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From: Brown, Emma (NE) <Emma.Brown@naturalengland.org.uk> 
Sent: 19 December 2018 16:31
To: Hornsea Project Three <HornseaProjectThree@pins.gsi.gov.uk>
Cc: Felicity Browner <FELBR@orsted.co.uk>
Subject: RE: Natural England Deadline Three Submission for Hornsea Project Three
 
Dear K-J,
 
With reference to your email below –
 

Please note that the table details all of the information the examiner requested at the
Issue Specific Hearing. The links were included in case they were of further use but this is
beyond the scope of the information that was actually requested. This further information
can all be found on the Designated Sites View Website and should have been fully
captured within the ES. We therefore recommend that if further detail is required you
approach the applicant in the first instance. (Please note that there is a similar table within
the Ornithology section of our deadline 3 response. The same comment would apply for
this).
‘Marine Buffers and Margins FINAL’ is attached.

 
In reviewing out submission I noticed that I omitted to send over one of the Annexes – 2.2A.
Please find this attached and accept my apologies for this oversight.
 
I have also attached a copy of Natural England’s PEIr response for completeness as this was
referred to within the Benthic response.
 
Kind regards,
 
Emma
 
 
 
 

From: Hornsea Project Three [mailto:HornseaProjectThree@pins.gsi.gov.uk] 
Sent: 18 December 2018 12:35
To: Brown, Emma (NE) <Emma.Brown@naturalengland.org.uk>
Subject: RE: Natural England Deadline Three Submission for Hornsea Project Three
 
Dear Ms Brown,

mailto:HornseaProjectThree@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:PAIGE.HALL@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:HornseaProjectThree@pins.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:Emma.Brown@naturalengland.org.uk
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Natural England and JNCC joint Technical Guidance Note. 


 Providing management advice on MPA features – guidance on using feature data for 


the purposes of fisheries management including the use of buffers and margins  


 


4th November 2016 


 


1. Purpose of this guidance   


This guidance is primarily designed to provide support and clarity for fisheries casework 


advice. It will be reflected in new Conservation Advice packages ensuring consistency in 


advice provision; it is also designed to support regulators (Defra, the Marine Management 


Organisation and the Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities). It seeks to underpin 


advice on how best to manage features where there is habitat heterogeneity or, conversely, 


uncertainty in the extent of feature distribution.  


This paper outlines the sequential process of how these issues have been addressed:  


• Firstly, briefly describing how feature presence and extent data are gathered and 


used; 


• Secondly, describing how issues such as habitat heterogeneity or spatial and 


temporal uncertainty of features can be addressed by Statutory Nature Conservation 


Bodies (SNCBs) to better inform fisheries management. In some instances the 


mapped areas proposed for feature protection may be augmented with a margin, to 


reduce the risk of not achieving the conservation objectives due to uncertainty in 


feature extent. Margins are added by SNCBs as part of their conservation advice.  


• Thirdly, providing an explanation of how buffers are determined and could be 


applied by regulators to existing feature presence and extent information to reduce 


the risk of damage to qualifying features from fishing gears.  


 


2. The process for using data to underpin feature presence and extent; application of 


margins and buffers 


 


2.1. Step 1: Protected features and the evidence which underpins them 


Evidence is typically generated through a range of techniques, including collection of 


acoustic data, and ground truthing methods such as seabed video/photo imagery, grabs, 


cores, trawls and dredge surveys. These techniques vary in their potential for accurately 


defining spatial coverage and resolution; in addition the feature extent is often defined using 


multiple layers of data. For example feature data may comprise point data which indicates 


the presence of a feature but not its extent, or derived from predictive habitat maps / 


modelled habitat maps derived from a mix of from acoustic survey data and ground truth 


data.  
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Data underpinning each protected feature of an MPA has been provided directly to 


regulators for offshore sites; for inshore sites these are available online via MAGIC1. These 


data show the best available evidence for the presence and extent of the following:  


• Protected features for designated Annex I habitats in marine Special Areas of 


Conservation; 


• Supporting habitats for bird species protected in marine Special Protection Areas; 


• Protected features and supporting habitats for designated RAMSAR features;  


• Protected features in Marine Conservation Zones.  


 


Due to the spatial scale and resolution of data underpinning protected features, defining 


feature extent for the purposes of advising on fisheries management may present a 


challenge. Section 2 provides some examples and describes how these issues may be 


addressed by SNCBs.   


 


2.2. Step 2: Using feature data for fisheries management purposes: accounting for 


feature heterogeneity/mosaics, and spatial/temporal uncertainty   


There are a number of factors for SNCBs to consider when using feature data for fisheries 


management purposes, depending on its spatial and temporal scale. 


 


(i) Accounting for feature heterogeneity/mosaics 


Considering the tendency for patchiness in sedimentary feature distribution across large 


tracts of the UK continental shelf (i.e. mix of muds-sands-gravels), it is possible to have high 


confidence in the presence and extent of a feature within a site but such heterogeneity can 


present challenges when attempting to define areas for feature-specific management. To 


overcome this problem, it is recommended that the area to be managed is defined from the 


perspective of managing the risk to achieving the site’s conservation objectives. For 


example, where a regulator is minded to remove such risk, the management boundary would 


be drawn to include the entire habitat mosaic in instances where the protected feature 


occurs as part of that mosaic. Where risk is being reduced, but not removed entirely, the 


management boundary could be drawn to capture a proportion of the mosaic. 


 


(ii) Accounting for spatial/temporal uncertainty  


In some instances, the precise location of a feature may be uncertain. Examples of such 


cases and how this might be dealt with include: 


• The use of point and modelled polygon data – in some sites evidence for feature 


presence and extent is based on point record data (e.g. seabed imagery/grab 


sampling) or modelled polygon data (e.g. sandbank delineation). Due to the nature of 


point based sampling, it typically yields high resolution but low spatial coverage 


datasets. In such cases it can prove difficult to extrapolate the extent of feature 


distribution with high confidence. When using modelled polygon data, the 


                                                           
1 http://magic.defra.gov.uk/home.htm The MAGIC website provides geographic information about the natural 


environment from across government.  



http://magic.defra.gov.uk/home.htm
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topographic methodologies used may give rise to some uncertainty in delineation of 


the features. Therefore, in both of these cases, the application of a margin may be 


appropriate to reduce the risk of impact on unmapped (and unknown) feature within 


the Marine Protected Area.                 


• Dynamic habitats - habitats that move with relative regularity may benefit from an 


appropriate margin that is determined through an understanding of the structure and 


function of the specific habitat. Features move at different rates, so this will be set 


according to site specific characteristics. As an example, at Margate and Long Sands 


SCI Natural England has recommended that the initial conservation advice provided 


should incorporate a realistic ten year window of mobility. This advice and addition of 


a margin is based on historic and contemporary empirical data on feature mobility 


and will ensure sufficient protection of the feature for the foreseeable future. 


• Ephemeral habitats – the optimum approach to map ephemeral features has been to 


use several data sets gathered over a reasonable time series. This helps inform 


delineation of a core area which protects the most regular and persistent occurrences 


of the feature. An alternative approach, where time series data is unavailable, is to 


use available point data (effectively spanning a single point in time) and, where 


appropriate, apply a margin to that. 


• Historical extent and recovery potential – Where there is evidence from historical 


data that the extent of a feature (e.g. cold water coral reef) has declined, this can be 


used to identify and highlight areas that are most likely to respond to management. 


Recognising that these areas typically lack evidence of existing feature presence, the 


advice is to include them within areas to be considered for management of the 


feature. This approach is consistent with that taken for management of Sabellaria 


reef in the Southern North Sea and Lophelia reef in the Celtic Sea. 


 


Where it is deemed appropriate to apply margins, regulators should consider the margin as 


if it were part of the feature.  


 


Margins may not always be appropriate for particular features in MPAs and decisions on the 


application of margins should be made on a site-by site basis. 


 


2.3. Step 3: Application of buffers; preventing damaging direct and indirect 


interactions with activities 


In the context of feature management, a buffer is defined as a spatial extension applied to 


known feature extent (including any potential margin) that safeguards the feature from 


accidental damage by an activity.  Such buffers are designed by the appropriate regulator 


(e.g. IFCA, MMO, and Defra).  


 


A buffer can be used to prevent direct damaging physical interactions (including 


unintentional damage) between a fishing activity and the interest feature e.g, trawler fishing 


outside the site, but the bottom towed gear has sufficient warp length to stray inside the site.  


In addition, the regulator may also wish to consider the use of buffers to prevent indirect 


damaging effects of an activity, for example the resettlement of sediments (which could 
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potentially adversely impact a reef feature) put into suspension by trawling. Regulators may 


seek advice from the relevant SNCB on the potential risk of such indirect effects prior to 


setting of a buffer.   


 


The application of a buffer may result in the feature receiving spatial protection outside of the 


marine protected area. In applying a buffer, the regulator must consider what constitutes 


adequate management for the site and what will best minimise the risk of not achieving the 


conservation objectives.     


 


3. Summary  


This guidance describes the sequential process of how protected features are underpinned 


by data and the process for attributing margins and buffers to specific sites and features.  


 


As stated in the paragraphs above, it is not always necessary to implement margins and 


buffers, especially where there is little or no uncertainty in feature presence or extent and 


fishing practices pose no threat of direct or indirect interactions.  


 


We have produced the following figure (figure 1) to summarise the elements described 


above. It highlights the additional feature protection which may be afforded to specific 


features if required on a site by site basis in order to ensure adequate spatial protection.    
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Figure 1: The components of feature, margin and buffer than when combined determine the 


area of spatial protection required for habitats and species of conservation importance.  
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PINS Q 
No.: 


Respond
er 


Question Interested Parties (IP) Response at 
DI 


Applicant’s Comments on IPs 
Response 


Interested Parties (IP) Response at 
D3 


Q1.2.2 NE Paragraph 4.4.5 of 
NE’s representation [RR-097] states 
that the consideration of each phase in 
isolation failed to consider cumulative 
impacts over time. 


Please explain why the approach 
outlined in paragraph 
12.7.1.14 of the ES [APP-072] and 
paragraph 
11.7.2.6 of the ES [APP-083] is not 
adequate. 


Natural England remains of the 
view that the implications of a 
phased build scenario over a 
number of years has not been 
fully considered and it is also 
unclear whether any particular 
impact is considered to be 
temporary or long term. 


Whilst Natural England recognises 
inter-related effects have been 
considered in 12.7.1.14, this 
document is a tabulated summary 
of the information from other 
chapters. It is not a sufficient 
assessment on its own and is not 
appropriately considered/cross 
referenced in the chapters 
assessing individual impacts to 
allow an informed judgement to 
be made on the adequacy of the 
assessment of inter related effects 
(N.B. The interrelated effects 
chapter only covers EIA matters 
relating to the wider marine 
environment, and does not apply 
to in-combination impacts on 
designated sites). 


Additionally, as NE and JNCC 
fundamentally disagree with the 
assessments in many of the 
individual chapters. We do not 
believe that the project led and 
receptor led effects have been 
appropriately assessed. One of 


The Applicant would note that the 
approach taken to the impact 
assessment has been adopted over 
several offshore wind farm projects 
(and in other industries) in recent 
years and has been found to be 
acceptable by regulators, nature 
conservation bodies and other 
stakeholders, including Natural 
England. 


However, as requested by the 
Ex.A, the Applicant has provided 
clarification on the assessment of 
the cumulative impacts of Hornsea 
Three on The Wash and North 
Norfolk Coast SAC and the North 
Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn 
Reef SAC across the lifetime of the 
project (i.e. construction, operation 
and maintenance and 
decommissioning phases). This is 
presented in the Applicant’s 
response to the Ex.A question 
Q1.2.103 at Appendix 17 to the 
Applicant’s response to Deadline I 
(REP1-178).  


As noted in the Applicant’s 
response to Q1.2.103, a phased 
build does not affect recoverability 
of the relevant features as this 
would not result in repeat physical 
disturbance of the same area of 
seabed across different phases, 
due to the risk this would pose to 


We are referred to Q1.2.103 at 
Appendix 17 (REP1-178)  having 
reviewed this Natural England notes 
that the Applicant has only focused 
on The W&NNC SAC and NNSSR 
SAC  and believes that repeated 
disturbance from phased build is 
unlikely to occur as the impacts are 
not overlapping. However, as with the 
12.7.1.14 of the ES there is 
insufficient information to allay our 
concerns as originally identified in our 
response to examiners questions. 
 
The likelihood of repeated levelling 
also remains unclear  
 
For example will all the levelling 
happen at the same time or for each 
phase? And will there need to be 
additional levelling within each phase 
with the potential for slumping of 
sediment from either side into the 
cleared area. Will all clearance 
happen at the same time?  
 
Sandwave levelling is likely to occur 
1-2 years prior to the installation, but 
there is no indication whether or not 
the site topography will have changed 
and further dredging work may be 
required. 
 
Plus the depth and orientation of the 
levelling and the impacts that may 







the main concerns is in relation to 
the recoverability of receptors 
during different phases of the 
project. Especially for long/term 
temporary impacts which could be 
persistent over the lifetime of the 
project. 
For example, a receptor 
impacted in the construction 
phase may be considered to 
be likely to recover within 5 
years, and therefore a 
judgment of the level of overall 
impact made on that basis. As 
the potential O&M works are 
considered in isolation, there is 
an underlying assumption that 
these are new impacts on a 
recovered/un-impacted 
receptor, and again the 
judgement of significant is 
made on the basis that the 
receptor will recover within 5 
years. This does not take 
account of the possible 
scenario whereby a receptor 
impacted at construction phase 
is impacted again in the O&M 
phase before full recovery has 
occurred, meaning overall 
recovery is now up to 10 years 
and therefore potentially of 
much greater significance. 


Equally there has not been 
consideration of the potential 
scenario of a phased build over 
numerous years which could 
substantially change the 


the integrity of installed export 
cables.  


 


The Applicant would further 
highlight that operation and 
maintenance activities will be 
highly localised and intermittent 
(see Table 2.14 of Volume 2, 
Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology of the 
Environmental Statement; APP-
062) and the benthic communities 
affected are predicted to recover 
following disturbance events such 
that no long-term effects are 
predicted. 


 


As noted in the Applicant’s 
response to Natural 
England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-213), 
the Applicant will produce a 
similar narrative to provide 
clarity for the assessment for 
the Markham’s Triangle 
pMCZ to enable JNCC and 
Natural England. This will be 
submitted to the ExA at 
Deadline III. 


While the Applicant is content 
to provide such clarifications, 
the Applicant’s position is 
that the implications of a 
phased construction have 
been fully considered within 
the Environmental Statement, 
with the maximum design 
scenario for each onshore 


have on recoverability especially in 
relation to neighbouring cable 
installation and where the sediment is 
also deposited have not been 
considered.  
 
  
 
If O&M activities added to this before 
the site has been recovered also 
raises concerns in relation to 
recoverability. 
 
In relation to phase build Mr G Parker 
raised in ISH 1 that the 
cables/electrical system may be 
different between phasing therefore 
has ducting for HDD been fully 
assessed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







conclusions around the 
recoverability of features over the 
lifetime of the project. 


Natural England has not been able 
to find reference to 11.7.2.6 
paragraph within the ES, but are 
happy to provide further comment 
if required. 


and offshore topic assessing 
a construction phase over two 
phases. The conclusions 
made within the 
Environmental Statement with 
respect to the significance of 
effect are therefore valid for a 
phased construction and 
effects of greater significance 
will not occur. 


 


Q1.2.3 NE Paragraph 4.2.4 of 
NE’s 


representation [RR-097] states that it 
is unclear whether the best available 
evidence was used to determine 
impact and refers to unspecified 
offshore wind farm projects where 
actual construction                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
impacts have been significantly 
greater than those predicted. 


 


Please direct us to the evidence that 
shows that the actual impacts from 
historic projects have been greater 
than the modelled impacts and 
explain how these examples relate to 
the assessments for Hornsea Project 
Three and the requirements in the 
draft Development Consent Order 
(dDCO)[APP-027]. 


Please see Natural England’s 
Cable paper included in the 
correspondence. Please also 
see Natural England’s other 
Benthic Annexes which 
highlight how the lessons learnt 
from previous projects identify 
uncertainties within the HOW03 
application and the introduces 
scientific doubt in the 
Applicant’s conclusions. 


Please see the Applicant’s 
response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation (REP1-
213) and associated annexes. The 
Applicant would note that the 
Project Description has been 
developed using lessons learned 
from the offshore wind industry, 
including Round 1 and Round 2 
offshore wind farm developments. 
For example, activities not included 
in historic offshore wind consent 
applications (e.g. sandwave 
clearance, operation and 
maintenance activities including 
cable remedial burial or repair), 
have been included in the Project 
Description and DCO/DMLs for 
Hornsea Three. 


The Applicant would also refer the 
Ex.A to its response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
submitted at Deadline 2 (and 
particularly the comments on the 
Natural England offshore wind farm 
cabling paper; REP1-213). The 
Applicant notes that this paper 
refers to unspecified offshore wind 


Natural England welcomes the 
applicant’s inclusion of the relevant 
installation tools that have been used 
on R1 and R2 installation. However 
we wish to highlight that doesn’t 
necessarily mean that they have led 
to the optimum cable burial depth 
being achieved  (e.g. Race Bank) and 
that lessons have been learnt about 
using these tools i.e. quantities of 
sandwave levelling pre construction 
for Race Bank  were out by a factor of 
10 for the installation. 
 
In relation to Natural England’s cable 
paper please see Natural England’s 
ISH 2 Part 2 - Benthic Oral 
Representation. The lessons learnt 
from previous projects referred to in 
Natural England first response to 
examiners questions was directing 
the applicant to Appendix D1-7 (Rep1 
– 210, 216,215,217,214,125,117) that 
refers directly to comparable projects 
such as Race Bank. 







farm projects which makes it very 
difficult for the Applicant to 
respond on whether the conditions 
at these wind farms are similar to 
those at Hornsea Three and 
therefore whether the conclusions 
are applicable. 


Q1.2.6 NE,MMO Table 2.38 of the ES [APP-062] 


states that the introduction of 
hard substrates associated with 
foundations, scour protection 
and cable protection would only 
lead to a minor adverse impact. 


Do you agree that there are 
unlikely to be significant 
changes in the composition of 
epifaunal and infaunal 
communities as a result of the 
introduction of hard substrates? 


 


NE RESPONSE: 


Natural England agrees that in 
terms of the wider EIA context (i.e. 
outside of designated sites) the 
impacts may be considered minor 
adverse on epifaunal and infaunal 
communities. However, we believe 
that there would be a likely 
significant effect within designated 
sites, 


which may hinder the conservation 
objectives for the site and 
therefore there is a risk of an 
adverse effect on integrity of the 
designated sites. 


Natural England received further 
information from the applicant on the 
subject of scour protection and rock 
placement on 10th October 2018. 
Please see Annex D2 for detailed 
comments on this additional 
information, however, it should be 
noted that overall our advice 
remains unchanged. 


 


MMO RESPONSE: 
Based on the evidence 
provided, the MMO is in 
agreement that the 
introduction of hard substrate 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
MMO response to this question 
and has nothing further to add. 


The Applicant also acknowledges 
Natural England’s response to this 
question and further discussion of 
the implications of cable protection 
on designated sites is outlined in 
the Applicant’s response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
(REP1-213) and associated 
annexes. 


Please see written representation for 
Deadline 3 Annex 2.2B were we 
discuss the Applicant response to our 
WR 







would lead to minor adverse 
impact and that there is likely 
to be no significant changes to 
the faunal communities as a 
result 


Q1.2.8 NE, 
MMO 


Table 2.38 of the ES [APP-062] 
states that the risk of spreading 
invasive and non- native species is 
minor adverse to negligible. 


Do you agree with this 
assessment of the risk to benthic 
communities from invasive and 
non- native species? 


NE RESPONSE: 


Natural England believes that if 
the relevant best practice 
operational management 
measures are implemented to 
ensure that the risk of spreading 
INNS is minimised as much as 
possible the risk will only be 
minor adverse to negligible. 


It would be appropriate for the 
Applicant to provide a best practice 
management plan for INNS. 


 


MMO RESPONSE: 


Based on the available information 
the MMO agree that the risk of 
spreading invasive and non-native 
species is minor adverse to 
negligible. 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
MMO and Natural England’s 
responses to this question. As 
proposed by Natural England, the 
Applicant has committed to 
production of a Biosecurity Plan 
prior to construction of the 
project (see Table 2.18 of Volume 
2, Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology of 
the Environmental Statement; 
APP-062 secured by Schedule 
11, Condition 13(1)(d)(iii) 
(generation assets DML) and 
Schedule 12, Condition 
14(1)(d)(iii) (transmission assets 
DML) of the draft DCO submitted 
for Deadline 1). This would be 
based on the best available 
evidence on invasive and non-
native species (INNS) and the 
best practice management 
measures to minimise the risk of 
introducing or spreading INNS 
during construction, operation 
and maintenance and 
decommissioning phases of 
Hornsea Three. 


No Comment 


Q1.2.1
3 


NE, 
MMO, 
EIFCA 


Representations from NE [RR-097], 
the MMO [RR- 085] and the EIFCA 
[RR-070] 
suggest that there is a need for 
additional survey data to be 
collected for the nearshore cable 


NE RESPONSE: 


Natural England has been provided 
with a clarification note from the 
Applicant on 9th October 2018 which 
provided additional drop down video 
data for the Wash and North Norfolk 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
responses provided by the MMO, 
EIFCA and Natural England to this 
question and the comments in 
relation to The Wash and North 
Norfolk Coast SAC Clarification 


Natural England queries why is cable 
protection is required for Race Bank if 
there is such certainty that the cable 
can be buried using these tools? 
 







corridor re-route. 


Please explain why historical data 
are insufficient and state what, in 
your view, would be required to 
provide an adequate baseline 


Coast SAC. We have provided 
further advice on what would be 
considered an adequate baseline 
report and our views on the 
acceptability of the further survey 
data in benthic Annexes D1 and D7. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


In our RR submitted to PINS on 20 
July 18, the MMO raised a number 
of concerns regarding the limited 
availability of survey data for the 
inshore cable corridor reroute. Since 
then, the applicant has provided the 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
clarification note to the MMO on 9 
October 18, which outlines further 
survey work and data analysis for 
the cable reroute. 


Following review of the clarification 
note, the MMO is able to confirm 
that a drop down video survey has 
been undertaken and the predictions 
made by the applicant regarding the 
sediments, habitats                    and 
the recovery of the sediments are in 
line with what was assessed  in the 
ES. Furthermore, it can be confirmed 
that no biogenic or geogenic reefs 
have been observed. The 
information provided give the MMO 
confidence in the predictions by the 
applicant in the ES. Although no 
new geophysical data has been 
collected within the reroute area of 
the nearshore export cable corridor, 
the data that has been collated 
provides sufficient information for the 
baseline environment for the 


Note (at Appendix 5 to the 
Applicant’s response to Deadline I; 
REP1-140). In summary, the 
Applicant understands that the 
current status on this point is as 
follows: 


 


The MMO is in agreement that 
sufficient data have been 
presented for the purposes of the 
EIA. 


 


EIFCA is in agreement that the 
baseline characterisation within 
The Wash and North Norfolk 
Coast SAC is sufficient (see draft 
SoCG with the Eastern IFCA), 
based on the findings of the 
validation survey presented at 
Appendix 5 to the Applicant’s 
response to Deadline I. The 
Applicant acknowledges the 
comments made by the Eastern 
IFCA with respect to sensitivity of 
subtidal mixed sediment habitat 
and the potential requirements 
for rock protection. 
These comments are consistent 
with the key points raised in the 
Eastern IFCA’s Written 
Representation (REP1-118), to 
which the Applicant has provided a 
response. 


 


Natural England acknowledge that 
the information within The Wash 
and North Norfolk Coast 


From our experience the cable burial 
option that is most likely over all to 
install the cables is used rather than 
changing tools between substrata as 
this is costly and each time the tool is 
changed there needs to be a grade in 
and out, which requires a length of 
cable protection. 
 
Because of the uncertainty and 
amount i.e. 10% 42,000m2 (in the 
W&NNC SAC) we can’t rule out 
adverse effect on integrity. 







purpose of informing the EIA. 


 EIFCA RESPONSE: 


The Applicant used a combination of 
Hornsea Three site specific data 
and desktop data sources to 
characterise seabed types within the 
nearshore section of the cable 
corridor. Hornsea Three site specific 
data however, did not extend into the 
re-routed area of cable route that 
runs through The Wash and North 
Norfolk Coast Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) (Figure 1). 
Biotopes (habitat type supporting 
particular species) in this area were 
instead determined by using 
desktop data sets to extend the 
nearshore biotope maps generated 
from the Hornsea Three site specific 
benthic ecology data into the re- 
routed area and provide the baseline 
characterisation for the 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
(Paragraph 2.7.6.2. of Volume 2, 
Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology). Whilst 
desktop data indicated sediment 
types were broadly similar across 
the area with sandy sediments 
inshore grading into coarse/mixed 
sediments further offshore, providing 
the applicant with confidence in the 
extrapolation, Eastern IFCA do not 
consider this provides the required 
level of confidence to enable 
impacts from the development to be 
properly predicted. The type of 
seabed is important because the 
sensitivities of different biotopes 


clarification note is acceptable for 
benthic ecology characterisation 
(see paragraph 2.5 of Annex D1 of 
Natural England’s response to 
Deadline I; REP1-210), however 
Natural England maintains 
residual concerns with the 
information presented relating to 
cable burial (see Applicant’s 
response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation; REP1-
213). 


The Applicant refers the Ex.A to 
its response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation 
submitted at Deadline 2, and 
particularly the comments on the 
Natural England offshore wind 
farm cabling paper (REP1-213), 
which provides clarification on 
the use of site specific 
geophysical and geotechnical 
data to inform cable burial risk 
assessments. These data are 
not used to determine the 
likelihood of burial success or 
inform the volumes of cable 
protection likely to be used. 


 


As indicated in the Applicant’s 
response to the Ex.A question 
Q1.2.4 (REP1-122), for cable 
burial, a range of methodologies 
and tools could be used, 
including pre-trenching and rock 
cutting which can be used to 
install cables in areas of stiff clays 
and rock. The Applicant therefore 







varies. 


In addition, the assigned biotopes 
differ considerably from those 
shown in Natural England’s latest 
feature extent data for the SAC 
(June 2018 data release) (Figure 
1). However, the data used by 
Natural England to inform the 
feature extents are also considered 
low confidence, as they have been 
taken from broadscale habitat 
mapping surveys conducted prior 
to 2000 (Foster-Smith et al., 1999) 
at a much lower spatial resolution 
than that required to assess 
habitats within the cable corridor. 
The age of the data is important in 
marine sedimentary environments 
where changes in characteristic 
habitat types can occur over 
relatively short timescales (weeks 
and months, or even days in 
extreme cases). 


The fact that biotope data have 
been extrapolated from point data 
and surveys pre-dating 2000 
means there is low confidence in 
the type of habitat in the 
nearshore cable area. Therefore, 
either site-specific surveys should 
be undertaken to ascertain the 
actual habitats present, or a 
precautionary approach should be 
taken to managing activities in the 
area to ensure potential impacts 
on most sensitive habitats cannot 
occur. 


It is relevant to highlight that, 


does not agree that there is a 
higher likelihood of cable 
protection b e i n g  required in the 
areas of subcropping rock. 







because of the low confidence in 
the habitat data available along 
the North Norfolk Coast, Eastern 
IFCA have taken a precautionary 
approach when applying fishery 
management measures in this 
section of the MPA to protect 
subtidal mixed sediments and 
subtidal mud. This has resulted in 
Eastern IFCA proposing a large 
proposed closure on the North 
Norfolk Coast (5922 ha) 
prohibiting towed demersal fishing 
gears between 0 and 3nm from 
the shore. This extends an 
existing closure (Eastern IFCA 
Byelaw 12) between Blakeney 
and Mundesley on the North 
Norfolk Coast, which has the 
effect of protecting seabed 
habitats from abrasion or 
penetration from trawling or 
dredging (Figure 2). 
To fully assess the impacts of 
cable installation works on Annex 1 
habitat, which include H1110 
Sandbanks which are slightly 
covered by sea water all the time, 
within the SAC a better 
understanding of the distribution of 
these habitats is required. Mixed 
sediments are a sub- feature of 
subtidal sandbanks (detail provided 
in statutory conservation advice 
for the SAC – see Natural England 
(2018)1. This seabed type can 
support a wide range of species 
that are not found in sandier 
seabed habitats, which means they 







have a greater sensitivity to 
physical disturbance, for example 
from cable laying or cable 
protection. In addition, a better 
understanding of the habitat types 
and benthic communities is also 
important when considering cable 
burial options and the requirement 
for rock armoring and to provide a 
baseline for post-construction 
monitoring surveys. 


Since submitting our Relevant 
Representation, the Applicant has 
provided Eastern IFCA with 
additional survey data for the near-
shore cable area, gathered during 
surveys in summer 2018. This 
includes drop-down video sampling 
within the section of the cable 
corridor that coincides within The 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC. 
Eastern IFCA consider that the 
additional data partially to validate 
the baseline assessment 
(Clarification Note: Baseline and 
impacts of cable installation); they 
support the classification of mobile 
sediments across the nearshore 
section of the cable route. However, 
whilst visual assessments of habitat 
type can be made using video 
methods and can contribute to the 
classification of habitat types, to 
accurately assess sediment and 
benthic community composition 
Eastern IFCA    considers that 
further grab samples should be 
taken and assessed for particle size 







and biota. Furthermore, Eastern 
IFCA’s understanding of the habitat 
in this area is that mobile sediments 
could overlay subtidal chalk2 
features. Video assessment of the 
seabed does not allow an 
assessment of underlying habitat 
below the top layer. If large areas of 
rock or other unsuitable habitat exist, 
then it is likely that it will not be 
possible to bury a substantial 
proportion of the cable within the 
SAC. This could result in a 
requirement for rock armoring to 
protect unburied cable, which would 
result in a permanent loss of 
sedimentary habitat in that area. 


Q1.2.1
5 


NE Paragraph 5.4.13 of NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
there are outstanding questions 
regarding how the survey data have 
been analysed and interpreted. 
Errors have been noted in the 
results and the significance of 
potential impacts on biotopes and 
VER. 


Please identify the nature of these 
errors and the implications that you 
think this has for the 


findings of the ES. 


Lack of confidence in survey 
evidence 


This has been a focus of the 
discussions during the evidence 
plan process, but we continue to 
have concerns over the 
appropriateness of the analyses, 
and note in particular: 


splitting data by sediment type 
for analyses creates clusters that 
are unlikely to prove meaningful 
ecologically. We understand that 
doing this will lower the size of 
the dataset for analysis, but we 
would expect the contractors to 
investigate more appropriate 
ways of dealing with scale. If the 
analysis must be split, 
investigating split by geographical 
area than sediment type would be 
more appropriate. 


The Applicant notes Natural 
England’s comments on the 
benthic data analysis and has 
provided responses against each 
point raised below. 


 The approach adopted for the 


Hornsea Three benthic 


ecology  data analysis has 


been employed previously on 


a number of offshore wind 


farms including Hornsea 


Project One and Hornsea 


Project Two. The Applicant 


notes that for both of these 


projects, and the other 


projects where this approach 


has been used (i.e. Atlantic 


Array and Triton Knoll offshore 


JNCC did not provide comment on 
benthic survey analysis for any of the 
windfarms mentioned. 
None of the windfarms mentioned 
proposed operations within SACs. 
This increases the need for evidence 
and confidence in evidence. 
The Applicant appears to have only 
answered a few of the data questions 
we have previously posed to the 
Applicant in EWG and consultation 
responses. We would expect the 
Applicant to answer all our questions 
regarding evidence quality.  
 
 
Whilst NE and JNCC provided a 
comprehensive PEIr response; it was 
challenging to identify every element 
of the application that we didn’t agree 
with. This was due our outstanding 
fundamental concerns that impacted 







use of ‘shoe horning’ to ensure 
samples match a biotope. Rather 
than supplying the ‘closest’ biotope 
to the grouping, it would be 
preferable to just describe 
characterising species of the group 


appropriate use of infauna and 
epifauna in datasets dependent 
on sample ability rather than 
strict definitions of infauna vs 
epifauna, e.g. some epifauna 
(e.g. brittlestars) are much better 
sampled by grab, as opposed to 
epifauna such as seapens. 


We consider that the 
methods used for faunistic 
analysis by the applicant are 
such that there is little 
opportunity that true ecological 
patterns and relationships 
could emerge. As such, we 
have low confidence in the 
biotoping results as well as any 
conclusions as to 
characterisation or monitoring 
resulting from them. 


 
Implications for the findings of the 
ES It would only be possible to fully 
identify the implications for the 
results of the ES with reanalysis of 
the benthic survey evidence, 
including peer-review by 
NMBAQC/SNCBs. We understand 
that, for timing reasons, it is now 
not likely to be possible to 
undertake reanalysis before 
examination and so we advise that 


wind farms), this was 


acceptable to Natural England 


and JNCC at the time of 


consenting. The approach 


used is also consistent with 


that presented in the Hornsea 


Three Preliminary 


Environmental Impact Report 


(PEIR) and the Applicant 


would highlight to the Ex.A that 


they did not receive feedback 


regarding the appropriateness 


of splitting data by sediment 


type in the Section 42 


consultation response from 


Natural England.  


 


The Applicant notes Natural 


England’s comment regarding 


initially splitting data by 


classification are based solely 


on the substrate type and 


biologicalgeographical area 


rather than sediment type but 


would point out that the JNCC 


Guidance on Assigning 


Benthic Biotopes using EUNIS 


or the Marine Habitat 


Classification of Britain and 


Ireland (Parry, 2015) outlines 


that, to assign a biotope, there 


should be step-wise 


on the content of the EIA which 
needed to be addressed as a priority. 
Much of our advice in the PEIr is still 
relevant for the applicant especially in 
relation to VERs and biotope 
characterisation. 
 
 
Please see Natural England PEIr 
response for reference 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We continue to disagree with the 
Applicant that their use of data 
splitting at the start of analyses is 
statistically appropriate as a primary 
method for characterising habitats. 
While we understand that splitting can 
be the only pragmatic route to take 
with large datasets, we would expect 
results of checks analysing 
biologically similar clusters from each 
pre split group together to be reported 
to ensure that splitting was not 
fundamentally skewing results. We 







the examining body considers that 
the results include a degree of 
uncertainty, and thus includes a 
further layer of precaution when 
considering benthic survey results. 


progression through the 


classification from level 1 to 


level 5 of the Marine Habitat 


Classification for Britain and 


Ireland. The Applicant would 


point out that levels 2 and 3 of 


the classification are based 


solely on the substrate type 


and biological zone of the 


sample. On this basis, the 


Applicant maintains that 


initially splitting data into 


sediment groups is a useful 


and valid initial approach to 


biotope mapping for very large 


datasets. The Applicant would 


also highlight that no other 


stakeholder, including Cefas, 


have raised any concerns with 


the data analysis approach 


adopted. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 With regard to the second 


point about ‘shoe horning’ for 


would be pleased to receive this 
analysis and reconsider our position 
on this point.    
 
The Applicant seems to have 
misunderstood JNCC Guidance on 
Assigning Benthic Biotopes using 
EUNIS or the Marine Habitat 
Classification of Britain and Ireland 
(Parry, 2015). The Applicant notes 
that, to assign a biotope, there should 
be step-wise progression through the 
classification from level 1 to level 5 of 
the Marine Habitat Classification for 
Britain and Ireland. This is correct 
when looking to see what biotopes 
are available in the Marine Habitat 
Classification for Britain and Ireland – 
the classification is presented in a 
step-wise series of decisions on the 
JNCC website 
(http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/marine/biotop
es/hierarchy.aspx). Text in Parry 
(2015) and in their Appendix 2 
(Example sample biotope summary 
table) makes it clear that biotope 
assignation occurs through 
identification of faunal assemblages, 
investigating their relationship with 
the physical environment and then 
matching them to existing biotopes as 
appropriate. 
 
We cannot comment on responses 
from other stakeholders, but we 
would highlight that expertise for 
marine habitat classification in the UK 
lies with JNCC.  
 



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/marine/biotopes/hierarchy.aspx

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/marine/biotopes/hierarchy.aspx





biotope allocation, this 


comment is noted, however 


the Applicant also notes that 


the classification of the 


community data into biotopes 


is not always straightforward 


and this is acknowledged as a  


limitation in paragraph 2.7.6.3 


of Volume 2, Chapter 2: 


Benthic Ecology of the 


Environmental Statement 


(APP-062). The Applicant 


would point out that the 


process of identifying and 


assigning biotopes to benthic 


sample data is a standard 


method in characterisation for 


the purposes of EIA and, as 


discussed above, the Benthic 


Ecology, Fish and Shellfish 


and Marine Processes Expert 


Working Group (EWG) advised 


the Applicant that biotopes 


should be used in the benthic 


ecology assessment, rather 


than more broad descriptions 


of sediment/faunal 


communities. 


 Natural England’s comments 
regarding infauna and epifauna 
are 


noted. The Applicant notes 


that, as outlined in paragraph 


 
 
We agree that classification into 
biotopes can be challenging, and that 
biotope classification is a standard 
and routine operation for surveys.  
 
However we continue to believe that 
the analyses undertaken for the 
Applicant are fundamentally flawed in 
their approaches to combining 
datasets with different levels of 
confidence and different quantitative / 
qualitative approaches to data 
scoring. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







2.6.2.5  of Volume 5, Annex 


2.1: Benthic Ecology Technical 


Report of the Environmental 


Statement (APP-102), this has 


been done as the epifaunal 


data recorded from the grab 


samples were generally low in 


abundance and were therefore 


combined with the epifaunal 


data from the drop down video 


survey for analysis. . It should 


be noted that both epifaunal 


and infaunal communities 


were used to inform the 


ultimate biotope classification. 


 


With respect to Natural England’s 


fourth point, the Applicant would 


note that there is a degree of 


subjectivity and therefore, 


professional judgment, to biotope 


classification. However, the 


Applicant considers that, by using 


the sediment type as a starting point, 


this removes some of the potential 


variability. As outlined in paragraph 


2.7.6.5 of Volume 2, Chapter 2: 


Benthic Ecology of the 


Environmental Statement, it is 


important to note that any 


uncertainties in individual biotope 


codes assigned to certain sites has 


been controlled by grouping habitats 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We agree that classification into 
biotopes can be challenging. It 
remains the case that several of the 
biotopes presented by the Applicant 
are of uncertain confidence for 
various reasons, the most important 
being: 


1) a large proportion of the 
images were not 
considered to be of high 
quality, due to variable 
weather conditions when 
data were acquired (noted 
within Applicant response to 
JNCC as a response to 







with similar overall general ecology, 


species assemblages and 


sensitivities together as valued 


ecological receptors (VERs), and 


considering designated features of 


nature conservation sites as 


separate VERs. The impact 


assessment is undertaken against 


these VERs and this approach was 


presented to, and discussed with the 


Benthic Ecology, Fish and Shellfish 


and Marine Processes Expert 


Working Group (EWG), at a meeting 


on 21 June 2016 as outlined in the 


Consultation Report, Annex 1: 


Evidence Plan (APP-035). 


Therefore, even if there were some 


subtle differences in the biotopes 


assigned then the conclusions of the 


assessment would be unchanged as 


the assessment would have been 


made on the same overarching VER.   


Finally, the Applicant would highlight 


that the biotopes identified and 


assigned to the Hornsea Three data 


are consistent with the habitats, 


species and biotope recorded in the 


desktop datasets discussed in 


section 3 of Volume 5, Annex 2.1: 


Benthic Ecology Technical Report of 


the Environmental Statement, for 


this part of the southern North Sea. 


For these reasons the Applicant’s 


EWG questions, March 
2018) 


2) considerable discrepancy 
between faunal 
abundances and 
distribution in the 
Applicant’s understanding 
of biotopes and the 
expected faunal abundance 
and distribution in JNCC 
defined biotopes. For 
example, the Sabellaria 
biotope SSpiMx is 
described in the PEIR 
(Table 4.2, BETR) has only 
one characterising species 
in common with the JNCC 
biotope description. The 
Applicant’s description 
contains only one species 
that JNCC considers to be 
characterisation of the 
biotope.   


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







position is that there can be 


confidence in the biotope 


characterisation results or in the 


conclusions of the assessment 


resulting from them. Natural 


England’s comment regarding the 


implications for monitoring are 


incorrect as the benthic analysis 


undertaken to date was for the 


purposes of characterisation for the 


EIA/HRA and not as a pre-


construction baseline to inform a 


monitoring programme. 


 


The Applicant would reiterate again 


that the Statutory Nature 


Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) had 


the opportunity to peer review the 


Hornsea Three data analysis at 


PEIR and made no comments about 


the approach at this time. With 


regards to a peer review by the NE 


Atlantic Marine Biological Analytical 


Quality Control (NMBAQC) scheme, 


the Applicant would highlight that as 


outlined in paragraph 2.5.1.4 of 


Volume 5, Annex 2.1: Benthic 


Ecology Technical Report of the 


Environmental Statement, the 


infaunal samples were analysed at a 


benthic laboratory which participates 


in the NMBAQC scheme and the 


Applicant is not aware of any 


 
 
 
 
 
We are pleased that the Applicant 
used laboratories participating in the 
NMBAQC scheme. This does indeed 
at some degree of certainty to 
identification.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We continue to disagree that the 
Applicant’s survey evidence is robust 
and / or comprehensive. We consider 
that this lack of confidence is another 
reason for ensuring that adequate 
precaution is included in the 
Examining Authority’s opinion.  
 
 
 
 







NMBAQC standard for data 


analysis/biotope allocation.   


 


In summary, and for the reasons 


outlined above, the Applicant does 


not consider that it would not be 


appropriate or necessary to 


reanalyse of any part of the benthic 


survey data for Hornsea Three. For 


the purposes of informing the 


characterisation for the EIA/HRA for 


Hornsea Three, the data analysis is 


considered by the Applicant to be 


robust and comprehensive and there 


is no need for a further layer of 


precaution to be added in 


considering benthic survey results. 


precautionary. 


References 
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Q1.2.1
7 


Applicant
, NE 


Table 2.18 of the ES [APP-062] 
states that cables would be micro- 
sited through areas of ‘lower 
quality’ Sabellaria reef. Paragraph 
2.7.1.19 of the ES [APP-062] 


Sabellaria spinulosa is an Annex I 
reef habitat under the habitats 
directive and our advice to the 
Applicant during the evidence plan 
process was the same as to all 
industries; namely that Annex I 


The Applicant’s response to the 
Natural England Written 


Representation (REP1-213) 
provides a detailed overview of the 
Applicant’s position with respect to 


Please see our response to the 
Applicant’s response on NE’s Written 
Representation For deadline 3 Annex 
2.2B 







acknowledges that this is a 
widespread benthic feature with 
potential for occurrence in the array 
and cable corridor areas. 


How effective is this mitigation 
measure likely to be given the 
widespread distribution of this 
habitat? 


reef, of Act 2006 Sabellaria 
spinulosa reef is also a habitat of 
conservation importance and 
therefore should be avoided where 
possible even outside of 
designated sites. The main area of 
concern in relation to impacts on 
Annex I Sabellaria spinulosa reef 
relates to North Norfolk Sand 
Banks and Saturn Reef SAC. 


Reef layer evidence 


JNCC’s spatial products for Annex 
I reef is currently being updated. 
Version 7 (the current published 
version) of the Annex I reef layer 
was provided to the applicant 
during their PEIR consultation, and 
we provided updated layer images 
to the applicant in early 2018. 
JNCC were expecting to be 
release version 8 before the 
Hornsea examination, but 
publication is now expected to be 
December 2018. This data set will 
be required to understand how 
effective the mitigation measure to 
avoid reef (not just low quality) will 
be. 


Micrositing as mitigation 


It is Natural England’s view that 
with the current cable corridor 
routing, primary mitigation (i.e. 
avoiding Annex I reefs within SACs 
and/or biogenic or geogenic reefs 
outside SACs within the Hornsea 
Three offshore cable corridor) will 
not always be possible, particularly 


Sabellaria reefs and micrositing 
around these. 


 







around Saturn Reef where 
evidence for Annex I reef shows 
presence across the cable 
corridor. We do not consider the 
applicant’s consideration of 
routing through ‘lower quality’ reef 
to be acceptable in terms of 
restoration of conservation 
objectives as the ‘lower quality’ 
reef mentioned by the applicant is 
still contained within area to be 
managed as reef, with the 
protection provided by Annex I 
status. 


We welcome the applicant’s desire 
to avoid areas of higher quality reef 
and/or restrict cable installation to 
the periphery of reef features, and 
we consider that both of these 
mitigations may decrease impact on 
individual reefs. However, we do not 
consider that they will lower risk 
related to leaving the overall reef 
feature in unfavourable condition, 
particularly as we are unsure as to 
whether the applicant can microsite 
around the reef feature in this area. 
Please see Annex D4 or further 
details. 


 


Q1.2.1
9 


NE Paragraph 5.4.4 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the ‘core reef approach’ that was 
used to 
assess impacts on the North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn Reef Special 
Area of Conservation (SAC) did not 


Natural England has provided 
comments on the core reef 
approach in section 2.4 of Annex 
D4 and within Annex D5 of our 
Written Representation. 


Please also refer to paper by 
Roberts et al., 2014. 


The Applicant’s response to the 
Natural England Written 
Representation (REP1-213) provides 
a detailed overview of the Applicant’s 
position with respect to Sabellaria 
reefs and the applicability of the ’core 
reef approach’. 


Please see our response to the 
Applicant’s response on NE’s Written 
Representation for Deadline 3 Annex 
2.2B 







follow published guidance. 


Please explain how the adopted 
approach differs from the published 
guidance. 
How is any difference in approach 
likely to have affected the findings of 
the ES? 


Q1.2.2
0 


Applicant
, NE, 
MMO 


Paragraph 
2.7.1.19 of the ES [APP-062] states 
that Sabellaria reefs are ‘likely to be 
ephemeral’. 


What peer reviewed literature 
supports this assumption? 


Is it possible that the observed 
changes in distribution are 
attributable to regular loss of reefs 
from bottom trawling? 


Given the observed ephemerality, 
would pre- construction surveys be 
effective in mitigating potential 
impacts? 


Please could NE and the MMO 
comment on whether they agree that 
the reefs are likely to be ephemeral 
and whether it is reasonable to 
consider them as having medium 
recoverability. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


Research undertaken at the North 
Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn 
Reef SAC (e.g. Limpenny et al., 
2010, Jenkins et al, 2018) show 
that mature Sabellaria reef 
identified by Conoco Phillips in 
2003, known as Saturn Reef, was 
not observed in subsequent 
surveys. Reef was observed in 
other areas within the SAC in 
2013, although not as well 
developed as that observed in 
2003. 


Reef rubble was observed in the 
Saturn Reef area by both 
Limpenny and Jenkins, but it 
was never determined whether 
the cause of the damage was 
due to natural (storms) or 
anthropogenic (trawling) 
impacts. Until an investigation of 
trawling location and intensity 
has been undertaken within the 
SAC, it is still speculation that 
trawling is the sole cause of the 
damage to Sabellaria reef. 


Pre-construction surveys (if 
undertaken temporally (within 
months) near to construction start 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
MMO and Natural England 
responses to this question. As 
reflected in the Applicant’s 
Deadline I response to this 
question (REP1-122), the Applicant 
is in agreement that pre- 
construction surveys should be 
scheduled within an appropriate 
timeframe to ensure they are fit for 
purpose, to allow for direct impacts 
on Annex I reefs to be avoided, 
based on the extents of these 
features at the time of construction. 
The timeframes indicated by the 
Applicant (i.e. 12 to 18 months) are 
identical to those suggested by 
Natural England. 


The Applicant’s response to the 
Natural England Written 
Representation (REP1-213) provides 
a detailed overview of the Applicant’s 
position with respect to Sabellaria 
reefs. 


Natural England thanks the applicant 
for further information provided at 
REP1-122 and REP1-213 and will 
provide written representations for 
Deadline 4/5 depending on which is 
more appropriate  







dates) combined with micro-siting 
around reef areas should be 
effective for mitigating potential 
impacts. If the construction is to be 
undertaken in two phases, further 
surveys may need to be 
undertaken in areas of potential 
reef to ensure no reef has formed 
in the interim period. The MMO is in 
agreement that reefs tend to be 
ephemeral in areas of high 
sediment mobility and that they will 
have medium recoverability. 


References: 


Limpenny, D.S., Foster-Smith, 
R.L., Edwards, T.M., Hendrick, 
V.J., Diesing, M., Eggleton, J.D., 
Meadows, W.J., Crutchfield, Z., 
Pfeifer, S., and Reach, I.S. 2010. 
Best methods for identifying and 
evaluating Sabellaria spinulosa 
and cobble reef. Aggregate Levy 
Sustainability Fund Project 


Jenkins, C., Eggleton, J. D., 
Barry, J., O’Connor, J. (2018) 
Advances in assessing 
Sabellaria spinulosa reefs for 
ongoing monitoring. Ecology and 
Evolution 8 (2) 


Q1.2.2
9 


NE Paragraph 5.1.2.8 of the Marine 
Conservation Zone Assessment 
[APP-104] outlines the potential 
impacts on the Cromer Shoals Chalk 
Bed Marine Conservation Zone. 


Why do you think that this, together 
with other parts of the ES, does not 
adequately consider the worst case 


Please refer to Natural England’s 
Annex D6 for detailed comments on 
the MCZ Assessment. 


The Applicant would refer the Ex.A 
to their response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
(REP1-213) which provides an 
overview of the Applicant’s position 
with respect to the Cromer Shoal 
Chalk Beds MCZ. 


Natural England thanks the applicant 
for further information provided at 
REP1-122 and REP1-213 and will 
provide written representations for 
Deadline 4/5 depending on which is 
more appropriate 







scenario associated with horizontal 
direct drilling operations? 


Q1.2.3
0 


NE NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the features of the Markham’s 
Triangle proposed Marine 
Conservation Zone (pMCZ) than by 
using one feature 


as a proxy? 


Separate feature assessment 


We believe that levels of 
impact on the site discussed 
in the MCZ Assessment to 
be extremely unclear. For 
example: 


5,872,589 m2 is noted as the 
overall amount of disturbance in the 
site 


5,872,589 m2 is also noted as the 
amount of disturbance to coarse 
sediments within the site 


As suggested by Natural England 
and JNCC, the Applicant has 
presented habitat loss numbers in 
tabular format. This is presented in 
the Applicant’s response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
(REP1-213). 


We appreciate the Applicant providing 
further formats for their assessment 
and welcome reduction of impact in 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. We still, 
however, find assessment of impact 
difficult in this site, as discussed in 
our response to the Applicant’s 
response to our WR 


Q1.2.3
1 


NE Paragraph 5.4.8 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the Relevant Authority will need to 
carry out a full Marine Conservation 
Zone assessment. 


Please supply the conservation 
objectives, operational advice and a 
sensitivity analysis for the 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. 


If this information is not available, 
please advise on what information 
should be used to inform a Marine 
Conservation Zone assessment for 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. 
Are you in agreement with the 
Applicant’s approach of using the 
conservation objectives for the 
Cromer Shoals Chalk Beds Marine 
Conservation Zone? 


 


Available evidence 


Defra Consultation factsheet for 
Markham’s Triangle (2018): 


https://consult.defra.gov.uk/marine/
consultation-on-the-third-tranche-
of- marine- 
conser/supporting_documents/Mar
khams%20Triangle%20factsheet.p
df 


Site assessment for Markham’s 
Triangle (2017): 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/JNCC_
T3PreConsultationAdviceOnPossi
bl eOffshoreMCZs_v3.0.pdf 


Post survey site report (2011-12): 


http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Documen
t.aspx?Document=12836_Markha
m 
sTrianglerMCZSummarySiteRepor
t_v6.pdf 


(habitat data available 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
response from Natural England and 
has nothing further to add. 


We note that no further comment 
from the Applicant is provided.  



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/JNCC_T3PreConsultationAdviceOnPossibl
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https://data.gov.uk/dataset/42f9
67ae-082b- 4d72-9a9d-
55efe6558bf6/broadscale-
habitat-eunis-level-3-for- 
markham-s-triangle-
recommended-marine-
conservation-zone-rmcz) 


We note that the conservation 
objective for the site’s features is 
currently draft, and could be 
subject to subsequent changes. 
The form and content of MCZ 
assessments is regulator specific, 
however we consider the 
following to be of value: 


MB0102 - Report No 22: Task 3. 
Development of a Sensitivity 
Matrix (pressures-MCZ/MPA 
features): 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/
Document.aspx?Document=MB01
02 
_9721_TRP.pdf 


JNCC’s Pressures-Activities 
Database: 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page- 7136 


Natural England agrees that the 
Applicant has referenced the correct 
Conservation Objectives for the site. 
However, we have concerns in 
relation to the assessment 
undertaken that can be found at 
Annex X in relation to Cromer Shoal 
Assessment. 


Q1.2.3
2 


NE, 
MMO, 
TWT 


Paragraph 
2.12.2.3 of the ES [APP-062] 
identifies a number of impacts that 


NE RESPONSE: 


As stated in Natural England’s 
Relevant Representations and 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
responses from the MMO, Natural 
England and TWT. The impacts 


Whilst NE and JNCC provided a 
comprehensive PEIr response; it was 
challenging to identify every element 



http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=MB0102
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have been scoped out of the 
cumulative impact assessment. 
Do you agree with the decision not 
to assess certain impacts on 
benthic ecology receptors within 
this assessment or within the HRA 
in-combination assessment for the 
North Norfolk Sandbanks and 
Saturn Reef Special Area of 
Conservation? 


If not, why not? 


the response to the PEIR 
Consultation, we do not consider 
that seabed disturbance impacts 
related to maintenance activities 
should be scoped out of 
cumulative assessment. It is 
currently not clear what levels of 
cable protection will be added into 
the site during maintenance 
operations, though we note it may 
be up to 25% of initial cable 
length. 


We do agree that the 


following (2.12.2.3) can 


be scoped out: 


Construction phase: 


Accidental release of pollutants 
(e.g. from accidental 
spillage/leakage) may affect 
benthic ecology. 


Operation and maintenance phase: 


Increased risk of introduction or 
spread of invasive and non-native 
species (INNS) due to presence of 
subsea infrastructure and vessel 
movements (e.g. ballast water) may 
affect benthic ecology and 
biodiversity; 


Accidental release of pollutants 
(e.g. from accidental 
spillage/leakage) may affect 
benthic ecology. 


Please also see Natural England’s 
comments on the HRA for the 
nearshore area which included 
further detail on our concerns for the 


scoped out of the cumulative 
effects assessment in the final 
Environmental Statement were 
identical to those scoped out in 
the Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report which was 
consulted on during section 42 
consultation. At that time, these 
were not raised and therefore the 
approach taken was considered 
to be appropriate. 
With respect to the cumulative risk 
of spreading INNS, as noted in 
response to Ex.A question Q1.2.8, 
the Applicant has committed to 
production of a Biosecurity Plan 
prior to construction of the project 
(see Table 2.18 of Volume 2, 
Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology of the 
Environmental Statement; APP-
062 secured by Schedule 11,  
Condition 13(1)(d)(iii) (generation 
assets DML) and Schedule 12, 
Condition 14(1)(d)(iii) 
(transmission assets DML) of the 
draft DCO submitted for Deadline 
1). Similar commitments have 
been made for other offshore 
wind farm projects in the past 
which, based on the best available 
evidence on INNS and the best 
practice management measures, 
would seek to minimise the risk of 
introducing or spreading INNS. 


However, in acknowledgement of 
Natural England and TWT’s 
comments in relation to the Race 
Bank applications for operation and 


of the application that we didn’t agree 
with. This was due our outstanding 
fundamental concerns that impacted 
on the content of the EIA and HRA 
which needed to be addressed as a 
priority. 
 
This was reiterated in NE WR 
Appendix 5 REP1-214  







Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
– Annex D5. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


The risk of spreading invasive and 
non-native species was 
determined as minor adverse to 
negligible. The MMO would not 
therefore exclude this from 
assessment of the cumulative 
effects, as there is potential for 
any invasive species colonising 
Hornsea Three to impact (act as a 
stepping stone) from Hornsea Two 
and One offshore wind farm 
projects and vice versa. 


The MMO agree that the remaining 
impacts would be local to Hornsea 
Three and should not be considered 
within cumulative effects. 


TWT RESPONSE: 


We believe that “Maintenance 
operations may result in temporary 
seabed disturbances and potential 
effects on benthic ecology” should 
not be screened out of the 
cumulative impact assessment. For 
some offshore wind farms, we are 
seeing repeated works to cable 
routes and the cumulative effect of 
this with other activities must be 
taken into account. 


maintenance activities within The 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
(note, these were not publicly 
available at the time of drafting the 
final Environmental Statement), the 
Applicant will provide an updated 
in- combination assessment for the 
Wash and North Norfolk coast with 
consideration of these activities. 


Q1.2.9
8 


NE Paragraph 5.4.7 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] refers to 
sub-features associated with the 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast 
Special Area of Conservation 


Please see Section 5 of the 
Written Representations that 
provides a link to Natural 
England’s designated Sites 
system, where it lists all of the 
Annex I features of the site and 


The Applicant acknowledges 
Natural England’s response to this 
question and agrees that the 
relevant sub-features have some 
sensitivity to impacts related to 
cable installation and cable 


Please see our Oral representation 
for ISH 2 provided at Deadline 3 and 
Annex 2.2B. 
 
Please note that Natural England 
doesn’t believe that Appendix 17 







(SAC). 


Please list the sub-features of the 
sandbank feature. 
In your view, how should the 
assessment of site integrity take 
account of these sub-features? 


then if you click on those it lists all 
of the sub-features of the site – 
which in particular include coarse 
and mixed sediments as sub 
features to both Large shallow 
inlets and bays and Annex I 
habitats slightly covered by sea 
water all of the time. 


Under Natural England’s advice on 
operations for cabling (including 
protection) within the conservation 
advice package both of these sub- 
features are demand to be sensitive 
to the many of the pressures 
resulting from cable activities. This 
will need to be considered further 
when considering the conservation 
objectives for the site and 
supplementary advice on 
conservation objectives which states 
‘Maintain the existing distribution of 
sediment composition across the 
feature.’ 


protection. Full consideration of 
these sub-features over the lifetime 
of Hornsea Three has been 
presented at the Applicant’s 
response to the Ex.A question 
Q1.2.103, presented at Appendix 
17 to the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline I (REP1-178). 


(REP1 -178)  adequately considers all 
of Natural England points especially 
in relation to conservation objectives 
for the site and features 


Q1.2.9
9 


NE Paragraph 5.4.7 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
other offshore wind farms that have 
routed their cables through The 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
have had to undertake remedial 
works which may have caused 
further damage to the SAC. 
Please provide further details of 
the nature of the remedial works, 
the extent of the damage and the 
effect that you consider this has 
had on the integrity and 
conservation status of the SAC 


Natural England has provided further 
detailed comments on cable 
installation challenges in the present 
Written Representations (Annexes 
D1, D2 and D5). 


Please see the Applicant’s 
response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation and 
associated annexes (REP1-213). 
The Applicant would also refer the 
Ex.A to the Applicant’s response to 
Q1.2.3 (REP1- 


122) which notes that lessons have 
been learned from previous 
offshore wind farms, with many of 
the remedial works which were not 
anticipated at the time of 
consenting those earlier projects, 
now fully considered within the 
Hornsea Three DCO application. 


We continue to have residual 
concerns please see Annex 2.2B 
submitted for Deadline 3 and 
response to Question 1.2.3 above 







Q1.2.1
01 


NE, 
M
MO 


Paragraph 
5.6.2.35 of the Report to Inform 
Appropriate Assessment [APP-
051] states that the North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn 


Reef SAC sandbanks are 
dynamic and mobile and are 
therefore considered to have 
moderate levels of recoverability. 


Do you agree with this assessment 
of the recoverability of the SAC 
sandbank feature? 


Please refer to any peer reviewed 
evidence that may be available in 
support of your response. 


NE RESPONSE: 


We refer the examining authority 
to the site Supplementary Advice 
on Conservation Objectives 
(http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/NNSS
R_SACO_v1_0.pdf)    for 
consideration 


of recovery and its peer reviewed 
evidence base. 


We note that levels of small-scale 
sandwave recovery are being 
seen associated with cabling 
activities at Race Bank (provided 
in the clarification note for 
sandwave levelling). However, we 
remain unsure of the full extent 
and distribution of likely recovery. 
We are also unsure how this 
would relate to recovery from 
Hornsea Three cabling 
operations. 


We also note that overall feature 
recovery rates and amounts remain 
uncertain, and should be assessed 
on a site-wide basis. Please see 
Annex D3 in relation to the 
Sandwave levelling clarification note 
received from the Applicant on 9th 
October 2018. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


The literature states that, although 
the sandbanks are dynamic and 
sediments are highly mobile, they 
are thought to be progressively, 
although very slowly, elongating in 
a north-easterly direction (Cooper 


The Applicant is pleased to note 
the MMO’s agreement on the 
recoverability of the Annex I 
sandbank feature and has nothing 
further to add. 


The Applicant notes that Natural 
England has provided further 
comments on the Sandwave 
Clearance Clarification Note 
(Appendix 11 to the Applicant’s 
response to Deadline I; REP1-183). 
The Applicant has provided further 
clarification on these points in the 
Applicant’s response to the Natural 
England Written Representation 
(REP1-213). 


Please see Annex 2.2B submitted for 
deadline 3 



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/NNSSR_SACO_v1_0.pdf)

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/NNSSR_SACO_v1_0.pdf)





et al 2008). Therefore, the MMO is 
in agreement that they will have 
moderate levels of recovery. 


Reference: 


Cooper, W. S., Townsend, I. H. & 
Balson, P. S. 2008. A synthesis of 
current knowledge on the genesis of 
the Great Yarmouth and Norfolk 
Bank Systems. The Crown Estate, 
London, 69 pp. 


Q1.2.1
02 


NE Paragraph 5.4.1 of the NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the sandbank and reef features of 
the North Norfolk Sandbanks and 
Saturn Reef SAC are in an 
unfavourable condition. 


Do you consider that any other 
features of offshore European sites 
that are relevant to this application are 
currently in an unfavourable 
condition? 


There are only two Annex I 
features of North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn Reef 
SAC namely ‘Sandbanks slightly 
covered by seawater all of the 
time’ and Annex I Sabellaria 
spinulosa reef. 


For you information and to provide 
context 


The Third Report by the United 
Kingdom under Article 17 on the 
implementation of the Directive 
from January 2007 to December 
2012 contains national level 
information on sandbanks covered 
by seawater all the time. This 
conclude that for Specific 
structures and functions (incl. 
typical species), condition is 
inadequate (declining) because 
10.9% of the resource is 
considered to be in unfavourable 
condition based on SAC data, 
SSSI/ASSI data and vulnerability 
assessments for this habitat in UK 
offshore waters. Available site 
condition data indicate that more 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
response from Natural England to 
this question and would direct the 
Ex.A to the Applicant’s response to 
Natural England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-213). The 
response  to the Written 
Representation notes that the 
Applicant confident that there is no 
risk of adverse effect on the 
integrity of the North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC 
but given JNCC’s perceived risks to 
qualifying features, is willing to work 
with Natural England and JNCC to 
identify measures which could 
minimise the impacts of Hornsea 
Three on the features of the North 
Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn 
Reef SAC and identify measures 
which may aid in the achievement 
of the conservation objectives of 
the site (i.e., to restore the site to 
favourable condition). 


We disagree with the Applicant that 
there is no risk of adverse effect to 
either feature of NNSSR.  
 
We are pleased that the Applicant is 
willing to discuss further measures 
and mitigation for impact to the 
designated features.  However, we 
recognise that there is a high 
probably that mitigation measures 
identified may not be 
acceptable/feasible to all parties 
 







of the habitat in unfavourable 
condition is declining than 
recovering (for SACs and 
SSSI/ASSIs = 8847 ha declining 
and 0 ha recovering. 


The Third Report by the United 
Kingdom under Article 17 on the 
implementation of the Directive 
from January 2007 to December 
2012 contains national level 
information on reefs. This 
conclude that for Specific 
structures and functions (incl. 
typical species), condition is 
inadequate (declining) because 
16.1% of the resource (2.4.1) is 
considered to be in unfavourable 
condition based on SAC data, 
SSSI/ASSI data and a vulnerability 
assessment in UK offshore 
waters. Available site condition 
data indicate that more of the 
habitat in unfavourable condition 
is declining than recovering (for 
SACs and 


SSSI/ASSIs = 95803 ha declining 
and 35010 ha recovering). 


NNSSR reefs and sandbanks are 
expected to contribute to national- 
level recovery of feature. 
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Q1.2.2 NE Paragraph 4.4.5 of 
NE’s representation [RR-097] states 
that the consideration of each phase in 
isolation failed to consider cumulative 
impacts over time. 


Please explain why the approach 
outlined in paragraph 
12.7.1.14 of the ES [APP-072] and 
paragraph 
11.7.2.6 of the ES [APP-083] is not 
adequate. 


Natural England remains of the 
view that the implications of a 
phased build scenario over a 
number of years has not been 
fully considered and it is also 
unclear whether any particular 
impact is considered to be 
temporary or long term. 


Whilst Natural England recognises 
inter-related effects have been 
considered in 12.7.1.14, this 
document is a tabulated summary 
of the information from other 
chapters. It is not a sufficient 
assessment on its own and is not 
appropriately considered/cross 
referenced in the chapters 
assessing individual impacts to 
allow an informed judgement to 
be made on the adequacy of the 
assessment of inter related effects 
(N.B. The interrelated effects 
chapter only covers EIA matters 
relating to the wider marine 
environment, and does not apply 
to in-combination impacts on 
designated sites). 


Additionally, as NE and JNCC 
fundamentally disagree with the 
assessments in many of the 
individual chapters. We do not 
believe that the project led and 
receptor led effects have been 
appropriately assessed. One of 


The Applicant would note that the 
approach taken to the impact 
assessment has been adopted over 
several offshore wind farm projects 
(and in other industries) in recent 
years and has been found to be 
acceptable by regulators, nature 
conservation bodies and other 
stakeholders, including Natural 
England. 


However, as requested by the 
Ex.A, the Applicant has provided 
clarification on the assessment of 
the cumulative impacts of Hornsea 
Three on The Wash and North 
Norfolk Coast SAC and the North 
Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn 
Reef SAC across the lifetime of the 
project (i.e. construction, operation 
and maintenance and 
decommissioning phases). This is 
presented in the Applicant’s 
response to the Ex.A question 
Q1.2.103 at Appendix 17 to the 
Applicant’s response to Deadline I 
(REP1-178).  


As noted in the Applicant’s 
response to Q1.2.103, a phased 
build does not affect recoverability 
of the relevant features as this 
would not result in repeat physical 
disturbance of the same area of 
seabed across different phases, 
due to the risk this would pose to 


We are referred to Q1.2.103 at 
Appendix 17 (REP1-178)  having 
reviewed this Natural England notes 
that the Applicant has only focused 
on The W&NNC SAC and NNSSR 
SAC  and believes that repeated 
disturbance from phased build is 
unlikely to occur as the impacts are 
not overlapping. However, as with the 
12.7.1.14 of the ES there is 
insufficient information to allay our 
concerns as originally identified in our 
response to examiners questions. 
 
The likelihood of repeated levelling 
also remains unclear  
 
For example will all the levelling 
happen at the same time or for each 
phase? And will there need to be 
additional levelling within each phase 
with the potential for slumping of 
sediment from either side into the 
cleared area. Will all clearance 
happen at the same time?  
 
Sandwave levelling is likely to occur 
1-2 years prior to the installation, but 
there is no indication whether or not 
the site topography will have changed 
and further dredging work may be 
required. 
 
Plus the depth and orientation of the 
levelling and the impacts that may 







the main concerns is in relation to 
the recoverability of receptors 
during different phases of the 
project. Especially for long/term 
temporary impacts which could be 
persistent over the lifetime of the 
project. 
For example, a receptor 
impacted in the construction 
phase may be considered to 
be likely to recover within 5 
years, and therefore a 
judgment of the level of overall 
impact made on that basis. As 
the potential O&M works are 
considered in isolation, there is 
an underlying assumption that 
these are new impacts on a 
recovered/un-impacted 
receptor, and again the 
judgement of significant is 
made on the basis that the 
receptor will recover within 5 
years. This does not take 
account of the possible 
scenario whereby a receptor 
impacted at construction phase 
is impacted again in the O&M 
phase before full recovery has 
occurred, meaning overall 
recovery is now up to 10 years 
and therefore potentially of 
much greater significance. 


Equally there has not been 
consideration of the potential 
scenario of a phased build over 
numerous years which could 
substantially change the 


the integrity of installed export 
cables.  


 


The Applicant would further 
highlight that operation and 
maintenance activities will be 
highly localised and intermittent 
(see Table 2.14 of Volume 2, 
Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology of the 
Environmental Statement; APP-
062) and the benthic communities 
affected are predicted to recover 
following disturbance events such 
that no long-term effects are 
predicted. 


 


As noted in the Applicant’s 
response to Natural 
England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-213), 
the Applicant will produce a 
similar narrative to provide 
clarity for the assessment for 
the Markham’s Triangle 
pMCZ to enable JNCC and 
Natural England. This will be 
submitted to the ExA at 
Deadline III. 


While the Applicant is content 
to provide such clarifications, 
the Applicant’s position is 
that the implications of a 
phased construction have 
been fully considered within 
the Environmental Statement, 
with the maximum design 
scenario for each onshore 


have on recoverability especially in 
relation to neighbouring cable 
installation and where the sediment is 
also deposited have not been 
considered.  
 
  
 
If O&M activities added to this before 
the site has been recovered also 
raises concerns in relation to 
recoverability. 
 
In relation to phase build Mr G Parker 
raised in ISH 1 that the 
cables/electrical system may be 
different between phasing therefore 
has ducting for HDD been fully 
assessed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







conclusions around the 
recoverability of features over the 
lifetime of the project. 


Natural England has not been able 
to find reference to 11.7.2.6 
paragraph within the ES, but are 
happy to provide further comment 
if required. 


and offshore topic assessing 
a construction phase over two 
phases. The conclusions 
made within the 
Environmental Statement with 
respect to the significance of 
effect are therefore valid for a 
phased construction and 
effects of greater significance 
will not occur. 


 


Q1.2.3 NE Paragraph 4.2.4 of 
NE’s 


representation [RR-097] states that it 
is unclear whether the best available 
evidence was used to determine 
impact and refers to unspecified 
offshore wind farm projects where 
actual construction                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
impacts have been significantly 
greater than those predicted. 


 


Please direct us to the evidence that 
shows that the actual impacts from 
historic projects have been greater 
than the modelled impacts and 
explain how these examples relate to 
the assessments for Hornsea Project 
Three and the requirements in the 
draft Development Consent Order 
(dDCO)[APP-027]. 


Please see Natural England’s 
Cable paper included in the 
correspondence. Please also 
see Natural England’s other 
Benthic Annexes which 
highlight how the lessons learnt 
from previous projects identify 
uncertainties within the HOW03 
application and the introduces 
scientific doubt in the 
Applicant’s conclusions. 


Please see the Applicant’s 
response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation (REP1-
213) and associated annexes. The 
Applicant would note that the 
Project Description has been 
developed using lessons learned 
from the offshore wind industry, 
including Round 1 and Round 2 
offshore wind farm developments. 
For example, activities not included 
in historic offshore wind consent 
applications (e.g. sandwave 
clearance, operation and 
maintenance activities including 
cable remedial burial or repair), 
have been included in the Project 
Description and DCO/DMLs for 
Hornsea Three. 


The Applicant would also refer the 
Ex.A to its response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
submitted at Deadline 2 (and 
particularly the comments on the 
Natural England offshore wind farm 
cabling paper; REP1-213). The 
Applicant notes that this paper 
refers to unspecified offshore wind 


Natural England welcomes the 
applicant’s inclusion of the relevant 
installation tools that have been used 
on R1 and R2 installation. However 
we wish to highlight that doesn’t 
necessarily mean that they have led 
to the optimum cable burial depth 
being achieved  (e.g. Race Bank) and 
that lessons have been learnt about 
using these tools i.e. quantities of 
sandwave levelling pre construction 
for Race Bank  were out by a factor of 
10 for the installation. 
 
In relation to Natural England’s cable 
paper please see Natural England’s 
ISH 2 Part 2 - Benthic Oral 
Representation. The lessons learnt 
from previous projects referred to in 
Natural England first response to 
examiners questions was directing 
the applicant to Appendix D1-7 (Rep1 
– 210, 216,215,217,214,125,117) that 
refers directly to comparable projects 
such as Race Bank. 







farm projects which makes it very 
difficult for the Applicant to 
respond on whether the conditions 
at these wind farms are similar to 
those at Hornsea Three and 
therefore whether the conclusions 
are applicable. 


Q1.2.6 NE,MMO Table 2.38 of the ES [APP-062] 


states that the introduction of 
hard substrates associated with 
foundations, scour protection 
and cable protection would only 
lead to a minor adverse impact. 


Do you agree that there are 
unlikely to be significant 
changes in the composition of 
epifaunal and infaunal 
communities as a result of the 
introduction of hard substrates? 


 


NE RESPONSE: 


Natural England agrees that in 
terms of the wider EIA context (i.e. 
outside of designated sites) the 
impacts may be considered minor 
adverse on epifaunal and infaunal 
communities. However, we believe 
that there would be a likely 
significant effect within designated 
sites, 


which may hinder the conservation 
objectives for the site and 
therefore there is a risk of an 
adverse effect on integrity of the 
designated sites. 


Natural England received further 
information from the applicant on the 
subject of scour protection and rock 
placement on 10th October 2018. 
Please see Annex D2 for detailed 
comments on this additional 
information, however, it should be 
noted that overall our advice 
remains unchanged. 


 


MMO RESPONSE: 
Based on the evidence 
provided, the MMO is in 
agreement that the 
introduction of hard substrate 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
MMO response to this question 
and has nothing further to add. 


The Applicant also acknowledges 
Natural England’s response to this 
question and further discussion of 
the implications of cable protection 
on designated sites is outlined in 
the Applicant’s response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
(REP1-213) and associated 
annexes. 


Please see written representation for 
Deadline 3 Annex 2.2B were we 
discuss the Applicant response to our 
WR 







would lead to minor adverse 
impact and that there is likely 
to be no significant changes to 
the faunal communities as a 
result 


Q1.2.8 NE, 
MMO 


Table 2.38 of the ES [APP-062] 
states that the risk of spreading 
invasive and non- native species is 
minor adverse to negligible. 


Do you agree with this 
assessment of the risk to benthic 
communities from invasive and 
non- native species? 


NE RESPONSE: 


Natural England believes that if 
the relevant best practice 
operational management 
measures are implemented to 
ensure that the risk of spreading 
INNS is minimised as much as 
possible the risk will only be 
minor adverse to negligible. 


It would be appropriate for the 
Applicant to provide a best practice 
management plan for INNS. 


 


MMO RESPONSE: 


Based on the available information 
the MMO agree that the risk of 
spreading invasive and non-native 
species is minor adverse to 
negligible. 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
MMO and Natural England’s 
responses to this question. As 
proposed by Natural England, the 
Applicant has committed to 
production of a Biosecurity Plan 
prior to construction of the 
project (see Table 2.18 of Volume 
2, Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology of 
the Environmental Statement; 
APP-062 secured by Schedule 
11, Condition 13(1)(d)(iii) 
(generation assets DML) and 
Schedule 12, Condition 
14(1)(d)(iii) (transmission assets 
DML) of the draft DCO submitted 
for Deadline 1). This would be 
based on the best available 
evidence on invasive and non-
native species (INNS) and the 
best practice management 
measures to minimise the risk of 
introducing or spreading INNS 
during construction, operation 
and maintenance and 
decommissioning phases of 
Hornsea Three. 


No Comment 


Q1.2.1
3 


NE, 
MMO, 
EIFCA 


Representations from NE [RR-097], 
the MMO [RR- 085] and the EIFCA 
[RR-070] 
suggest that there is a need for 
additional survey data to be 
collected for the nearshore cable 


NE RESPONSE: 


Natural England has been provided 
with a clarification note from the 
Applicant on 9th October 2018 which 
provided additional drop down video 
data for the Wash and North Norfolk 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
responses provided by the MMO, 
EIFCA and Natural England to this 
question and the comments in 
relation to The Wash and North 
Norfolk Coast SAC Clarification 


Natural England queries why is cable 
protection is required for Race Bank if 
there is such certainty that the cable 
can be buried using these tools? 
 







corridor re-route. 


Please explain why historical data 
are insufficient and state what, in 
your view, would be required to 
provide an adequate baseline 


Coast SAC. We have provided 
further advice on what would be 
considered an adequate baseline 
report and our views on the 
acceptability of the further survey 
data in benthic Annexes D1 and D7. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


In our RR submitted to PINS on 20 
July 18, the MMO raised a number 
of concerns regarding the limited 
availability of survey data for the 
inshore cable corridor reroute. Since 
then, the applicant has provided the 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
clarification note to the MMO on 9 
October 18, which outlines further 
survey work and data analysis for 
the cable reroute. 


Following review of the clarification 
note, the MMO is able to confirm 
that a drop down video survey has 
been undertaken and the predictions 
made by the applicant regarding the 
sediments, habitats                    and 
the recovery of the sediments are in 
line with what was assessed  in the 
ES. Furthermore, it can be confirmed 
that no biogenic or geogenic reefs 
have been observed. The 
information provided give the MMO 
confidence in the predictions by the 
applicant in the ES. Although no 
new geophysical data has been 
collected within the reroute area of 
the nearshore export cable corridor, 
the data that has been collated 
provides sufficient information for the 
baseline environment for the 


Note (at Appendix 5 to the 
Applicant’s response to Deadline I; 
REP1-140). In summary, the 
Applicant understands that the 
current status on this point is as 
follows: 


 


The MMO is in agreement that 
sufficient data have been 
presented for the purposes of the 
EIA. 


 


EIFCA is in agreement that the 
baseline characterisation within 
The Wash and North Norfolk 
Coast SAC is sufficient (see draft 
SoCG with the Eastern IFCA), 
based on the findings of the 
validation survey presented at 
Appendix 5 to the Applicant’s 
response to Deadline I. The 
Applicant acknowledges the 
comments made by the Eastern 
IFCA with respect to sensitivity of 
subtidal mixed sediment habitat 
and the potential requirements 
for rock protection. 
These comments are consistent 
with the key points raised in the 
Eastern IFCA’s Written 
Representation (REP1-118), to 
which the Applicant has provided a 
response. 


 


Natural England acknowledge that 
the information within The Wash 
and North Norfolk Coast 


From our experience the cable burial 
option that is most likely over all to 
install the cables is used rather than 
changing tools between substrata as 
this is costly and each time the tool is 
changed there needs to be a grade in 
and out, which requires a length of 
cable protection. 
 
Because of the uncertainty and 
amount i.e. 10% 42,000m2 (in the 
W&NNC SAC) we can’t rule out 
adverse effect on integrity. 







purpose of informing the EIA. 


 EIFCA RESPONSE: 


The Applicant used a combination of 
Hornsea Three site specific data 
and desktop data sources to 
characterise seabed types within the 
nearshore section of the cable 
corridor. Hornsea Three site specific 
data however, did not extend into the 
re-routed area of cable route that 
runs through The Wash and North 
Norfolk Coast Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) (Figure 1). 
Biotopes (habitat type supporting 
particular species) in this area were 
instead determined by using 
desktop data sets to extend the 
nearshore biotope maps generated 
from the Hornsea Three site specific 
benthic ecology data into the re- 
routed area and provide the baseline 
characterisation for the 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
(Paragraph 2.7.6.2. of Volume 2, 
Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology). Whilst 
desktop data indicated sediment 
types were broadly similar across 
the area with sandy sediments 
inshore grading into coarse/mixed 
sediments further offshore, providing 
the applicant with confidence in the 
extrapolation, Eastern IFCA do not 
consider this provides the required 
level of confidence to enable 
impacts from the development to be 
properly predicted. The type of 
seabed is important because the 
sensitivities of different biotopes 


clarification note is acceptable for 
benthic ecology characterisation 
(see paragraph 2.5 of Annex D1 of 
Natural England’s response to 
Deadline I; REP1-210), however 
Natural England maintains 
residual concerns with the 
information presented relating to 
cable burial (see Applicant’s 
response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation; REP1-
213). 


The Applicant refers the Ex.A to 
its response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation 
submitted at Deadline 2, and 
particularly the comments on the 
Natural England offshore wind 
farm cabling paper (REP1-213), 
which provides clarification on 
the use of site specific 
geophysical and geotechnical 
data to inform cable burial risk 
assessments. These data are 
not used to determine the 
likelihood of burial success or 
inform the volumes of cable 
protection likely to be used. 


 


As indicated in the Applicant’s 
response to the Ex.A question 
Q1.2.4 (REP1-122), for cable 
burial, a range of methodologies 
and tools could be used, 
including pre-trenching and rock 
cutting which can be used to 
install cables in areas of stiff clays 
and rock. The Applicant therefore 







varies. 


In addition, the assigned biotopes 
differ considerably from those 
shown in Natural England’s latest 
feature extent data for the SAC 
(June 2018 data release) (Figure 
1). However, the data used by 
Natural England to inform the 
feature extents are also considered 
low confidence, as they have been 
taken from broadscale habitat 
mapping surveys conducted prior 
to 2000 (Foster-Smith et al., 1999) 
at a much lower spatial resolution 
than that required to assess 
habitats within the cable corridor. 
The age of the data is important in 
marine sedimentary environments 
where changes in characteristic 
habitat types can occur over 
relatively short timescales (weeks 
and months, or even days in 
extreme cases). 


The fact that biotope data have 
been extrapolated from point data 
and surveys pre-dating 2000 
means there is low confidence in 
the type of habitat in the 
nearshore cable area. Therefore, 
either site-specific surveys should 
be undertaken to ascertain the 
actual habitats present, or a 
precautionary approach should be 
taken to managing activities in the 
area to ensure potential impacts 
on most sensitive habitats cannot 
occur. 


It is relevant to highlight that, 


does not agree that there is a 
higher likelihood of cable 
protection b e i n g  required in the 
areas of subcropping rock. 







because of the low confidence in 
the habitat data available along 
the North Norfolk Coast, Eastern 
IFCA have taken a precautionary 
approach when applying fishery 
management measures in this 
section of the MPA to protect 
subtidal mixed sediments and 
subtidal mud. This has resulted in 
Eastern IFCA proposing a large 
proposed closure on the North 
Norfolk Coast (5922 ha) 
prohibiting towed demersal fishing 
gears between 0 and 3nm from 
the shore. This extends an 
existing closure (Eastern IFCA 
Byelaw 12) between Blakeney 
and Mundesley on the North 
Norfolk Coast, which has the 
effect of protecting seabed 
habitats from abrasion or 
penetration from trawling or 
dredging (Figure 2). 
To fully assess the impacts of 
cable installation works on Annex 1 
habitat, which include H1110 
Sandbanks which are slightly 
covered by sea water all the time, 
within the SAC a better 
understanding of the distribution of 
these habitats is required. Mixed 
sediments are a sub- feature of 
subtidal sandbanks (detail provided 
in statutory conservation advice 
for the SAC – see Natural England 
(2018)1. This seabed type can 
support a wide range of species 
that are not found in sandier 
seabed habitats, which means they 







have a greater sensitivity to 
physical disturbance, for example 
from cable laying or cable 
protection. In addition, a better 
understanding of the habitat types 
and benthic communities is also 
important when considering cable 
burial options and the requirement 
for rock armoring and to provide a 
baseline for post-construction 
monitoring surveys. 


Since submitting our Relevant 
Representation, the Applicant has 
provided Eastern IFCA with 
additional survey data for the near-
shore cable area, gathered during 
surveys in summer 2018. This 
includes drop-down video sampling 
within the section of the cable 
corridor that coincides within The 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC. 
Eastern IFCA consider that the 
additional data partially to validate 
the baseline assessment 
(Clarification Note: Baseline and 
impacts of cable installation); they 
support the classification of mobile 
sediments across the nearshore 
section of the cable route. However, 
whilst visual assessments of habitat 
type can be made using video 
methods and can contribute to the 
classification of habitat types, to 
accurately assess sediment and 
benthic community composition 
Eastern IFCA    considers that 
further grab samples should be 
taken and assessed for particle size 







and biota. Furthermore, Eastern 
IFCA’s understanding of the habitat 
in this area is that mobile sediments 
could overlay subtidal chalk2 
features. Video assessment of the 
seabed does not allow an 
assessment of underlying habitat 
below the top layer. If large areas of 
rock or other unsuitable habitat exist, 
then it is likely that it will not be 
possible to bury a substantial 
proportion of the cable within the 
SAC. This could result in a 
requirement for rock armoring to 
protect unburied cable, which would 
result in a permanent loss of 
sedimentary habitat in that area. 


Q1.2.1
5 


NE Paragraph 5.4.13 of NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
there are outstanding questions 
regarding how the survey data have 
been analysed and interpreted. 
Errors have been noted in the 
results and the significance of 
potential impacts on biotopes and 
VER. 


Please identify the nature of these 
errors and the implications that you 
think this has for the 


findings of the ES. 


Lack of confidence in survey 
evidence 


This has been a focus of the 
discussions during the evidence 
plan process, but we continue to 
have concerns over the 
appropriateness of the analyses, 
and note in particular: 


splitting data by sediment type 
for analyses creates clusters that 
are unlikely to prove meaningful 
ecologically. We understand that 
doing this will lower the size of 
the dataset for analysis, but we 
would expect the contractors to 
investigate more appropriate 
ways of dealing with scale. If the 
analysis must be split, 
investigating split by geographical 
area than sediment type would be 
more appropriate. 


The Applicant notes Natural 
England’s comments on the 
benthic data analysis and has 
provided responses against each 
point raised below. 


 The approach adopted for the 


Hornsea Three benthic 


ecology  data analysis has 


been employed previously on 


a number of offshore wind 


farms including Hornsea 


Project One and Hornsea 


Project Two. The Applicant 


notes that for both of these 


projects, and the other 


projects where this approach 


has been used (i.e. Atlantic 


Array and Triton Knoll offshore 


JNCC did not provide comment on 
benthic survey analysis for any of the 
windfarms mentioned. 
None of the windfarms mentioned 
proposed operations within SACs. 
This increases the need for evidence 
and confidence in evidence. 
The Applicant appears to have only 
answered a few of the data questions 
we have previously posed to the 
Applicant in EWG and consultation 
responses. We would expect the 
Applicant to answer all our questions 
regarding evidence quality.  
 
 
Whilst NE and JNCC provided a 
comprehensive PEIr response; it was 
challenging to identify every element 
of the application that we didn’t agree 
with. This was due our outstanding 
fundamental concerns that impacted 







use of ‘shoe horning’ to ensure 
samples match a biotope. Rather 
than supplying the ‘closest’ biotope 
to the grouping, it would be 
preferable to just describe 
characterising species of the group 


appropriate use of infauna and 
epifauna in datasets dependent 
on sample ability rather than 
strict definitions of infauna vs 
epifauna, e.g. some epifauna 
(e.g. brittlestars) are much better 
sampled by grab, as opposed to 
epifauna such as seapens. 


We consider that the 
methods used for faunistic 
analysis by the applicant are 
such that there is little 
opportunity that true ecological 
patterns and relationships 
could emerge. As such, we 
have low confidence in the 
biotoping results as well as any 
conclusions as to 
characterisation or monitoring 
resulting from them. 


 
Implications for the findings of the 
ES It would only be possible to fully 
identify the implications for the 
results of the ES with reanalysis of 
the benthic survey evidence, 
including peer-review by 
NMBAQC/SNCBs. We understand 
that, for timing reasons, it is now 
not likely to be possible to 
undertake reanalysis before 
examination and so we advise that 


wind farms), this was 


acceptable to Natural England 


and JNCC at the time of 


consenting. The approach 


used is also consistent with 


that presented in the Hornsea 


Three Preliminary 


Environmental Impact Report 


(PEIR) and the Applicant 


would highlight to the Ex.A that 


they did not receive feedback 


regarding the appropriateness 


of splitting data by sediment 


type in the Section 42 


consultation response from 


Natural England.  


 


The Applicant notes Natural 


England’s comment regarding 


initially splitting data by 


classification are based solely 


on the substrate type and 


biologicalgeographical area 


rather than sediment type but 


would point out that the JNCC 


Guidance on Assigning 


Benthic Biotopes using EUNIS 


or the Marine Habitat 


Classification of Britain and 


Ireland (Parry, 2015) outlines 


that, to assign a biotope, there 


should be step-wise 


on the content of the EIA which 
needed to be addressed as a priority. 
Much of our advice in the PEIr is still 
relevant for the applicant especially in 
relation to VERs and biotope 
characterisation. 
 
 
Please see Natural England PEIr 
response for reference 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We continue to disagree with the 
Applicant that their use of data 
splitting at the start of analyses is 
statistically appropriate as a primary 
method for characterising habitats. 
While we understand that splitting can 
be the only pragmatic route to take 
with large datasets, we would expect 
results of checks analysing 
biologically similar clusters from each 
pre split group together to be reported 
to ensure that splitting was not 
fundamentally skewing results. We 







the examining body considers that 
the results include a degree of 
uncertainty, and thus includes a 
further layer of precaution when 
considering benthic survey results. 


progression through the 


classification from level 1 to 


level 5 of the Marine Habitat 


Classification for Britain and 


Ireland. The Applicant would 


point out that levels 2 and 3 of 


the classification are based 


solely on the substrate type 


and biological zone of the 


sample. On this basis, the 


Applicant maintains that 


initially splitting data into 


sediment groups is a useful 


and valid initial approach to 


biotope mapping for very large 


datasets. The Applicant would 


also highlight that no other 


stakeholder, including Cefas, 


have raised any concerns with 


the data analysis approach 


adopted. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 With regard to the second 


point about ‘shoe horning’ for 


would be pleased to receive this 
analysis and reconsider our position 
on this point.    
 
The Applicant seems to have 
misunderstood JNCC Guidance on 
Assigning Benthic Biotopes using 
EUNIS or the Marine Habitat 
Classification of Britain and Ireland 
(Parry, 2015). The Applicant notes 
that, to assign a biotope, there should 
be step-wise progression through the 
classification from level 1 to level 5 of 
the Marine Habitat Classification for 
Britain and Ireland. This is correct 
when looking to see what biotopes 
are available in the Marine Habitat 
Classification for Britain and Ireland – 
the classification is presented in a 
step-wise series of decisions on the 
JNCC website 
(http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/marine/biotop
es/hierarchy.aspx). Text in Parry 
(2015) and in their Appendix 2 
(Example sample biotope summary 
table) makes it clear that biotope 
assignation occurs through 
identification of faunal assemblages, 
investigating their relationship with 
the physical environment and then 
matching them to existing biotopes as 
appropriate. 
 
We cannot comment on responses 
from other stakeholders, but we 
would highlight that expertise for 
marine habitat classification in the UK 
lies with JNCC.  
 



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/marine/biotopes/hierarchy.aspx

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/marine/biotopes/hierarchy.aspx





biotope allocation, this 


comment is noted, however 


the Applicant also notes that 


the classification of the 


community data into biotopes 


is not always straightforward 


and this is acknowledged as a  


limitation in paragraph 2.7.6.3 


of Volume 2, Chapter 2: 


Benthic Ecology of the 


Environmental Statement 


(APP-062). The Applicant 


would point out that the 


process of identifying and 


assigning biotopes to benthic 


sample data is a standard 


method in characterisation for 


the purposes of EIA and, as 


discussed above, the Benthic 


Ecology, Fish and Shellfish 


and Marine Processes Expert 


Working Group (EWG) advised 


the Applicant that biotopes 


should be used in the benthic 


ecology assessment, rather 


than more broad descriptions 


of sediment/faunal 


communities. 


 Natural England’s comments 
regarding infauna and epifauna 
are 


noted. The Applicant notes 


that, as outlined in paragraph 


 
 
We agree that classification into 
biotopes can be challenging, and that 
biotope classification is a standard 
and routine operation for surveys.  
 
However we continue to believe that 
the analyses undertaken for the 
Applicant are fundamentally flawed in 
their approaches to combining 
datasets with different levels of 
confidence and different quantitative / 
qualitative approaches to data 
scoring. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







2.6.2.5  of Volume 5, Annex 


2.1: Benthic Ecology Technical 


Report of the Environmental 


Statement (APP-102), this has 


been done as the epifaunal 


data recorded from the grab 


samples were generally low in 


abundance and were therefore 


combined with the epifaunal 


data from the drop down video 


survey for analysis. . It should 


be noted that both epifaunal 


and infaunal communities 


were used to inform the 


ultimate biotope classification. 


 


With respect to Natural England’s 


fourth point, the Applicant would 


note that there is a degree of 


subjectivity and therefore, 


professional judgment, to biotope 


classification. However, the 


Applicant considers that, by using 


the sediment type as a starting point, 


this removes some of the potential 


variability. As outlined in paragraph 


2.7.6.5 of Volume 2, Chapter 2: 


Benthic Ecology of the 


Environmental Statement, it is 


important to note that any 


uncertainties in individual biotope 


codes assigned to certain sites has 


been controlled by grouping habitats 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We agree that classification into 
biotopes can be challenging. It 
remains the case that several of the 
biotopes presented by the Applicant 
are of uncertain confidence for 
various reasons, the most important 
being: 


1) a large proportion of the 
images were not 
considered to be of high 
quality, due to variable 
weather conditions when 
data were acquired (noted 
within Applicant response to 
JNCC as a response to 







with similar overall general ecology, 


species assemblages and 


sensitivities together as valued 


ecological receptors (VERs), and 


considering designated features of 


nature conservation sites as 


separate VERs. The impact 


assessment is undertaken against 


these VERs and this approach was 


presented to, and discussed with the 


Benthic Ecology, Fish and Shellfish 


and Marine Processes Expert 


Working Group (EWG), at a meeting 


on 21 June 2016 as outlined in the 


Consultation Report, Annex 1: 


Evidence Plan (APP-035). 


Therefore, even if there were some 


subtle differences in the biotopes 


assigned then the conclusions of the 


assessment would be unchanged as 


the assessment would have been 


made on the same overarching VER.   


Finally, the Applicant would highlight 


that the biotopes identified and 


assigned to the Hornsea Three data 


are consistent with the habitats, 


species and biotope recorded in the 


desktop datasets discussed in 


section 3 of Volume 5, Annex 2.1: 


Benthic Ecology Technical Report of 


the Environmental Statement, for 


this part of the southern North Sea. 


For these reasons the Applicant’s 


EWG questions, March 
2018) 


2) considerable discrepancy 
between faunal 
abundances and 
distribution in the 
Applicant’s understanding 
of biotopes and the 
expected faunal abundance 
and distribution in JNCC 
defined biotopes. For 
example, the Sabellaria 
biotope SSpiMx is 
described in the PEIR 
(Table 4.2, BETR) has only 
one characterising species 
in common with the JNCC 
biotope description. The 
Applicant’s description 
contains only one species 
that JNCC considers to be 
characterisation of the 
biotope.   


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







position is that there can be 


confidence in the biotope 


characterisation results or in the 


conclusions of the assessment 


resulting from them. Natural 


England’s comment regarding the 


implications for monitoring are 


incorrect as the benthic analysis 


undertaken to date was for the 


purposes of characterisation for the 


EIA/HRA and not as a pre-


construction baseline to inform a 


monitoring programme. 


 


The Applicant would reiterate again 


that the Statutory Nature 


Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) had 


the opportunity to peer review the 


Hornsea Three data analysis at 


PEIR and made no comments about 


the approach at this time. With 


regards to a peer review by the NE 


Atlantic Marine Biological Analytical 


Quality Control (NMBAQC) scheme, 


the Applicant would highlight that as 


outlined in paragraph 2.5.1.4 of 


Volume 5, Annex 2.1: Benthic 


Ecology Technical Report of the 


Environmental Statement, the 


infaunal samples were analysed at a 


benthic laboratory which participates 


in the NMBAQC scheme and the 


Applicant is not aware of any 


 
 
 
 
 
We are pleased that the Applicant 
used laboratories participating in the 
NMBAQC scheme. This does indeed 
at some degree of certainty to 
identification.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We continue to disagree that the 
Applicant’s survey evidence is robust 
and / or comprehensive. We consider 
that this lack of confidence is another 
reason for ensuring that adequate 
precaution is included in the 
Examining Authority’s opinion.  
 
 
 
 







NMBAQC standard for data 


analysis/biotope allocation.   


 


In summary, and for the reasons 


outlined above, the Applicant does 


not consider that it would not be 


appropriate or necessary to 


reanalyse of any part of the benthic 


survey data for Hornsea Three. For 


the purposes of informing the 


characterisation for the EIA/HRA for 


Hornsea Three, the data analysis is 


considered by the Applicant to be 


robust and comprehensive and there 


is no need for a further layer of 


precaution to be added in 


considering benthic survey results. 


precautionary. 
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Q1.2.1
7 


Applicant
, NE 


Table 2.18 of the ES [APP-062] 
states that cables would be micro- 
sited through areas of ‘lower 
quality’ Sabellaria reef. Paragraph 
2.7.1.19 of the ES [APP-062] 


Sabellaria spinulosa is an Annex I 
reef habitat under the habitats 
directive and our advice to the 
Applicant during the evidence plan 
process was the same as to all 
industries; namely that Annex I 


The Applicant’s response to the 
Natural England Written 


Representation (REP1-213) 
provides a detailed overview of the 
Applicant’s position with respect to 


Please see our response to the 
Applicant’s response on NE’s Written 
Representation For deadline 3 Annex 
2.2B 







acknowledges that this is a 
widespread benthic feature with 
potential for occurrence in the array 
and cable corridor areas. 


How effective is this mitigation 
measure likely to be given the 
widespread distribution of this 
habitat? 


reef, of Act 2006 Sabellaria 
spinulosa reef is also a habitat of 
conservation importance and 
therefore should be avoided where 
possible even outside of 
designated sites. The main area of 
concern in relation to impacts on 
Annex I Sabellaria spinulosa reef 
relates to North Norfolk Sand 
Banks and Saturn Reef SAC. 


Reef layer evidence 


JNCC’s spatial products for Annex 
I reef is currently being updated. 
Version 7 (the current published 
version) of the Annex I reef layer 
was provided to the applicant 
during their PEIR consultation, and 
we provided updated layer images 
to the applicant in early 2018. 
JNCC were expecting to be 
release version 8 before the 
Hornsea examination, but 
publication is now expected to be 
December 2018. This data set will 
be required to understand how 
effective the mitigation measure to 
avoid reef (not just low quality) will 
be. 


Micrositing as mitigation 


It is Natural England’s view that 
with the current cable corridor 
routing, primary mitigation (i.e. 
avoiding Annex I reefs within SACs 
and/or biogenic or geogenic reefs 
outside SACs within the Hornsea 
Three offshore cable corridor) will 
not always be possible, particularly 


Sabellaria reefs and micrositing 
around these. 


 







around Saturn Reef where 
evidence for Annex I reef shows 
presence across the cable 
corridor. We do not consider the 
applicant’s consideration of 
routing through ‘lower quality’ reef 
to be acceptable in terms of 
restoration of conservation 
objectives as the ‘lower quality’ 
reef mentioned by the applicant is 
still contained within area to be 
managed as reef, with the 
protection provided by Annex I 
status. 


We welcome the applicant’s desire 
to avoid areas of higher quality reef 
and/or restrict cable installation to 
the periphery of reef features, and 
we consider that both of these 
mitigations may decrease impact on 
individual reefs. However, we do not 
consider that they will lower risk 
related to leaving the overall reef 
feature in unfavourable condition, 
particularly as we are unsure as to 
whether the applicant can microsite 
around the reef feature in this area. 
Please see Annex D4 or further 
details. 


 


Q1.2.1
9 


NE Paragraph 5.4.4 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the ‘core reef approach’ that was 
used to 
assess impacts on the North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn Reef Special 
Area of Conservation (SAC) did not 


Natural England has provided 
comments on the core reef 
approach in section 2.4 of Annex 
D4 and within Annex D5 of our 
Written Representation. 


Please also refer to paper by 
Roberts et al., 2014. 


The Applicant’s response to the 
Natural England Written 
Representation (REP1-213) provides 
a detailed overview of the Applicant’s 
position with respect to Sabellaria 
reefs and the applicability of the ’core 
reef approach’. 


Please see our response to the 
Applicant’s response on NE’s Written 
Representation for Deadline 3 Annex 
2.2B 







follow published guidance. 


Please explain how the adopted 
approach differs from the published 
guidance. 
How is any difference in approach 
likely to have affected the findings of 
the ES? 


Q1.2.2
0 


Applicant
, NE, 
MMO 


Paragraph 
2.7.1.19 of the ES [APP-062] states 
that Sabellaria reefs are ‘likely to be 
ephemeral’. 


What peer reviewed literature 
supports this assumption? 


Is it possible that the observed 
changes in distribution are 
attributable to regular loss of reefs 
from bottom trawling? 


Given the observed ephemerality, 
would pre- construction surveys be 
effective in mitigating potential 
impacts? 


Please could NE and the MMO 
comment on whether they agree that 
the reefs are likely to be ephemeral 
and whether it is reasonable to 
consider them as having medium 
recoverability. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


Research undertaken at the North 
Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn 
Reef SAC (e.g. Limpenny et al., 
2010, Jenkins et al, 2018) show 
that mature Sabellaria reef 
identified by Conoco Phillips in 
2003, known as Saturn Reef, was 
not observed in subsequent 
surveys. Reef was observed in 
other areas within the SAC in 
2013, although not as well 
developed as that observed in 
2003. 


Reef rubble was observed in the 
Saturn Reef area by both 
Limpenny and Jenkins, but it 
was never determined whether 
the cause of the damage was 
due to natural (storms) or 
anthropogenic (trawling) 
impacts. Until an investigation of 
trawling location and intensity 
has been undertaken within the 
SAC, it is still speculation that 
trawling is the sole cause of the 
damage to Sabellaria reef. 


Pre-construction surveys (if 
undertaken temporally (within 
months) near to construction start 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
MMO and Natural England 
responses to this question. As 
reflected in the Applicant’s 
Deadline I response to this 
question (REP1-122), the Applicant 
is in agreement that pre- 
construction surveys should be 
scheduled within an appropriate 
timeframe to ensure they are fit for 
purpose, to allow for direct impacts 
on Annex I reefs to be avoided, 
based on the extents of these 
features at the time of construction. 
The timeframes indicated by the 
Applicant (i.e. 12 to 18 months) are 
identical to those suggested by 
Natural England. 


The Applicant’s response to the 
Natural England Written 
Representation (REP1-213) provides 
a detailed overview of the Applicant’s 
position with respect to Sabellaria 
reefs. 


Natural England thanks the applicant 
for further information provided at 
REP1-122 and REP1-213 and will 
provide written representations for 
Deadline 4/5 depending on which is 
more appropriate  







dates) combined with micro-siting 
around reef areas should be 
effective for mitigating potential 
impacts. If the construction is to be 
undertaken in two phases, further 
surveys may need to be 
undertaken in areas of potential 
reef to ensure no reef has formed 
in the interim period. The MMO is in 
agreement that reefs tend to be 
ephemeral in areas of high 
sediment mobility and that they will 
have medium recoverability. 


References: 


Limpenny, D.S., Foster-Smith, 
R.L., Edwards, T.M., Hendrick, 
V.J., Diesing, M., Eggleton, J.D., 
Meadows, W.J., Crutchfield, Z., 
Pfeifer, S., and Reach, I.S. 2010. 
Best methods for identifying and 
evaluating Sabellaria spinulosa 
and cobble reef. Aggregate Levy 
Sustainability Fund Project 


Jenkins, C., Eggleton, J. D., 
Barry, J., O’Connor, J. (2018) 
Advances in assessing 
Sabellaria spinulosa reefs for 
ongoing monitoring. Ecology and 
Evolution 8 (2) 


Q1.2.2
9 


NE Paragraph 5.1.2.8 of the Marine 
Conservation Zone Assessment 
[APP-104] outlines the potential 
impacts on the Cromer Shoals Chalk 
Bed Marine Conservation Zone. 


Why do you think that this, together 
with other parts of the ES, does not 
adequately consider the worst case 


Please refer to Natural England’s 
Annex D6 for detailed comments on 
the MCZ Assessment. 


The Applicant would refer the Ex.A 
to their response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
(REP1-213) which provides an 
overview of the Applicant’s position 
with respect to the Cromer Shoal 
Chalk Beds MCZ. 


Natural England thanks the applicant 
for further information provided at 
REP1-122 and REP1-213 and will 
provide written representations for 
Deadline 4/5 depending on which is 
more appropriate 







scenario associated with horizontal 
direct drilling operations? 


Q1.2.3
0 


NE NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the features of the Markham’s 
Triangle proposed Marine 
Conservation Zone (pMCZ) than by 
using one feature 


as a proxy? 


Separate feature assessment 


We believe that levels of 
impact on the site discussed 
in the MCZ Assessment to 
be extremely unclear. For 
example: 


5,872,589 m2 is noted as the 
overall amount of disturbance in the 
site 


5,872,589 m2 is also noted as the 
amount of disturbance to coarse 
sediments within the site 


As suggested by Natural England 
and JNCC, the Applicant has 
presented habitat loss numbers in 
tabular format. This is presented in 
the Applicant’s response to Natural 
England’s Written Representation 
(REP1-213). 


We appreciate the Applicant providing 
further formats for their assessment 
and welcome reduction of impact in 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. We still, 
however, find assessment of impact 
difficult in this site, as discussed in 
our response to the Applicant’s 
response to our WR 


Q1.2.3
1 


NE Paragraph 5.4.8 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the Relevant Authority will need to 
carry out a full Marine Conservation 
Zone assessment. 


Please supply the conservation 
objectives, operational advice and a 
sensitivity analysis for the 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. 


If this information is not available, 
please advise on what information 
should be used to inform a Marine 
Conservation Zone assessment for 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. 
Are you in agreement with the 
Applicant’s approach of using the 
conservation objectives for the 
Cromer Shoals Chalk Beds Marine 
Conservation Zone? 


 


Available evidence 


Defra Consultation factsheet for 
Markham’s Triangle (2018): 


https://consult.defra.gov.uk/marine/
consultation-on-the-third-tranche-
of- marine- 
conser/supporting_documents/Mar
khams%20Triangle%20factsheet.p
df 


Site assessment for Markham’s 
Triangle (2017): 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/JNCC_
T3PreConsultationAdviceOnPossi
bl eOffshoreMCZs_v3.0.pdf 


Post survey site report (2011-12): 


http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Documen
t.aspx?Document=12836_Markha
m 
sTrianglerMCZSummarySiteRepor
t_v6.pdf 


(habitat data available 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
response from Natural England and 
has nothing further to add. 


We note that no further comment 
from the Applicant is provided.  



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/JNCC_T3PreConsultationAdviceOnPossibl

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/JNCC_T3PreConsultationAdviceOnPossibl

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/JNCC_T3PreConsultationAdviceOnPossibl

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=12836_Markham

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=12836_Markham

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=12836_Markham





https://data.gov.uk/dataset/42f9
67ae-082b- 4d72-9a9d-
55efe6558bf6/broadscale-
habitat-eunis-level-3-for- 
markham-s-triangle-
recommended-marine-
conservation-zone-rmcz) 


We note that the conservation 
objective for the site’s features is 
currently draft, and could be 
subject to subsequent changes. 
The form and content of MCZ 
assessments is regulator specific, 
however we consider the 
following to be of value: 


MB0102 - Report No 22: Task 3. 
Development of a Sensitivity 
Matrix (pressures-MCZ/MPA 
features): 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/
Document.aspx?Document=MB01
02 
_9721_TRP.pdf 


JNCC’s Pressures-Activities 
Database: 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page- 7136 


Natural England agrees that the 
Applicant has referenced the correct 
Conservation Objectives for the site. 
However, we have concerns in 
relation to the assessment 
undertaken that can be found at 
Annex X in relation to Cromer Shoal 
Assessment. 


Q1.2.3
2 


NE, 
MMO, 
TWT 


Paragraph 
2.12.2.3 of the ES [APP-062] 
identifies a number of impacts that 


NE RESPONSE: 


As stated in Natural England’s 
Relevant Representations and 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
responses from the MMO, Natural 
England and TWT. The impacts 


Whilst NE and JNCC provided a 
comprehensive PEIr response; it was 
challenging to identify every element 



http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=MB0102

http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=MB0102

http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=MB0102

http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=MB0102

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-%207136





have been scoped out of the 
cumulative impact assessment. 
Do you agree with the decision not 
to assess certain impacts on 
benthic ecology receptors within 
this assessment or within the HRA 
in-combination assessment for the 
North Norfolk Sandbanks and 
Saturn Reef Special Area of 
Conservation? 


If not, why not? 


the response to the PEIR 
Consultation, we do not consider 
that seabed disturbance impacts 
related to maintenance activities 
should be scoped out of 
cumulative assessment. It is 
currently not clear what levels of 
cable protection will be added into 
the site during maintenance 
operations, though we note it may 
be up to 25% of initial cable 
length. 


We do agree that the 


following (2.12.2.3) can 


be scoped out: 


Construction phase: 


Accidental release of pollutants 
(e.g. from accidental 
spillage/leakage) may affect 
benthic ecology. 


Operation and maintenance phase: 


Increased risk of introduction or 
spread of invasive and non-native 
species (INNS) due to presence of 
subsea infrastructure and vessel 
movements (e.g. ballast water) may 
affect benthic ecology and 
biodiversity; 


Accidental release of pollutants 
(e.g. from accidental 
spillage/leakage) may affect 
benthic ecology. 


Please also see Natural England’s 
comments on the HRA for the 
nearshore area which included 
further detail on our concerns for the 


scoped out of the cumulative 
effects assessment in the final 
Environmental Statement were 
identical to those scoped out in 
the Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report which was 
consulted on during section 42 
consultation. At that time, these 
were not raised and therefore the 
approach taken was considered 
to be appropriate. 
With respect to the cumulative risk 
of spreading INNS, as noted in 
response to Ex.A question Q1.2.8, 
the Applicant has committed to 
production of a Biosecurity Plan 
prior to construction of the project 
(see Table 2.18 of Volume 2, 
Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology of the 
Environmental Statement; APP-
062 secured by Schedule 11,  
Condition 13(1)(d)(iii) (generation 
assets DML) and Schedule 12, 
Condition 14(1)(d)(iii) 
(transmission assets DML) of the 
draft DCO submitted for Deadline 
1). Similar commitments have 
been made for other offshore 
wind farm projects in the past 
which, based on the best available 
evidence on INNS and the best 
practice management measures, 
would seek to minimise the risk of 
introducing or spreading INNS. 


However, in acknowledgement of 
Natural England and TWT’s 
comments in relation to the Race 
Bank applications for operation and 


of the application that we didn’t agree 
with. This was due our outstanding 
fundamental concerns that impacted 
on the content of the EIA and HRA 
which needed to be addressed as a 
priority. 
 
This was reiterated in NE WR 
Appendix 5 REP1-214  







Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
– Annex D5. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


The risk of spreading invasive and 
non-native species was 
determined as minor adverse to 
negligible. The MMO would not 
therefore exclude this from 
assessment of the cumulative 
effects, as there is potential for 
any invasive species colonising 
Hornsea Three to impact (act as a 
stepping stone) from Hornsea Two 
and One offshore wind farm 
projects and vice versa. 


The MMO agree that the remaining 
impacts would be local to Hornsea 
Three and should not be considered 
within cumulative effects. 


TWT RESPONSE: 


We believe that “Maintenance 
operations may result in temporary 
seabed disturbances and potential 
effects on benthic ecology” should 
not be screened out of the 
cumulative impact assessment. For 
some offshore wind farms, we are 
seeing repeated works to cable 
routes and the cumulative effect of 
this with other activities must be 
taken into account. 


maintenance activities within The 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
(note, these were not publicly 
available at the time of drafting the 
final Environmental Statement), the 
Applicant will provide an updated 
in- combination assessment for the 
Wash and North Norfolk coast with 
consideration of these activities. 


Q1.2.9
8 


NE Paragraph 5.4.7 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] refers to 
sub-features associated with the 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast 
Special Area of Conservation 


Please see Section 5 of the 
Written Representations that 
provides a link to Natural 
England’s designated Sites 
system, where it lists all of the 
Annex I features of the site and 


The Applicant acknowledges 
Natural England’s response to this 
question and agrees that the 
relevant sub-features have some 
sensitivity to impacts related to 
cable installation and cable 


Please see our Oral representation 
for ISH 2 provided at Deadline 3 and 
Annex 2.2B. 
 
Please note that Natural England 
doesn’t believe that Appendix 17 







(SAC). 


Please list the sub-features of the 
sandbank feature. 
In your view, how should the 
assessment of site integrity take 
account of these sub-features? 


then if you click on those it lists all 
of the sub-features of the site – 
which in particular include coarse 
and mixed sediments as sub 
features to both Large shallow 
inlets and bays and Annex I 
habitats slightly covered by sea 
water all of the time. 


Under Natural England’s advice on 
operations for cabling (including 
protection) within the conservation 
advice package both of these sub- 
features are demand to be sensitive 
to the many of the pressures 
resulting from cable activities. This 
will need to be considered further 
when considering the conservation 
objectives for the site and 
supplementary advice on 
conservation objectives which states 
‘Maintain the existing distribution of 
sediment composition across the 
feature.’ 


protection. Full consideration of 
these sub-features over the lifetime 
of Hornsea Three has been 
presented at the Applicant’s 
response to the Ex.A question 
Q1.2.103, presented at Appendix 
17 to the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline I (REP1-178). 


(REP1 -178)  adequately considers all 
of Natural England points especially 
in relation to conservation objectives 
for the site and features 


Q1.2.9
9 


NE Paragraph 5.4.7 of 
NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
other offshore wind farms that have 
routed their cables through The 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
have had to undertake remedial 
works which may have caused 
further damage to the SAC. 
Please provide further details of 
the nature of the remedial works, 
the extent of the damage and the 
effect that you consider this has 
had on the integrity and 
conservation status of the SAC 


Natural England has provided further 
detailed comments on cable 
installation challenges in the present 
Written Representations (Annexes 
D1, D2 and D5). 


Please see the Applicant’s 
response to Natural England’s 
Written Representation and 
associated annexes (REP1-213). 
The Applicant would also refer the 
Ex.A to the Applicant’s response to 
Q1.2.3 (REP1- 


122) which notes that lessons have 
been learned from previous 
offshore wind farms, with many of 
the remedial works which were not 
anticipated at the time of 
consenting those earlier projects, 
now fully considered within the 
Hornsea Three DCO application. 


We continue to have residual 
concerns please see Annex 2.2B 
submitted for Deadline 3 and 
response to Question 1.2.3 above 







Q1.2.1
01 


NE, 
M
MO 


Paragraph 
5.6.2.35 of the Report to Inform 
Appropriate Assessment [APP-
051] states that the North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn 


Reef SAC sandbanks are 
dynamic and mobile and are 
therefore considered to have 
moderate levels of recoverability. 


Do you agree with this assessment 
of the recoverability of the SAC 
sandbank feature? 


Please refer to any peer reviewed 
evidence that may be available in 
support of your response. 


NE RESPONSE: 


We refer the examining authority 
to the site Supplementary Advice 
on Conservation Objectives 
(http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/NNSS
R_SACO_v1_0.pdf)    for 
consideration 


of recovery and its peer reviewed 
evidence base. 


We note that levels of small-scale 
sandwave recovery are being 
seen associated with cabling 
activities at Race Bank (provided 
in the clarification note for 
sandwave levelling). However, we 
remain unsure of the full extent 
and distribution of likely recovery. 
We are also unsure how this 
would relate to recovery from 
Hornsea Three cabling 
operations. 


We also note that overall feature 
recovery rates and amounts remain 
uncertain, and should be assessed 
on a site-wide basis. Please see 
Annex D3 in relation to the 
Sandwave levelling clarification note 
received from the Applicant on 9th 
October 2018. 


MMO RESPONSE: 


The literature states that, although 
the sandbanks are dynamic and 
sediments are highly mobile, they 
are thought to be progressively, 
although very slowly, elongating in 
a north-easterly direction (Cooper 


The Applicant is pleased to note 
the MMO’s agreement on the 
recoverability of the Annex I 
sandbank feature and has nothing 
further to add. 


The Applicant notes that Natural 
England has provided further 
comments on the Sandwave 
Clearance Clarification Note 
(Appendix 11 to the Applicant’s 
response to Deadline I; REP1-183). 
The Applicant has provided further 
clarification on these points in the 
Applicant’s response to the Natural 
England Written Representation 
(REP1-213). 


Please see Annex 2.2B submitted for 
deadline 3 



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/NNSSR_SACO_v1_0.pdf)

http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/NNSSR_SACO_v1_0.pdf)





et al 2008). Therefore, the MMO is 
in agreement that they will have 
moderate levels of recovery. 


Reference: 


Cooper, W. S., Townsend, I. H. & 
Balson, P. S. 2008. A synthesis of 
current knowledge on the genesis of 
the Great Yarmouth and Norfolk 
Bank Systems. The Crown Estate, 
London, 69 pp. 


Q1.2.1
02 


NE Paragraph 5.4.1 of the NE’s 
representation [RR-097] states that 
the sandbank and reef features of 
the North Norfolk Sandbanks and 
Saturn Reef SAC are in an 
unfavourable condition. 


Do you consider that any other 
features of offshore European sites 
that are relevant to this application are 
currently in an unfavourable 
condition? 


There are only two Annex I 
features of North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn Reef 
SAC namely ‘Sandbanks slightly 
covered by seawater all of the 
time’ and Annex I Sabellaria 
spinulosa reef. 


For you information and to provide 
context 


The Third Report by the United 
Kingdom under Article 17 on the 
implementation of the Directive 
from January 2007 to December 
2012 contains national level 
information on sandbanks covered 
by seawater all the time. This 
conclude that for Specific 
structures and functions (incl. 
typical species), condition is 
inadequate (declining) because 
10.9% of the resource is 
considered to be in unfavourable 
condition based on SAC data, 
SSSI/ASSI data and vulnerability 
assessments for this habitat in UK 
offshore waters. Available site 
condition data indicate that more 


The Applicant acknowledges the 
response from Natural England to 
this question and would direct the 
Ex.A to the Applicant’s response to 
Natural England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-213). The 
response  to the Written 
Representation notes that the 
Applicant confident that there is no 
risk of adverse effect on the 
integrity of the North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC 
but given JNCC’s perceived risks to 
qualifying features, is willing to work 
with Natural England and JNCC to 
identify measures which could 
minimise the impacts of Hornsea 
Three on the features of the North 
Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn 
Reef SAC and identify measures 
which may aid in the achievement 
of the conservation objectives of 
the site (i.e., to restore the site to 
favourable condition). 


We disagree with the Applicant that 
there is no risk of adverse effect to 
either feature of NNSSR.  
 
We are pleased that the Applicant is 
willing to discuss further measures 
and mitigation for impact to the 
designated features.  However, we 
recognise that there is a high 
probably that mitigation measures 
identified may not be 
acceptable/feasible to all parties 
 







of the habitat in unfavourable 
condition is declining than 
recovering (for SACs and 
SSSI/ASSIs = 8847 ha declining 
and 0 ha recovering. 


The Third Report by the United 
Kingdom under Article 17 on the 
implementation of the Directive 
from January 2007 to December 
2012 contains national level 
information on reefs. This 
conclude that for Specific 
structures and functions (incl. 
typical species), condition is 
inadequate (declining) because 
16.1% of the resource (2.4.1) is 
considered to be in unfavourable 
condition based on SAC data, 
SSSI/ASSI data and a vulnerability 
assessment in UK offshore 
waters. Available site condition 
data indicate that more of the 
habitat in unfavourable condition 
is declining than recovering (for 
SACs and 


SSSI/ASSIs = 95803 ha declining 
and 35010 ha recovering). 


NNSSR reefs and sandbanks are 
expected to contribute to national- 
level recovery of feature. 
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Date: 20 September 2017  
Our ref:  10827/221825 
Your ref: - 
  


 
STUART LIVESEY 
Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm  
DONG Energy 
5 Howick Place 
London 
SW1P 1WG 
 
 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
 


 
3rd Floor, Lateral 
8 City Walk, 
Leeds  
LS11 9AT   


 


Dear Stuart, 


Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm 


Statutory Consultation under Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008 and Regulation 11 of 
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 


Thank you for your consultation dated 27 July 2017 requesting our advice on the following draft 
application documents: 


- Full Preliminary Environmental Information report (PEIr) including a Non-Technical Summary, 
Introductory Chapters (Vol. 1), Offshore Chapters (Vol. 2), Onshore Chapters (Vol. 3), Introductory 
Chapter Annexes (Vol. 4), Offshore Chapter Annexes (Vol. 5), Onshore Chapter Annexes (Vol. 6); 
and 


- Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA). 


submitted in support of Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm (hereafter referred to as Hornsea 
Three). 


The total area of the proposed Hornsea Three wind farm is 696 km2 with a total generating capacity of up 
to 2,400 MW. The array is located in the eastern portion of the former Hornsea Zone in the North Sea 
approximately 121 km northeast of the Norfolk coast and 160 km east of the Yorkshire coast. The export 
cable corridor is 145 km long and the landfall is proposed at Weybourne, North Norfolk, with the grid 
connection at the Norwich Main substation.  


Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, 
thereby contributing to sustainable development. Pursuant to an authorisation made on the 9th December 
2013 by the JNCC under paragraph 17(c) of Schedule 4 to the NERC Act 2006, Natural England is 
authorised to exercise the JNCC’s functions as a statutory consultee in respect of applications for offshore 
renewable energy installations in offshore waters (0-200nm) adjacent to England.   


Evidence Plan process 


Natural England recognises the importance of the pre-application stage of the consenting regime and we 
welcome the opportunity to engage at this stage. As such we seek to make this process as effective as 
possible. We have been engaging in a number of topic-specific Expert Working Groups (EWGs) and 
contributing via the Steering Group since early 2016. Natural England is pleased to note that a number of 
agreements have been reached as a result of pre-application discussions. We also recognise that for a 
number of topics, the work through the EWGs has progressed beyond the information presented in the 
PEIr and we anticipate that such progress will be reflected in the formal application. However, as 
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previously agreed with DONG Energy, the comments provided in this response are only based on the 
information presented in the current consultation documents. 


Natural England recognises that the time constraints that DONG Energy is under, place pressure on the 
pre-application process. This consequently places additional pressure on the ability to gather sufficient 
evidence to support the assessment and creates a significant challenge to provide comprehensive advice. 
We would therefore welcome further engagement in the Evidence Plan process through the Expert 
Working Groups. 


At this stage in the application process, we would hope to be in a position to agree the supporting 
information and methodologies and to highlight the key issues. However, due to the lack of evidence 
provided at this stage, this is not possible on a number of the key issues. Normally when undertaking a 
review of a PEIr and/or application it is considered ‘agreed’ where no comment is provided. However, in 
the case of this particular PEIr we reserve the right to provide further nature conservation advice once all 
of the survey data have been included within the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 


We have reviewed the information provided as fully as possible (hence the lengthy tables appended to 
this letter) and mindful of the time pressure associated with DONG Energy’s anticipated timescales, we 
have provided as much advice as we are able at this stage. We recognise that the further work required 
on the PEIr to address its deficiencies will place significant pressures the project and the NSIP timescales 
and we are aware how big a challenge this will be. 


Summary of main points 


After reviewing the report, we feel that there remain a number of fundamental concerns in relation 
to the application as currently drafted.  Whilst our detailed comments are provided within the 
annexes and accompanying tables of this letter, our main concerns are as follows: 


1) Baseline data and approach to the overall assessment 


We note that for a large number of topics it is currently not possible to assess the full range of impacts of 
the proposed development on the natural environment and on designated sites due to incomplete 
baseline data. Natural England is concerned that due to timescales of the project there may be insufficient 
time for the missing data to be collected and for a thorough impact assessment to be carried out. 


 Consideration of alternatives 


In Stage 5 (Vol. 1 Chapter 4, Section 4.10) it is stated that avoiding Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) 
was a crude filter in the initial stages of site selection. However, please be advised that depending on the 
interest features of the designated site it may be preferable in some instances for the cable route to go 
through one site over another. For example: the marine interest features of the Wash and North Norfolk 
Coast SAC near to Weybourne are less sensitive than those within the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Marine 
Conservation Zone (MCZ). Therefore, further consideration should be given to the cable route in relation 
to minimising environmental impacts. 


Whilst detailed survey information may help inform potential mitigation measures, there is no guarantee of 
this; and therefore we advise that, timeframes allowing, alternative options for the export cable route 
should be considered to reduce the project risks to an acceptable level for all parties. 


 Inclusion of Operation and Maintenance (O&M) activities 


Although operations and maintenance (O&M) activities are considered, it is unclear if the full range of 
activities have been included. In order to understand the potential impact on the features of designated 
sites it is particularly important that the temporal and spatial scale of impacts associated with the full range 
of O&M activities is assessed, including the worst case scenario of the remedial actions that may be 
required throughout the lifetime of the project (in line with the Rochdale Envelope approach). The 
inclusion of O&M activities is consistent with other OWF applications. 


 Full consideration of realistic worst case scenarios   


Whilst the use of the worst case scenario to assess impacts as part of the Rochdale Envelope approach 
has become standard practice during the consenting of projects over recent years, Natural England has 
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increasingly found that the scenarios considered at the application stage have been insufficient in 
capturing some of the impacts experienced during construction. 


The lack of full consideration of the potential construction scenarios at consenting stage has meant that 
the project parameters defined though the consenting stage have required substantial modifications post 
consent which has in turn led to additional costs, delays and frustrations experienced by all parties during 
construction and operation. Natural England therefore urge Dong Energy to fully consider realistic 
construction scenarios for the ground conditions likely to be encountered based on learning from 
operational projects. We also advise that where there is any doubt as to the feasibility of the techniques 
proposed, further discussions should be held and information provided to ensure that a realistic worst 
case scenario is being assessed, particularly where this relates to a designated site. This may require 
gathering of more detailed survey information to inform likely scenarios at consenting stage, however this 
will easily be offset by the time and costs savings post consent due to reduced need for variations. 


 Significance of impacts and use of the matrices 


Matrices are used throughout the PEIr to support the assessment of the magnitude and significance of 
impacts on key ecological receptors and where applied correctly they can be a useful screening tool. 
However, Natural England notes numerous instances where significance has been presented as a range 
(i.e. minor or moderate) and it is the lower value that has been taken forward. In the absence of evidence 
to support the use of the lower value in a range, Natural England’s view is that the higher value should 
always be assessed in order to ensure that impacts on features are not incorrectly screened out of further 
assessment. This is in line with the principles of the Rochdale Envelope approach. 


 Cumulative impact assessment 


Throughout the annexes to this response we have provided comments on the projects scoped in to each 
cumulative assessment, highlighting projects that have been missed and areas of inconsistency in the 
application of projects to different tiers. This will need to be revisited and updated prior to the submission 
of a final ES to take into account of any developments in other projects and any additional information that 
may therefore be available. 


 Likely Significant Effect (LSE) screening and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) 


Natural England commented on DONG Energy’s LSE methodology in our response to the Hornsea Three 
Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Report (NE ref.: DAS2229/205871). The LSE test is a ‘coarse 
filter’, identifying potential effect pathways that warrant further consideration through Appropriate 
Assessment. The LSE test requires competent authorities to consider whether there is an LSE alone or in-
combination with other plans and projects. Generally, a feature should not be screened out unless it can 
be clearly demonstrated that there is no impact alone or in-combination. The structure of the HRA 
screening document means that those plans or projects that could contribute to in-combination effects are 
only considered after the test of LSE has been applied. This potentially misses interactions, that whilst not 
LSE on their own, might be an LSE in-combination when considered in tandem with other developments.  


Given that the details of construction and monitoring plans have not been provided at this stage and that 
the baseline survey data is incomplete for a range of nature conservation topics, it is Natural England’s 
view that it is not possible to conclude no LSE for a number of sites and features, which will therefore   
need to be captured within the appropriate assessment. 


2) Impacts on the natural environment 


Although it is clear from the points raised above and within the annexes that Natural England has not 
been able to fully identify all of the potential areas of concern relating to the Hornsea Three development, 
we feel that there are early indications of a number of notable areas of concern at this stage that need to 
be highlighted. We would like to stress that this should not be considered a complete assessment, and it 
is likely that there will be further areas identified as additional survey data and outputs become available. 


 Impacts to the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC/SCI 


It is Natural England’s view that it is currently not possible to exclude an adverse effect on integrity of the 
North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef (NNSSR) candidate SAC (cSAC) and Site of Community 
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Importance (SCI) due to the cable route section that is proposed to cross the site. The route is proposed 
to cross up to three individual large sandbanks and the PIEr does not currently explain how these impacts 
will be avoided or mitigated. 


 Impacts to the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ 


Natural England welcomes DONG Energy’s recognition that further work is required on the MCZ 
assessment.  


Although we acknowledge that the final conservation advice package is not yet available for this site, the 
lack of site specific survey data and limited information on the method, scale and extent of any impacts 
arising from the proposed cable installation limit Natural England’s ability to provide advice at this time. 
However, based on our experience of previous cable installations and our understanding of the sensitivity 
of the MCZ features1, Natural England is presently of the view, that Hornsea Three export cable 
installation will have a significant impact on the interest features of the site2. This is because the cable 
installation is likely to cause direct loss of habitat and loss in the quality of the surrounding habitat, thus 
hindering the conservation objectives for the site. Therefore, we advise that the MCZ report on the 
potential impacts will need to be completed in full prior to project submission. To aid with this Natural 
England is in the process of developing chalk reefiness criteria using similar principles to that of Gubbay 
(2007) for Sabellaria spinulosa reef. We are also reviewing the MCZ designation criteria to better inform 
the significance of any impact to this site and consider alternative Measures of Equivalent Environmental 
Benefit (MEEB) options. 


 Offshore Ornithology 


Natural England is unable to offer any definitive advice due to the limited amount of survey data available 
within the PEIr documents, however, despite the incomplete nature of the assessments presented by 
DONG Energy in the PEIr documents, Natural England notes that some of the estimated impacts (e.g. 
those presented for the gannet and kittiwake features of Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA) indicate the 
potential for an adverse effect on site integrity from Hornsea Project Three when considered in 
combination with other plans and projects. Natural England also notes that estimated impacts to gannet 
under EIA, when considered cumulatively with other wind farms have the potential to give rise to a 
significant effect. 


This should by no means be considered to be a complete summary of our concerns in relation to offshore 
ornithology and as indicated throughout our comments in Annex 2 Section 2.6 of this letter there is the 
possibility that there may be other species and sites for which there could be significant impacts, 
depending on the outputs of the additional survey data and the suggested revisions to the assessment 
methodologies. 


Natural England notes that given DONG Energy’s final assessment of potential impacts on birds in the 
Hornsea Three offshore project area will be based on less than two years of baseline survey data, there 
will be greater uncertainty associated with some of the predicted impacts than if assessments had been 
based on the standard requirement of two years of data. As a result it will be important to consider this 
greater uncertainty when assessing the significance of predicted impacts on populations and features of 
international sites, and it is likely that a greater level of precaution will need to be applied in some 
instances as a result. 


 Impacts to Marine Mammals 


Natural England has outstanding concerns with regards to the marine mammal assessment. Further work 
is required to incorporate unexploded ordnance detonations and seismic activity in to the assessment and 
updates are required to take account of the JCP and SCANS III data. Natural England is particularly keen 
to have further discussions regarding the definitions of magnitude that underpin the assessment and the 
underwater noise modelling and how it is presented. 


                                                
1
 Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ interest features : Moderate energy infralittoral rock, High energy infralittoral rock, Moderate 


energy circalittoral rock, High energy circalittoral rock, Subtidal chalk, Subtidal coarse sediment, Subtidal mixed sediments, 


Subtidal sand, Peat and clay exposures, and North Norfolk Coast (subtidal geological feature) 
2
 This advice is provided on the information currently available and does not preclude due process being followed and/or 


changes in SNCB advice  when there is more certainty in relation to project design. 
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 Onshore ecology 


The information contained in this PEIr is too general and non-specific to be able to make any detailed 
comments regarding the hydrology, ecology and air quality impacts of the proposal. The specifics of actual 
works to be undertaken and the results of surveys in those areas will be needed to be able to comment. 
These surveys have been identified as being planned or undertaken in the PEIr and will form part of the 
Environmental Statement. 


The detailed methodologies for the works and their precise location will be necessary to determine any 
impact on protected sites or species. Natural England will provide our full nature conservation advice on 
the terrestrial ecology and nature conservation topics once the survey data is available to ensure that 
what has been proposed in relation to the scale of any impacts and mitigation measures remains fit for 
purpose. 


3) Inaccurate summarising of the Evidence Plan minutes 


As part of the Evidence Plan process Natural England has agreed meeting minutes that we would expect 
to form the basis for the Statements of Common Ground (SoCG). However, we note that in parts of the 
PEIr and especially in sections relating to the EIA, the ‘points of agreement’ have been inaccurately 
transposed. Natural England accepts that this may be due to the timing of the production of the PIEr in 
relation to the sign-off of finalised minutes, but we expect these inconsistencies to be rectified prior to 
submission. 


We provide our comments specific to chapters of the draft Environmental Statement and supporting 
information regarding Hornsea Three in the following annexes to this letter: 


 Annex 1 – Comments on Introductory Chapters and Inter-related Effects  


 Annex 2 – Comments on Offshore Chapters 
- Section 2.1 Marine Processes 
- Section 2.2 Benthic Ecology 
- Section 2.3  MCZ Assessment 
- Section 2.4 Fish and Fisheries 
- Section 2.5 Marine Mammals 
- Section 2.6 Offshore Ornithology 
- Section 2.7 Seascape 


 Annex 3 – Comments on Onshore Chapters 
- Section 3.1 Geology and Hydrology 
- Section 3.2 Ecology and Nature Conservation 
- Section 3.3  Landscape and Visual Resources 


 Annex 4 – Relevant attachments 
 
If you have any questions regarding the above comments or want to discuss further any of the issues we 
have raised please do not hesitate to contact Marija Nilova at Natural England on the details provided 
below. 


Yours sincerely, 


 


Marija Nilova 
Marine Lead Adviser – Major Casework 
 
Tel: 02080 267 688 


Email: Marija.Nilova@naturalengland.org.uk
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Annex 1 - Comments on Introductory Chapters and Inter-related Effects 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 1 Chapter 3 – Project Description  
- Vol. 1 Chapter 4 – Site Selection and Alternatives 
- Vol. 1 Chapter 5 – EIA Methodology  
- Vol. 2 Chapter 12 – Inter-related Effects (offshore) 
- Vol. 3 Chapter 11 – Inter-related Effects (onshore) 
- Vol. 4 Annex 3.2 – Disposal Site Characterisation 
- Vol. 4 Annexes 5.1-5.3 – Cumulative and Transboundary Screening 


 
There are a number of key concerns that we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. These comments should be 
read in conjunction with the issues raised in the main letter body. 


 Natural England has concerns about the site selection Stage 3 (Vol. 1, Chapter 4, Section 4.8), 
as the grid connection selected resulted in a high risk cable route. Notably the cable routes were 
only given limited consideration during the Round 3 offshore wind farm (OWF) SEA as no 
information was available at that time on possible grid connection locations. This has been 
recognised as a flaw in the consenting and grid connection offer process and Natural England 
and National Grid Electricity Transmission Limited (NGET) are working together to ensure that 
the process for future OWF projects has better consideration of environmental constraints. 


 We note that DONG Energy is considering a number of locations for the HVAC Substation. We 
do not consider it appropriate to be considering locations that would result in an impact to a 
protected site when other locations are available outside the protected sites. As such, we would 
expect the final application to narrow down the HVAC search area to locations outside the 
border of the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef (NNSSR) cSAC/SCI. 


 Natural England has a particular interest in the 1 535 001 m2 included for scour prevention as 
this could have significant environmental impacts depending on the amount and location. 
Natural England would expect a Scour prevention/Cable protection plan(s) to be provided as 
part of the application. We would also expect the Deemed Marine Licences to include a 
requirement to submit a finalised cable installation plan based on or as part of the Cable Burial 
Risk Assessment Plan prior to the commencement of offshore construction, which should be 
linked to the Scour prevention/Cable protection plan(s).  


 Natural England advises that the application should include a thorough consideration of O&M 
activities, especially in relation to offshore cable replacement and reburial. This would be 
consistent with other OWF applications. 


 We note that the maximum piling duration that is used in the noise modelling is 4 hours, 
including the soft start. Natural England would like to seek confirmation from DONG Energy that 
this is a realistic worst case scenario as any piling which exceeds 4 hours would invalidate the 
noise modelling. 
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Detailed comments  


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 1 Chapter 3 – Project Description 


1.1 General 
comment 


It would be useful if the title pages of additional documents, reports and annexes clearly stated the revision number and the date of the 
last revision, to see if the comments had been previously provided on that iteration of the document. 


1.2 3.6.4.2 We are in agreement with the MMO and the MoD regarding Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) detonation onsite.  


Given the location of the array and unknown size and quantity of UXO, Natural England raises concerns in relation to the potential 
impacts to interest features of the Southern North Sea candidate SAC (cSAC). A broad assessment of UXO impact is still required. 
Other wind farms have assessed that approximately 40 UXOs are possible within the site. NE agree that this can be updated post 
consent, with a formal marine licence application, but the impact of UXOs still needs to be assessed within the EIA and HRA rather than 
scoped out. The agreement to undertake a broad assessment is detailed in the final row of Table 4.4 and should be reflected in the text. 


1.3 Table 3.5 It would be useful if the table explained how the numbers were derived, i.e. ‘342 turbines with gravity bases of X m2 area + Y m2 area of 
associated bed preparation’. Natural England has a particular interest in the 1 535 001 m2 included for scour prevention as this could 
have significant environmental impacts depending on the amount and location. Natural England advises that an indicative scour 
prevention and cable protection plan/s is provided as part of the application. 


1.4 3.6.4.10 Natural England notes that monopole installation may take 30 months in total for turbines. Further information should be provided as to 
whether or not this is anticipated to be a ‘consecutive 30 months’ as well as the implications of a phased build scenario. 


1.5 3.6.4.12 Natural England notes that the maximum piling duration used in the noise modelling is 4 hours (including the soft start). Natural England 
advises that on this basis, any piling which exceeds 4 hours would invalidate the noise modelling and would therefore seek confirmation 
from DONG Energy that this is a realistic worst case scenario. 


1.6 Table 3.7 Natural England assumes that this table only considers construction phase and would like to see the information presented in relation to 
a phased build scenario. 


Vessel movements over a long construction window means that depending on the port transiting from there is the potential for 
interactions with Annex I interest features from designated sites. Therefore we advise that boat operators adopt best practice measures 
to minimise the potential impacts. This will also be the case for O&M activities. 


1.7 3.6.4.27 Natural England advises that seabed levelling is minimised within designated sites and that the Deemed Marine Licences include a 
condition to provide a post consent seabed levelling plan for the array and export cable. 


1.8 3.6.4.36 The description of seabed preparation for gravity base foundations is lacking any mention of new material introduction onto the seabed, 
such as gravel or rock dumping into the ‘cleared’ area to ensure foundation stability. 


1.9 3.6.4.56 The use of permanent rock placement around structures should be minimised as much as possible in soft sediment environments. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


1.10 3.6.5.5 Natural England would expect the Deemed Marine Licences to include a requirement to submit a finalised cable installation plan based 
on or as part of the Cable Burial Risk Assessment Plan prior to the commencement of offshore construction. The plan should also be 
linked to the Scour prevention/Cable protection plan(s). 


Natural England notes that the option of surface-laying the cable is not mentioned.  If this method has been scoped out of the project 
envelope it would be helpful to provide this clarity within the document. 


1.11 3.6.5.9 Natural England supports sandwave clearance outside of designated sites, because this is preferential to cable burial remedial works 
involving additional rock placement. A requirement for a sandwave levelling plan should be included in the Deemed Marine Licences or 
included as part of the bed levelling plan. Full details should also be provided on the disposal of dredged material. 


1.12 Table 3.24 The amount of rock protection for cable crossings within the array is estimated at 33 600 m2.  


Please clarify: 


- The rationale behind the assumption that 10% of the cable will require protection; 
- The likely parameters for each section of cable protection; 
- Whether the 25% replenishment during operations is part of or in addition to the construction total. 


1.13 Tables 3.25 
and 3.27 


See comment in point 1.6 above in relation to potential impacts to Annex I interest features whilst transiting to and from installation 
location. 


1.14 Fig. 3.16 Information pertaining to the use of scour prevention and/or seabed levelling should be included in the text. 


1.15 Table 3.37 Further details should be provided as it is not clear how the figures included in this table have been derived. Natural England has 
particular interest in the scour prevention/cable protection as this could have significant environmental impacts depending on the 
amount and location. Natural England advices that an indicative scour prevention and cable protection plan/s is provided as part of the 
application. 


It is unclear whether the area for rock protection stated here includes cable crossings. It appears that cable crossings are assessed 
separately and the total maximum area of rock protection has not been considered in the report.  


SNCBs advised through the Evidence Plan process that cable protection/scour prevention would not be acceptable within offshore 
designated sites. We note that the PEIr gives the worst case scenario of 10% cable protection, and without further information on the 
locations of the cable crossings or areas where protection will be needed, currently our advice has to be based on that 10% being all 
within designated sites.  


Sandwave clearance volume is estimated at 182 086 m3 – it is our view that removal of material at such a large scale may have an 
impact on the Annex 1 sandbank, the NNSSR cSAC/SCI, sediment budget and dynamics.  


1.16 3.6.9.12 
and Table 
3.42 


As per comments to section 3.6.5.9 above. We note that there are proposals to clear sandwaves within designated sites along the 
export cable corridor. Please see our comments in Annex 2 Sections 1 and 2 in relation to benthic ecology and marine processes. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


1.17 Table 3.44 The Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) exit pit dimensions are given at 30 x 50 x 4 m. The section does not explain whether any 
additional area of seabed would be disturbed or require clearance during preparation works for exit pit excavation. Impacts on both 
subtidal and intertidal should be considered.  


1.18 3.6.12 Again vessel movements over a long construction window means that depending on the port transiting from there is the potential for 
interactions with Annex I interest features from designated sites. Therefore we advise that boat operators adopt best practice measures 
to minimise the potential impacts. This will also be the case for O&M activities. 


1.19 3.7.1.2 Once the onshore cable corridor has been finalised Natural England will provide further nature conservation advice. 


1.20 3.7.1.11 The maximum number of joint bays along the onshore cable corridor is 330 which also requires 330 link boxes. Have implications on 
hydrology been assessed?  


1.21 3.7.1.23 Construction compounds have been identified as ‘temporary’ structures. Natural England would like to understand the implication of a 
phased build and how this may impact on the length of time these structures will be in place. 


1.22 3.9 Natural England advises that the application should include O&M activities in relation to offshore cable replacement and reburial. This 
would be consistent with other OWF applications. 


Vol. 1 Chapter 4 – Site Selection and Alternatives 


1.23 4.5 Whilst Natural England provided input into the Round 3 OWF SEA, limited consideration was given in the SEA to impacts along export 
cable routes as grid capacity and thus potential grid connection locations were unknown at the time of writing. 


1.24 4.8.2.2 Natural England queries why given the location of the Hornsea Zone, grid connection offers to the north of the Zone where not 
included? 


1.25 4.9.3.4 and 
4.11.4.1 


Landfall Zone 2 may have been chosen as not overly convoluted by presence of designated sites. However, it does not take into 
account the interest features of the designated sites as some habitats/species of designated sites are more/less vulnerable than others 
and using an indicative straight line from array to landfall does not recognise this. 


1.26 4.10 Due to the limited information presented at the scoping stage in relation to environmental features Natural England provided a higher 
level response raising concerns about impacts to the MCZ and identifying suitable alternatives. It should have been made clear at that 
time that alternatives for cable routing within the near shore area outside of the then scoping area should be included i.e. greater extent 
of the eastern edge of the Wash and North Norfolk SAC. Therefore we do not agree with 4.10.1.9. 


1.27 4.11.2 Natural England and JNCC have provided comments to DONG Energy in relation to the refinements to the offshore export cable 
corridor as part of the pre-application Evidence Plan process. An alternative route around the northern part of the NNSSR cSAC/SCI 
was presented in a meeting on 18 May 2017. The SNCBs view the alternative as an appropriate means to mitigate for impacts to the 
northern part of the cSAC/SCI.  
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


We acknowledge that no additional geophysical data will be collected prior to examination. However, we believe that a desk based 
study of the data sets that Centrica has collected for their Audrey field would help provide missing evidence. In relation to project 
specific data we advise that additional benthic sampling is done in that section of the proposed alternative cable corridor as part of the 
offshore benthic survey programme. It is our view that this information will be sufficient for the purposes of impact assessment in the ES 
and should provide some indication about the feasibility of the route as well.  


1.28 4.11.4.1 As set out in the comments to Section 4.10 Natural England did not advise the avoidance of the Wash and North Norfolk SAC. 


Vol. 1 Chapter 5 – EIA Methodology 


1.29 Table 5.3 Natural England notes that the definitions used to describe magnitude of impact, environmental value and environmental significance 
are based on those used within the Highways Agency’s EIA guidance. Whilst Natural England does not have any issues with the 
definitions when viewed in isolation, we have found on reviewing the separate chapters that they do not always relate well in every 
context. We therefore recommend that the interpretation of these definitions is carefully considered when applied in different chapters. 


Specific concerns are highlighted in our comments relating to individual chapters. 


1.30 5.4.3 Tier 2 should also include instances where impacts to designated sites had occurred and not yet been demonstrated to have fully 
recovered. Equally, as Vattenfall are about to submit the Norfolk Vanguard PEIr we believe there is sufficient information to include this 
project in the assessment. As with other projects we would expect to have a broader set of tiers included and assessed unless 
otherwise agreed as part of cumulative/in-combination discussions as part of the Evidence Plan process. 


Vol. 2 Chapter 12 – Inter-related Effects (offshore) 


1.31 12.7.1.7 ‘It is important to note that the significance of effects on different receptors in the same receptor group (i.e. different species of birds in 
'offshore ornithology') may vary according to the sensitivity of receptors. Therefore, where a number of species have been considered 
within the assessments in this chapter, a range is provided for significance of effect.’ 


The above statement highlights the complications in considering ‘receptor groups’ rather than individual receptors. There may be 
difficulties in drawing conclusions of significance when a range is presented. The precautionary principle would suggest adopting the 
highest level of significance; however this may not always be a sound approach. Natural England would therefore recommend that 
individual receptors are considered.  


1.32 Table 12.6 Temporary or long term loss or alteration of benthic habitats: the table states the habitats are expected to recover within 5 years, 
however the assessment does not appear to consider phased build as well as continued disturbance from maintenance activities. Such 
repeated and prolonged impacts on an area of benthic habitat may result in an impact being long-term rather than temporary. 


Seabed disturbance from maintenance operations impact should therefore be assessed together with other activities that may cause 
seabed disturbance. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


1.33 Table 12.6 ‘Based on current understanding, and expert knowledge, the greatest potential for inter-related impacts is predicted to arise through the 
following: 


i. the interaction of direct (both temporary and permanent) habitat loss /disturbance from foundation installation/jacking-up/anchor 
placement/scour, indirect habitat disturbance due to sediment deposition and indirect effects of changes in physical processes due to 
the operational wind farm <…>’. 


‘these individual impacts were assigned a significance of minor adverse as standalone impacts and although potential combined 
impacts may arise (i.e. spatial and temporal overlap of direct habitat disturbance), it is predicted that this will not be any more significant 
than the individual impacts in isolation. <…> As such, these interactions are predicted to be no greater than the individual effects 
assessed in isolation.’ 


The justification presented in the table does not provide evidence from survey and/or literature to support the above conclusions. 
Contrary to the worst case scenario approach, the ‘lower’ significance of residual effect of standalone impacts is considered for 
receptor-led interactions (for example, the impact ‘Temporary or long term loss or alteration of benthic habitats’ may produce a minor to 
moderate residual effect, however this is not acknowledged).  


1.34 Table 12.7 Also mentioned in a comment to 3.11.1.23-3.11.1.40 of the Fish and Shellfish Ecology chapter, the following effects of suspended 
sediment concentrations (SSC) have not been considered: 


- potential for sediment to drift in the currents at similar rates to the fish eggs; and 


- potential for sediment particles to become attached to the eggs of species (such as herring and sandeel) causing development 
retardation and mortality regardless of the duration the eggs are within the sediment plume. 


1.35 Table 12.8 Receptor-led effects: The marine mammal chapter states that porpoise return times from piling noise could be quick (less than one day 
to three days) and although no conclusion is made on underwater noise, Natural England considers this to impact the statement made 
in this table stating that as animals will be disturbed from the area due to piling, they will not be exposed to the increased boat traffic. 
Any breaks in piling of more than one to three days will expose animals to boat traffic and the text should be updated to reflect this. 


1.36 Table. 12.8 Receptor-led effect: There is very little knowledge of how underwater noise may impact prey species and how this may then impact 
porpoise vital rates, so statements suggesting that both prey and porpoise are both disturbed, so the negative impact is offset, are 
speculative and Natural England considers the text requires clarification to reflect this. 


1.37 Table 12.9 Inter-related effects on offshore ornithology: at present it is not possible to agree with the residual effect conclusions for a number of 
standalone impacts due to insufficient data (see comments related to offshore ornithology in Annex 2, Section 2.6 below). Therefore, 
inter-related effects will need to be re-assessed for the final application once fit for purpose evidence is available. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 3 Chapter 11 – Inter-related Effects (onshore) 


1.38 Table 11.3 Geology, hydrology, ecology and nature conservation topics have been included in the table that lists ‘PEIr topics excluded from further 
inter-related effects assessment’.  


The only two receptor groups brought forward for inter-related impacts assessment are:  


1) ‘closest long-term receptors - people living at dwellings within 350 m of construction activities’, and 


2) ‘closest intermittent receptors - people using PRoWs’.  


We challenge this approach in the light of insufficient data that has been presented in relevant geology, hydrology and ecology 
chapters. We advise that onshore inter-related effects are re-assessed for the final application once fit for purpose evidence is available. 


Vol. 4 Annex 3.2 – Disposal site characterisation 


1.39 Fig. 1.1 The Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ is excluded from the proposed disposal site area, however, HDD pit excavation will involve 
placement of material on the seabed.  Although this is described as a temporary measure, this could be in place for several years and 
as such should potentially be considered as disposal site. 


To minimise the loss of sediment from the offshore sandbank system it is important that disposal of dredged material occurs in the 
vicinity allowing it to be re-distributed throughout the local environment. Currently the proposed disposal site boundary follows that of 
the offshore cable corridor. Disposal of material restricted to that area may result in the net loss of material from the NNSSR cSAC/SCI 
as the sediment is brought outside site boundary by prevailing north-easterly sediment transport. The application should consider 
disposal of material further south outside the present cable corridor boundary to ensure the loss of sediment from the sandbank system 
is minimised.  


1.40 2.2.1.3 ‘a 5 m thick layer of top sediment with a diameter of 61 m may have to be excavated before installation of GBFs. However, based on 
initial site surveys, it is expected that the average thickness of the dredged layer will be up to approximately 2 m, depending on GBF 
design.’  


The above statement confirms that the worst case scenario of removal of 5 m of sediment as seabed preparation has not been 
assessed. We would like to see additional evidence to support the choice of 2 m as a realistic worst case scenario and the provision of 
examples of gravity base foundations (GBFs) already installed elsewhere  (i.e. Blyth Offshore Demonstrator Project). 


1.41 2.2.4.4 It is unclear why The Wash and North Norfolk SAC has not been included. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


1.42 Table 5.1 A number of impacts listed does not refer directly to the proposed activity of ‘disposal of spoil’. The table needs to be re-written to make 
sure the impacts identified refer to this activity. For example, ‘Marine Processes – Removal of sandwaves impacting sandbank systems 
within proximity to the Hornsea Three array area and offshore cable corridor.’  


The above impact would not result from disposal of spoil but from bed preparation activities. The potential impact from disposal could 
include: loss/input of sediment into a sandbank system as a result of disposal activities. 


‘Subtidal Benthic Ecology – Temporary habitat loss/disturbance due to cable laying operations (including anchor placements), spud-can 
leg impacts from jack-up operations and seabed preparation works for GBFs, may affect benthic ecology.’ 


The above impact is unlikely to result from disposal activities, unless the hopper barge needs to anchor in the area of disposal. 


Vol. 1 Annex 5.1 – Cumulative Screening 


1.43 Oil and Gas 
spatial 
screening 


There are a number of fields and associated infrastructure located <20 km away from the array/offshore cable corridor and we would 
expect them to be fully assessed. It is unclear why only impacts on Fisheries have been screened in. A number of projects have been 
scheduled for decommissioning potentially coinciding with Hornsea Three construction/operational phase. Therefore there are pathways 
for potential cumulative impacts on other receptors: 


- Ornithology and Marine Mammals should not be screened out as vessel movements associated with decommissioning activities 
could have impacts on sensitive bird species (divers), and also marine mammals. 


- Cumulative impact may occur for marine processes (Hornsea Three cable protection and Oil and Gas placement of rock/coarse 
material during decommissioning). The same pathway is relevant for benthic ecology.   At the moment most of the projects in the 
table are marked as ‘no physical pathway’ and screened out. 


- Currently operating fields within the NNSSR cSAC/SCI could be identified as ‘having ongoing impact’. 


1.44 Coastal 
Projects 


It is unclear why small-scale projects as far down the coastline as Thames estuary and London have been looked at, but a number of 
larger projects that are close to the development are not listed. A more thorough search of relevant projects in the pipeline should be 
carried out and the list updated.  


1.45 p. 29 There are a number of German (and other country) windfarms that are consented but there is no further information. While we agree 
they cannot be quantitatively assessed, these are yet more wind farms that could overlap with Hornsea Three adding to cumulative 
noise and boat traffic in the Management Unit. A number of windfarms from various countries are in pre-planning, so again, timelines 
could overlap with Hornsea Three. The qualitative analysis should include these projects.  


1.46 p. 35 There is a need to check projects such as Deborah gas storage site and Hundale potash mine. Text says they are in early stages, but 
colour code is yellow stating ‘in operation’. Please can this be clarified and updated. 


1.47 p. 70 Natural England queries if a gas field is in the ‘discovery’ stage of development, could there be seismic surveys associated with the 
site? If so, these should be screened in, if they are within 50 km as per the other activities (e.g. 43/25a-2W Gas Field). 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


1.48 p. 133 Royal Navy submarine areas – Consideration should be given to whether there is underwater noise associated with activities 
undertaken at thes sites. 


Royal Airforce Sites (UK and Netherlands) – Consideration should be given to whether there are any bombing ranges causing 
underwater noise at these sites. 
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Annex 2 - Comments on Offshore Chapters 


The present annex is divided into sections corresponding to each of the main offshore topics that fall 
within Natural England’s remit.  


Section 2.1 – Marine Processes 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 2 Chapter 1 – Marine Processes 
- Vol. 5 Annex 1.1 – Marine Processes Technical Report 


There are a number of key concerns that we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. These comments should be 
read in conjunction with the issues raised in the main letter body. 


 Section 1.11.9.24 states ‘Banks are deemed to be of minor vulnerability, moderate to high levels 
of recoverability and high value. The sensitivity of the receptor is therefore, considered to be 
medium.’ 


There has been no evidence presented to support the statement of high recoverability of 
sandbanks in the study area, unless it is mentioned in the baseline characterisation. If it is the 
case, better signposting is recommended to make the report more coherent. Conservation 
Advice for the site should be referred to when describing the sensitivity/vulnerability of the 
designated features. 


 Cable protection measures impact assessment conclusion in section 1.11.9.26: ‘Overall, it is 
predicted that the sensitivity of the receptor [designated sandbanks] is considered to be medium 
and the magnitude is deemed to be minor. The effect will, therefore, be of minor adverse 
significance, which is not significant in EIA terms.’ The SNCBs disagree with this conclusion, 
because we understand that the cable protection will be left in situ at the time of 
decommissioning, thus representing a long lasting impact to the site and its features.  


 Sandwave clearance – please note that the SNCBs view the mobile element of sandbanks (i.e. 
sandwaves on top of and adjacent to the sandbank), to be Annex I features and therefore 
should be considered as such in the assessment. The use of the Race Bank OWF figures and 
assessment in support of this EIA is not considered by the SNCBs to be strong evidence as the 
impacts and the recovery of the features remain unproven as the survey monitoring is yet to be 
provided to support the assumptions. 
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Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 1 Chapter 1 – Marine Processes 


2.1.1 1.7.1.25 
onwards 


We note that consideration of stratification and frontal systems has been included as per Natural England’s advice provided in the 
Evidence Plan process.  


2.1.2 1.7.1.31 
and 
1.7.1.33 


There is evidence of a muddy sediment layer up to 35 m deep in areas of deep water like Silver Pit and Markham’s Hole. We have 
advised that a desktop study is undertaken to describe the physical processes within the Markham’s Triangle recommended MCZ 
(rMCZ), particularly with respect to sedimentation. Sections 1.7.1.42 onwards provide a concise baseline description of sediment 
transport in the area.  


2.1.3 Fig. 1.11 The map shows there to be areas of ‘Megarippled GRAVEL or GRAVEL with megarippled sand and/or occasional sand streaks and/or 
patches of featureless sand’. We believe the conditions in the area are unlikely to result in a formation of such a dynamic environment, 
therefore, this feature should be reassessed once samples are available. The sampling data should be used to ground truth the recent 
geophysical survey data and relevant biotopes correctly identified. 


2.1.4 1.7.2.2 The array is in close proximity to the Southern North Sea cSAC.  


The array is also in close proximity (<10 km) to the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SCI that contains the Annex I habitats 
‘Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time’ and ‘Reefs’. We note that the NNSSR site is already designated as an 
SCI by the European Community and as a cSAC by the UK Government. We expect DONG Energy to correct all instances suggesting 
that the site is not yet designated. 


2.1.5 1.7.2.4 The Southern North Sea is now a candidate Special Area of Conservation (cSAC) after cross-Governmental clearance and Ministerial 
approval on 30 January 2017 and submission to the European Commission. 


We note that Inner Dowsing, Race Bank and North Ridge cSAC/SCI, Haisborough, Hammond & Winterton cSAC/SCI have not been 
considered in the marine processes chapter. The latter is within one tidal excursion from the offshore cable corridor, the former is 
almost within one tidal excursion. Justification should be provided prior to the assessment section as to why these sites were screened 
out. 


2.1.6 1.7.2.6 The cable route goes through The Greater Wash potential SPA (pSPA) not adjacent to it.  
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.1.7 1.7.4.2 ‘The main identified data limitation at this stage concerns the absence of geophysical and geotechnical data from the landfall. This 
inhibits determination of potential geological controls on future morphological change to the beach. However, DONG Energy Hornsea 
Project Three (UK) Ltd will be undertaking a programme of surveys during 2017 at the landfall which will inform engineering and 
environmental considerations at the landfall.’  


Natural England is concerned that this data is not yet available and whether or not it will be in time for the submission of the application 
in spring next year. Due the sensitive features that are present at the landfall location we believe that this is critical information that will 
be required to determine the scale of the impacts and inform any mitigation measures and/or Measures of Equivalent Environmental 
Benefit (MEEB). Due to the complexity of the project and sensitivity of the MCZ interest features an appropriate amount of time should 
be given to having in depth discussions on this matter.   


2.1.8 Table 1.12 It is Natural England’s view that the following impacts should also be considered as part of the marine processes chapter:  


- physical damage to sandbank structure from trenching/jetting for offshore cables;  
- ‘Scars’ left from trenching; 
- Bed preparation for gravity bases: introduction of substrate/substrate change (for example mixed sandy sediments dredged and 


replaced by gravel/rock for stability and scour protection); 
- Change to sediment composition and structure (with subsequent effect on flow, sediment transport pathways, benthic ecology). 


2.1.9 Table 1.13 Natural England agrees that ‘transboundary impact on coastal morphology’ can be scoped out. 


2.1.10 Table 1.15 Long-term and medium-term duration. The SNCBs have not set a generic temporal threshold to determine significance. It is dependent 
on the receptors that are being impacts either directly or indirectly. Therefore, further rational would need to be provided to support the 
use of these figures for the various impact pathways. 


2.1.11 Table 1.16 We advise where the outcome of using the matrices is minor/moderate that a precautionary approach is adopted e.g. ‘moderate’ 
accepted and considered further in the assessment. 


2.1.12 Table 1.18 Natural England notes that the impacts of having to remove the cable and replace it for maintenance have not been assessed. It is 
particularly important to determine the likelihood that further remedial action (such as rock armouring) will be required within the 
designated sites so that both the temporal and spatial scale of the impacts can be taken into consideration. 


2.1.13 1.11.2.24 ‘The scale of change associated with the dynamic phase of the plume (about 90% of material which falls directly to the bed as a single 
mass) from a single full hopper dredge spoil disposal event can be summarised as follows: 


- Duration at the seabed - order of seconds to minutes before becoming part of the background sedimentary environment;’  


Natural England would like further evidence to support the assumption that the material will immediately become part of the background 
environment. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.1.14 1.11.5.5 Sandwave clearance – There is no clear explanation how the number of 182 056 m3 was achieved for the total volume that could be 
affected by sandwave clearance. We would like to see a simple equation demonstrating how this was derived and confirmation that the 
total number of export cables (6) have been taken into account. Please note that the use of the Race Bank OWF figures and 
assessment in support of this EIA is not considered by the SNCBs to be strong evidence as the impacts and the recovery of the 
features remain un proven as the survey monitoring is yet to be provided to support the assumptions. 


2.1.15 1.11.5.7 ‘The proposed dredging or jetting activities only locally displace the disturbed sediment volume, which will remain the same sediment 
type as the surrounding seabed. In the case of dredging, material will be disposed of within the local sandwave field and will 
immediately be available again for transport at the naturally occurring rate. No sediment volume will be removed from the sandbank 
overall.’ 


Natural England queries what is meant by the ‘local sandwave field’ and whether this relates to the whole of the NNSSR cSAC/SCI.  
Natural England advises that the EIA should consider whether sandwave clearance might be done by other type of dredging. 


The EIA should also consider a scenario whereby an MMO licence for a new dredge disposal site is not granted and an existing site 
needs to be used. This may not necessarily be close to the area of dredging, resulting in the material loss from the environment. 


2.1.16 1.11.5.9 ‘The majority of the sandbanks within the Hornsea Three marine processes study area are highly dynamic and mobile features. 
Accordingly, they are typically considered to have moderate to high levels of recoverability enabling them to return to a state close to 
that which existed before the impact.’ 


We advise that evidence of recoverability from a large impact such is the worst case scenario is presented in the EIA. The EIA should 
also consider the recoverability of the physical structure of the sandbank should the sandbank ‘core’ be disturbed or damaged during 
installation activities. 


2.1.17 1.11.5.10 ‘In summary, sandbanks are deemed to be of minor vulnerability, moderate to high levels of recoverability and high value. The 
sensitivity of the receptor is therefore, considered to be medium. Sensitivity of receptor (sandbanks) – overall assigned as medium, 
impact considered minor, therefore minor adverse significance of effect.’ 


Conservation Advice for the NNSSR SAC is available and should be referred to when describing the sensitivity/vulnerability of the 
designated features.3 


2.1.18 1.11.5.11 With up to six cables proposed for the project Natural England is concerned that such activities as dredging, trenching or ploughing may 
affect the integrity of the sandbank feature. Trench/depression width and depth should be considered from an engineering perspective 
and based on experience from other similar cable installations to present a realistic worst case scenario. 


                                                
3
 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/PDF/NNSandbanksandSaturnReef_ConservationObjectives_AdviceonOperations_6.0.pdf  



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/PDF/NNSandbanksandSaturnReef_ConservationObjectives_AdviceonOperations_6.0.pdf
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.1.19 1.11.5.21 ‘However, it is important to note that the HDD exit pits would be temporary features that would only be open for a short period (up to ~3 
months) before being back filled with the excavated material from the temporary spoil mounds.’ 


We advise that the impact of material re-distribution from the mounds throughout the shallow subtidal with relatively strong local 
currents should be considered. This may lead to change of sediment composition in the vicinity as there is a mix of sediment types in 
the nearshore area.  


We also advise that the impacts of excavating chalk in preparation of the Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) exit pits have not been 
considered in full and should be. Because the chalk is crushed when excavated it will introduce a completely foreign type of sediment 
‘crushed chalk’ into the environment. Drilling and crushing chalk sediment may also result in an increase of suspended sediment 
concentrations (SSC) which is different from those concentrations assessed for the sediments currently characteristic of the local 
environment. Suspended chalk has a potential to persist in the water column (e.g. Lynn and Inner Dowsing and Lincs OWF) and such 
an impact should be considered. 


Further detail should be provided on the likely composition of the excavated material and how this will be used to backfill. It is Natural 
England’s current understanding that the proposed exit pits fall within an area of bedrock and boulder. 


2.1.20 1.11.5.22 The section only considers changes to the wave regime. Natural England would like to understand why ‘changes to sediment transport 
due to HDD exit pits’ has not been identified as an impact. 


2.1.21 1.11.5.24 Please note that The Wash and North Norfolk Coast designation is a Special Area of Conservation (SAC). 


2.1.22 Table 1.21 Please note that Triton Knoll is consented, but not yet under construction. The table should include Oil and Gas decommissioning and 
Viking Link interconnector. 


Natural England would like to understand why there are no projects included in Tiers 2 and 3. For example, East Anglia OWFs may 
potentially impact sandbanks in the NNSSR cSAC/SCI through sediment transport. 


In addition Decommissioning plans are available for a number of offshore Oil and Gas fields. Removal of associated infrastructure has 
as a potential to impact sediment composition, SSC and scour and therefore these should be considered. 


The SNCBs would like to understand if there are any active disposal sites in the study area, and if this is the case advise that 
cumulative impacts such as increased SSC, should be considered.  
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section 


Comment 


Vol. 5 Annex 1.1 – Marine Processes Technical report 


2.1.23 4.3.4.1 ‘In addition to short term elevations in SSC and associated sediment deposition, sandwave clearance will necessarily result in localised 
changes to the sandwave and seabed topography. This section therefore also gives consideration to the potential for sandwave and 
seabed recovery and for longer term changes to sediment transport.’  


The SNCBs query consideration is only given to jetting. Although jetting offers the worst case scenario for SSC trenching and other 
similar installation techniques present the worst case scenario in terms of topographic change and material removal. 


It is noted that the assessment in this section is based on Race Bank OFW HRA rather than direct evidence from OWF installation 
works. Further consideration should be given to the technical feasibility of this activity occurring on a steep slope of a sandbank. 


2.1.24 4.3.4.3 Once again, the assessment of sandwave clearance impacts is based largely on Race Bank OWF HRA. Natural England would be 
keen to understand how the data used in the HRA compares to the actual data and observations made during cable laying activities as 
well as understanding whether the recovery has occurred as predicted, We would like to see some sort of an uncertainty evaluation to 
support the following conclusions: 


‘- Bed levelling is not considered likely to disrupt the form and function of the sandbank system as these are governed by processes that 
occur at a much larger scale than the proposed works;<…> 


-  Bedform recovery will likely occur in relation to the migration and sediment transport processes across the system. Estimated 
recovery rates for sandwaves were in the order of several years, based on representative forcing conditions at a single water depth. As 
transport rates are variable along the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor, bedform response would be variable, with larger flow 
speeds or greater transport rates resulting in faster recovery; and 


- The proposed bed levelling is not likely to pose any barrier to ongoing sediment transport within or to locations beyond the sandbank 
system.’ 


2.1.25 9.4.2.1 As mentioned above, SNCBs advise against any cable protection in designated sites.  
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Section 2.2 – Benthic Ecology 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 2 Chapter 2 – Benthic Ecology 
- Vol. 5 Annex 2.1 – Benthic Ecology Technical Report  


- Brief review of the Appendices to the Technical Report 


There are a number of key concerns that we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. These comments should be 
read in conjunction with the issues raised in the main letter body.  


 We do not believe that DONG Energy has either provided enough evidence for, or assessment 
of, impact to protected features or site integrity for the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn 
Reef (NNSSR) cSAC/SCI. As such, we cannot agree that the project is unlikely to have any 
significant effect on features or site. 


 Based on the information presented in the Benthic Ecology chapter and the technical annexes 
the SNCBs cannot currently provide an evidence-based opinion on the scale of the potential 
impacts to the Annex I Sabellaria spinulosa Reef feature of the NNSSR cSAC/SCI). In order for 
us to form this opinion, DONG Energy will need to provide the following as part of the 
application:  


- Locations of ECR02 and ECR04 clearly marked on a map, showing their relationship to 
cable corridor and Sabellaria spinulosa reef. The maps in Fig. 2.2 and 2.3 (referenced in 
2.7.1.9 Benthic Ecology chapter) as showing these survey stations do not currently show 
them; 


- Sabellaria spinulosa locations in offshore cable corridor and zone. These seem not to be 
fully outlined in Fig 2.5 (Benthic Ecology chapter).  


- Delineation of the extent of Sabellaria spinulosa at ECR04. Patchiness is an inherent 
quality of Sabellaria reef, and should not be a barrier to delineation of extent. 


JNCC has advised that any areas of Sabellaria spinulosa reef within the NNSSR cSAC/SCI are 
at least 500 m away from any proposed operations. This does not appear to be the case in at 
least one area of the export cable corridor.  


We agree with the PEIr that the Saturn Reef Sabellaria spinulosa reef has moved in location, 
and that it is unknown whether this is due to movement of the original reef, or recolonization of a 
nearby area. JNCC is updating their Annex I reefs layer, which is currently with other 
conservation bodies for comment. It is anticipated that the full product will available before 2018. 
Please see Appendix 2A at the end of this section that provides screenshots of the new layer for 
your convenience before the full product is available. The appendix also provides 
recommendations on the reefiness assessment. 


 The sandbanks feature of the NNSSR cSAC/SCI has not been assessed in many parts of the 
PEIr. As such, the SNCBs currently cannot provide any agreement on the impact from the 
proposed operations. We would need full assessment of the feature – beyond occasional 
discussion of VER A – within the impact assessment section of the benthic chapter.  


We recommend the application includes discussion on the structure of the sandbanks, informing 
whether particle size is different at the base of the proposed trenches to the surface particle 
size.  


 Phased build – there are elements of the phased build approach that have not been fully 
explored in the worst case scenario for cable installation as that includes all of the cables being 
installed at once and the extent of that impact. However, the ability for features to recover may 
be hindered by repetitive adjacent impacts from the installation and associated infrastructure. 


 While we understand the clustering of VERs based on statistical analyses in the Technical 
Report, we question their use as an adequate assessment tool for impact on protected sites, 
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habitats or species. We strongly recommend that DONG Energy uses the biotope level 
information provided in the Technical Report to assess the impacts within protected sites in 
order to align with the sites’ designated features. 


 We do not consider that the magnitude categories currently used by DONG Energy are 
appropriate or assessable, especially those for Major and Moderate. We suggest that 
unmodified categories shown in Table 5.3, Vol. 1 Chapter 5, are used throughout the 
assessment.  


 Definitions of benthic impacts are too ambiguous to draw any conclusions from. The SNCBs 
would like to work with DONG Energy and their consultants to agree the definitions going 
forwards. For example if an impact is being assessed  per ‘pressure’ per lifetime phase, without 
noting areas of increased or decreased impact between phase, without using correct 
implications of impact length, and without using the UK standard ICGC pressures list4  we would 
be unable able to support the conclusion. 


 Impact on both designated features of the NNSSR cSAC/SCI should be considered fully in each 
section. JNCC is currently updating the Conservation Advice for the NNSSR cSAC/SCI which is 
expected to become available in late September 2017. The update should prove helpful as it will 
provide further detail about assessment against conservation objectives. We expect DONG 
Energy to update the RIAA accordingly. Conservation objectives should be considered against 
the total impact, rather than individual impacts split by different sections of the project lifecycle. It 
is the SNCB position that the impact should be considered against the restore objective of the 
NNSSR cSAC/SCI, as preventing adverse effect from Hornsea Three operations will not return 
the site into favourable condition. 


 We note that the PEIr records both aggregates Area 484 and Area 491 as overlapping 
operationally with the cable corridor. We would expect considerably more detail on potential 
issues and licensing considerations created by the overlap. We note that Area 484 has now 
started dredging (C. Matton, pers. comm.). We also note that Area 483 may become a material 
consideration during the Hornsea Three application process.  


We suggest that DONG Energy provides evidence for the 10% loss associated with aggregates 
cumulative effects. We consider that the values used currently may be overly large.  


 Due to the considerable amendments we have advised for this document in our response we 
have not considered the cumulative assessment in detail.  


 We note that a considerable number of benthic chapter appendices were not provided with the 
PEIr submission. The appendices (later provided to Natural England on request on 23 August 
2017) contain valuable tools for understanding impact, such as reefiness assessments, photo 
and faunal logs. Natural England and JNCC will need time beyond the PEIr consultation to fully 
consider any changes to advice based on the contents of the appendices.  


  


                                                
4
 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/PDF/20110328_ICG-C_Pressures_list_v4.pdf  



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/PDF/20110328_ICG-C_Pressures_list_v4.pdf
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Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 2 Chapter 1 – Benthic Ecology 


2.2.1 Figure 2.1 Please be advised that a number of designated sites are missing from the map – North Norfolk Coast SPA, Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds 
MCZ, Markham’s Triangle rMCZ, despite being referred to multiple times throughout the document. Fig. 1.1 in the Technical Report 
appears to have a more detailed map, but should still be checked for missing sites and OWFs.  


2.2.2 Table 2.3 Under the biodiversity section of the table it is stated that mitigation has not been deemed necessary during the Hornsea Three 
assessment. The SNCBs are currently unable to agree with this statement and believe that it is highly probable given the Likely 
Significant Effects to designated sites that mitigation measures will either need to be embedded in the project design (for which there is 
limited information to support this assumption) or adopted to reduce the impacts to an acceptable level 


2.2.3 2.6.1.4 Natural England is presently unable to agree or disagree with a number of conclusions from the benthic chapter due site-specific data 
not being presented. Is there a contingency plan if the data sets are not collected and analysed in time for the ES? 


2.2.4 2.6.3.3  We advise that it would be useful to have a table of designated sites and their features (relevant to benthic ecology) included here.  


2.2.5 2.6.4.1 Please note that the baseline characterisation will need to be updated as more recent data becomes available.  


2.2.6 Table 2.11 Please be advised that OSPAR threatened and declining habitats or species should be included in Table 2.11 and in assessment of 
impact. These should be regarded as internationally designated sites. 


2.2.7 Table 2.12  We strongly recommend that the biotope level information provided in the Technical Report is used to assess the impacts within 
protected sites in order to align with the sites’ designated features. Instead of Table 2.12 We advise that it is amended as follows, using 
Habitats A and B as an example: 


Designated 
features 


Representative infaunal / 
epifaunal biotopes 


Important infaunal / 
epifaunal biotopes 


Protection status Importance within study area 
and justification 


Offshore subtidal 
sands and gravels 


IMoSa, IMuSa, NcirBat, FfabMag 
…. EpusOborApri biotope 


(e.g.) IMoSa, IMuSa MCZ FOCI, HPI National – MCZ FOCI5 part of 
national ecologically coherent 
network 


Mud habitats in 
deep water 


AfilMysAnit (e.g.) AfilMysAnit MCZ FOCI, HPI National – MCZ FOCI part of 
national ecologically coherent 
network 


 


This amended table would provide a much clearer understanding of potential impacts on designated features, as required by legislation.  


We advise that, continued use of Valued Ecological Receptors (VERs) provides only a disordered set of artificially constructed groups 


                                                
5
 FOCI should always be considered as nationally important 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


that may not have the same, or similar, sensitivities or vulnerabilities to the designated features, and should not be used as proxies for 
designated features. 


Of particular importance is the potential for double-counting impact through at least VER A (sandy sediments) being included in VER E 
(Annex I sandbanks), and conversely, the lack of assessment of VER E (which would not be the same as assessment of VER A). 


2.2.8 2.9.1.5 We are unsure whether VERs, as a supra-species unit not created for similar functionality, are an appropriate level from which to 
assess sensitivity. We would expect DONG Energy to provide the evidence base underlying decisions concerning sensitivity of VERs 
and comment on the scale on which this evidence base is presented (species, biotope, VER). 


2.2.9 MarLIN 
sensitivity 
and VERs 


The assessment uses the MarLIN sensitivity index to consider and assess the impacts of permanent habitat loss on benthic receptors 
during the operational phase. While this index is widely used by a range of marine sectors and is, in effect, the industry standard, it has 
features and limitations that restrict its usefulness in relation to the Hornsea Three assessment. While the SNCBs do not object to the 
use of the index per se, we feel it is important to understand the limitations in order to address them via other means.  


The main limitation is that the index does not support assessment of sensitivity to permanent habitat loss. Habitat loss arising from 
Hornsea Three could conceivably be classified either as permanent loss, or (for any elements intended to be removed after 50 years), 
long-term temporary loss. We believe that we are in agreement that, for the purposes of the Hornsea Three assessment, habitat loss 
arising from placement of infrastructure and rock armouring during the operational phase should be treated as permanent habitat loss. 
However, at present the EIA assesses the sensitivity of the biotopes utilising a framework built around temporary impacts, which may 
result in an underestimate of impact/significance of impact.  


We advise that the final application clarifies whether any of the habitat loss anticipated during the operational phase is considered to be 
temporary rather than permanent. Only temporary losses should be assessed under the MarLIN framework (using ‘smothering’ as the 
relevant factor). All permanent losses should be considered outside the MarLIN framework and their potential impact on site integrity 
assessed in the Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA). This is necessary as there is a risk that, by assessing the ecological 
sensitivity of the VERs, under the existing MarLIN framework then the sensitivity to permanent habitat loss is underestimated, 
potentially resulting in impacts on the designated sites not being sufficiently accounted for in the assessment.  


We recommend using the Marine Evidence based Sensitivity Assessment (MarESA6) that presents an updated list of pressures likely to 
affect marine species and habitats. MarESA pressures and benchmarks are now a standard used by the SNCBs to inform Advice on 
Operations and Conservation Advice. 


2.2.10 Table 2.13 The following impacts should also be considered and included in the table: 


- direct permanent loss of fauna (due to foundation placement, anchoring etc.) during construction and O&M; 


- Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) exit pits impacts have not been included in the design envelope (clarify if this is not the 
worst case); 


- Gravity Base Foundation (GBF) installation may require seabed preparation works, not only seabed levelling and therefore 


                                                
6
 http://www.marlin.ac.uk/species/sensitivity_rationale  



http://www.marlin.ac.uk/species/sensitivity_rationale
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temporary habitat loss, but also placement of different material (such as granite), which would mean permanent habitat change 
in addition to the direct GBF footprint. 


2.2.11 2.11.1.4 We advise that the comparison of footprint against the area of southern North Sea benthic ecology study area is not meaningful and 
should be removed. The comparison against the Hornsea Three benthic study area is more appropriate, but should be presented along 
with comparison against the area of protected sites. We advise that ‘extent’ of is only one factor that should be considered when 
assessing the impact and that impacts to form and function of a feature are equally important.   


2.2.12 2.11.1.3 
onwards 


 


We advise that the following amendments and clarifications are included in to the assessment of ‘Construction – Temporary habitat 
loss/disturbance due to cable laying operations, spud-can leg impacts from jack-up operations and seabed preparation works for gravity 
base foundations’: 


- Discussion of whether there is any difference in particle size analysis (PSA) 6 m underneath the sandwave/sandbank surface to 
determine if all the spoil volume be of similar/same PSA to surface sediments? 


- Considering the worst case scenario being all within VERs A-C is not helpful as this contains a considerable range of habitats 
and sensitivities. With the export cable running through the NNSSR cSAC/SCI, it is impossible that no impact will occur to Annex 
I sandbanks. Therefore impacts should be assessed against biotope/feature 


- Confirmation that sediment will not be lost from the sandbank system, even when operations are proposed along the north-west 
edge of the site. 


- Consideration from DONG Energy that dredged sediment will be returned to the system away from trough locations that may 
contain considerably different sediments. 


- Use of 100% Annex I sandbanks within the NNSSR cSACSCI in 2.11.1.14. The paragraph is currently incorrect in not assigning 
all sediment to Annex I feature.  


- Permanent loss of habitat J or K should be removed from temporary impact to allow a more realistic assessment of impact. 


- Pressure benchmarks and level of impact should be discussed in paragraphs 2.11.1.23 onwards (Sensitivity of the receptor), 
particularly with regard to several metres of sediment being deposited on benthic habitats and/or Sabellaria spinulosa reef. We 
advise that the EIA should consider sensitivity using pressure benchmarks. MarESA benchmarks can be found here 
http://www.marlin.ac.uk/habitats/SNCB-benchmarks. Benchmarks appropriate for this situation are detailed in Appendix 2B.  


- Further justification should be provided to identify whether or not Round 1 windfarm footprints are an appropriate analogy for the 
proposed operations (2.11.1.25). 


- Clarification of the results of Andrulewicz et al. (2003). 2.11.1.27 currently does not seem to agree with the paper’s conclusions.  


- Recognition of the fact that protective materials are considered to be permanent impacts if not removed at the time of 
decommissioning .This means that hard substrata remains in a soft sediment environment which is inconsistent with OSPAR 
that states that the seabed should be returned to its original/surrounding characteristic. We advise that the cable protection and 
cable crossings protection being left in situ is estimated at 1 348 200 m2.  


- Habitats A-C should be considered to have national value. Arctica islandica should be considered to be of international value. 



http://www.marlin.ac.uk/habitats/SNCB-benchmarks
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2.2.13 2.11.1.52 Construction – temporary increases in suspended sediment. The comparability of Hitchcock and Bell (2004), Pearce et al. (2007) and 
Tyler-Walters and Sabatini (2017) in this situation is unclear, but we do suggest referring also to Last et al. (2011) and putting quantities 
of sediment from which Sabellaria spinulosa is recoverable in the context of the volume and depth of sediment expected to be released 
in these operations. 


2.2.14 2.11.2.3 We advise that the following amendments and clarifications are included in the assessment of ‘Long term loss of seabed habitat through 
presence of foundations, scour protection and cable protection, resulting in potential effects on benthic receptors’: 


- It is currently unclear how this phase of long-term habitat loss coincides with footprints of temporary habitat loss from 
construction work. This needs to be detailed to allow best understanding of total impact. For example, it is noted in 2.11.2.3 that 
habitats E and F will not be affected by long term habitat loss during the operational phase. This is inaccurate as the habitats will 
be affected by long term habitat loss through the operational phase resulting from the construction phase. It would help the PEIr 
impact assessment considerably to assess impacts across stages of development to allow more realistic impact forecasts to be 
considered. 


- It is also unclear due to the use of VERs what designated features are being impacted during temporary and long-term habitat 
loss.  


- VER E should be included in Table 2.18, Table 2.19 and following discussion as a designated feature of the NNSSR cSAC/SCI. 


- Impact in 2.11.2.9 and 2.11.2.10 appears to have missed out impact on Annex I sandbanks and simply discusses Annex I reefs. 
This must be amended.  


- We refer DONG Energy and your consultants to site documents for the NNSSR cSAC/SCI to provide the correct explanation as 
to why the whole site is considered Annex I sandbanks.  


- We note in 2.11.2.9, it is considered that there is potential for cable protection to be used within the cSAC/SCI. We question how 
this matches up with previous discussion of 10% of cables needing protection.  


- Long-term loss for Habitat F is not discussed in 2.11.2.3, as it is inferred in 2.11.2.9. Prediction of no long term habitat loss 
should be evidenced fully. We advise that the impact does not need to weaken regional ecosystem functions to be significant.  


- 2.11.2.12 should include impacts on Annex I sandbanks. 


2.2.15 2.11.2.24 Natural England advises that the introduction of hard substrata in soft sediment environments should be avoided and in particular within 
designated sites as is could hinder the conservation objectives for the site.  


2.2.16 2.11.2.39 It would be useful to have a section listing the precautions that will be taken to limit the spread of INNS (e.g. will rock armouring material 
be checked for INNS before it is dumped, check clean dry of sampling equipment, etc.). 


2.2.17 2.11.2.41 Statement that Didemnum vexillium is currently restricted to artificial surfaces in the UK may be out of date and needs to be confirmed. 


2.2.18 2.11.2.80 Natural England disagrees that no additional impact will result from O&M as the habitat loss would have occurred during construction. 
Vessel anchoring and spud leg placement may create further disturbance/loss of habitat along the cable route as it will not be 
technically feasible to anchor in exact same locations. 
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2.2.19 2.12.1.2 Tier 2 should also include not just ongoing operational impacts, but where impacts to designated sites have occurred and not yet been 
demonstrated to have fully recovered. 


2.2.20 Table 2.20 Table 2.20 should include Oil and Gas decommissioning (export cable) and Bacton Gas pipelines (on-going impact to MCZ). 


2.2.21 2.16.1.1 Natural England is unable to agree at this time with statement made that with proposed mitigation measures in place, all impacts will 
result in effects of either negligible or minor adverse significance. This is especially not the case for chalk and peat and clay habitats 
within Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ. 


Vol. 5 Annex 2.1 – Benthic Ecology Technical Report 


2.2.22 Figure 1.1 Please note the North Norfolk Coast SSSI labelling is confusing as it appears to be inside the area for the MCZ. 


2.2.23 3.1.3.19 Please note JNCC may hold more up to date data for the sandbank PSA. It is important that the best available evidence is used in the 
final application.  


2.2.24 3.1.3.31 Please note the North Norfolk Coast SPA/Ramsar should be included. 


2.2.25 3.1.3.42 Please note mis-spelling of Holkham (reads Holkam in the document) – this should be checked and corrected throughout the report. 


2.2.26 Table 3.2 Please note that infralittoral rock has been confirmed as present at the site, however there is only limited point data for it (so it is not 
possible to calculate the spatial extent). Perhaps spatial extent not available’ would be a more suitable comment than ‘not confirmed 
present’. 


2.2.27 Table 4.2 We are unclear as to the evidence underlying determination of biotopes and are unsure whether the biotope descriptions are meant to 
be JNCC defined biotopes or biotopes altered to fit particular Hornsea Three survey results. This should be made clear as a number of 
biotopes seems considerably different from the biotope descriptions on the JNCC website. For example, the biotope 
SS.SBR.PoR.SspiMx (A5.611) reads in Table 4.2: 


Hornsea Three Biotope Description  Characterising species accounting for up to 
75% of cumulative similarity (SIMPER)  


This biotope occurred on mixed sediments 
and was characterised by high abundances 
of the tube-building polychaete Sabellaria 
spinulosa and a diverse community of 
infaunal polychaetes including Polycirrus 
spp., Scalibregma inflatum, Mediomastus 
fragilis and Pholoe baltica together with the 
bivalve mollusc Abra alba.  


Amphiura filiformis, Kurtiella bidentata, Pholoe 
baltica, Glycera alba, Goniada maculata, 
Notomastus spp., Nemertea spp., Mediomastus 
fragilis, Lumbrineris gracilis, Upogebia deltaura, 
Corbula gibba, Phoronis, Magelona alleni, 
Cylichna cylindracea, Gattyana cirrhosa, Owenia, 
Atherospio guillei, Callianassa subterranean.  


Of these, only Mediomastus fragilis is included in the characterising species list within the JNCC biotope description. We would expect 
to see characterisation to involve species we consider to be important in the biotope, in this case, Sabellaria spinulosa, Flustra foliacea, 
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Alcyonidium diaphanum and Pagurus bernhardus. This mismatch is also seen in the biotope description in Table 4.2 with the 
description given by JNCC.  


We advise that these considerable discrepancies should be addressed. 


2.2.28 4.1.4.83 – 
4.1.4.85 


When further data sets are collected, reefiness assessment of Sabellaria spinulosa reef should be updated as should  the assessment 
of the chalk reef. 


Vol. 5 Annex 2.1 – Benthic Ecology Technical Report (Appendix I) 


2.2.29 Sabellaria 
spinulosa 
reefiness  


We appreciate DONG Energy’s efforts to provide a comprehensive Sabellaria spinulosa reefiness assessment, provided  in Appendix I. 
However, we require further clarification before we can accept the conclusions provided. Overall, we would like to understand how the 
stages of assessment lead into each other. It is currently not clear whether only certain sections of Drop Down Video (DDV)  footage 
are taken forward into stage two, then stage three.  


- Stage one 


o Please provide evidence that moribund tubes is an appropriate category for assessment by DDV. 


o How can crusts be distinguished from deeper layers of Sabellaria spinulosa using DDV? 


o What is the difference between clumps and potential reef? 


- Stage two 


o Stage two contains descriptions of the reef. However, in each of the cases highlighted in Appendix I, the areas in 
question are defined as clumps and crusts, and not as potential reef. This would seem to question the efficacy of the 
system used here.  


- Stage three 


o We would like clarification on whether Stage three is a consolidation of the information in Stages one and two. This is 
currently unclear.  


To allow consistent evaluation of Sabellaria spinulosa, we suggest that DONG Energy considers using the approach laid out in 
http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Cefas_JNCC_No.7_v2_web.pdf. Table 2 in that report sets out our reefiness criteria as used in JNCC/Cefas 
surveys and is reproduced below. This would simplify assessment and provide comparable results, which will be particularly important 
in the benthic assessment of the offshore cable corridor.  



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/pdf/Cefas_JNCC_No.7_v2_web.pdf
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We also note the proviso contained in the appendix, which is that the assessment is provisional, and should consider added expert 
opinion. We suggest that this may be appropriate for ECR02, where patchiness is over 70%.  


Vol. 5 Annex 2.1 – Benthic Ecology Technical Report (Appendices O-P) 


2.2.30 DDV / trawl 
/ grab 
abundance
s 


We would like clarification on the following: 


- How taxa marked with a ? (e.g. ?Corystes cassivelaunus, ?Tubularia) were considered in analysis 


We would like to see evidence for the identification of the following from DDV, and comment on whether DONG Energy considers 
potential misidentification of any/all of them could cause significant changes in analytical results: 


- Arachnidium fibrosum 


- Clytia hemisphaerica 


- Edwardsiidae 


- Escharella immersa 


- Campanulinoidea 


- Pedicellina spp. 


- Alcyonidium parasiticum 


- Triticella spp 
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Appendix 2A: Updated Annex I reefs layer screenshots  
 
These were provided by JNCC in September 2017. JNCC is updating their Annex I reefs layer, which is currently with other conservation bodies for 
comment. It is anticipated that the full product will available before 2018. 
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Appendix 2B: MarESA pressures and benchmarks 
 


Physical loss (permanent change) 


ICG-C Pressure Benchmark Pressure description 


Physical change (to 
another substratum 
type) 


 


 


Benthic species/habitat 


1) Change in sediment type by 
one Folk class (based on UK 
SeaMap simplified 
classification). 


2) Change from sedimentary 
or soft rock substrata to hard 
rock or artificial substrata or 
vice-versa. 


The permanent change of one marine habitat type to another marine habitat type, through the 
change in the substratum, including to artificial (e.g. concrete). This, therefore, involves the 
permanent loss of one marine habitat type but has an equal creation of a different marine habitat 
type. Associated activities include the installation of infrastructure (e.g. surface of platforms or wind 
farm foundations, marinas, coastal defences, pipelines and cables), the placement of scour 
protection where soft sediment habitats are replaced by hard/coarse substratum habitats, removal of 
coarse substrata (marine mineral extraction) in those instances where surficial finer sediments are 
lost, capital dredging where the residual sedimentary habitat differs structurally from the pre-dredge 
state, creation of artificial reefs, mariculture i.e. mussel beds. Protection of pipes and cables using 
rock dumping and mattressing techniques. Placement of cuttings piles from oil & gas activities could 
fit this pressure type, however, there may be additional pressures, e.g. ‘pollution and other chemical 
changes’ theme. This pressure excludes navigation dredging where the depth of sediment is 
changed locally but the sediment typology is not changed. 


 


Comment 


Tillin & Tyler-Walters (2014) did not consider the change in one Folk class benchmark applicable to 
hard rock biotopes but did assess the sensitivity of biotopes occurring on softer substrata, including 
chalk, peat, mud rock, and clay. The simplified Folk class referred to in the benchmark is based on 
the simplified classification used for UK SeaMap as described by Long (2006). 


A change from sediment to hard rock (or vice versa) would affect all types of substratum, and all 
habitats would be assessed as highly sensitive. This pressure assumes a permanent change, while 
short-term smothering of substrata with sediment is addressed under smothering (siltation). 


Physical damage (reversible change) 


ICG-C Pressure Benchmark Pressure description 


Habitat structure 
changes - removal of 
substratum 
(extraction) 


Extraction of substratum to 30 
cm (where substratum 
includes sediments and soft 
rocks but excludes hard 
bedrock) 


Unlike the ‘physical change’ pressure type where there is a permanent change in sea bed type (e.g. 
sand to gravel, sediment to a hard artificial substratum) the ‘habitat structure change’ pressure type 
relates to temporary and/or reversible change, e.g. from marine mineral extraction where a 
proportion of seabed sands or gravels are removed but a residual layer of seabed is similar to the 
pre-dredge structure and as such biological communities could re-colonize; navigation dredging to 
maintain channels where the silts or sands removed are replaced by non-anthropogenic 
mechanisms so the sediment typology is not changed. 
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Abrasion/disturbance 
at the surface of the 
substratum 


Benthic species /habitats 


Damage to surface features 
(e.g. species and physical 
structures within the habitat) 


Physical disturbance or abrasion at the surface of the substratum in sedimentary or rocky habitats. 
The effects are relevant to epiflora and epifauna living on the surface of the substratum. In intertidal 
and sublittoral fringe habitats, surface abrasion is likely to result from recreational access and 
trampling (inc. climbing) by human or livestock, vehicular access, moorings (ropes, chains), activities 
that increase scour and grounding of vessels (deliberate or accidental). In the sublittoral, surface 
abrasion is likely to result from pots or creels, cables and chains associated with fixed gears and 
moorings, anchoring of recreational vessels, objects placed on the seabed such as the legs of jack-
up barges, and harvesting of seaweeds (e.g. kelps) or other intertidal species (trampling) or of 
epifaunal species (e.g. oysters). In sublittoral habitats, passing bottom gear (e.g. rock hopper gear) 
may also cause surface abrasion to epifaunal and epifloral communities, including epifaunal biogenic 
reef communities. Activities associated with surface abrasion can cover relatively large spatial areas 
e.g. bottom trawls or bio-prospecting or be relatively localized activities e.g. seaweed harvesting, 
recreation, potting, and aquaculture. 


Penetration and/or 
disturbance of the 
substratum below the 
surface 


Benthic species /habitats 


Damage to sub-surface 
features (e.g. species and 
physical structures within the 
habitat) 


Physical disturbance of sediments where there is limited or no loss of substratum from the system. 
This pressure is associated with activities such as anchoring, taking of sediment/geological cores, 
cone penetration tests, cable burial (ploughing or jetting), propeller wash from vessels, certain fishing 
activities, e.g. scallop dredging, beam trawling. Agitation dredging, where sediments are deliberately 
disturbed by and by gravity & hydraulic dredging where sediments are deliberately disturbed and 
moved by currents could also be associated with this pressure type. Compression of sediments, e.g. 
from the legs of a jack-up barge could also fit into this pressure type. Abrasion relates to the damage 
of the sea bed surface layers (typically up to 50cm depth). Activities associated with abrasion can 
cover relatively large spatial areas and include fishing with towed demersal trawls (fish & shellfish); 
bio-prospecting such as harvesting of biogenic features such as maerl beds where, after extraction, 
conditions for recolonization remain suitable or relatively localised activities including seaweed 
harvesting, recreation, potting, aquaculture. Change from gravel to silt substrata would adversely 
affect herring spawning grounds. 


Loss, removal or modification of the substratum is not included within this pressure (see the physical 
loss pressure theme). Penetration and damage to the soft rock substrata are considered, however, 
penetration into hard bedrock is deemed unlikely. 
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Smothering and 
siltation rate changes 


Benthic species/habitat 


‘Light’ deposition of up to 5 cm 
of fine material added to the 
habitat in a single, discrete 
event 


‘Heavy’ deposition of up to 30 
cm of fine material added to 
the habitat in a single discrete 
event 


When the natural rates of siltation are altered (increased or decreased). Siltation (or sedimentation) 
is the settling out of silt/sediments suspended in the water column. Activities associated with this 
pressure type include mariculture, land claim, navigation dredging, disposal at sea, marine mineral 
extraction, cable and pipeline laying and various construction activities. It can result in short-lived 
sediment concentration gradients and the accumulation of sediments on the sea floor. This 
accumulation of sediments is synonymous with ‘light’ smothering, which relates to the depth of 
vertical overburden. ‘Light’ smothering relates to the deposition of layers of sediment on the seabed. 
It is associated with activities such as sea disposal of dredged materials where sediments are 
deliberately deposited on the sea bed. For ‘light’ smothering most benthic biota may be able to 
adapt, i.e. vertically migrate through the deposited sediment. 


‘Heavy’ smothering also relates to the deposition of layers of sediment on the seabed but is 
associated with activities such as sea disposal of dredged materials where sediments are 
deliberately deposited on the sea bed. This accumulation of sediments relates to the depth of vertical 
overburden where the sediment type of the existing and deposited sediment has similar physical 
characteristics because, although most species of marine biota are unable to adapt, e.g. sessile 
organisms unable to make their way to the surface, a similar biota could, with time, re-establish. If 
the sediments were physically different this would fall under L2. 


 


Comment 


‘Light’ and ‘Heavy’ smothering are assessed separately. 
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Section 2.3 – MCZ Impacts and Assessment 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 2 Chapter 2 – Benthic Ecology (relevant to MCZs) 
- Vol. 5 Annex 2.1 – Benthic Ecology Technical Report (relevant to MCZs) 


- Brief review of the Appendices to the Technical Report 
- Vol. 5 Annex 2.3 – MCZ Assessment 


There are a number of key concerns that we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. These comments should be 
read in conjunction with the issues raised in the main letter body.  


Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ 


 Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds is a designated MCZ, part of a network of Marine Projected Areas 
(MPAs) that are designated under both European and National legislation. MCZs are protected 
under Section 126 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009), which sets a requirement of 
meeting the conservation objectives of the site. Therefore, when assessing potential impacts on 
features of the MCZ, it is not sufficient to rely solely on the EIA process, which is undertaken for 
the wider marine environment to determine significance of impact.  


 As with all designated sites there will be conservation advice packages which will include 
conservation objectives/targets for the management of the sites and against which to measure 
impacts to determine significance. 


 Due to complex management issues in relation to the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ, Natural 
England has prioritised the drafting of the conservation advice package for this site and have 
shared supplementary advice on the conservation objectives with key stakeholders including 
DONG Energy in June 2017. It was hoped that sharing this information would aid DONG Energy 
in developing your assessments7.  


 We acknowledge that the final conservation advice package is not yet available for this 
site, no site specific survey data and limited information on the method, scale and extent 
of any impacts arising from the proposed cable installation. However, based on our 
experience of previous cable installations and our understanding of the sensitivity of the 
MCZ features,8 Natural England is presently of the view, that Hornsea Three export cable 
installation will have a significant impact on the interest features of the site9. This is 
because the cable installation is likely to cause direct loss of habitat and loss in the 
quality of the surrounding habitat, thus hindering the conservation objectives for the site. 
Therefore, we advise that the MCZ report on the potential impacts will need to be completed in 
full prior to project submission. To aid with this Natural England is in the process of developing a 
Chalk reefiness criteria using similar principles to that of Gubbay (2007) for Sabelleria spinulosa 
reef. We are also reviewing the MCZ designation criteria to better inform the significance of any 
impact to this site and consider alternative Measures of Equivalent Environmental Benefit 
(MEEB) options. 


 Natural England welcomes DONG Energy’s commitment to following due process and working 
through the MCZ stages with all interested parties to identify possible mitigation measures 
during the pre-application phase of the project.  It is important that the Evidence Plan working 
group explores all other means of delivering the project which would create a substantially lower 
risk of hindering the achievement of the conservation objectives of the site, as set out in Stage 1 
assessment.  Due to the accelerated timeframes for the project, Natural England is mindful of 
the limited time available to consider the stages both in full and sequentially. We recognise that 


                                                
7
 The draft conservation objectives will be formally consulted on in September 2017 


8
 Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ interest features : Moderate energy infralittoral rock, High energy infralittoral rock, 


Moderate energy circalittoral rock, High energy circalittoral rock, Subtidal chalk, Subtidal coarse sediment, Subtidal mixed 


sediments, Subtidal sand, Peat and clay exposures, and North Norfolk Coast (subtidal geological feature) 
9
 This advice is provided on the information currently available and does not preclude due process being followed and/or 


changes in SNCB advice  when there is more certainty in relation to project design. 







Page 36 of 93 


the identification of appropriate mitigation measures to reduce the impacts on the features of the 
Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ MCZ, to an acceptable level will be challenging and therefore 
we advise that consideration of MEEB as set out in Stage 2 should also be considered as soon 
as possible and in parallel to following due process.  Natural England would be happy to explore 
options further with DONG Energy. 


 As discussed during the MCZ workshops, we have limited information on the impacts on the 
MCZ features and their ability to recover following the export cable installation for both Dudgeon 
and Sheringham Shoal offshore windfarms (OWFs). It would therefore be highly beneficial if 
DONG Energy could collect multibeam/geophysical and video data along these OWF cable 
routes to provide more confidence for the decision making process and identification of 
mitigation measures. 


 Therefore until more information is known about the habitats that will be impacted and 
the method, scale and extent of any impacts arising from the proposed cable installation 
Natural England is unable to provide our full nature conservation advice on the MCZ 
assessment and/or support any of the conclusions include in the Stage 1 assessment on 
the significance of any impact. 


 Natural England is concerned about the WCS of 25% of each cable running through the Cromer 
Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ requiring cable protection in addition to that required for cable/pipeline 
crossings. If this is case then the conservation objectives for particular interest features 
for the site will be permanently hindered by the proposals because based on experience 
from other projects the protection will not be removed at the time of decommissioning 
and the material used will alter the seabed characteristics. A larger area of the MCZ 
interest features may also be impacted if the linear protection interrupts/disrupts wave 
action and/or sediment bedload transport. Therefore we advise that a Stage two 
assessment is required. 


 It is considered that whilst impacts from Sheringham Shoal and Dudgeon OWFs should 
not be considered a plan or project unless they are a new activity, an MCZ Assessment 
for a Hornsea Three should consider their implications to the conservation objective 
attributes of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ. 


 Whilst the Supplementary Advice on Conservation Objectives (SACO) currently state ‘maintain’ 
as the objective target for most of the attributes, this is because currently we have no evidence 
from the windfarms to state otherwise. However, based on the worst case scenario presented 
for this project we believe impacts from previous projects are influencing the ability of the site to 
be restored to a more natural state; we need to have greater certainty that Hornsea Three, 
alone and in-combination will not further  hinder recovery. A less precautionary approach to our 
advice may be taken if and when there is sufficient level of confidence that the site remains in 
favourable conservation status. 


Markham’s triangle rMCZ 


 We do not believe that the PEIr provides enough evidence for, or assessment of, impact to 
protected features or site integrity for Markham’s Triangle recommended MCZ. DONG Energy 
has used a ‘maintain’ GMA for the rMCZ on which to base their assessment. JNCC current 
recommendation provided to Defra is to consider the features to be in need of restoration, 
therefore DONG Energy should reconsider the assessment of the features and the site in light of 
this. As such, we currently cannot agree that the project will not hinder the conservation 
objectives of the site features. We expect the final application to include the following: 


- Assessment based on restore objective;  
- Assessment comprising all potential features, including subtidal mixed sediments. 


We note that worst case scenario represents 2.49% temporary loss of subtidal coarse 
sediments or 11.78% of subtidal sandy sediments. We expect inclusion of worst case scenario 
for mixed sediments before providing any further comments. We are content that the impact on 
the subtidal mud feature is not assessed as there is no overlap of activity as currently proposed 
and the mud feature.  
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Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 1 Chapter 2 – Project Description 


2.3.1 Table 3.36 The total maximum length of all the export cables is estimated at 1,038 km. In light of this number we would like some clarification of 
why DONG Energy considers a diversion of around 1.5 km to avoid the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) to 
be significant in terms of cost? 


2.3.2 Table 3.44 The Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) exit pit dimensions are given at 30 x 50 x 4 m. The section does not explain whether any 
additional area of seabed would be disturbed or require clearance during preparation works for exit pit excavation. Impacts on both 
subtidal and intertidal should be considered. 


Vol. 5 Annex 2.3 – MCZ Assessment 


2.3.3 1.2.1.2   ‘It should be noted that although the structure and presentation of information in the Shadow MCZ Assessment will change for the final 
application, the information underpinning the assessment presented in this report provides a robust assessment on the relevant 
protected features of the MCZ and is considered appropriate for informing the Section 42 consultation process.’ 


We disagree with the statement above as it is expected that site-specific benthic data will form part of the MCZ assessment. Please 
also note that the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ advice on the conservation objectives sent to DONG Energy in June 2017 should be 
used over the Thanet Coast MCZ objectives, as the supplementary information will form the basis for the consultation on the draft 
conservation objectives for the site which will be consulted on in September 2017. 


2.3.4 2.4.3 Natural England refers DONG Energy to supplementary conservation advice provided in June 2017, that considers the vulnerability of 
each of the features. It is hoped that over the next 6 months the work we are currently doing to develop a chalk reefiness criteria can be 
used in conjunction with site specific survey data to undertake a more quantitative assessment to understand the scale of the scale of 
the impacts. 


2.3.5 3.3 The permanent change to the structure of the interest features of the site has not been included in the assessment and should be as 
currently  there is no evidence/mitigation measure presented  to demonstrate that impacts from the construction of jointing bays etc. will 
not have a significant impact.  


O&M disturbance was screened out as deemed insignificant in Benthic Ecology assessment. This should be included in the MCZ 
assessment. 


Associated infrastructure such as anchors, spud cans, geotechnical investigations and /or  permanent geological impacts should also 
be included in the assessment.  
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.3.6 3.3.1.1 Long term has not been defined – one would argue that long term for the life time of the project infers that the impact will be removed at 
the time of decommissioning and that there would be full recovery to pre-construction status. Natural England is aware from other 
projects including Oil and Gas that the removal of rock protection  cable project at the time of decommissioning is not feasible and 
therefore the impacts from cable protection are considered permanent. 


2.3.7 Fig. 4.1 Natural England does not agree with the use of Valued Ecological Receptors (VERs) for this particular site especially when site specific 
data is lacking. Biotope mapping should be considered in more detail once the survey data is available. 


2.3.8 5.1.2 Natural England does not agree with how definitions of how temporary/long term/permanent have been applied for this site and is not 
consistent with the conservation objectives of the site. 


2.3.9 5.1.2.3 Sediments are expected to infill the trench naturally, however, Natural England would like to understand how a scenario whereby 
infilling does not occur and/or maximum cable burial depth is not achieved. Re-colonisation also needs to be considered.  


‘It should also be noted that the predicted habitat loss/disturbance is likely to be intermittent throughout the duration of the construction 
phase, with cables being laid within the MCZ over a maximum of three phases, with only a proportion of the total habitat 
loss/disturbance predicted to occur at any one time and recovery of associated communities commencing immediately after cable 
installation.’ 


Contrary to what is implied above, impacts stretched over 11 years (as indicated in the worst case scenario) are potentially worse than 
a single construction event. 


2.3.10 5.1.2.4 The quality of the chalk and recoverability should also be taken into consideration. 


2.3.11 5.1.2.6-
5.1.2.7 


Under the conservation objectives for the site Natural England does not believe that any permanent impact to the interest features of 
the site can be considered to be minor. 


2.3.12 5.1.2.12 ‘The subtidal coarse sediment, subtidal mixed sediment and subtidal sand features of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ are 
considered to be of low to high vulnerability, high recoverability and national importance and therefore were considered to have a 
medium sensitivity to this impact.’ 
Assigned medium sensitivity to the sediment feature MCZ, which is an ‘average’ for all three different features. Features should be 
assigned their own sensitivity and assessed individually. 


2.3.13 5.1.2.15 ‘Hornsea Three is currently investigating the feasibility of avoiding these features and will seek to use this to mitigate these potential 
impacts, where possible, as the project evolves.’ – Natural England has fundamental concerns in relation to whether or not HDD is 
considered to be suitable mitigation measure as the technique may be damaging in its right, due to impacts on the interest features from 
the yet undefined exit pit works. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.3.14 5.1.2.16 In the final MCZ assessment we will be looking for evidence for all the attributes of all the features, not just extent and structures and 
functions, quality and composition of characteristic biological communities. Here supporting evidence is suggested to come from the 
aggregates industry. However, not all of the habitats that are present in the MCZ are typical dredged habitats in the aggregates 
industry.  


2.3.15 5.1.2.17 Natural England is concerned that any mitigation measures that involve the creation of exit pits in areas of mixed sediment will also 
have permanent impacts.  


Along the Humber Gateway OWF export cable route it was predicted that there would be a total loss of habitat (sediment and species) 
where the inter-array and export cable went through the stony reef/mixed sediment. It was concluded that other than avoiding these 
areas there were no mitigation and/or restoration measures available. Post-consent monitoring is showing there are clear scars where 
the cable installation has occurred and the remaining sediment is more uniform which has changed the distribution and abundance of 
epifauna in the area. It is not believed that the impacted areas will ever fully recover. 


2.3.16 5.1.2.21 Natural England would like to see and assessment of the impacts of drilling/cutting chalk.  We advise this because fine chalk particles 
have high potential of being suspended in the water column leading to increased turbidity (for example the Lincs and Lynn and Inner 
Dowsing OWF installation). 


2.3.17 Table 5.2 Even if no additional cable protection is allowed, cable crossing protection alone would lead to an estimated loss of 117 600 m2, which 
may be considered as significant depending on the results of the survey data and location of the crossing points. 


2.3.18 5.1.3.7 We believe that the loss of habitat impact is irreversible and will continue beyond the lifetime of the project. 


2.3.19 5.1.3.13 The text here contradicts the 25% cable protection quoted in 5.1.3.1. Therefore it would be helpful to have clarity on this. Also, refer to 
the comment above to Fig. 4.1 in relation to VERs. 


2.3.20 A.1.1.4 Natural England reiterates that until the method, scale and extent of any impacts arising from the proposed cable installation is known 
we do not support the assumption that the impacts will only be temporary.  


2.3.21 Tables A.1 
and A.2 


As set out in the comment to section 5.1.2.17 above, the impacts to coarse and mixed sediment are unlikely to be temporary and/or 
reversible and therefore the assessment should be amended to reflect experience from other OWFs. 


2.3.22 Table A.4 As set out in the comment to section 2.4.3 above, the significance of any impact to subtidal chalk will depend on the quality of the chalk 
and not just based on the extent of the impact. 


2.3.23 Table A.7 As set out in 2.4.4.4 of the shadow MCZ assessment there should be no significant risk of the activity hindering the achievement of the 
conservation objectives stated for the site. For the geomorphological  features the conservation target is to ‘maintain’ therefore as part 
of the Evidence Plan process further consideration will need to be given to any cable installation proposals as this may not be 
achievable for chalk and clay features. 
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Section 2.4 – Fish and Fisheries 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 2 Chapter 3 – Fish and Shellfish Ecology 
- Vol. 2 Chapter 6 – Commercial Fisheries 
- Vol. 5 Annex 3.1 – Fish and Shellfish Technical Report  
- Vol. 5 Annex 6.1 – Commercial Fisheries Technical Report  


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 2 Chapter 3 – Fish and Shellfish Ecology 


2.4.1 General 
comment 


Species of importance and concern – sandeel and herring: We note the reported temporary nature of the habitat loss and disturbance of 
the seabed within the assessment resulting in minor adverse impacts (not significant in EIA terms), however, we have concerns that the 
impacts to sandeel and herring may be greater than assessed. 


2.4.2 3.11.1.3-
3.11.1.22 


Temporary habitat loss/ disturbance from construction activities: there appears to be no modelling of the disposal mounds winnowing 
away. Although the total temporary habitat loss is estimated and it is stated that any species will recolonise and the sediment from the 
mounds will redistribute and winnow away, there is no indication as to how long this process will take and the impacts to the epifauna 
during this process. The inclusion of a disposal mound characterisation including but not limited to: predicted sediment composition, 
initial size, and temporal/ topographical spread/ changes; within the disposal site characterisation document would be helpful to confirm 
that the impacts will be no greater than the temporary effects currently predicted. 


2.4.3 3.11.1.23- 
3.11.1.40 


Temporary increases in suspended sediment concentrations (SSC) and associated sediment deposition: similarly to the above, there 
have been no sediment plume outputs/modelling provided in relation to potential impacts onfish and shellfish ecology.The information 
included in other chapters should be used to inform this assessment. Natural England is not satisfied that the assessment of impacts to 
fish eggs and larvae is based on the worst case scenario as the full spatial and temporal exposure has not been considered. The 
potential for (a) sediment to drift in the currents at similar rates to the fish eggs and (b) for sediment particles to become attached to the 
eggs of species (such as herring and sandeel) causing development retardation and mortality regardless of the duration the eggs are 
within the sediment plume; is not described within the assessment. Further information should be presented to support the conclusion 
that the magnitude of effect is minor adverse and to remain in line with OSPAR regulations in maintaining seabed characteristics. 


2.4.4 3.11.1.41 We note that the subtidal sediment contamination data is currently unavailable and therefore it is not possible to assess this impact in 
the current report and data from a site specific survey will be included in the final EIA report. 


2.4.5 3.11.1.72 - 
3.11.1.85  


It would be helpful to have a reference to a Marine Pollution Contingency Plan (MPCP), and again at 3.11.2.72; 3.11.3.40. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.4.6 3.11.3.31-
3.11.3.39 


Permanent Habitat Loss: it is reported that at the time of decommissioning, foundations and subsea cables will be removed and cable 
protection and scour prevention will be left in situ. We note that DONG Energy consider this to be a highly precautionary approach and 
that further advice and guidance will be required to discuss the need and requirement for removing cable protection and scour 
prevention in sensitive areas. However, we disagree that this approach is highly precautionary as previous discussions with other OWF 
project engineers has made us aware that it is considered almost impossible to recover such scour prevention and cable protection at 
the time of decommissioning. 


We note that this impact is scoped out and not included in Table 5.1 (of Vol. 4 Annex 3.2 – Disposal Site Characterisation) and advise 
that cable protection and scour prevention remaining in situ should be assessed as a permanent habitat change and should be 
considered a realistic worst case scenario (therefore not dismissed as over-precautionary). 


2.4.7 3.11.3.31-
3.11.3.39 


We wouldwelcome further information and/or discussions to minimise  the use of cable protection and scour prevention in sensitive 
areas such as the rMCZ Markham’s Triangle which is (designated for two broadscale habitats: subtidal coarse sediment and subtidal 
sand with the latter being considered suitable habitat for sandeels). As above Natural England is  not confident that scour prevention 
and cable protection could be removed at the time of decommissioning and thus the  introduction of hard substrate in an otherwise 
predominantly sandy environment would therefore cause a permanent change of habitat (impacting notably sandeel and herring). 


2.4.8 Table 3.20 List of other plans and projects: Lincs OWF should be included in the Tier 1 operational OWFs. In addition Norfolk Boreas should be 
included in the Tier 2 proposed OWFs as it is proposed to be only one year behind Norfolk Vanguard and have undertaken their 
scoping report. But we do recognise that there may be insufficient data available to undertake an cumulative assessment at this time 


2.4.9 Table 3.25 The consideration of cumulative introduction of hard substrate includes the number of turbines. It is unclear whether the total amount of 
habitat creation in relation to the turbines includes scour/secondary scour prevention around turbines. In addition, under the total cables 
and pipelines section it is unclear whether cable protection is included here? 


Vol. 5 Annex 3.1 – Fish and Shellfish Technical Report 


2.4.10 2.2.1.7 We note that additional site specific survey data as part of the benthic ecology survey will be incorporated into the baseline 
characterisation assessment for the ES at the time of DCO submission and that due to the timing of this survey it has not yet been 
included. We look forward to reviewing the additional data in due course including (1) grab sample data to characterise the suitability of 
sediments as sandeel/herring spawning habitats; and (2) epibenthic beam trawl data to provide specific data on fish communities. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.4.11 3.2.4.24 - 
3.2.4.30 


Low intensity sandeel spawning and nursery grounds coincide with the Hornsea Three fish and shellfish study area, with a high intensity 
sandeel spawning habitat to the north of the Hornsea Three array area, broadly reflecting the patterns of sandeel abundance throughout 
the Hornsea Three fish and shellfish study area. Given that sandeel are an important prey species for fish, birds and marine mammals; 
a commercially important species, a UK BAP species and a nationally important marine feature in addition to the fact that rMCZ 
Markham’s Triangle located in the north east of the array area has suitable habitat for sandeels (MCZ designated for two broadscale 
habitats: subtidal coarse sediment and subtidal sand with the latter being considered suitable habitat for sandeels) we remain 
concerned that impacts from habitat disturbance and suspended sediment concentrations may be greater than assessed (see 
comments below for impact pathways of concern). 


2.4.12 Fig. 3.17, 
Tables 3.4 
and 4.2 


The Hornsea Three array area coincides with low intensity nursery habitat for herring, with some discrete spawning habitats also shown 
in Figure 3.17. As per Table 3.4 an Autumn spawning (September to October) habitat is located to the west of the Hornsea Three array 
area, with a spring (April) spawning population in the Wash. Low intensity nursery habitat also coincides with Hornsea Three (array and 
offshore cable corridor), with high intensity nursery habitat further west in the Wash (Table 4.2). Given that herring are also an important 
prey species for birds and marine mammals; a commercially important species, a UK BAP species and a nationally important marine 
feature we again remained concerned that impacts from habitat disturbance and suspended sediment concentrations may be greater 
than assessed (see comments below for impact pathways of concern). 


2.4.13 3.2.7. We note the presence of a number of migratory fish, in particular twaite shad, allis shad, European eel (Markham’s Triangle MCZ – 
present but not a designated feature) and smelt (Cromer Shoal MCZ - present but not a designated feature). We acknowledge that 
abundance of these fish is generally low with there being more potential of these species to be present along the inshore area of the 
cable corridor. Given that (a) there is a low abundance, (b) the fact that they are mobile species (therefore have the ability to avoid 
noise and habitat disturbance) and (c) the construction and operational works will not cause a barrier to migration; we are content with 
the conclusion that the significance of effects will be no greater than minor adverse (and therefore not significant in EIA terms). 


Twaite shad (Alosa fallax) and allis shad (Alosa alosa): we acknowledge that a single twaite shad was recorded at trawl location 26, in 
the west of Hornsea Three during the autumn survey. We note the Humber Estuary, acknowledging that this is outside the Hornsea 
Three zone, is known to support a number of key migratory species including allis and twaite shad. Allis shad and twaite shad are listed 
in Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. The onus is on the applicant to ensure that they are legally compliant with the 
legislation. 


Vol. 2 Chapter 6 – Commercial Fisheries 


2.4.15 Table 6.13, 
Fig. 6.19, 
6.13.3.4 


Offshore windfarm listed to be consented, operational or in construction: the list of UK OFWs needs checking as a number of projects 
has been left off the list, for example, Lincs OFW and Lynn and Inner Dowsing OWF have not been included. 
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section 


Comment 


2.4.16 Table 6.15 It is reported for ‘Electromagnetic fields, habitat alteration, noise and other ecological impacts due to operational and maintenance 
activities leading to displacement or disruption of commercially important fish and shellfish resources’ that measures are adopted as 
part of the project are detailed in chapter 3. However in Chapter 3, see table 3.27, with the exception of the PEMMP there are no other 
measures adopted by the project under the operational phase. This needs checking as it is currently misleading.  
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Section 2.5 – Marine Mammals 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 2 Chapter 4 – Marine Mammals 
- Vol. 4 Annex 3.1 – Subsea Noise Technical Report 
- Vol. 5 Annex 4.1 – Marine Mammal Technical Report 
- Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) 


There are a number of key concerns that we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. These comments should be 
read in conjunction with the issues raised in the main letter body. 


 Natural England considers a broad assessment of Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) is still required. 
Whilst we appreciate this can be difficult to quantify, other wind farms projects have assessed 
that up to 40 detonations may be required. Natural England agrees that this can be updated 
post consent, with a formal marine licence application, but the impact of UXOs should still be 
assessed within the EIA and HRA rather than scoped out. The agreement to undertake a broad 
assessment is detailed in the final row of Table 4.4 of the Marine Mammal chapter but should 
also be reflected in the text. 


 Natural England originally requested that the north east England Management Unit (MU) for 
grey seals was included in the assessment given the distances grey seal can travel. However, 
the PEIr provides evidence to scope out any site that is outside of the normal foraging range for 
grey seal (~145 km), which scopes out all haul outs/ sites in the north east England MU.  As 
those north east SACs are scoped out, the overall reference population for that MU should not 
be used in the assessment. Therefore Natural England considers that the north east England 
MU and associated reference population should be removed from the overall assessment.  


 Entanglement is scoped out in Table 4.15 of the Marine Mammal chapter, based on a risk 
assessment methodology by Harnois et al. (2015) and the Project Description. However, the 
Project Description chapter doesn’t provide much detail on the moorings. Evidence suggests 
that taut lines present the lowest risk of entanglement, while catenary moorings; the highest, 
with the risk increasing as the line becomes slacker. Figure 3.10 in the project description 
chapter shows three possible options, with only one having taut moorings (i.e. two have 
catenary / slack lines). Therefore Natural England considers entanglement should be scoped in 
to the assessment at this stage. If floating foundations become a realistic option for the final 
project design, a thorough assessment will be required. Detail on anchor piling for floating 
turbines is also required in the Project Description chapter. 


 Natural England would welcome the opportunity to discuss how the definitions of magnitude 
may change in the final Environmental Statement (ES) with DONG Energy as soon as possible 
(Section 4.9 of the Marine Mammal chapter). Revised definitions should be more specific to 
marine mammals as the current definitions are difficult to apply, and the text to conclude the 
magnitude for each impact does not reflect the definitions very well. For example, the final 
impact of vessel traffic is assessed as minor. During construction there is a significant increase 
in the number of vessels (~25%) which Natural England would consider to be a moderate to 
major shift away from the baseline, however this is not mentioned in paragraph 4.11.1.127 
assessing the magnitude. Also, a construction period of 11 years is almost the lifetime of a 
harbour porpoise and therefore at least a medium, if not long term, timeframe in terms of 
reversibility. However it is assessed as short to medium in paragraph 4.11.1.127. Paragraph 
4.11.1.127 also states that it is a local impact in terms of spatial extent and looks at direct and 
indirect impact, but neither of these parameters are reflected in the current definition of 
magnitude.  


 It is unclear how the definitions of magnitude and sensitivity, and therefore the final significance 
of the effect take into account International Valued Ecological Receptors (VERs) vs local VERs 
in the introductory sections. 


 Table 4.23 of the Marine Mammal chapter – Natural England considers that as harbour porpoise 
will not travel far enough during the soft start period to be outside any of the injury zones at 
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hammer blow energies above 15%, the length of time of the 15% blow energy should be 
increased above 7.5 minutes, as per discussions at the EWG meeting on the 10th July 2017. 
This would allow the Permanent Threshold Shift (PTS) and cumulative Sound Exposure Level 
(SELcum) distance to be reduced.  


 Natural England considers that the distances for the onset of PTS as a result of cumulative 
sound exposure using the NOAA SELcum threshold should be presented and considered in the 
assessment as a potential range of the effect, and to estimate the distance away from the piling 
at which a porpoise would need to be at the start of the ramp up procedure not to incur the risk 
of PTS onset from cumulative exposure to noise (Section 4.11.1.36 of the Marine Mammal 
chapter). Even if the ranges are treated with caution (and NE assumes a more realistic scenario 
for PTS SELcum will be reported in terms of the 2m depth noise modelling, as well as for other 
parameters if possible), and caveats are provided (as per 4.11.1.37), the PTS SELcum should 
still be presented as potential cumulative noise injury ranges. As per paragraph 4.11.1.75, most 
of the piling noise is low frequency and it is the weighting used within the SEL calculation that 
helps to assess the impact on each hearing group. Whilst it is crucial for SNCBs to take 
uncertainty into consideration in our evaluation of risk and to use the upper bounds (worst case) 
to inform mitigation and residual risk, we need to appraise a realistic scenario. The current 
assessment is considered in the report as being highly precautionary, but we would treat this 
interpretation with caution given the uncertainty regarding the effects of noise on porpoise 
hearing and behaviour. For example, the Southall et al. (2007) criteria were considered 
precautionary at the time and since then the thresholds for porpoise have been lowered. 


 4.12.1.5 – Natural England does not agree with seismic activity from oil and gas projects being 
screened out as having no impact, due to being part of the baseline. This was discussed at a 
recent EWG meeting. Natural England would expect either information from the BEIS Oil and 
Gas strategic HRA to be included in the ES when it becomes available (noting that none of the 
SNCBs have been involved, so it cannot be said that Natural England will agree with their 
conclusions), or some assessment of the average number and extent of seismic projects 
undertaken in the region needs to be made in the absence of the BEIS HRA.   


 Natural England would welcome the opportunity to discuss possible mitigation options for vessel 
traffic in terms of the disturbance within the Southern North Sea cSAC. 


 In 2.2.1.1 of the Subsea Noise Technical Report Cheeseman (2016) is referenced for 
operational underwater noise levels. However, the noise levels reviewed were only for turbines 
from 3 – 3.6 MW, and the proposed Hornsea Three turbines will be between 7 and 15 MW. 
Natural England therefore considers monitoring of the noise levels generated by larger 
operational turbines is required to validate ES predictions provided in the Marine Mammal 
section 4.11.2.7.  
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Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 2 Chapter 4 – Marine Mammals 


2.5.1 Table 4.4, 
row 3 


Natural England disagrees that the scale for CEA was agreed as the MU for the minke whale and white beaked dolphin. Rather the 
harbour porpoise MU was adopted for both other cetacean species – as per paragraph 4.13.1.56. In addition, the outputs of the JCP 
Phase III analyses are now available and therefore should be incorporated into the final ES. 


2.5.2 Table 4.5 Heinänen and Skov (2015) - The identification of discrete and persistent areas of relatively high harbour porpoise density in the wider 
UK marine area, as well as IAMMWG (2015) - A Conservation Literature Review for the Harbour Porpoise, should  be used as 
reference information. Available at http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=7059 


2.5.3 Table 4.6 It should be noted here that only 10% of the digital survey data was actually analysed (this being a sufficient percentage for seabirds 
and harbour porpoise, but not for other marine mammal species). It should be noted that in German waters 100% of data are analysed 
to inform the results. 


2.5.4 4.7.1.2 Management Units (MUs) for marine mammals do not just extend to the 12 nm limit, they are transboundary and include other countries 
waters (as per figure 4.11 in the technical report). UK specific abundances are calculated in addition to MU abundances, but this 
includes all UK waters, not just territorial seas (i.e. further than 12 nm). The text should be altered to reflect this. 


2.5.5 Table 4.7 Natural England queries if these figures are correct? Visual boat based densities of 1.76 gave an abundance over the Hornsea Three 
area of 1 232 animals, but a 0.01 increase in density almost doubled the abundance for the aerial video to 2 177 animals?  


2.5.6 4.7.2.4 and 
4.7.2.12 


The ES should compare with SCANS III densities, as this appears to show a further increase in importance of the general area for 
harbour porpoise. It should also be noted that the SCANS II abundances quoted in the MU paper were miscalculated and have since 
been updated. Updated figures for all species should be obtained from the JNCC, as well as updated figures from SCANS III and 
incorporated in to the assessment. 


2.5.7 4.7.2.8 It should be noted that there is a population of white beaked dolphin present year round in Lyme Bay, suggesting that they are not 
necessarily restricted to more northerly areas in the summer period. 


2.5.8 4.7.2.11 Now that the Joint Cetacean Protocol (JCP) data are available, this section should be updated for white beaked dolphin and all other 
relevant species. 


2.5.9 4.7.2.16, 
4.7.2.36, 
Table 4.11 


Natural England queries why the more precautionary density for the Hornsea Three marine mammal study area has not been used to 
calculate abundance for minke whale? Please can clarification be provided. 



http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=7059
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2.5.10 4.7.2.21 
and 
4.7.2.24 


It should be noted there is also a large haul out and pupping site at Horsey which is not mentioned in these paragraphs. Grey seals also 
do not tend to haul out in The Wash, rather they haul out along the North Norfolk and Lincolnshire coastlines. 


2.5.11 Fig. 4.7 It should be noted in the text that this map is only based on a limited number of tagged seals from certain areas. The text should detail 
the numbers of seals tagged in each location to add context to the conclusions. It should be noted in the text that due to the locations of 
these tagged seals it may not be representative of the movements of those seals which haul out further south around  Horsey and  the 
Thames, or further north (north east England MU), unless the at sea densities are based on different tagged seals? Please can 
clarification be provided. Densities are also based on a model so text should briefly detail uncertainties associated with the model. 


2.5.12 Table 4.13 Natural England does not believe the classification of VERs in this table has been applied consistently. For example, it is not clear why 
minke whale have been classified differently to white beaked dolphin. 


2.5.13 Table 4.14 Natural England queries if any modelling has been done on the area over which the drilling and cable installation sediment plume will 
impact and what percentage of the cSAC this equates to? If so, this should be detailed in the text. 


2.5.14 4.11.1.44 Despite there being no disturbance thresholds for pinnipeds, current work by Hastie et al. (2015) mentioned in the text suggests there 
could be Temporary Threshold Shift (TTS)/Fleeing up to 9.8 km. Natural England queries what the distance is from the southern HVAC 
booster piling location to the coastline and if seals (including pups) could be prevented from reaching / leaving important haul out sites 
and/or foraging from these sites along the north Norfolk coast at sensitive times of the year? Please can clarification be provided on this 
point. 


2.5.15 4.11.1.75 Natural England agrees with this paragraph, but it should be noted that this is why the NOAA weighted SELs need to be reported as 
these do account for the higher frequency noise that porpoises are sensitive to and affected by. 


2.5.16 4.11.86 Natural England agrees with the statement that no firm conclusions can be drawn on the DEPONS work at this stage, and considers 
further work is required to update the model with project scenarios and construction schedules. There are limitations on data availability 
and as with any model there remain knowledge gaps and uncertainties which should be considered alongside the outputs. 


2.5.17 4.11.1.104 Natural England considers that other important grey seal sites should be assessed in the final ES; namely Donna Nook and the North 
Norfolk Coastline (Blakeney and Horsey). 


2.5.18 4.11.1.121 Natural England queries why minke whale and white beaked dolphin would be habituated to boat presence and harbour porpoise would 
not, when they are the most numerous cetacean in the area? White beaked dolphins have been seen to bow ride in some areas, while 
harbour porpoises are seen to actively move away from (and be disturbed by) vessels (as per paragraph 4.11.1.133), so this would 
appear to just be different behaviours rather than habituation. Please can clarification be provided. 


2.5.19 4.11.1.122 It should be noted that it is not just vessel noise that is an issue, but the physical presence of the vessel itself (Pirotta et al., 2015). 
Vessel presence should also form part of the increased vessel traffic assessment. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.5.20 4.11.1.130 The Lusseau et al. 2011 paper did not just find no impact from increased boat traffic for a theoretical wind farm (only using modelled 
data), but also found that boat interactions may disrupt foraging (from real data) and concluded that there is little understanding of the 
maximum number of interactions that will cause site deterioration (i.e. will cause a problem). It should be also noted that the conclusion 
concerning an increase in boat traffic and no impact on the bottlenose dolphin population was from a model and relies on the 
assumptions of the model being correct. 


2.5.21 4.11.1.136 Natural England considers that the text in this paragraph should also reflect recovery will be based on the amount of operational 
vessels, so may not be as high as stated. 


2.5.22 4.11.1.139 As per Natural England’s previous comment, it is unclear why the magnitude has been assessed as minor. Will vessel traffic be as high 
in the years between the piling parts of the construction during other aspects of offshore construction? Please can clarification be 
provided. 


2.5.23 4.11.2.21 For the 25 year operation of the wind farm, a 22% increase in vessel traffic to the local area is predicted. Again, as per Natural 
England’s previous comment, it is not clear how a long term (more than double the average life span of a harbour porpoise), high 
percentage increase in vessel traffic is only a minor effect. Please can clarification be provided. 


2.5.24 4.12.1.6 Natural England considers Tier 1 should possibly also include those projects at a similar stage to Hornsea Three – i.e. not submitted, 
but at the PEIr or similar stage.  Natural England understands that DONG may not have access to this information at this time, but 
information from other projects should be checked and updated at an appropriate time in the future to be agreed.   


2.5.25 Table 4.39 Natural England queries why no construction date information is provided for Aberdeen Bay here but is included in table 4.41. 


2.5.26 4.13.1.4 According to Table 4.39, more than the stated five projects may overlap therefore the assessment should also include Triton Knoll and 
Borssele 3 and 4. Although Natural England accepts the text in paragraph 4.13.1.6, as to why they are not included, there is still the 
possibility they could overlap, so should be included as part of the worst case envelope. If there is evidence that they will not overlap 
then this should be provided. Neart na Gaoithe, Inch Cape, Seagreen and Convoys Wharf are all unknown in terms of construction 
dates, so worst case scenario would mean they would overlap. Even if no information is available, this should be stated as a possibility 
(and they should be added to Table 4.42). In addition, Table 4.40 does not include non UK projects (apart from Dutch UXO explosions) 
and should do, as much as possible given that the CEA is the North Sea MU. 


2.5.27 Table 4.42 It is also worth stating here that these ES assessments did not use the updated NOAA thresholds which show a much greater impact 
zone for harbour porpoise compared to the Southall et al. (2007) thresholds, so these distances are likely to be underestimating the 
area of impact. Worst case scenario and Table 4.42 should include the ES information for those projects where the construction 
timeframes are unknown but could overlap and this should be updated if possible for the ES submission. 


2.5.28 4.13.1.16 Natural England considers 16 years is not a short term impact as stated in this paragraph. Paragraph 4.13.1.27 refers to 16 years as a 
long term impact. Natural England considers that 16 years is a long term impact, which therefore needs to carry through in the final ES 
across all impacts and receptors in terms of consistency. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.5.29 4.13.1.17 If Hornsea Three on its own can affect 1.3% of the MU for TTS/Fleeing – any other wind farm construction at the same time will 
increase this value, therefore Natural England does not agree that it can be stated that cumulatively TTS will not be significant nor 
increase over and above what Hornsea Three alone will impact, especially given the change from Southall to NOAA being best 
scientific knowledge for noise thresholds. 


2.5.30 4.13.1.18 Natural England considers it is not correct to say that the impact ranges for minke whale are small. They are actually larger than for 
harbour porpoise. Hornsea Project Two did assess the impact for minke and white beaked dolphin. Minke whales, due to the area of 
ensonification came out as a moderate adverse impact. It is worth noting that wind farms further north are going to have a larger impact 
on both minke whales and white beaked dolphins. While this is not an issue for the assessment of the project alone, it will be a 
consideration in terms of the cumulative assessment. The assessment should be updated to reflect this. 


2.5.31 pp.100 and 
101 


Natural England agrees that adding the modelled areas for TTS and disturbance from each wind farm is unrealistic. However, it would 
be helpful if a similar table to Table 4.53 in the Hornsea Project Two ES marine mammal chapter could be provided, which contains 
some information on numbers affected with a large caveat in the table title. 


2.5.32 4.13.1.27 It should be noted that in discussing the magnitude of effect, not only disturbance will affect the receptor directly, but also TTS/Fleeing 
response. 


2.5.33 4.13.1.32 Natural England does not agree that porpoise have a low vulnerability in terms of underwater noise 


2.5.34 4.13.1.36 Whilst Natural England notes the preliminary DEPONS results, please note the limitations of DEPONS as described above. 


2.5.35 4.13.1.50 It should be noted that projects in Tier 3 may well come forward and overlap with Hornsea Three and the other Tier 1 and 2 projects 
further down the line, causing an increased impact (and a longer temporal duration) on the harbour porpoise population. Natural 
England therefore considers the projects in each tier should be revisited and updated at a future date to be agreed. 


2.5.36 General 
Comment 


Natural England considers the cumulative assessment would be easier to follow and understand if the Tier 1 and 2 assessments were 
not separated for TTS and disturbance for each species (all Tier 1 noise impacts for each species and then all Tier 2), rather followed 
each other for each species. I.e. Tier 1 and Tier 2 TTS/disturbance for harbour porpoise, then Tier 1 and Tier 2 TTS/disturbance for 
white beaked dolphin etc. and both Tiers were combined in each species table. 


2.5.37 4.13.1.62 As per comments above, Natural England considers that the cumulative physical disturbance from vessels, not just the acoustic 
disturbance, should be considered. Natural England  disagrees  that harbour porpoises will show habituation to vessels, rather they will 
be temporarily be disturbed away from the location and whatever they are doing. Heinanen and Skov (2015) reported that the number 
of ships was an important predictor of harbour porpoise density in the North Sea MU and suggested that markedly lower densities were 
present over a threshold of approximately over 80 vessels per day (passing through a 5 km² grid). What are the numbers reached 
cumulatively in the local area? The assessment should also take account of other wind farms that will be constructing / operational in 
other EU countries at the same time. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.5.38 4.13.1.63 As per comments above, it is unclear why a moderate to large increase in vessel traffic away from the baseline, over a long period of 
time is assessed as minor. Please can clarification be provided. 


Vol. 4 Annex 3.1 – Subsea Noise Technical Report 


2.5.39 4.1.1.3 Natural England considers that seismic activity should be included. 


2.5.40 5.1.1.9 and 
5.2.2.1 


The additional modelling at 2 m depth is not currently presented in the marine mammal chapter. Please can this be included. 


2.5.41 5.1.2.9 Natural England queries if modelling of the 15 m pile would cause more issues and greater PTS/TTS/disturbance zones for low 
frequency cetaceans such as minke whales? 


2.5.42 Fig. 5.3 and 
5.4 


Figures 5.3 and 5.4 and various of the appendix figures – Given SPL peak levels look like they are above 175 dB at the coast (or even 
nearer 190db for the HVAC south location), Natural England queries if this could constitute a barrier for hauled out seals, or impact 
pups? 


2.5.43 Table 5.6 Table 5.6 and other tables such as 5.9 and 5.10 – Natural England queries if the values for HF cetaceans are correct for the 155dB 
Weighted SEL values? Currently for 5,000kJ, there is a maximum of 8.8 km, but for the lower energy 2,500kJ, it is a distance of 17 km. 
Are all of these values explained by paragraphs 5.3.2.8 and 5.3.2.9 and the sensitivity of the hearing groups? Please could clarification 
be provided. 


2.5.44 Table 5.12 Natural England queries how 40% blow energy for the 5,000 kJ hammer reports a maximum range of 53 km, but a mean range of 58 
km? Please could clarification be provided. 


Vol. 5 Annex 4.1 – Marine Mammal Technical Report 


2.5.45 2.3.9.1 The Jones and Russell (2016) paper cited is not in the reference list and should be included. 


2.5.46 4.5.2.2 Natural England considers this paragraph to be very out of date. Blakeney and Horsey are two of the biggest pupping sites in England, 
and together have more pups than the combined ‘other Scottish colonies’ which includes Shetland and the Scottish mainland (SCOS, 
2016). Donna Nook also has significant numbers of pups. Combining these three locations in the central North Sea, it is likely that they 
have more pups than most other pupping sites in the UK, excepting the Outer Hebrides and Orkney (SCOS, 2016). Paragraph 4.5.2.3 is 
also out of date as grey seals do not tend to pup in the Wash, rather pupping is concentrated along the North Norfolk and Lincolnshire 
coastlines (i.e. Blakeney, Horsey and the surroundings in Norfolk and Donna Nook in Lincolnshire). 


2.5.47 4.6.2.2.2 Natural England considers this paragraph also needs updating; approximately 450 harbour seals are now present in the Thames region. 


  







Page 51 of 93 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) 


2.5.48 Table 4.2 Natural England queries if vessel noise should be ‘vessel presence’ causing disturbance? Otherwise Natural England considers vessel 
noise should sit with underwater noise. 


2.5.49 Fig. 4.1 Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SAC has not been screened in for grey seal. Grey seals can certainly forage within the 
project area. However, as per the ‘Major comment’ above, if sites in the north east MU are screened out due to the evidence provided, 
then the MU population considered should only be the south east MU. 


2.5.50 7.4.6.8 Natural England does not consider it correct to state that grey seal tend to haul out in The Wash, rather they tend to haul out at Horsey 
and Winterton between October and January, (as well as Blakeney and Donna Nook). 


2.5.51 7.4.6.12  It should be noted there are also large breeding colonies at Blakeney and Horsey which are not in remote locations. 


2.5.52 7.5.2.39 Natural England queries if this paragraph should read ‘in the absence of further mitigation’, i.e ADDs will already be used, but further 
mitigation may be required (e.g. a longer soft start at the 15% energy). Please can clarification be provided. 


2.5.53 Table 7.21 Natural England queries how the maximum WTG overlap for sequential piling 1.6%, but only another 0.23% for concurrent piling? 
Surely there are other WTGs that have more of an overlap than 0.23%? Please can clarification be provided. 


2.5.54 7.5.2.73 Natural England does not consider it likely that animals will return to the site within a 16 hour window of the piling day. Please can 
clarification be provided as to how this paragraph relates to the following paragraphs? 


2.5.55 7.5.2.70 – 
7.5.2.75 


Please can clarification be provided as to whether these calculations will be shown in the final RIAA? 


2.5.56 Figure 7.9 It would be helpful if the turbine location could be shown in these figures. 


2.5.57 7.5.2.76 Natural England would like it made clear that this conclusion is for the project on its own, not in combination with other plans and 
projects. 


2.5.58 7.5.2.93. Natural England considers the actual number of return trips should be stated and then the vessel movements within the site during 
construction removed from the calculations. 


2.5.59 General 
comment 


There appears to be no assessment of the cumulative impact of pile driving disturbance and disturbance from vessels? Please could 
clarification be provided as to why this is. 


2.5.60 Section 7.8 As additional work is planned on the underwater noise assessment, Natural England does not agree that conclusions can be drawn 
against the Conservation Objectives of these sites at this time.  


  







Page 52 of 93 


Section 2.6 – Offshore Ornithology 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 2 Chapter 5 – Offshore Ornithology 
- Vol. 5 Annex 5.1 – Offshore Ornithology Baseline Characterisation Report 
- Vol. 5 Annex 5.2 – Offshore Ornithology Displacement analysis 
- Vol. 5 Annex 5.3 – Offshore Ornithology Collision Risk Modelling Report 
- Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) 
- Annex 1: HRA Screening Report 
- Annex 2: Draft Evidence Plan 


There are a number of key concerns that we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. These comments should be 
read in conjunction with the issues raised in the main letter body. 


1. Likely Significant Effect Screening – methodology for screening SPA and Ramsar sites 
for Likely Significant Effects (LSE) for bird features 


 Natural England commented on DONG Energy’s LSE methodology in our response to the 
Hornsea Three Habitat Regulations Assessment Screening Report (NE ref.: DAS2229/205871). 


DONG Energy has concluded that a Likely Significant Effect (LSE) could not be ruled out during 
the screening exercise for the features and European sites listed in Table 4.7 of DONG Energy’s 
Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) for Hornsea Three and these site/feature 
combinations are the only ones that have therefore been taken forward to the Appropriate 
Assessment (AA) stage. 


 


Natural England has a number of remaining concerns regarding the Hornsea Three LSE 
screening methodology and conclusions and these are summarised below. 


 General approach to LSE screening 


Natural England made some general comments (NE ref.: DAS2229/205871) regarding the 
method applied for determining whether sites should be taken forward to the Appropriate 
Assessment stage of HRA.  


The LSE test is a ‘coarse filter’ used to identify potential effect pathways that require further 
consideration through Appropriate Assessment. However, having identified potential impact 
pathways for particular features and sites, DONG Energy has ruled out LSE for some SPAs and 
features based on reference to information on the number of birds recorded in the Hornsea 
Three site specific surveys (e.g. Herring gull). Given that the baseline survey data is incomplete, 
Natural England does not consider that it is possible to conclude no LSE based on, for example, 
‘insignificant numbers of Herring gull present at Hornsea Three’. 
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In the case of fulmar, no LSE has been concluded for a number of SPAs that are within foraging 
range of Hornsea Three based on the species being assessed as having low vulnerability to 
disturbance and displacement caused by offshore wind farms (e.g. based on Wade et al. 2016). 
Natural England does not agree with DONG Energy’s conclusion of no LSE for fulmar at SPAs 
that are within foraging range of Hornsea Three as stated in paragraph 6.2.154 of our response 
to DONG Energy’s HRA Screening report: ‘Whilst fulmar may be considered as having low 
sensitivity to disturbance it is Natural England’s view that it is premature to rule out an LSE on 
fulmar from displacement effects, particularly given i) the importance of the array site for this 
species has not yet been quantified and ii) that there is no consideration here of cumulative 
impacts from multiple offshore windfarms within the foraging range of Flamborough fulmars’. 
Therefore, based on the information available at this stage of the assessment there are several 
SPAs and pSPAs that are potential LSE for fulmar.  


For tern species that are features of the Greater Wash pSPA, and North Norfolk Coast SPA and 
Ramsar site, DONG Energy has also concluded no LSE on the basis of ‘low sensitivity to the 
impacts associated with the installation of the export cable (Wade et al., 2016)’. However, 
Natural England advises that as result of the degree of habitat specialisation shown by terns 
(see MIG-Birds 2017) displacement and disturbance impacts should be assessed for tern 
species, as well as indirect effects on prey availability, and therefore in order to conclude no 
LSE for the tern features of the Greater Wash pSPA and North Norfolk Coast SPA requires 
demonstration that the export cable route (ECR) envelope has no potential overlap with tern 
foraging areas within the relevant SPAs.  


A number of the SPA and pSPA sites that are in scope for the environmental assessment have 
breeding seabird assemblages which are considered site features. These seabird assemblages 
will have conservation objectives for the assemblage feature as a whole, incorporating 
objectives for abundance, diversity and the supporting habitat. Therefore any assessments need 
to take account of the conservation objectives for the seabird assemblage as well as those for 
individual species that are features. 


Additionally, and relevant to the general LSE screening methodology presented by DONG 
Energy, as plans or projects that could contribute to in-combination effects are only considered 
in detail after the test of LSE has been applied, potentially significant in-combination impacts 
cannot be ruled out at this stage.  


In conclusion, Natural England advises that it is not possible to conclude no LSE, and therefore 
that no Appropriate Assessment is needed, for a number of European sites and their 
ornithological features that are currently missing from the Appropriate Assessment presented in 
the RIAA.  


 LSE screening applied separately to different seasons for SPA features  


Natural England advises that LSE screening and assessment should be undertaken at the level 
of the European site/feature and not broken down to an assessment of LSE for different stages 
of the species’ life cycle. For example, DONG Energy has concluded no LSE for guillemot from 
Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA (FFC pSPA) in the breeding season but has concluded a 
potential LSE for the non-breeding season and therefore has undertaken an Appropriate 
Assessment only for the non-breeding season for guillemot from FFC pSPA (see DONG 
Energy’s Table 4.7).  


If there is the potential for LSE for a site/feature then that should trigger the need to undertake 
an Appropriate Assessment for that feature at that European site, which then needs to consider 
impacts for the species across all seasons/life cycle stages. So in the case of guillemot there 
should be an Appropriate Assessment that considers impacts in the breeding season as well as 
the non-breeding season – even if it is subsequently concluded that there are no breeding 
season impacts based on the detailed Appropriate Assessment undertaken for that species/site. 
Additionally, given that the baseline data collection is incomplete it would be premature to 
conclude no possible impact pathway for FFC pSPA guillemot, for example, in the breeding 
season. Through the EWG process, Natural England has not agreed with DONG Energy for that 
to be the case. 
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 Screening for European sites with breeding SPA Seabirds based on connectivity with Hornsea 
Three in the non-breeding season and screening for European sites that support mobile 
designated populations (e.g. migratory birds) with potential connectivity with Project Three 


There also appears to be a missing element to the LSE screening process for offshore 
ornithology which relates to potential connectivity between Hornsea Three and SPAs and 
Ramsar sites based on the presence of birds in project areas during the non-breeding season. 
This applies to migratory seabird, wildfowl and wader species that are non-breeding season 
features of SPAs and may migrate through Hornsea Three, as well as seabird species that are 
breeding season features of SPAs but present in the Hornsea Three project area during the 
non-breeding seasons. An example of this is the exclusion of the little gull feature of the Greater 
Wash pSPA from LSE screening based on connectivity between little gull migrating through the 
Hornsea Three array area and the Greater Wash pSPA. 


2. Incomplete baseline datasets used to inform assessments 


 The offshore ornithology assessments presented by DONG Energy are based on analysis of 
eleven months of baseline survey data collected between April 2016 and February 2017. In Vol. 
2 Chapter 5. Offshore Ornithology, section 5.1.1.3 DONG Energy states that ‘At the time of the 
preparation of this chapter of the PEIr, the baseline characterisation survey programme that will 
inform the EIA was still on-going. In consequence, the preliminary and emerging nature of the 
baseline characterisation survey data that informed this chapter of the PEIr has only enabled the 
latter to present a preliminary and incomplete assessment (section 5.11).’ 


Natural England has advised DONG Energy through the Evidence Working Group (EWG) that 
two years or more of relevant baseline survey data for each species are required in order to 
characterise the baseline and to enable the assessment of potential impacts. 


Natural England therefore does not consider that it is possible to undertake any assessment of 
potential impacts, or to present any conclusions regarding significant effects or adverse effect 
on site integrity based on eleven months of data as DONG Energy has done in Section 5.11 of 
Chapter 5, and in Sections 8.5 and 8.7 of the draft RIAA and summarised in Table 8.26 of the 
draft RIAA. Therefore Natural England has not provided comments regarding the adverse effect 
on site integrity or EIA conclusions presented in the PEIr documents. 


Natural England understands that DONG Energy intends to submit their ES based on less than 
24 months of baseline survey data collected for Hornsea Three. There have been discussions 
within the EWG about whether existing datasets for the wider Hornsea Zone and Hornsea 
Projects One and Two can be used in conjunction with the HOW3 data to inform the baseline 
characterisation however discussion of the results of this work are ongoing and not concluded. 


However, Natural England notes that given DONG Energy’s final assessment of potential 
impacts on birds in the Hornsea Three offshore project areas will be based on less than two 
years of baseline survey data, there will be greater uncertainty associated with some of the 
predicted impacts than if assessments had been based on two years of data. As a result it will 
be important to consider this greater uncertainty when assessing the significance of predicted 
impacts on populations and features of European sites. 


3. Definition of project design parameters 


 Section 3 of DONG Energy’s Draft RIAA presents detailed information about the potential 
current design envelope for Hornsea Three, including activities associated with the construction, 
operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of the project. This is important as it defines 
‘Design Envelope’ which includes the maximum design parameters to be assessed for 
environmental impact. One such important parameter is the lifetime of the project, but it is not 
clear from the information in Section 3 what this time period will be for Hornsea Three. This 
needs to be specified as, for example, the length of time that the project is operational is a 
parameter important to the assessment of impacts such as predicted collisions. 
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4. Collision Risk Modelling: avoidance rates and Band model options 


 Collision risk modelling (CRM) has been undertaken for gannet, kittiwake, lesser black-backed 
gull and great black-backed gull. Additionally migratory CRM has been undertaken for Arctic 
skua, great skua, little gull, common tern, and arctic tern, plus a further 12 wildfowl and wader 
species (detailed in Annex 5.3). All collision risk modelling has been undertaken using the Band 
(2012) model. 


 Given that Natural England has queries about the methodology for determining LSE and 
therefore which species require an AA, as well as the methodology for identifying Valued 
Ornithological Receptors (VORs) for EIA, there may be additional species that need to be 
included in the CRM assessment (e.g. herring gull). 


 DONG Energy presents collision estimates based on a range of avoidance rates and Band 
model options in Annex 5.3, including those avoidance rates advised by Natural England, 
however the assessment of significance under EIA presented in Chapter 5 (paragraphs 
5.11.2.94 – 5.11.2.194) and under HRA (paragraphs 8.5.2.13 and 8.5.2.14 for gannet and 
8.5.2.26 and 8.5.2.27 for kittiwake) is based on Band model options and avoidance rates that 
Natural England does not agree with for several species. Notably the use of the Extended Band 
model (Option 3) for the assessment of collision impacts for kittiwake and gannet, and for 
migratory CRM for little gull, skuas and terns. Further, Natural England does not agree with the 
use of 99.2% avoidance rate with the Basic Band model (Option 2) for kittiwake as presented in 
Table 5.28 of Chapter 5.  


 Natural England notes some inconsistencies in the use of avoidance rates for little gull across 
the various PEIr documents. For example, Table 5.24 in Chapter 5 states that an AR of 98% is 
applied to Option 2 of the Band Model and an AR of 99.2% to Option 3. In paragraph 5.11.2.153 
collision figures using an AR of 98.9% with Option 2 and 98% with Option 3 are presented. 
Annex 5.3 presents outputs using a range of Band Model Options and avoidance rates for little 
gull, including an AR of 99.2% with Option 2 of the Basic Band model and Natural England 
advises this is currently the most appropriate combination to use for little gull. 


 The aerial survey programme for Hornsea Three is not yet complete with only data from April 
2016 to February 2017 currently incorporated into the CRM. As a result DONG Energy does not 
have sufficient data to calculate the proportion of birds at rotor height at Hornsea Three for any 
species and therefore DONG Energy has only been able to undertake CRM using generic flight 
height information (from Johnston et al., 2014a&b). As a result DONG Energy has not been able 
to present CRM outputs using Option 1 of the Band (2012) model (as this uses site specific flight 
height data). Natural England advises that if DONG Energy has sufficient data to calculate site 
specific flight height parameters when baseline data collection is complete they should present 
CRM outputs that include Option 1 of the Band model. Additionally, they should compare the 
site specific flight height data with the generic flight height data to test if they are significant 
differences. 


 See also below for comments regarding presentation and consideration of variability and 
uncertainty around the input parameters for CRM and the predicted impacts from collision 
mortality. 


5. Displacement 


 Variable displacement and mortality applied to different seasons for species 


In Section 5.6.5.17 of Chapter 5, DONG Energy states that ‘The potential impact of 
displacement will vary depending on the season.’ For each species considered in the 
displacement assessment, DONG Energy has selected a single value for displacement and a 
single value for mortality for each season to take through to the assessment. The values of both 
displacement level and mortality are different for different seasons and species (Table 5.5). 
While it may the case that displacement levels and mortality do vary at different times of the 
year for different species, there is no empirical evidence to suggest what these levels might be 
for different seasons, or even what the relative differences might be. For this reason SNCB 
advice (MIG-Birds 2017) is that given there is currently no empirical evidence on the impacts of 







Page 56 of 93 


displacement to seabirds, the SNCBs do not view it as appropriate at this time to apply varying 
mortality levels by season. 


 Single value for displacement mortality taken through to the assessment of population 
significance 


In section 5.6.5.12 of Chapter 5 DONG Energy states that ‘For those species selected for 
displacement analysis, although a range of values are presented within each matrix table (0-
100%); a single level of displacement is selected within the table to take forward for the 
purposes of assessment. This level is species-specific and considered suitably conservative and 
representative of available evidence where available.’ 


While DONG Energy does present the full displacement matrix for species as advised by the 
SNCBs (MIG-Birds 2017), Natural England does not agree with the methodology whereby only 
a single value for predicted displacement mortality is taken through to assessment. Natural 
England advises that a range of values are taken through to assessment of population impacts 
stage as this reflects the range of uncertainty around the predicted impact. In the face of 
considerable uncertainty around impact levels, this would enable a judgment to be made 
regarding the likelihood that, given the range of possible outcomes, mortality arising from 
displacement could give rise to a significant adverse impact (see also below for comments 
regarding presentation and consideration of variability and uncertainty around predicted 
impacts).  


 Assessment of displacement mortality for each season separately without consideration of 
impacts on populations across the whole annual cycle 


Natural England notes that where DONG Energy has undertaken an assessment of the 
significance of a displacement impact for a species, they have done this for each season 
separately but have not considered the overall level of displacement impact for a population 
across the whole annual cycle. SNCB advice (MIG-Birds, 2017) is that displacement impacts 
calculated for individual seasons should be summed across seasons to allow assessment of the 
annual impact on the population. 


 Exclusion of fulmar from displacement assessments 


Paragraph 5.6.5.4 of Chapter 5 identifies fulmar, gannet, guillemot, razorbill and puffin as 
species to be included in the assessment of displacement impacts. DONG Energy suggests in 
paragraph 5.6.5.13 that there is evidence for displacement of fulmar: ‘With regards to those 
species screened into this assessment, Krijgsveld et al. (2011) identifies fulmar as a lower 
sensitivity species with a displacement rate of 28%, and gannet and auks as higher sensitivity 
species with displacement rates of 64% and 68% respectively.’ Section 8.4.5.13 of the RIAA 
also suggests that displacement is considered to be a potential impact in relation to fulmar ‘For 
fulmar and gannet, precautionary displacement rates of 30% and 70% are used, respectively 
(Table 8.4)’. Additionally DONG Energy has presented an assessment of displacement impacts 
for fulmar in Section 1.4.1 of Annex 5.2 (Displacement Analysis). 


DONG Energy has also identified connectivity, via foraging range, between Hornsea Three and 
several SPAs where fulmar is either a feature in its own right or part of the seabird assemblage 
feature. However, DONG Energy has screened out fulmar as no LSE and therefore it is not 
considered in the AA. This is on the basis that any impact from displacement is assessed to be 
insignificant as fulmar are considered to be at low risk of disturbance/displacement from wind 
farms (e.g. Wade et al., 2016). However Wade et al. (2016) also conclude that there is a high 
degree of uncertainty regarding the vulnerability of fulmar to displacement. Given this 
uncertainty, coupled with the incomplete baseline survey data for Hornsea Three and the 
demonstrated connectivity between SPAs for fulmar and Hornsea Three, Natural England 
considers that it is not possible to assume no LSE for fulmar at SPAs that are within the foraging 
range of Hornsea Three. 
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6. The need to present data and predicted impacts in a way that allows the full range of 
uncertainty (e.g. around input data, analysis, methodology) to be understood and 
evaluated 


 There is uncertainty around the predicted impacts in the assessments presented in the PEIr. 
Some of this comes from natural variability and uncertainty in the input data (e.g. densities of 
birds at Hornsea Three, flight heights etc.) and some of which is due to imperfect understanding 
of how systems work (e.g. avoidance rates and collision models, effects of displacement on 
mortality of birds etc.). In order to be able to make an assessment of the significance of potential 
impacts on populations it is necessary to understand and, where possible, take account of this 
uncertainty. 


 The assessments presented by DONG Energy in the PEIr documents do not take account of the 
range of uncertainty and variability in several of the key input parameters that are used. 


 Natural England notes that upper and lower confidence limits are given for the monthly 
population estimates for species in the Hornsea Three project area in Annex 5.1, although these 
have not been used to inform the displacement or collision risk assessments presented in the 
PEIr. Likewise confidence intervals around the generic flight height data (e.g. Johnston et al., 
2014 used for seabirds and Wright et al. (2012) used for migratory waterbirds) have not been 
factored into the collision risk assessments. However, DONG Energy has presented collision 
predictions in Annex 5.1 that include the standard deviations presented around the published 
avoidance rates (JNCC et al., 2014), but this range of collision predictions have not been used 
in the Appropriate Assessment or EIA chapters.  


 Natural England advises that the assessments of displacement and collision mortality should 
both use the information on uncertainty and variability in the input parameters (e.g. bird 
densities, flight heights, avoidance rates) to allow consideration of the range of values predicted 
impacts may fall within, and to allow an assessment of confidence in the conclusions made 
regarding adverse effects on site integrity and significance of impacts for populations. 


7. Data for ornithological assessments relating to the export cable route (ECR) 


 The baseline characterisation of the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor within the PEIr ‘has 
primarily drawn upon the desktop information from third-party surveys, including surveys 
targeting areas within and in close proximity to areas designated for nature conservation, and 
primarily Lawson et al. (2015).’ (Section 5.6.1.5 of Chapter 5).  


 There may be additional sources of data that could be looked at as well as Lawson et al. (2016), 
for example, data from post construction surveys undertaken by other OWFs in the vicinity (e.g. 
Sheringham Shoal, Dudgeon, Lincs and Race Bank). While these surveys may not cover the 
exact cable corridor area they could provide contextual information to help characterise the 
wider sea area around the cable route. 


 Calculation of densities of birds (red-throated diver, little gull and common scoter) in the ECR for 
use in the assessment of potential impacts has been based on analysis of survey data 
incorporated into Lawson et al. (2016) (Section 5.11 of Chapter 5). It is not clear how the 
densities used in the PEIr assessments have been derived. The density maps presented in the 
PEIr (e.g. figures 1.7, 1.8 and 1.28 in Annex 5.1) show a mean density surface based on 
densities of birds modelled across all survey months. These mean density surfaces were 
generated by Lawson et al. (2016) in order to facilitate the identification of potential boundaries 
for an SPA. These modelled densities cannot be used directly to derive a density estimate for 
the ECR for a displacement assessment as they do not represent a peak seasonal density and 
will underestimate peak densities of birds in the ECR. However, the PEI reports indicate that 
densities of birds for the ECR may have been derived from the underlying data presented in 
Lawson et al (2016) – for example, paragraph 5.11.1.22 of Chapter 5: ‘The density of red-
throated diver within the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor as calculated from the 
underlying data used in Figure 5.4 is 0.18 birds/km2’. It is not clear how this density value was 
calculated or whether it represents a peak seasonal density for the ECR based on the raw data. 
Natural England requests further information regarding the methods for deriving the densities of 
red-throated diver, common scoter and little gull in the ECR as presented in the PEIr. 
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8. EIA methodology including population scales  


 DONG Energy’s approach to determining the significance of impacts based on combining 
receptor sensitivity and magnitude of impact (Sections 5.9-5.11) is confusing and difficult to 
follow. To determine the significance of an impact, a sequence of criteria is evaluated against 
each species, each season and each impact. The criteria include receptor sensitivity; magnitude 
of impact; and significance. Within these criteria there are a number of sub-criteria, for example, 
receptor sensitivity is made up of conservation value, vulnerability, recoverability. 


 This matrix approach involves multiple layers of categorisation for each species and in a number 
of cases the assessment against a particular criterion has not been done consistently across 
species and subjective decisions are then multiplied across a number of different criteria. 
Further, the assessment of EIA significance has been undertaken separately for each potential 
impact that could affect a species and also separately for each season (Table 5.46 of Chapter 5) 
which makes it difficult to determine whether there could be an overall significant effect on a 
particular species.  


 Species included in the EIA assessment – ‘valued ornithological receptors’ (VORs) - have been 
defined using criteria set out in section 5.7.2.3. One of these criteria is that a VOR is any 
migratory species which ‘is at particular risk of collisions with turbines’. Application of this 
criterion would include Herring gull as a VOR, however it is excluded as a VOR by DONG 
Energy in Table 5.7 based on application of a further criterion (not mentioned in 5.7.2.3) based 
on numbers recorded during the aerial surveys at Hornsea Three. Other species meeting the 
qualification criteria to be a VOR according to 5.7.2.3 have also been excluded as VORs in 
Table 5.7 based on data from the aerial surveys. Given that the baseline surveys and population 
estimates for the project areas are not complete, Natural England does not consider that it is 
appropriate to use the incomplete data to exclude species as VORs at this stage. Further, 
Natural England does not agree with the use of 1% thresholds in relation to different population 
scales to screen species out from further consideration under EIA as there is the potential for 
species to be screened out of impact assessments at an individual project level, where there 
could be a significant issue at the CIA level. 


 Table 1.5 of Annex 5.1 gives regional, national and international population importance levels 
for species that have been used to calculate 1% thresholds of importance at different scales for 
species. It is not clear where some of these population sizes have been derived from. For 
example, there are national population sizes given for the non-breeding season for species that 
are incorrectly cited as being sourced from Musgrove et al. (2013) or Burton et al. (2012). For 
example, the non-breeding national population for puffin listed as 536,514 birds in Table 1.5. 
There are no non-breeding season population estimates for puffin in either Musgrove et al. 
(2013) or Burton et al. (2012). The figure appears to represent the total number of puffin 
predicted to be in UK waters in the non-breeding season from Furness (2015), but this is not a 
‘national population estimate’ for puffin in the non-breeding season. 


 For breeding seabirds the national population estimates are largely derived from Seabird 2000 
(Mitchell et al., 2004). Musgrove at al. (2013) recognised that these estimates are out-of-date 
and considered extrapolating Seabird 2000 estimates forward to the present, but because of the 
difficulty in calculating an accurate population trend no adjustment was made, although the 
authors did assess whether the population estimates should now be considered too high or too 
low. A number of seabird species have shown large declines in the UK since 2000, and 
Musgrove et al. (2013) highlight this indicating that UK population estimates for these species 
are known to be lower than the published figure. These population trends need to be considered 
when making assessments against national (and biogeographic) population sizes that may be 
significantly different from the published estimates. 


 The assessment of magnitude of impacts as set out in Table 5.13 is based on factors such as 
spatial extent, duration, frequency and reversibility of the impact. However for some impacts, 
such as collisions and displacement, a quantitative assessment of impact is made and DONG 
Energy has assessed whether this predicted additional mortality exceeds 1% relative to baseline 
mortality. However it is not clear how this threshold has been factored into the assessment of 
magnitude or significance of the impact. Natural England advises that predicted mortalities that 
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exceed 1% of baseline mortality for a population require further investigation as to the likelihood 
of significant impact.   


 In assessing the significance of EIA impacts, DONG Energy has determined that anything 
categorised below ‘moderate’ in the matrix (Table 5.14 in Chapter 5) is not significant. However 
Natural England considers that excluding any impacts categorised as below moderate could 
lead to errors in assessing cumulative effects properly as limited impacts when taken 
cumulatively can become significant. 


 Natural England requests that DONG Energy sets out a transparent methodology which 
explains the EIA assessment approach, and that they then demonstrably apply that 
methodology to the assessment.  


9. Missing/incomplete elements to PEIr 


 Natural England notes that due to the incomplete baseline survey data there are a number of 
aspects of the assessments that are not presented in the PEIr documents and which need to be 
addressed in the Environmental Statement. These include: 


- Flight height information for birds in project areas, including consideration of variability in 
flight heights and comparison with the generic flight height data; 


- Population modelling of impacts to determine significance; 
- Details of how the meta-analysis will be used to inform the characterisation of the 


baseline environment; 
- Details of how predicted impacts on species present  in the Hornsea Three project area 


during the breeding season will be apportioned to SPA populations, including in 
particular FFC pSPA; 


 Natural England would therefore welcome further discussion with DONG Energy prior to 
submission of the completed Environmental Statement to agree assessment methodologies and 
data requirements. 


 However, despite the incomplete nature of the assessments presented by DONG Energy in the 
PEIr documents, Natural England notes that some of the estimated impacts (e.g. those 
presented for the gannet and kittiwake features of FFC pSPA) indicate the potential for an 
adverse effect on site integrity from Hornsea Three when considered in combination with other 
plans and projects.  


 Natural England also notes that estimated impacts to gannet under EIA, when considered 
cumulatively with other wind farms have the potential to give rise to a significant effect. 
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Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 2 Chapter 5 – Offshore Ornithology 


2.6.1 5.1.1.3 Natural England notes that the offshore ornithology assessments presented are based on incomplete baseline datasets for the Hornsea 
Three project area as the offshore ornithology survey programme is ongoing. The assessments presented in the PEIr documents are 
based on 11 months of survey data from Hornsea Three. Natural England has advised DONG Energy through the Evidence Working 
Group process that two years or more of relevant baseline survey data for each species is required in order to characterise the baseline 
environment and inform the assessment of potential impacts in the ES. Therefore all comments and advice given by Natural England on 
the PEIr documents are preliminary and relate to the proposed assessment methodologies and not DONG Energy’s statements relating 
to the significance of impacts, as information on the distribution and abundance of birds at the project site and surrounding area is 
incomplete. 


2.6.2 5.2.1.5 Natural England does not consider that these three points represent ‘impacts’, rather they are ‘legislative’ impact pathways. Actual 
‘impacts’ include collisions, displacement, disturbance, barrier effects etc. – i.e. as described by the DONG Energy in paragraph 5.2.1.6. 


Natural England notes that SPAs do not need to be ‘nearby’ for an impact pathway to exist. The key point is that there needs to be 
connectivity between the feature of a designated site and the Hornsea Three project area. This could be via foraging areas, wintering 
areas, migration routes etc. that are spatially remote from the designated site. 


2.6.3 5.3.1.2 This statement is not very clear but suggests either that only projects within the North Sea and/or that only impacts that occur within the 
North Sea study area are considered in the CEA.  For example, gannet from Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA (FFC pSPA) may 
migrate back to the colony through the Irish Sea and the English Channel and therefore could be impacted by offshore windfarms in 
these areas. Conversely, impacts on species present in the Hornsea Three project area can extend to birds and colonies present in 
areas outside of the North Sea boundaries. Natural England requests clarification of the spatial scale and connected populations that will 
be used for the cumulative effects assessment and note that for some species it may be appropriate to include projects situated outside 
of the North Sea as well as to consider impacts on receptors at a wider scale than just the North Sea. 


2.6.4 Table 5.3 Summary of key consultation issues raised during consultation activities undertaken for Hornsea Three relevant to offshore ornithology. 
Natural England does not consider that Table 5.3 is an accurate reflection of the consultation issues raised or the agreements reached – 
in particular from the EWG meetings. See below for some examples. The agreements reached at each EWG meeting were clearly 
documented as a Table in the meeting minutes so could be replicated in Table 5.3. Natural England considers there has been a rather 
selective presentation of some of the issues and some assumed or inferred agreements that were not explicitly stated as EWG 
agreements in the minutes.  


2.6.5 Table 5.3 


Scoping 
Opinion, 
25/11/16) 


Baseline Surveys: ‘The survey methodologies have been discussed with the Expert Working Group (EWG) through the Evidence Plan 
process and supplemented by existing data, have been agreed as appropriate to enable the characterisation of the baseline 
environment. The EWG have agreed that monthly aerial surveys from April 2016 – September 2017, considering the timescales of the 
Project, is the most appropriate approach to providing enough site specific data to characterise the baseline environment.’ 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


This is not an accurate representation of Natural England’s views on surveys to characterise the baseline environment. Natural England 
has consistently expressed the view that less than two years of baseline data are insufficient to characterise the baseline. Natural 
England suggested that given that Hornsea Three were not prepared to collect two years of baseline data (at their risk) that they should 
consider whether any existing survey data from HOW1 and HOW2 could be used in conjunction with the HOW3 data to inform the 
baseline characterisation – discussion of the results of this analysis are ongoing and not concluded. 


Note that in the minutes of the EWG on 13/04/16 it states: 


‘It was agreed that the wording of the meeting minutes from EWG meeting on the 10.03.2016 would be amended to state “Natural 
England advise that two years or more of relevant baseline survey data for each species is required.”’ 


2.6.6 Table 5.3 


Natural 
England 
(Hornsea 
Three 
Scoping 
Opinion, 
25/11/16) 


Foraging ranges: ‘It has been agreed with the Expert Working Group (EWG) that where there is specific SPA data this has be used over 
Thaxter et al., (2012) and any additional data supplied will be reviewed and considered. Otherwise Thaxter et al., (2012) is deemed 
appropriate.’ 


This section is not very clear. The text implies that only available foraging data for a species that is specific to a particular SPA will be 
used over Thaxter et al. (2012), but there may be other cases (in addition to data specific to an individual SPA) where Thaxter is not the 
most appropriate source to use for foraging ranges – and this was the point that Natural England made in the EWG meetings (see note 
below) and in our scoping response. Natural England suggests that the text highlighted in previous column could be reworded as follows 
to clarify this point: 


‘It has been agreed with the Expert Working Group (EWG) that where there is appropriate foraging range data specific to a colony for a 
species this will be used over Thaxter et al., (2012). Further, any additional data supplied on foraging ranges for relevant species will be 
reviewed and considered in addition to information presented in Thaxter et al., (2012).’ 


Natural England note that the minutes from March 2017 EWG state: 


‘TN stated that it is agreed that where there is site specific SPA data this should be used over Thaxter et al. 2012, 


MK stated that there may be evidence from other colonies nearby to an SPA or within the same region that is more relevant than Thaxter 
et al 2012. AM confirmed that RSPB has data from more UK and international colonies than Thaxter presented and this will be made 
available. SB noted that any additional data supplied will be reviewed and where appropriate and reasonable, taken in to account in the 
assessment.’ 


2.6.7 Table 5.3 


Natural 
England 
(Hornsea 
Three 
Scoping 
Opinion, 
25/11/16) 


Connectivity with Hornsea Three: ‘Full logic for the screening of SPAs and establishment of connectivity was outlined within the HRA 
Screening Report. The approach is based upon the application of mean-maximum foraging ranges as reported by Thaxter et al. (2012). 
In some cases more specific information is available from GPS/satellite tracking studies, such as, for example, the FAME/STAR initiatives 
for kittiwake and gannet colonies associated with the FFC pSPA.’ 


The point being made by Natural England in the Scoping Opinion was that connectivity may be mediated between Hornsea Three and a 
designated site in other ways than just via a species’ foraging range. For example, it might occur via migratory pathways and non-
breeding season distributions – and that all types of connectivity need to be considered when screening sites, not just information on 
foraging ranges from breeding colonies. Additionally some species relevant to HOW3 are non-breeding season features of SPAs. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.6.8 Table 5.3 
EWG 
10/03/16 


According to the minutes  from the meeting there were 2 Agreements which were: 


1) It was agreed that the requirement for an intertidal EWG would be determined following determination of the export cable landfall; 


2) Aerial surveys would be the most suitable platform for HOW03 ornithological surveys. 


Table 5.3 needs to accurately reflect what was actually agreed at the EWG meetings. Natural England is not aware that there was any 
‘inception of the meta-analysis’ at this meeting. The meta-analysis had not been agreed at this stage and DONG Energy had not agreed 
that they would undertake one. Natural England also clarified that ‘digital aerial surveys would be the preferred survey methodology’ in 
our response to the draft minutes. 


2.6.9 Table 5.3 
EWG 
13/04/16 


Agreements from minutes were: 


1) It was agreed that the wording of the meeting minutes from EWG meeting on the 10.03.2016 would be amended to state ‘Natural 
England advises that two years or more of relevant baseline survey data for each species is required’. 


2) It was agreed the meta-analysis SoWs would be updated to include the requirement to investigate points (i) and (ii)* above and 
variability in flight height data collected for the Hornsea Zone, Hornsea Projects One and Two and then circulated to Natural 
England and RSPB the w/c 18th April. 


3) It was agreed that the proposed aerial survey methodology for HOW03 was appropriate, noting the risk of collecting less than 2 
years of  site-specific survey data; 


* i) will 12-months of data be sufficient to inform the HOW03 assessment, ii) if not how can we integrate the existing dataset into the data 
collected for HOW03? 


2.6.10 Table 5.3 
EWG 
27/07/16 


Agreements documented in EWG minutes: 


‘The EWG agreed that intertidal ornithology will be assessed within the terrestrial and offshore ornithology chapters as appropriate rather 
than in a separate ES Chapter. 


The EWG agreed that the Little Tern data collected is anticipated to be sufficient to inform the EIA, with the addition of supporting 
fisheries data. A final position on little tern at Zone 4 will be made once the final survey report has been reviewed. 


The EWG agreed that all the relevant designated conservation sites have been considered in relation to the export cable corridor, with 
the additional inclusion of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA. 


The EWG agreed that relevant construction/decommission impacts, their applicability to HOW03, the data gaps identified and the 
approach to filling the data gaps had been considered in relation to the export cable corridor. 


The EWG agreed that all relevant operation/maintenance impacts, their applicability to HOW03, any data gaps identified and the 
approach to filling these data gaps had been considered in relation to the export cable corridor. Potential habitat modification of foraging 
habitats was included as an impact. 


The EWG agreed that all key assessment issues from HOW01/02, relevant to HOW03, had been considered and all the HOW03 specific 
issues had been highlighted in relation to the export cable corridor.’ 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.6.11 Table 5.3 


EWG 
21/11/16 


The only Agreement from meeting was: 


‘It was agreed that all fulmar and adult gannets present during the breeding season, would be assumed to be breeding birds for the 
purposes of impact assessment.’ 


There was no agreement about 18 months of survey data. What was documented in the minutes (but not as an agreement) was:  


‘AR [DONG] confirmed that surveys would extend for 2 years, but that due to the deadlines for submission of the ES, it would only be 
possible to include data from surveys undertaken up to Aug or Sept in 2017. AM [RSPB] noted that this meant that there would be 2 
breeding seasons in the baseline data and this was a positive step.’ 


2.6.12 Table 5.3 


EWG 


29/03/17 


Natural England submitted comments on the EWG minutes from this meeting – we queried some of the text in the agreements as 
presented in the draft but these do not appear to have been amended in the version of the minutes presented in Annex 2 of the RIAA 
Evidence Plan document. 


In relation to the agreement about the collision risk modelling (CRM) which was: 


‘The EWG has agreed that where possible the Masden update (2015) will be utilised, otherwise the Band model (2012) will be used. Both 
the basic and extended approaches for the Band Model (2012) will be presented.’ 


Natural England notes that they have subsequently advised the DONG Energy (EWG 05/06/17) that as a result of some testing of the 
stochastic collision risk model (Masden, 2015), undertaken as part of an externally commissioned Natural England project, some issues 
with the model have been highlighted and until these are addressed Natural England advice is to run Band (2012), but to also present 
collision figures using upper and lower confidence intervals for key parameters that impact upon the CRM – including bird densities, flight 
heights and avoidance rates (Hornsea Project Two took this approach to their CRM and their approach can be used as a guide). 


2.6.13 5.6.1.4 See comments above regarding baseline surveys. This paragraph does not accurately reflect what the EWG has agreed regarding the 
baseline surveys and in particular the suitability of 18 months of baseline data. 


2.6.14 5.6.1.5 There may be additional sources of data that may also be informative in characterising the baseline for the offshore cable route, for 
example, data from post construction surveys undertaken by other OWFs in the vicinity (e.g. Sheringham Shoal, Dudgeon, Lincs and 
Race Bank). While these surveys may not cover the exact cable corridor area they could provide additional contextual information to help 
characterise the wider sea area around the cable route. 


Additionally it is not clear whether the DONG Energy has utilised the raw data from the third party surveys mentioned here or has referred 
only to the information presented in the published report (Lawson et al., 2016). Natural England requests clarification regarding the data 
and methodology used to derive baseline information on densities of birds in the offshore cable corridor. 


2.6.15 5.6.3.1 Natural England is unclear about what this section refers to or which designated sites have been identified by this process. If it is referring 
to the HRA screening, then the key consideration is whether there is potential for connectivity between features of designated sites and 
the Hornsea Three project area at any time of the year. Step Three is particularly unclear regarding the process used to identify 
connectivity between designated sites and the Hornsea Three project area. 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.6.16 5.6.3.4 As noted above (Table 5.3 – Foraging ranges) it is not just tracking data specific to the colony that should be considered in priority to 
Thaxter et al. (2012) – it is any relevant evidence of foraging ranges for species and/or colonies. Some of the foraging ranges presented 
in Thaxter et al. (2102) are assigned ‘low’ confidence and are based on either indirect evidence of foraging distances and/or limited 
sample sizes from a small number of colonies (which for some species are predominantly colonies outside of the UK). Therefore it is 
quite likely that for a particular colony in the UK there could be more relevant or appropriate information about foraging ranges that could 
be used to inform the assessment. This is particularly the case since foraging ranges have been shown to vary considerably between 
colonies and regions, and also between years for individual colonies. 


Natural England notes that the agreement at the EWG was that existing baseline data available along the export cable route (ECR), is 
sufficient to inform the EIA. 


2.6.17 5.6.5.4 This list appears to refer to species considered for displacement impacts within the OWF area of the project (i.e. the turbine area and not 
the ECR etc), but this is not explicitly stated. This needs to be made clear in the text as there are other species (some of which are 
features of SPAs) that need to be considered in relation to potential displacement impacts in the cable corridor areas. 


For example, the list makes no mention of species like red-throated diver and common scoter, which may be present in cable corridor 
areas  and may be impacted by construction of the cable route as well as by displacement/disturbance impacts from ship traffic plus 
ancillary structures (e.g. transmission and maintenance structures that will be constructed along the cable route) that may fall within or 
near the Greater Wash pSPA. Section 5.6.5.15 does explain that red throated diver and common scoter were not flagged as VORs in the 
offshore windfarm areas due to low densities – although this seems premature since the baseline data collection is not yet complete or 
agreed. The section then does go on to say that red throated diver and common scoter are flagged as VOR for the cable corridor. Natural 
England suggests that red throated diver and common scoter are either listed in this section as species considered for displacement 
impacts – or there is a clearer statement of 1) the list of species included in displacement assessment for the OWF areas and 2) the list 
of species for cable corridor. 


Natural England also requests clarification regarding whether the population estimates presented for auks and used in the displacement 
assessments have used availability bias corrected numbers for the auks. Section 1.2.3.10 of the baseline data report indicates that the 
birds on water figures will be corrected for availability bias but it is not clear if the population estimates given in the tables e.g. Table 1.22 
for puffin in the baseline data report are the availability bias corrected figures. 


2.6.18 5.6.5.11 Natural England does not agree that tern species can be screened out of further assessment at this stage as there may be overlap of 
foraging areas for terns that are features of the Greater Wash pSPA with the ECR. Due to the degree of habitat specialisation shown by 
terns (see MIG-Birds 2017) displacement and disturbance impacts in relation to the ECR that falls within the Greater Wash pSPA should 
be considered for tern species, as well as indirect effects on prey availability. 


2.6.19 5.6.5.12 While DONG Energy presents a full displacement matrix as per SNCB guidance on displacement assessments (MIG-Birds 2017) they 
only take a single value through to assessment of impacts. Natural England’s advice is to take the range of values through to assessment 
as this reflects the range of uncertainties in the assessment. The problem with an approach whereby a specific figure is selected to take 
through to the assessment stage e.g. 2% mortality in the breeding season and then 1% in the non-breeding season (see for example 
Table 5.5) is that it becomes difficult understand the scale of the variability and uncertainty inherent in the assessment– it is therefore 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


more useful to retain the full range of values throughout the assessment and to consider lower and upper values when making 
judgements about the potential significance of predicted impacts. This was the approach that Natural England advised for both HOW1 
and HOW2 (noting that we additionally considered the upper and lower 95% confidence limits around the density estimates in the 
assessments). 


 


Natural England also does not agree with the application of variable mortality rates in different seasons – see Table 5.5 and section 
5.6.5.17 below. 


2.6.20 5.6.5.15 Natural England does not find this section very clear – if what DONG Energy is saying is a 2 km buffer will be used for assessment of 
displacement impacts on red throated diver and common scoter specific to the cable corridor and not a 4 km buffer as advised for these 
species by the SNCBs when assessing displacement from offshore windfarm footprint areas, then that is consistent with Natural 
England’s advice (noting that we would also advise that within the 2 km buffer 100% displacement of birds should be considered). 
Natural England requests clarification of this point. 
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2.6.21 5.6.5.16 Natural England does not understand this point and request clarification. It is not clear whether this refers only to the assessment of 
displacement impacts in the cable corridor or additionally includes the OWF area assessments. Given that the DONG Energy will not 
have collected any survey data from the offshore cable corridor for bird species it is not clear how they will calculate a seasonal mean 
peak population estimate for species in this area. Further, if birds are present in areas across multiple seasons then in order to undertake 
a complete assessment of displacement impacts it is necessary to sum the predicted impacts across all relevant seasons – this may not 
be necessary for VORs in the cable corridor if they are only present in one season, but for other areas VORs may be present across 
multiple seasons.  


2.6.22 5.6.5.17 While Natural England agrees that the potential impact of displacement could vary across seasons, we do not consider that there is 
evidence to suggest what different mortality levels might be for different seasons – or even relative differences. Therefore SNCB advice 
is: ‘Given there is currently no empirical evidence on the impacts of displacement to seabirds, the SNCBs do not view it as appropriate at 
this time to apply varying mortality levels by season’ (MIG-Birds 2017). 


2.6.23 5.6.6.8 The text  ‘a lower tip clearance of 34.97 m reduces collisions’ does not make sense as it does not specify what it is compared to. 


Further, Natural England does not understand what the statement ‘The lower tip height clearance is consistent with the consented value 
at Hornsea Project Two’ means? It is the impact from Hornsea Three on the ornithological receptor in question that is relevant to the 
consenting process, not the tip height clearance of the turbines. Just because HOW2 was consented and has a similar lower tip height, it 
does not follow that this should be consented at other OWFs, which seems to be what the text is implying. 


2.6.24 5.6.6.9 Given that the baseline data collection has not been completed Natural England considers that it is not possible to finalise the list of 
species present at Hornsea Three that need to be included in the CRM. For example it may be necessary to include species like herring 
gull. 


2.6.25 5.6.6.10 Note: Natural England’s advice is to use Band (2012) for the CRM at present (as per explanation in 5.6.6.2), but to include consideration 
of the variability and uncertainty in the various input parameters when assessing potential collision predictions. 


2.6.26 5.6.6.11-
5.6.6.12 


Natural England does not agree with use of Extended Band model with any avoidance rate (AR) for kittiwake or gannet – i.e. Natural 
England does not advise use of a default 98% AR for these species with the Extended Band model as used by DONG Energy. The ARs 
recommended for use with kittiwake and gannet in JNCC et al. (2014) are for use with the Basic Band model only.  


2.6.27 5.6.6.15 It is difficult to determine if there might be other species that should be included when the baseline data collection is not complete.  


2.6.28 5.6.6.22-
5.6.6.23 


Natural England has not agreed a list of species for migratory CRM at the EWG. There are a number of other species that could be 
included although those listed are probably the most significant either in terms of population flux through the region and collision risk in 
the area. Natural England requests that a clear audit trail is presented to clarify the reasons for excluding other migratory species not on 
this list.  


2.6.29 5.7.1.2-
5.7.1.5 


‘It was concluded following consultation on the HRA Screening Report and discussion with the Expert Working Group (EWG), that a 
Likely Significant Effect (LSE) on three of the pSPA/SPAs above (Greater Wash pSPA, Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA, and 
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Flamborough Head and Bempton Cliffs SPA) could not be ruled out during the screening exercise and these sites have therefore be 
taken forward to the Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) for Hornsea Three.’ 


There was discussion about screening and LSE at the March EWG as documented in the minutes from the meeting: 


‘Assessment of LSE on non-breeding sites. TN stated that the proposed approach is to consider the likelihood of a significant effect on 
the population (through analysis of the site specific baseline information) and then work back to the non-breeding sites, in order to avoid 
presenting a very large number of SPAs. MK noted that we just need to be sure that no designated sites are missed taking this approach. 
SB stated that it will be made clear in PEIr that site specific data will be reviewed and depending on what this shows additional sites may 
be considered, but the approach we are taking initially is to focus on the important issues. MK explained that it is important to have a 
clear audit trail for when sites have been screened out. The group agreed.’ 


The December 2016 HRA scoping report uses the following criteria for identifying SPAs: 


 


Therefore according to the criteria listed in Table 5.1, the list of SPAs should include all SPAs where species present in the Hornsea 
Three project area could be connected features. This could include a large number of SPAs designated for their non-breeding season 
bird interest (e.g. wintering waterbirds) as well as SPAs designated for breeding populations (e.g. seabird colonies), but where the 
connectivity with Hornsea Three is mediated in any season (i.e. including the non-breeding season). In both cases the key point is that 
for any species recorded in the Hornsea Three area an assessment needs to be undertaken to determine whether there could be 
connectivity (in any season) with any SPA where the species is a designated feature.   


To date more than 20 species have been recorded at the Hornsea Three site based on the digital aerial surveys carried out April 2016-
Feb 2017 and these species have potential conectivity with a range of SPAs. Natural England also notes that a much longer list of 
species has been recorded (over 100 species) in the Hornsea Zone when all the offshore surveys associated with the various Hornsea 
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projects are taken into account. 


Therefore, there are potentially a large number of species that are present in the Hornsea Three area that could have connectivity with a 
range of SPAs, and Natural England does not agree that there is a clear audit trail that demonstrates why the Greater Wash pSPA and 
Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA are the only two SPAs where a LSE could not be ruled out. This is particularly the case given the 
incomplete baseline which means that the screening process has been based on survey data from only 11 months. 


2.6.30 5.7.2 Valued Ornithological Receptors – DONG Energy has used a set of criteria for identifying species as VORs – but this has been applied 
only to species recorded from the baseline surveys April 2016-Feb 2017. DONG Energy will need to revisit this process once they have a 
fuller set of baseline data since this could add species to the list. Alternatively DONG Energy could have used the list of species recorded 
as present in the wider Hornsea Zone as a guide at this stage in the absence of a complete baseline for Hornsea Three. 


2.6.31 5.7.2.25 This text is confusing as it talks about 2 SPAs and 2 pSPAs but then lists 1 SPA and 3 pSPAs.  


The most up to date information for the English SPAs and pSPAs is available here: 


http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5446040786305024?category=4698884316069888 


http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4521874151178240?category=4698884316069888 


http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4891545554649088?category=4698884316069888 


http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5400434877399040?category=5758332488908800 


http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5511099672690688?category=5758332488908800 


The current situation in relation to the pSPAs is that Fulmar is a main component of the seabird assemblage at FFC pSPA; fulmar a listed 
part of seabird assemblage but not a main component at Coquet Island pSPA; and fulmar a listed part of seabird assemblage but not a 
main component at Farne Islands pSPA; fulmar a listed part of seabird assemblage but not a main component of Northumberland Marine 
SPA (note that the site is now fully classified as an SPA); 


Additionally in Scotland: 


Forth Islands SPA – fulmar are a feature. 


2.6.32 Table 5.7 This table is confusing and seems to exclude some species as VORs that Natural England considers should be VORs. Some of these 
appear to have been excluded based on low numbers recorded in the Hornsea Three baseline surveys, however given that the baseline 
surveys are incomplete the identification of VORs will need to be revisited when a complete baseline has been agreed. Further some 
VORs are relevant to the ECR area, but DONG Energy has not collected any data for this area therefore other datasets for these species 
will need to be considered for these species (e.g. terns, common scoter, red throated diver). 


For example, DONG Energy has excluded Herring gull as a VOR even though Herring gull meets at least one of the criteria for inclusion 
as a VOR listed in 5.7.2.3 (namely that ‘the species (migratory) is at particular risk of collisions with turbines’). It is also listed as only 
having a local conservation value despite being red listed BoCC (Eaton et al., 2015) which seems to contradict the definition in Table 5.9 
which suggests that a red listed species should be of regional importance. 


DONG Energy has also omitted Sandwich tern and little tern – but these are features of the Greater Wash pSPA and may be a VOR in 



http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5446040786305024?category=4698884316069888

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4521874151178240?category=4698884316069888

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4891545554649088?category=4698884316069888

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5400434877399040?category=5758332488908800

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5511099672690688?category=5758332488908800
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relation to the ECR. According to the criteria set out in 5.7.2.3, storm petrel should be a VOR by virtue of being an Annex 1 species. 


According to the criteria in Table 5.9, guillemot and razorbill should be of international conservation value as Bird species that form part 
of a cited interest of an SPA or Ramsar site that may potentially interact with Hornsea Three at some stage of their life cycle. 


Also the conservation values for some species seem to be different between Tables 5.7, 5.11 and 5.12 for example for guillemot the 
Conservation Value is regional in Table 5.7 and 5.11 but International in Table 5.12. 


2.6.33 Table 5.8 Maximum design scenario considered for the assessment of potential impacts on offshore ornithology – It is not clear whether the 696 
km2 area referred to in this section relates only to the windfarm footprint or the footprint with a buffer (e.g. 2 km or 4 km depending on the 
species) around it. Displacement can occur beyond the physical boundaries of the turbines and Natural England requests clarification of 
whether the area defined here for assessing displacement impacts includes the appropriate buffers. 


2.6.34 Table 5.8 Operational phase – The report does not give any information about the length of time that the windfarm will be operational. Natural 
England requests information about the operational lifespan of the project as this will affect the time period over which impacts such as 
collisions should be assessed. 


2.6.35 Table 
5.11 


Note the VORs that have been assessed are those identified in Table 5.7 which as indicated in earlier comments may be incomplete. 


It is not clear why little gull has a Conservation Value of only ‘national’ when it is a feature of the Greater Wash pSPA (which would make 
it ‘international’ Conservation Value). It may be because DONG Energy has concluded that there is no impact pathway between collision 
risk at Hornsea Three and the Greater Wash pSPA and no impacts associated with the ECR. However, there needs to be consideration 
of whether there is any connectivity of birds migrating through the OWF (and therefore at risk of collision) with the Greater Wash pSPA 
feature birds. Additionally, Natural England is not clear why the recoverability assessment for little gull is ‘High’ as there is no information 
on the population trend and other species with a similar fecundity level have been ranked as only having ‘medium’ recoverability. 


Natural England does not agree with DONG Energy’s assessment that there is no (or ‘trivial’) connectivity between razorbill and guillemot 
at Hornsea Three and FFC pSPA. While Hornsea Three is beyond the mean maximum foraging range of FFC pSPA based on Thaxter et 
al (2012), DONG Energy has agreed to consider other evidence of connectivity and there has not been any agreement between Natural 
England and DONG Energy that there is no connectivity/impact pathway between Hornsea Three and FFC pSPA for these species – 
therefore their Conservation Value could be ‘international’. 


2.6.36 5.9.1.12-
5.9.1.13 


Natural England notes that according to the DONG Energy’s definition of population trends it appears that a species showing a 
population decline of up to 24% since the Seabird 2000 census would be categorised as having a stable population (which then indicates 
‘medium recoverability’). Natural England does not agree that populations that have declined by up to 24% since Seabird 2000 can 
necessarily be assessed as having medium recoverability – for example great black-backed gull has experienced an 11% decline (JNCC, 
2016) and is Amber listed in Birds of Conservation Concern 4 (Eaton et al., 2015) so it is not clear that it should be categorised as having 
‘medium recoverability’. This highlights the issue that some of the criteria for determining the significance of effects for the EIA 
assessments do not seem to reflect the population status of the species or level of conservation concern associated with the species 
based on published assessments (such as Eaton et al 2015). 







Page 70 of 93 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


2.6.37 5.11.1.23 The assessment for red throated diver displacement is against the regional population – taken from Furness (2015). The numbers in 
Furness (2015) are not strictly a ‘population’ – they are the estimated number of birds predicted to be in the southern North Sea in the 
non-breeding season along with their origins – and is more useful for apportioning impacts to specific sites. Natural England suggests 
that other population scales should also be considered for the EIA assessment such as the UK and biogeographic populations (e.g. see 
Birdlife International, 2004 and Musgrove et al., 2013).  


2.6.38 5.11.2.98 Natural England would welcome discussion with DONG Energy regarding the appropriate population scale to assess predicted impacts 
against. 


2.6.39 5.11.2.15
3 


Little gull assessment. It is not clear why DONG Energy presents Option 2 with 98.9% AR and Option 3 with 98%. We do not advise the 
use of Option 3 for little gull. For Option 2, based on Cook et al. (2014), Natural England considers a 99.2% AR is appropriate. From 
Table 5.24 it looks like a 98% AR 98% has been used with Option 2 and 99.2% with Option 3. 


Natural England also advises that the CRM should consider the variability around the generic flight height data in Johnston et al (2014a 
&b). 


2.6.40 5.12.1.8 Cumulative effect assessment methodology ‘In general the initial scope of projects has considered all operational, in-construction or 
planned wind farms along the east coast of Britain, as well as non-UK projects in the North Sea, within potential foraging range.’ 


Natural England does not agree that this necessarily defines the geographical scope of projects for CEA. It will depend on the specific 
population being considered. 


2.6.41 5.12.1.9 Natural England is not clear what is meant here. The population parameter (e.g. survival rates) used in the models to assess impacts 
have not been updated to include population parameters that account for additional mortality contributed by these operational projects. 
As a result, mortality impacts from these projects are not captured in the baseline demographic rates. 


2.6.42 Table 
5.37 


There appear to be projects missing from this list e.g. Hornsea Project Two appears to be missing altogether (should be Tier 1); and 
there is no reference to Thanet extension. Natural England also considers that Beatrice Demonstrator and Blyth should be listed. 


Natural England notes that EA3 is listed under Tier 2 but should be Tier 1 now. 


The 4 Scottish projects subject to the Judicial Review seem to appear under Tier 1 and also Tier 2. 


Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) 


2.6.43 4.4.4.1 ‘Following consultation it was requested within Natural England’s Scoping response that effects on prey availability should be considered 
for ornithological features and it has been agreed through the Evidence Plan process, that this impact will be considered if the marine 
processes assessment identifies connectivity, with specifically the Flamborough Front.’ 


Natural England’s understanding is that the EWG agreed that effect on prey availability with respect to operational phases impacts in 
offshore areas ‘depends on the outcome of the discussion within the Marine Processes and Benthic Ecology ES chapters. If the 
assessment concludes that there is no significant impact to benthic ecology then this impact does not need to be considered.’ 
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Natural England notes that: 


1) this discussion referred specifically to operational phase effects on prey availability within the offshore windfarm areas of Hornsea 
Three (i.e. not ECR impacts on prey availability); and  


2) the text quoted above does not reflect this agreement within the EWG. It was not the case that connectivity with the Flamborough 
Front in the Marine Processes chapter was the only consideration required to be able to exclude prey availability changes as a 
potential impact from the assessment. 


2.6.44 Table 5.7 Designed-in measures adopted as part of Hornsea Three – offshore ornithology – Natural England does not agree with the statement 
that the minimum legal requirement for lighting will minimise the risks to migrating birds. Natural England understands that there may be 
a legal requirement for some form of lighting, but it does not necessarily follow that a specification for a legal minimum will be the best in 
terms of minimising environmental impact. 


‘This provides for a lower blade tip height clearance of 34.97 m LAT. This hub-height is considered appropriately conservative so as to 
minimise the risk of bird collisions.’ 


Natural England is unclear about the rationale of the statement that a lower blade height of 36 m LAT might result in even fewer 
collisions. 


2.6.45 5.4.1.4 ‘Further risk assessment may however be required if population data used to inform SPA citations is less contemporary than construction 
and operation of any projects and plans.’ 
DONG Energy has excluded operational projects from the CIA. However, regarding the point highlighted – which we agree with – it is not 
clear if this has been done where applicable. The Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note Seventeen: Cumulative Effects Assessment 
(PINS, 2015) says: 


‘Where other projects are expected to be completed before construction of the proposed NSIP and the effects of those projects are fully 
determined, effects arising from them should be considered as part of the baseline and may be considered as part of both the 
construction and operational assessment. The ES should clearly distinguish between projects forming part of the baseline and those in 
the CEA.’ 


Therefore DONG Energy needs clearly demonstrate that the effects of those projects have been fully determined and are part of the 
baseline. 


2.6.46 5.4.1.9 It is not clear why this list is restricted to southern North Sea only. The appropriate geographical scale depends on the population scale 
being used for the assessment. 


2.6.47 8.2.1.1 Natural England would welcome the opportunity to discuss the Conservation Objectives for the relevant SPAs with DONG Energy so that 
we can provide the most up-to-date information available. 


2.6.48 8.4.1.4 Natural England considers that this misrepresents the EWG position. See comments on this under the main Ornithology Chapter. 


2.6.49 8.4.5.9 This is an odd reference to use in the context of this paragraph on displacement impacts and it is not clear what point DONG Energy is 
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trying to make here. The Krijgsfeld et al. (2011) work predominantly concerns species like gulls which are not generally included in the 
assessment of displacement impacts. Additionally, the Krijgsfeld et al. (2011) work cited looked at barrier effects and macro-avoidance of 
birds in flight rather than displacement explicitly. 


2.6.50 8.4.5.13 The statement about fulmar displacement seems to contradict other parts of DONG Energy’s assessment where displacement impacts 
on fulmar have been discounted and screened out of the assessment process (e.g. see Table 8.1). 


For razorbill the DONG Energy cites 64% displacement from Krijgsveld et al. (2011) and then 30% from Walls et al. (2013) and concludes 
that a displacement level of 40% is then precautionary. This does not seem to be a logical conclusion based on the evidence presented – 
which would be that a precautionary level would be 68%. Irrespective of this, the variation in displacement rates highlighted by the DONG 
Energy is precisely the reason why Natural England advises a range of values are presented – Natural England typically has considered 
30-70% for auks which encompasses the evidence available. 


The 64% macro-avoidance for gannet from Cook et al. (2014) is not additional evidence – the figure in Cook et al. (2014) is taken from 
the Krijgsveld et al. (2011) work. Noting that Cook et al. (2014) also mention the work of Vanermen et al. (2013) which suggests a macro-
avoidance rate of 0.84 for gannet although this reference is not mentioned by DONG Energy here. 


2.6.51 8.4.5.15 Note that while it may be possible to exclude red throated diver and common scoter as VOR in the array area – the current assessment 
in the PEIr is based on just 11 months of baseline survey data and should be revisited when the full baseline dataset is agreed and has 
been collected. 


2.6.52 8.4.5.16 Natural England requests clarification about what is meant by this statement. Natural England advises that for assessing the impacts of 
displacement the mean peak count for each defined season is calculated and use for the assessment. However, where displacement 
impacts are assessed over more than one season for a species, Natural England advises that the summed impacts are considered to 
give an annual assessment. 


2.6.53 Table 8.4 Natural England does not agree with the selection of different mortality rates for displacement in different seasons. DONG Energy has 
used lower mortality rates in the non-breeding seasons. SNCB advice note (MIG-Birds 2017) says: 
‘It seems probable that the fitness consequences of displacement (in terms of productivity and mortality) might vary between stages of 
the annual life cycle. However, once again, empirical data on this is lacking. Until supporting data can be collected this is considered 
theoretically plausible but unproven.’ And 


‘Given there is currently no empirical evidence on the impacts of displacement to seabirds, the SNCBs do not view it as appropriate at 
this time to apply varying mortality levels by season. This is because the theoretical arguments, as highlighted in previous sections, 
regarding breeding versus non-breeding season impacts, could be made in either direction. Therefore, the SNCBs recommend that, for 
the time being, seasonality in the assessment process, in terms of predicted impacts, should be treated consistently.’ 


2.6.54 8.4.6 See Natural England’s comments on CRM under Natural England’s general comments as well as relevant comments on the Chapter 5 
Ornithology above. 


2.6.55 8.4.6.8 Natural England does not agree that displacement and collision impacts cannot be added together. The CRM accounts for birds that 
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avoid the windfarm footprint – they are not factored into the collision risk. These birds that ‘macro-avoid’ the site are the ones that are 
displaced and may suffer mortality impacts as a result of displacement – therefore adding collision and displacement mortality is not 
double counting. For example if the macro avoidance rate used in the CRM equates to the displacement rate – the two impacts can be 
summed without any double counting of impacts. 


2.6.56 8.4.7  Baseline Information – Natural England has not commented on this as currently data collection is incomplete. 


2.6.57 8.4.7.9 The counts are from accurate whole colony censuses (rather than estimated). However, Natural England is not aware that there was a 
census in 2011 therefore we are unsure where the figure of 9,947 pairs in 2011 comes from.  


2.6.58 8.4.7.16 Furness (2015) has updated figures for the number of birds in the southern North Sea. 


2.6.59 8.5.1.11 See general comments in relation to HRA screening for little gull and Sandwich, common and little tern features of Greater Wash pSPA.  


2.6.60 8.5.2.1 This is correct but it would be clearer to state that the current colony size is less than this to avoid confusion given that the figures 
presented for the other features are taken from the pSPA departmental brief which cites a population size of 44,520 pairs for kittiwake.  


Note the puffin figure for the pSPA was updated to 980 pairs/1960 individuals. 


2.6.61 8.5.2.2 As stated in Natural England general comments – the potential for LSE is on the features and the SPA not on the feature but only in the 
non-breeding season for example. 


If a plan or project has the potential to impact on birds associated with an SPA during the breeding season, then the magnitude of that 
impact should be estimated, and considered alongside impacts in the nonbreeding seasons, in order to conduct an overall test for LSE at 
a given SPA. Likewise if there is a potential impact on a species associated with an SPA site in the non-breeding season, then this 
should be considered alongside impacts in the breeding season. The methodology applied has not considered the potential impacts 
across all seasons for the qualifying features of Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA. We do not agree with the methodology whereby 
impacts are considered for only one part of the year, excluding other seasons. 


2.6.62 8.5.2.22 The text here implies that Thaxter et al. (2012) reports a foraging range for kittiwake from FFC pSPA which is not the case. The foraging 
ranges in Thaxter for kittiwake are predominately derived from Alaskan colonies and include no data for FFC pSPA. 


2.6.63 8.5.2.29 Puffin – Natural England does not consider that basing the assessment of foraging range of puffins from FFC pSPA only on the evidence 
in Thaxter et al. (2012) is robust. Thaxter et al. (2012) points out: 


‘At the time of writing, only one study had used direct tracking (VHF radio-transmitters) to study the foraging ranges of puffin (Wanless et 
al., 1990). Those results were based on only one individual (Table 3). Therefore, the representative ranges presented for puffin in Table 1 
are indirect estimates based on trip duration, time-activity budgets, and flight speed, to which we have assigned low confidence.’ 


At 130 km from FFC pSPA, Hornsea Three is likely to be beyond the typical foraging range of puffin – but there is some evidence of 
variation in foraging range behaviour at individual colonies associated with overnight stays at sea even in the chick-rearing period (Harris 
et at 2012) as well as evidence of birds foraging at much greater distances when food availability is poor. 
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DONG Energy does acknowledge that there could be connectivity between FFC pSPA birds and Hornsea Three and has not excluded an 
LSE but then goes on the exclude any connectivity in the breeding season for puffin. 


Natural England requests further discussion with DONG Energy regarding the apportioning of predicted breeding season impacts to FFC 
pSPA. 


2.6.64 8.5.2.31 Natural England has not agreed any methodology regarding the age structure of birds in the Hornsea Three project area. 


2.6.65 8.5.2.49 Natural England considers that this section misrepresents the evidence. There are no data from FFC pSPA used in the calculation of 
foraging ranges presented for guillemot in Thaxter – so it is misleading to suggest the ‘mean foraging range of breeding guillemots from 
the Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA colony is 37.8 km, while the mean-maximum range is 84.2 km and highest maximum reported 
135 km’. 


DONG Energy has screened out breeding season impacts from the assessment for guillemot altogether as with the other auk species. So 
displacement impacts are only assessed for the non-breeding season. The baseline surveys have recorded some high numbers of 
guillemot present in the breeding season – a peak of 15,651 birds in June which is of similar magnitude to counts in the non-breeding 
season, and 35% birds recorded so far have been during the breeding season months. 


Natural England requests further discussion with DONG Energy regarding the apportioning of predicted breeding season impacts to FFC 
pSPA. 


2.6.66 8.6.1.2 Projects/plans considered cumulatively alongside Hornsea Three have been allocated into three ‘Tiers’, reflecting their current stage 
within the planning and development process. Tier 1 includes projects that are operational, under construction, consented. Tier 2 
includes all projects where the developer has submitted a Scoping Report to PINs and Tier 3 includes all projects where the developer 
has advised the Planning Inspectorate in writing that they intend to submit an application in the future but have not submitted a Scoping 
Report. 


While Natural England does not have serious concerns about the use of a three ‘tier’ in-combination assessment, we advise that 
presentation of projects in a higher number of tiers provides better resolution of the different stages different projects are at. This 
approach also helps differentiate between those projects with high, medium and low confidence in the data and so allows the decision 
maker to give more weight to those projects for which there is higher confidence in the data. Natural England advises that based on EC 
guidance ‘Managing Natura 2000 sites: The provisions of Article 6 of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC’ and The Planning Inspectorate 
Advice Note 10, that an approach including a greater breakdown of tiers may be useful. For example, the tiers could include; 


1. Built and operational projects; 


2. Projects that are under construction; 


3. Permitted application(s) not yet implemented; 


4. Submitted application(s) not yet determined; 


5. All refusals subject to appeal procedures not yet determined; 


6. Projects on the National Infrastructure’s programme of projects; and 
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7. Projects identified in the relevant development plan. 


Recent offshore windfarm projects have adopted this approach and we have found it to be beneficial. Natural England therefore suggests 
that inclusion of a larger number of tiers than currently proposed that reflects the uncertainty in the impact figures presented for projects 
within each tier would be beneficial. 


Natural England would be happy to discuss this further within the Expert Working Group meetings. 


2.6.67 8.6.1.3 The key point is not that the Hornsea Three baseline surveys have occurred after projects became operational, but whether the 
operational impacts from these projects can be demonstrated to have been factored into the population level impacts that are being 
predicted. Natural England considers that means that the mortality from the operational windfarms needs to have been captured within 
the demographic parameters and population trends (e.g. survival rates etc.) being used in the population models in order for their impacts 
to be discounted from the in-combination totals. If the survival rates and productivity rates that are used in the population models have 
not taken account of the mortality and productivity impacts arising from these operational projects then the projects cannot be assumed 
to be part of the baseline environment. 


2.6.68 Table 
8.19 


There appear to be projects missing from this list e.g. Hornsea Project Two appears to be missing altogether (should be Tier 1); and 
there is no reference to Thanet extension. Natural England also considers that Beatrice Demonstrator and Blyth should be listed. Natural 
England notes that EA3 is listed under Tier 2 – but should be Tier 1 now. The 4 Scottish projects subject to the Judicial Review seem to 
appear under Tier 1 and also Tier 2.  


It is not also clear whether the DONG Energy has reduced the impacts for projects that have or plan not to build out to the full consented 
configuration. Natural England advice is that impacts should be assessed in relation to predictions based on the consented envelope for 
a project and should not be reduced on the basis that a project has initially built to a different configuration. 


2.6.69 8.7.1 DONG Energy has only considered potential impacts relating to red throated diver and common scoter. DONG Energy should also 
include the other pSPA features (e.g. little gull, as well as Sandwich tern, common tern and little tern features, dependent on overlap with 
foraging ranges). 


DONG Energy has also only considered Dogger and East Anglia zone projects as having overlapping construction activities with Hornsea 
Three. Overlap with Hornsea Projects One and Two construction activities should also be considered. 


2.6.70 8.7.2 Natural England would welcome discussion with DONG Energy regarding the in-combination assessment methodology for the breeding 
seabird features of FFC pSPA. 
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Section 2.7 – Seascape 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 2 Chapter 10 – Seascape and Visual Impact Assessment 
- Vol. 4 Annex 10.1 – SVIA Technical Report 


Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 2 Chapter 10 – Seascape and Visual Impact Assessment 


2.7.1 10.3.1.1 Please clarify whether the 25 km buffer for the offshore booster station takes into account visual lighting at night. 


2.7.2 Table 10.2 Any impact on an AONB or sensitive receptor should be considered medium to high and included within this chapter, particularly if 
existing OWF infrastructure is present. 


2.7.3 10.7.6 Natural England notes that Oil and Gas infrastructure in this area is organic in design whereas the windfarm turbines and infrastructure 
is more dense and formulaic. Together with Hornsea Projects One and Two the present project will substantially industrialise this area 
of the sea fundamentally changing the seascape character. It would be helpful if DONG Energy could work with the relevant people to 
update the National Seascape Character Area. 


2.7.4 10.7.7.9 Natural England advises that changes to the seascape from the offshore booster station and seascape visual impacts to receptors be it 
offshore or terrestrial should be considered in this chapter rather than Vol. 3 Chapter 4 Landscape and Visual Resources.  


Impact to the Norfolk Coast Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty should also be considered in this chapter. 


2.7.5 10.7.7.10 The nearshore/costal views and impacts from offshore export cable installation should be considered here. 
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Annex 3 - Comments on Onshore Chapters 


The present annex is divided into sections corresponding to each of the main onshore topics that fall 
within Natural England’s remit.  


 


Section 3.1 – Geology and Hydrology 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 3 Chapter 2 – Hydrology and Flood Risk 
 


 Without details of the pollution prevention measures in terms of run-off from the cable route 
activities it is not possible to comment on the assessment of the magnitude and significance of 
its effect. 


 With regard to the impact of pollution and run off all wet receptors should be recognised as part 
of a wider catchment that ultimately leads to designated rivers, the sea and priority habitats. As 
such any pollutants, nutrients and sediment are likely to have greater spatial and temporal 
impacts than implied in the PEIr. Their removal from catchment watercourses is also difficult so 
the reversibility appears to have been underestimated. Run off and any sediment it contains is 
likely to: 


- smother aquatic substrates, flora and fauna;  
- carry nutrients, particularly phosphates – a key water quality issue for the River 


Wensum; 
- carry pollutants such as agricultural pesticides. 


These issues need to be recognised and addressed, particularly when dealing with run off from 
exposed soils and subsoils. Water quality testing for key nutrients and pollutants should be 
undertaken before permitting run off to enter surface water receptors or ground supplies. 


 Natural England’s advice on hydrological assessment provided to the EIA Scoping consultation 
(25 November 2016) still applies. The hydrological characterisation will need to consider effects 
on groundwater supplies and flows in addition to all surface waters, and not just Environment 
Agency main rivers. All surface waters form part of interconnected wider catchments and many 
sites and habitats are dependent on groundwater, in particular the River Wensum and the ponds 
at Alderford Common.  


 The cable trenches and lines may act as preferential flow paths for ground water and effects of 
this needs consideration and mitigation. 
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Section 3.2 – Ecology and Nature Conservation 


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 3 Chapter 3 – Ecology and Nature Conservation 
- Vol. 3 Chapter 9 – Air Quality 
- Vol. 6 Annex 3.1 – Wintering Birds 
- Vol. 6 Annex 3.2 – GCN and DWS habitat suitability survey 
- Vol. 6 Annex 3.3 – HD, RS and FPM desk study 


There are a number of key concerns that we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. These comments should be 
read in conjunction with the issues raised in the main letter body. 


 The issues highlighted above in terms of hydrology are intrinsically linked to the impact on 
ecology and need to be clearly recognised as such. 


 The integrity of internationally designated sites and European protected species extends beyond 
site boundary to habitats and features which support the site function and species population. 
Impacts on catchments, functionally linked habitats and corridors are therefore relevant and 
should be considered more explicitly. 


 The PEIr recognises that ‘at this stage of the assessment process, it is not possible to assess 
effects as the extent, location and ecological value of species are not known and therefore 
determining magnitude of impact, sensitivity of receptor and hence significance of impact cannot 
be carried out.’ Natural England agrees that without these data sets it is not possible to carry out 
an impact assessment. Sufficient evidence to support the EIA process will have to be presented 
in full in the Environmental Statement.  


 We note that it is planned to include biosecurity measures in the EMP and Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) at the Environmental Statement stage. However, Natural England is concerned 
that no consideration is given in the present Ecology and Nature Conservation chapter to 
impacts of invasive non-native species and disease on ecology and protected species.  


The movement of people and equipment between sites could spread disease and invasive 
species. Appropriate biosecurity and work phase planning will be needed to avoid the risk of 
spreading disease and invasive species into areas currently free or at low risk from these. This 
is particularly important with white clawed crayfish and crayfish plague where the works cover 
refuge populations of white clawed crayfish as well as areas where signal crayfish and crayfish 
plague are present. More widely all plant and animal diseases and invasive species should be 
surveyed for and measures put in place to prevent their spread and where possible eradication 
from work areas. There is likely to be a similar issue around agricultural pests and diseases.  
Therefore it is very important that an invasive species protocol is included in the Environmental 
Statement. 


 The impact extent, duration and reversibility of the works on protected sites and species is not 
certain and should not be assumed without appropriate survey results and site and activity 
specific monitoring and mitigation details. 
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Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 3 Chapter 3 – Ecology and Nature Conservation 


3.2.1 3.7.4.35 Please be aware that intentional displacement and deterrence of water voles by habitat management, even temporarily, is a licensable 
activity. 


3.2.2 3.11.1.232 White clawed crayfish and other aquatic species: ‘HDD is unlikely to significantly affect white-clawed crayfish from either direct habitat 
loss or disturbance during HDD operations.’ We accept this in a strictly limited context but the impacts of sediment generated from any 
aspect of the works, including launch and exit pits and vehicle routes, entering watercourses is likely to negatively impact on White 
Clawed Crayfish habitat and that of other aquatic invertebrates that support much of the fish and other wildlife populations. 


3.2.3 Table 3.14, 
top row 
p.36 


Specific reference to: ‘Where considered necessary by the ECoW…’ 


Temporary Amphibian Fencing (TAF) is used to act as a barrier to movements of great crested newts in their terrestrial phase. This 
includes preventing newts from reaching an area subject to potentially harmful construction activities. Its use normally requires a 
licence for the following reasons: 


- Deliberately interfering with newt movements in this way may constitute disturbance and could therefore be an offence. 
- The installation of TAF could cause disturbance or result in other offences. 
- If the TAF obstructs access to places used for shelter or protection, this could also be an offence. 


Given that TAF would normally only be erected where there is a reasonable likelihood of encountering great crested newts, fence 
installation would be deemed a deliberate intervention and as would be considered a licensable activity. 


3.2.4 Table 3.14, 
p. 37 


‘Further details of measures relating to pollution prevention will be described in the outline CoCP Measures will include the provision of 
a pollution incident response plan and a drainage management plan to minimise potential pollution effects.’ These details will be 
required to comment further on this aspect of the works. 


3.2.5 Table 3.14, 
p. 38 


Although it is appreciated that it is stated that the ‘NE method statement will be adhered to’, it is not made clear in these sections (as it 
is with other species) whether a licence is intended to be applied for. Please see below the activities which would be licensable: 


- Intentionally capture, kill or injure water voles;  
- damage, destroy or block access to their places of shelter or protection (on purpose or by not taking enough care); 
- disturb them in a place of shelter or protection (on purpose or by not taking enough care); 
- possess, sell, control or transport live or dead water voles or parts of them (not water voles bred in captivity) 


Please note that there is a class licence that enables spring displacement (15 Feb-15 Apr) but an individual licence (or project licence) 
would be required for autumn displacement (15 Sept-31 Oct). 
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


3.2.6 3.11.1.192 Natural England believes that badgers are relatively tolerant of moderate levels of noise and activity around their setts and that low or 
moderate levels of apparent disturbance at or near to badger setts do not necessarily disturb the badgers occupying those setts. As 
such, we do not believe that such levels of apparent disturbance around setts require a licence under section 10 of the Act. The 
requirement for a licence should therefore be assessed on the predicted level of disturbance which development works would cause, 
rather than the distance it occurs from an active sett. 


Vol. 3 Chapter 9 – Air Quality 


3.2.7 9.12.1.15 Without sight of the controls referred to in 9.12.1.15 it is not possible to comment other than to say dust is not only a potential issue in 
itself but also may carry nutrients and pollutants, similarly to runoff as described above. This could have greater impact on ecological 
receptors than the dust per se and this should be recognised. Where dust settles it will have the potential to run off into watercourses 
with impacts as for run off, but potentially away from any mitigation or monitoring and so onsite control, including all exposed soils, will 
be vital. 


Vol 6 Annex 3.1 – Wintering Birds 


3.2.8 General 
comment 


Natural England agrees that overwintering pink footed goose should be considered further in the EIA and HRA and advises that 
possible mitigation measures such as working window and crop rotation could be potential mitigation measures. 
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Section 3.3 – Landscape and Visual Resources  


In formatting this response the following documents have been considered: 


- Vol. 3 Chapter 4 – Landscape and Visual Resources 
- Vol. 6 Annexes 4.1-4.4 


There are a number of general comments we would like to draw your attention to, followed by a table of 
comments corresponding to relevant sections of the documents reviewed. 


 Natural England’s advice covers the likely effect of the proposal on the landscape and visual 
amenity of the Norfolk Coast Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and The Broads 
National Park with reference to their statutory purposes. However, we strongly advise that the 
relevant AONB Partnership and National Park landscape advisors are also consulted by the 
developers about the scheme as they have extensive local knowledge and experience of these 
protected landscapes. Viewpoints for the visual impact assessment within the ES will need to be 
agreed with local landscape officers.  


 The PEIr presents a good deal of information on the baseline environment in the vicinity of the 
project in terms of landscape designations, character areas etc. The proposed impact 
assessment methodology is explained in detail and is broadly acceptable. Preliminary 
conclusions about the significance of the impact have been made but are subject to limitations 
(see below). At this stage, without further information, we are not able to reach firm conclusions 
about the effects of the project within the Norfolk Coast AONB in particular. We have no 
concerns at this stage regarding proposed mitigation measures and further work. 


 As the project is not yet fully defined, a detailed assessment of the landscape and visual effects 
on protected landscapes that are likely to arise as a result of the onshore infrastructure is not 
able to be completed at this stage, including an appraisal of night time effects. Mitigation needs 
to be identified in order to alleviate significant adverse effects where they are likely to arise, e.g. 
screening of visual effects by landscape planting around HVAC and HVDC/HVAC booster 
stations. The visual impact from wireframes is presented in the report and we would expect to 
see photomontages presented in the final ES. 


 Summary of Natural England’s initial advice regarding the landscape and visual impact of the 
onshore installations on the protected landscapes and their settings, based on the information 
presented in the PEIr, is as follows:  


- The onshore cable will make landfall within Norfolk Coast AONB and continue south for 
about 3.5 km within the AONB. It therefore seems likely that there will be a direct impact 
from the cable route on the statutory purpose of the AONB, particularly during 
construction and decommissioning activities. 


- The duration of the construction, operation and decommissioning phases within the 
AONB including phase build will need to be known for the final ES along with any 
specific measures to avoid or reduce impacts with the protected landscape. The 
expected timescale for the restoration of the landscape should also be estimated for the 
ES. 


- In additional to the impact of the cable route, the impact of the construction of any 
jointing bays, link boxes, compounds etc. within the AONB should be assessed in full. 


- There is likely to be an impact on the visual amenity of users of England Coast Path from 
the landfall of the onshore cable, particularly during construction and decommissioning. 
This will need to be captured in the ES. 


- The onshore HVAC booster station (if required) is not within any protected landscape but 
it is situated about 6.5 km from the AONB and may be considered to be in its ‘setting’. 
However, the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) shows that there is unlikely to be any 
visibility of the building from AONB. We expect that the siting will seek to avoid the loss 
of important landscape features and that any landscape planting to screen the booster 
station will be in keeping with the local landscape character. 
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- The onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation outside Norwich is not within a protected 
landscape but it is situated about 5 km to the west of The Broads National Park and may 
therefore be considered to be in its ‘setting’. The ZTV shows that the buildings may be 
visible from the National Park; therefore, there may be a direct impact on the National 
Park from construction, operation and decommissioning activities. The duration of the 
phases and any mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts will need to be known 
for the final ES. We expect that the siting will seek to avoid the loss of important 
landscape features and that any landscape planting to screen the station will be in 
keeping with the local landscape character.  


- In combination with other plans and projects, the onshore cable route, onshore HVAC 
booster station and onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation of Hornsea Three, are 
likely to have a cumulative effect on the nationally designated landscape of Norfolk 
Coast AONB during construction, operation and decommissioning. 


- Individual veteran trees, tree lines, hedgerows with trees and patches of woodland are 
important landscape features. Although the refined cable corridor will seek to avoid 
areas of woodland and trees, it will be important for the final ES to include information 
about where there will be a permanent loss of these key landscape features along the 
route and provide details of the steps that have been taken to minimise the loss. 


- Details of the length of time of the construction, operation and decommissioning phases 
and estimates of how long it will take for the wider landscape to recover will be required 
by the final ES. 
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Detailed comments 


Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


Vol. 3 Chapter 4 – Landscape and Visual Resources 


3.3.1 4.3.1.3 We agree with the decision to reduce the 2 km inner buffer to 1 km for the purpose of this assessment. 


3.3.2 4.3.1.6 We note that Hornsea Three will have regard to potential temporary landscape and visual impacts when refining the onshore cable route, 
and will identify appropriate viewpoints for further assessment as the plans develop, in consultation with the relevant local planning 
authorities. 


3.3.3 Table 4.5 Maximum design scenario for assessment of potential impacts on landscape and visual resources: We agree with the potential impacts 
scoped in for assessment for the construction and decommissioning phases. However, we suggest that the operation phase of the 
onshore cable corridor within the AONB is scoped in for completeness. 


3.3.4 Table 4.6 Impacts scoped out of the assessment for landscape and visual resources: We agree with the impacts scoped out at this stage. However, 
we suggest that the day time impacts of the onshore cable route within the AONB are scoped in.   


3.3.5 4.9.3.13 We agree that for the purposes of this LVIA, any effects with a significance level of moderate or less have been concluded to be not 
significant in terms of the EIA Regulations as identified in Table 4.9 ‘Matrix used for assessment of significance of effect. However, 
effects that are not considered to be significant should not be completely disregarded (see GLVIA3, p.4110).  


3.3.6 4.10.1.1 We note that as part of the project design, a number of designed-in measures have been proposed to reduce the potential for impacts on 
landscape and visual resources including undergrounding along the length of the cable route, avoidance of sensitive features where 
possible, replacement of hedgerows including hedgerow trees and enhancement of hedgerows where appropriate. 


3.3.7 4.10.1.2 Individual veteran trees, tree lines, hedgerows with trees and patches of woodland are important landscape features.  Although the 
refined cable corridor will seek to avoid areas of woodland and trees, it will be important for the final ES to include information about 
where there will be a permanent loss of these landscape features and the steps that have been taken to minimise the loss.  


3.3.8 4.10.1.3 We note that opportunities to avoid sensitive receptors will also be investigated, and detailed consideration will be given to the least 
disruptive, and potentially least visible, places to cross key rights of way. Visual screening of construction works and temporary 
compounds will also be considered. 


3.3.9 4.11.2.1 We agree with the effects that have the potential to be significant set out in the following sections where these relate to protected 
landscapes. 


                                                
10


 https://www.wychavon.gov.uk/documents/10586/157693/B7%20Guidelines%20for%20Landscape%20and%20Visual%20Impact%20Assessment.pdf  



https://www.wychavon.gov.uk/documents/10586/157693/B7%20Guidelines%20for%20Landscape%20and%20Visual%20Impact%20Assessment.pdf
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


3.3.10 4.11.2.7 
and 
4.11.2.11 


We agree that the significance of effects on either the western or eastern section of the landfall within AONB is considered to be major 
adverse and significant in EIA terms. The impact will be affected by the way the construction works are planned and managed. The 
selection of the final cable route and the way it interacts with Public Rights of Way, including England Coast Path, should be carefully 
considered.  


3.3.11 4.11.2.20 We agree that the significance of effects of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation on local LCAs is considered to be major adverse, 
which is significant. Again, the way the construction works are planned, and managed, will affect the significance of the impact. 


3.3.12 4.12.1.1 During the operation and maintenance phase, we note that vehicles would infrequently cross the beach for maintenance access and 
access to undertake any repairs to the cable route when necessary. 


3.3.13 4.12.1.2 The operational and maintenance phase of the onshore cable route should include an assessment of the permanent change to 
landscape features, such as loss of trees and woodland, installation of link boxes etc. within the AONB as these aspects may serve to 
permanently mark the route of the cable across the landscape if they aren’t sensitively hidden or screened.   


3.3.14 4.12.1.4 We agree that ‘The addition of the onshore HVAC booster station and HVDC converter/HVAC substation will change the landscape 
character of the land on which the buildings are located and the character of the landscape immediately adjacent to the buildings. 
Surrounding character areas will experience indirect impacts, through the introduction of a large building in the landscape. There will also 
be impacts arising from regular maintenance visits and potential repairs during the operation and maintenance phase.’ 


3.3.15 4.15.2.12 We agree that there is the potential for cumulative impacts from Dudgeon OWF and the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor within the 
AONB including an area adjacent to the beach. Marine-based receptors and people using the beach at Weybourne, including users of 
England Coast Path, will have near views of both schemes if constructed at the same time. Residents located in the north of Weybourne 
will also have more distant views of the construction activities of both schemes.  


3.3.16 4.15.2.13 We agree that the magnitude of the cumulative impact within the AONB is considered to be major where receptors are located 
immediately adjacent to the activities. 


3.3.17 4.15.2.14 We agree that users of the England Coast Path within the AONB are receptors of high susceptibility, high reversibility and high value. 


3.3.18 4.15.4.5 The timing of on-shore activities for Hornsea Three and Dudgeon will need to be agreed to be mutually exclusive to minimise cumulative 
effects.  


3.3.19 4.15.5.1 We agree that Norfolk Coast AONB (with PF/14/0177) may experience a potentially significant cumulative effect during construction, 
operation or decommissioning of Hornsea Three.  
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Point PEIr 
section 


Comment 


3.3.20 4.18.1.1 At this stage and without further information, we consider that it is not possible to conclude within the AONB that ‘The temporary nature of 
the construction works means that where significant effects are identified, the duration of the effects is short term and so would not be 
unacceptable and would not compromise the long term amenity value of any aspect of the landscape or visual resources.’  We agree that 
‘During the temporary construction phase of the proposed development, landscape and visual receptors would witness the highest levels 
of impact from the onshore infrastructure’.  


3.3.21 4.18.1.2 We note that Hornsea Three will develop an indicative construction strategy, refining the location of compound areas associated with the 
HVDC converter/HVAC substation site, and the arrangement of the temporary areas.  


3.3.22 4.18.1.3 At this stage and without further information, we consider that it is not possible to conclude within the AONB that ‘During the operation 
and maintenance phase of the onshore elements of Hornsea Three, there would be no significant effects upon landscape or visual 
receptors along the onshore cable route’.  However, we agree that ‘The long term effects upon landscape and visual receptors would 
reduce over time as mitigation measures that have implemented mature’. 


3.3.23 4.18.1.4 Likewise, the decommissioning phase within the AONB.  


3.3.24 4.19.1.1 We agree that the next steps should be the further refinement of the route alignment, the development of construction phase mitigation 
measures, location of construction compounds etc.  


3.3.25 4.19.1.4 We note that mitigation measures will be investigated once the project has been fully defined, allowing the likely areas of landform and 
vegetative mitigation to be sited appropriately. The opportunity to mitigate for significant effects relies upon the implementation of 
appropriate measures that include strengthening landscape character and providing visual screening for the elements of the onshore 
infrastructure that would remain in situ for the duration of the long term operational and maintenance phase.  
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Annex 4 – Attachments 


4A – Natural England’s Discretionary Advice Service (Charged Advice) on Habitat Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) screening report. Ref: DAS2229/205871, 3 February 2017. 
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