. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 790; 792; 793; 798; 800; 801; 806; 
808; 809; 830; 832; 833; 834) 

d)  It expected that the activity levels and potential effects during decommissioning will be no worse than construction (with no pile driving). 
Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 839; 840; 841; 842; 843) 

e)  The NV West area (295km2) is approximately 1% of the summer SNS cSAC/SCI area and the NV East area (297km2) is also approximately 1% of the 
summer cSAC/SCI area.  The total offshore cable corridor area (237km2) is less than 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area and less than 2% of the winter 
cSAC/SCI area.  It is unlikely that vessels would cause disturbance from the whole project areas and therefore this provides a conservative 
assessment. Disturbance from vessels is likely to be localised to areas of activity, thus there would be no exceedance of the 20% seasonal 
component at any one time or 10% of the average seasonal component thresholds and therefore there will be no AEOI. (Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraphs 734; 739) 



 

                       

 

(Q23.31)  Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm  
  Page 13 

 

Name of European Site:  Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (the site is within the Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Auditory injury Disturbance from 
underwater noise 

Disturbance from 
vessels 

Collision risk Changes to prey 
resource 

Changes to water 
quality 

In combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 

f) Approximately 1,180 vessel movements are estimated over the two to four year indicative offshore construction window, an average of 
approximately two vessel movements per day (Information to Support HRA report, paragraphs 742; 743).  It is expected that harbour porpoise 
would be able to detect the presence of vessels and, given that they are highly mobile, would be able to largely avoid vessel collision (Information to 
Support HRA report, paragraph 747), therefore there would be no AEOI.  

g) Potential effects on fish species include physical disturbance, loss or changes of habitat, increased suspended sediment concentrations, and 
underwater noise.  It is anticipated that as a worst-case scenario effects from the NV West area (295km2) would impact approximately 1% of the 
summer Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI area, and for the NV East area (297km2), approximately 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area, and/or for the total 
offshore cable corridor area (237km2), less than 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area and less than 2% of the winter cSAC/SCI area (Information to 
Support HRA report, paragraph 760).  However, it is more likely that effects would be restricted to an area around the working sites, therefore no 
AEOI.  

h)  The NV West area (295km2) is approximately 1% of the summer Southern North Sea cSAC/SCI area, the NV East area (297km2) is also 
approximately 1% of the summer cSAC area.  The total offshore cable corridor area (237km2) is less than 1% of the summer cSAC/SCI area and less 
than 2% of the winter cSAC/SCI area.  It is highly unlikely that any changes in water quality (suspended sediment) could occur over the entire 
offshore development area during construction therefore this is a highly conservative assessment (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
770).  It is more likely that effects would be restricted to an area around the working sites, therefore there would be no exceedance of the 20% 
seasonal component at any one time or 10% of the average seasonal component thresholds and therefore there will be no AEOI.  

i)  It is anticipated that through the Site Integrity Plan (SIP) (required under and Schedules 9 and 10 Part 4 condition 14(m) and Schedules 11 and 12 
Part 4 condition 9(l)), impacts of underwater noise from construction and decommissioning will be mitigated.  The Plan will set out the approach for 
Norfolk Vanguard Limited to deliver any project mitigation or management measures in relation to the SNS cSAC/SCI in agreement with the Marine 
Management Organisation (MMO) and relevant Statutory Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) to an extent whereby no AEOI is expected. 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 882) 

(j)  Current data suggests that there is no lasting disturbance or exclusion of harbour porpoise around wind farm sites during operation and 
therefore there would be no AEOI.  
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2.6 Humber Estuary SAC 

Name of European Site:  Humber Estuary SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 112km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Disturbance at haul out 
sites 

Collision risk  Disturbance of seals 
foraging at sea 

In combination at haul out 
sites 

In combination at sea 

C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Grey seal N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b)   N (c) N (c) N (c) N (a) N (a) N (a) N (d) N (e) N (d) 

a) Vessels would be highly unlikely to be within 300m of the coast, in areas of close proximity to the seal haul-out sites within the Humber Estuary SAC, 
therefore there would be no potential for AEOI. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 985; 986) 

b) Approximately 1,180 vessel movements are estimated over the two to four year indicative offshore construction window, an average of approximately 
two vessel movements per day.  It is expected that seals would be able to detect the presence of vessels and, given that they are highly mobile, would 
be able to largely avoid vessel collision. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 989) 

c) The maximum potential area of disturbance is based on a 26km range for piling and Unexploded Ordnance (UXO).  The Humber Estuary SAC is located 
150km from Norfolk Vanguard OWF sites and 112km from the offshore cable corridor (at closest point).  It is highly unlikely, especially taking into 
account the movements of tagged seals, that all grey seal in the offshore development area are from the Humber Estuary SAC (Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraphs 999; 1000).  Therefore, there is no anticipated AEOI of the Humber Estuary SAC in relation to the conservation objectives for 
grey seal.  

d) Given the distance between the projects offshore and their distance from the coast, it is not anticipated that foraging grey seal would be significantly 
displaced from foraging areas or from moving between haul-out sites and foraging areas. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1015) 

e) Current data suggests that there is no lasting disturbance or exclusion of grey seal around wind farm sites during operation.  
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2.7 The Wash and North Norfolk SAC 

Name of European Site:  The Wash and North Norfolk SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 33km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Disturbance at haul out 
sites 

Collision risk  Disturbance of seals 
foraging at sea 

In combination at haul out 
sites 

In combination at sea 

C O D C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Harbour seal N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b)   N (c) N (c) N (c) N (a) N (a) N (a) N (d) N (e) N (d) 

a) Vessels would be highly unlikely to be within 300m of the coast, in areas of close proximity to the seal haul-out sites within the Wash and North Norfolk SAC, 
therefore there would be no potential for AEOI. (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1018) 

b) Approximately 1,180 vessel movements are estimated over the two to four year indicative offshore construction window, an average of approximately two 
vessel movements per day.  Therefore, the increase in vessel movements during construction would be relatively small compared to existing vessel traffic.  It is 
expected that seals would be able to detect the presence of vessels and, given that they are highly mobile, would be able to largely avoid vessel collision.  

c) The maximum potential area of disturbance is based on a 26km range for piling and UXO (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1030).  The Wash and 
North Norfolk SAC is located 82km from Norfolk Vanguard OWF sites and 33km from the offshore cable corridor (at closest point) (Information to Support HRA 
report, paragraph 1031).  It is highly unlikely, especially taking into account the movements of tagged seals, that all harbour seal in the offshore development 
area are from the Wash and North Norfolk SAC.  Therefore, there is no anticipated AEOI of the Wash and North Norfolk SAC in relation to the conservation 
objectives for harbour seal.  

d) Given the distance between the projects offshore and their distance from the coast, it is not anticipated that foraging harbour seal would be significantly 
displaced from foraging areas or from moving between haul-out sites and foraging areas.  (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1045) 

e)  Current data suggests that there is no lasting disturbance or exclusion of harbour seal around wind farm sites during operation.  
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2.8 River Wensum SAC 

Name of European Site:  River Wensum SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (onshore cable route intersects the SAC) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard 

Direct effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC  

Indirect effects within the SAC 
arising from geology / 
contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 

Indirect effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC arising from 
geology / contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Water courses of plain to 
montane levels with the 
Ranunculion fluitantis and 
Callitricho-Batrachion 
vegetation 

N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (c) N (c) N (c) 

Desmoulin’s whorl snail  N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (c) N (c) N (c) 

a) Features are not present within the drains and ditches of the floodplain habitats of the River Wensum on the right-hand (southern) bank of the river 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1158; 1170). The drain on the left-hand (northern) bank of the river is located outside of the proposed trenchless 
crossing technique zone (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1159; 1171). Therefore, potential direct effects upon this habitat have been avoided at 
this location. Additionally, given the absence of these features from the other ex-situ habitats located within the onshore project area, it is considered unlikely 
that habitat is present within this drain. 

b) There are no springs or seepages located within the floodplain habitats on the right-hand bank of the River Wensum (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 1162). The floodplain on the left-hand bank will be avoided through the use of trenchless crossing techniques, however a narrow section of the 
floodplain below ground in this location will be affected by the trenchless crossing. A pre-construction survey on the left-hand floodplain habitat will be 
conducted to identify any springs or seepages and, if identified, these will be avoided through micro-siting (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 
1162)1. As such, works in this area will not result in direct changes to any springs directly connected to the River Wensum. Introduction of cable ducts is not 
anticipated to have any effect upon groundwater flows for the River Wensum (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1162). Furthermore, for a river 

                                                      
1 As detailed in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy (OLEMS) (Document Reference 8.7) and to be secured via the Ecological Management Plan 
(EMP) under Requirement 24 of the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
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Name of European Site:  River Wensum SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0km (onshore cable route intersects the SAC) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard 

Direct effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC  

Indirect effects within the SAC 
arising from geology / 
contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 

Indirect effects within ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC arising from 
geology / contamination and 
groundwater / hydrology 
effects 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D 

crossing, trenchless crossing ducts would be installed 5-15m below the floodplain, and at least 2m below the river bed. As a result, the buried ducts will have no 
effect upon surface water flows.  

Mitigation measures (included in the Outline Code of Construction Practice, document 8.1 and secured through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 20) will be 
put in place to minimise the risk of sediment or pollutant release into the watercourses which are functionally connected to the River Wensum (Information to 
Support HRA report, paragraph 1164; 1165). These are considered suitable for minimising the risk of sediment / pollutant release into watercourses functionally 
connected with the River Wensum to a negligible level. 

c) The in-combination assessment for the onshore elements of the assessment for potential for adverse effect upon site integrity has adopted the following 
principle: in order for Norfolk Vanguard to be considered to have the potential to contribute to in-combination effects, there must be sufficient cause to 
consider that a relevant habitat or species is sensitive to effects due to the project alone. If a potential for adverse effect upon site integrity is not determined 
with respect to a site due to Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no real prospect of an in-combination effect occurring with another plan or project. Therefore, as 
there is no effect from Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no potential for in-combination effects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1177). 
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2.9 Paston Great Barn SAC 

Name of European Site:  Paston Great Barn SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 2.9km  

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 

Direct effects on barbastelle present in ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) 

Indirect effects on barbastelle present within 
ex-situ habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) arising from light and 
groundwater / hydrology effects 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D 

Barbastelle bats N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) N (c) N (c) N (c) 

a) Hedgerows to be removed as part of pre-construction and construction works will be minimised by reducing the cable corridor working width at these locations 
to 20m (at perpendicular crossings with the cable) and a maximum of 25m (where the cable crosses at a diagonal) (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph 1184). The hedgerow will be removed in advance of construction phase works at each important barbastelle feature, and the land will remain open 
during the construction phase works at each location (for approximately one week, with the exception of Dilham Canal and land east of Dilham Canal, where 
works will take place over up to eight weeks due to trenchless drilling techniques at this location) (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1185). 
Hedgerows will be replanted following works at each location. To minimise the potential effect upon commuting and foraging barbastelle arising from this 
temporary loss of habitat, several mitigation measures (outlined in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy, document 8.7 and secured 
through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 24) will be implemented and Norfolk Vanguard will seek to avoid mature trees within hedgerows through the 
micro-siting of individual cables where possible (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1186). Once replanted hedgerows have reached maturity 
(expected to be 3-7 years following planting on completion of construction), they will provide an improved commuting and foraging habitat for bats 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1185). 

Across the five important barbastelle habitat features potentially present within the onshore project area, a total of approximately 11ha of habitat used by 
barbastelles of the Paston Great Barn maternity colony is anticipated to be isolated by hedgerow removal during the project construction phase. This represents 
approximately 0.6% of the home range of the Paston Great Barn maternity colony (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1192). 

Following mitigation, these small-scale, temporary effects are not anticipated to result in any potential for adverse effect upon site integrity upon the qualifying 
habitats and species of the Paston Great Barn SAC. 

b) The proposed works will involve ground excavation, and therefore will have a small, localised effect upon surface water flows. However, due to removal of 
hedgerows, commuting and foraging habitats will not be present in these locations during the construction phase, and therefore the habitat within this location 
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Name of European Site:  Paston Great Barn SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 2.9km  

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 

Direct effects on barbastelle present in ex-situ 
habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) 

Indirect effects on barbastelle present within 
ex-situ habitats of the SAC (hedgerows / 
watercourses) arising from light and 
groundwater / hydrology effects 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D 

will not be affected. Furthermore, a pre-construction drainage plan will also be developed and implemented to minimise water within the cable trench and 
ensure ongoing drainage of surrounding land (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1198).2  

Construction phase lighting for cable duct installation will be used between 7am-7pm, only if required (i.e. in low light conditions). Lighting will not be used 
overnight, except at trenchless crossing locations. In these instances, lighting may be needed for eight weeks at Dilham Canal and land east of Dilham Canal. Any 
lighting used will be directional i.e. angled downwards and a cowl provided for the light to minimise light spill (Information to Support HRA report, 
paragraph1199).3 There will be no lighting required during the operational phase of Norfolk Vanguard (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1201). 

c) The in-combination assessment for the onshore elements of this assessment for potential for adverse effect upon site integrity has adopted the following 
principle: in order for Norfolk Vanguard to be considered to have the potential to contribute to in-combination effects, there must be sufficient cause to 
consider that a relevant habitat or species is sensitive to effects due to the project itself. If a potential for adverse effect upon site integrity was not determined 
with respect to a site due to Norfolk Vanguard, there is no real prospect of an in-combination effect occurring with another plan or project. Therefore, as there 
is no effect from Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no potential for in-combination effects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1209; 1210). 

 

                                                      
2 As detailed in the outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Document Reference 8.1) and to be secured via the final CoCP under Requirement 20 of the draft 
DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
3 As detailed in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy (OLEMS) (Document Reference 8.7) and to be secured via the Ecological Management Plan 
(EMP) under Requirement 24 of the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
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2.10 Norfolk Valley Fens SAC 

Name of European Site:  Norfolk Valley Fens SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0.6 – 5km (5 sites within 5km) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Indirect effects on features present within ex-situ 

habitats of the SAC arising from air quality and groundwater / 
hydrology effects 

In-combination 

C O D C O D 

Alkaline fens N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 

Alluvial forests with Alnus 
glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior 

N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 

Calcareous fens Cladium mariscus 
and species of the Caricion 
davallianae 

N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 

European dry heaths N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 

Molinia meadows on calcareous, 

peaty or clayey-silt-laden soils 

N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 

Northern Atlantic wet heaths with 
Erica tetralix 

N (a) N (a) N (a) N (b) N (b) N (b) 

a) Out of the five component SSSIs, only one (Booton Common) has a functional connection to the onshore project area. Where the onshore cable route crosses 
two tributaries of the Blackwater Drain, trenched crossing techniques are proposed (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1221). Following 
construction at these locations, reinstatement of the trench would be conducted to the pre-construction depth of the watercourse and the dams removed. As 
water flow would be maintained, and given the distance of these sites from Booton Common, effects from trenching works at these locations upon the 
Blackwater Drain will be minimal (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1223; 1224).  

An air quality impact assessment in line with IAQM guidance (IAQM, 2014) has been conducted for Norfolk Vanguard to understand the potential effects of dust 
and fine particle emissions. Booton Common is located approximately 1.4km south of the nearest access route for construction vehicles for the proposed 
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Name of European Site:  Norfolk Valley Fens SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 0.6 – 5km (5 sites within 5km) 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to Norfolk Vanguard  

Indirect effects on features present within ex-situ 

habitats of the SAC arising from air quality and groundwater / 
hydrology effects 

In-combination 

C O D C O D 

project, and is located 600m from the onshore project area. As such, following IAQM guidance, it is considered to be outside the potential zone of influence of 
the project in terms of air quality emissions (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1226). 

b) The in-combination assessment for the onshore elements of this assessment for potential for adverse effect upon site integrity has adopted the following 
principle: in order for Norfolk Vanguard to be considered to have the potential to contribute to in-combination effects, there must be sufficient cause to 
consider that a relevant habitat or species is sensitive to effects due to the project itself. If a potential for adverse effect upon site integrity was not determined 
with respect to a site due to Norfolk Vanguard, there is no real prospect of an in-combination effect occurring with another plan or project. Therefore, as there 
is no effect from Norfolk Vanguard alone, there is no potential for in-combination effects (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1228). 
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2.11 The Broads SAC 

Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 

Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 

Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 

Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Hard oligo-
mesotrophic 
waters with 
benthic 
vegetation of 
Chara spp. 

   N (a)      N (a)   

Natural eutrophic 
lakes with 
Magnopotamion 
or Hydrocharition 
- type vegetation 

   N (a)      N (a)   

Transition mires 
and quaking bogs 

   N (a)      N (a)   

Calcareous fens 
with Cladium 
mariscus and 
species of the 
Caricion 
davallianae 
[Priority feature] 

   N (a)      N (a)   
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Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 

Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 

Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 

Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Alkaline fens    N (a)      N (a)   

Alluvial forests 
with Alnus 
glutinosa and 
Fraxinus excelsior 
(Alno-Padion, 
Alnion incanae, 
Salicion 

albae) [Priority 
feature] 

   N (a)      N (a)   

Molinia meadows 
on calcareous, 
peaty or clayey-
silt-laden soils 
(Molinion 
caeruleae) 

   N (a)      N (a)   

Desmoulin’s whorl 
snail 

   N (a)      N (a)   

Fen orchid     N (a)      N (a)   

Ramshorn snail     N (a)      N (a)   
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Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 

Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 

Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 

Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D 

Otter  N (b) N (b) N (b)    N (b) N (b) N (b) N (b)   

a) As part of the project’s embedded mitigation (listed as part of the detailed design and secured through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 16(17)(f)), the North 
Walsham and Dilham Canal will be crossed using a trenchless crossing technique (e.g. HDD). This means that the North Walsham and Dilham Canal will be 
avoided, and no works will take place within this watercourse (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1241). The East Ruston Stream is proposed to be 
crossed using a trenching methodology, however, given the distance to The Broads SAC (4.6km), the risk of groundwater pollution of The Broads SAC is low. 
Good practice pollution prevention measures will also be employed. For watercourses which are shallower than 1.5m, temporary damming and diverting of the 
watercourse may be employed during trenching works (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1243). The suitability of this method would be advised at 
detailed design. Several mitigation measures will be employed, and the trench would be reinstated to the pre-construction depth of the watercourse. Where 
culverts may be required, additional mitigation measures (captured within the Outline Code of Construction Practice, document 8.1 and secured through DCO 
Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 20) will be employed (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1245). In addition, no stage of the onshore transmission 
works involving the crossing, diversion and subsequent reinstatement of any designated main river or ordinary watercourse may commence until a scheme and 
programme for any such crossing, diversion and reinstatement in that stage has been submitted to and, approved by the relevant planning authority in 
consultation with Natural England as secured through DCO Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 25. 

b) A review of the desk-based records obtained from Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) in July 2016 indicates that there are no records of otter on the 
Hundred Stream. There is one record of an otter spraint on the North Walsham and Dilham Canal, recorded in 2015 and located at TG28863183. This is located 
approximately 700m upstream of the onshore project area. The absence of records of otter on the Hundred Stream is not conclusive proof of the absence of this 
species from the watercourse (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1235). However, water depths are likely to be too shallow to form part of an 
otter’s home range, especially given the superior habitat available downstream on other parts of the river network connected to The Broads SAC. In light of this 
it is considered unlikely that otter are present within the reaches of the Hundred Stream in which the onshore project area is located (Information to Support 
HRA report, paragraph 1235). 
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Name of European Site:  The Broads SAC 

Distance to Norfolk Vanguard 3.6km 

Site Features Adverse Effect on Integrity due to proposed Norfolk Vanguard project 

Direct effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, due to 
suitable ex-situ habitats for this 
feature being present 

Indirect effects upon habitats and 
species within the SAC boundary 
arising from changes in local 
groundwater / hydrology 
conditions 

Indirect effects upon ex-situ 
habitats which may support the 
qualifying feature otter, arising 
from changes in groundwater / 
hydrology conditions 

In-combination 

C O D C O D C O D C O D 

It is considered that otters may be commuting along the North Walsham and Dilham Canal within the onshore project area, but that they are not resting or 
making other use of bankside habitat in these locations (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1236). As part of the project’s embedded mitigation, the 
North Walsham and Dilham Canal will be crossed using a trenchless crossing technique (e.g. HDD), to minimise impacts to the watercourse at this location. This 
means that the North Walsham and Dilham Canal and its immediate bankside habitat will be avoided, and no works will take place within these habitats 
(Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1237). As a precaution, while works are taking place within 100m of North Walsham and Dilham Canal, all 
excavations will be either covered overnight of left with escape ramps to allow otters to escape if they enter, and all vehicles wheels / tracks will be checked in 
the morning for the presence of sleeping otter (Information to Support HRA report, paragraph 1239).4 

                                                      
4 As detailed in the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy (OLEMS) (Document Reference 8.7) and to be secured via the Ecological Management Plan 
(EMP) under Requirement 24 of the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1). 
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