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A17 Habitats Regulations Assessment 

 Introduction 

 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended) (óthe 

2017 Regulationsô) transposed the land and marine aspects of the Habitats 

Directive (Council Directive 92/43/EEC) and certain elements of the Wild Birds 

Directive (Directive 2009/147/EC) (known as the Nature Directives). 

 The 2017 Regulations are amended by the Conservation of Habitats and Species 

(Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019 (óthe 2019 Regulationsô), which came 

into force on 31 December 2020.  The 2019 Regulations make relatively minor 

changes to the 2017 Regulations, mostly involving transferring functions from the 

European Commission to the appropriate authorities in England and Wales. 

 One of the changes introduced by the 2019 Regulations is that Special Areas of 

Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Areas (SPA) in the UK no longer 

form part of the EUôs Natura 2000 ecological network.  Under the 2019 

Regulations, a ónational site networkô on land and at sea has been created which 

includes existing SACs and SPAs and new SACs and SPAs designated under 

the 2019 Regulations.  Any references to Natura 2000 in the 2017 Regulations 

and in guidance now refers to the new national site network. 

 Ramsar sites do not form part of the national site network but remain protected 

in the same way as SACs and SPAs.  For the purpose of this Habitats 

Regulations Assessment (HRA), component sites of the national site network 

(including Ramsar sites) are referred to in general as óprotected sitesô. 

 In accordance with Section 63 of the 2017 Regulations (as amended), 

appropriate assessment is required for any plan or project, not connected with 

the management of a site within the national site network, which is likely to have 

a significant effect on the site, either alone or in-combination with other plans and 

projects. 

 This appendix provides the information to support an HRA for the proposed 

Boston Alternative Energy Facility (known as the Facility). Specifically, it sets out 

the following: 

¶ An overview of the HRA process; 

¶ The protected sites considered relevant to the HRA; 
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¶ The qualifying features and conservation objectives of the relevant protected 

sites; 

¶ Identification of pathways and impacts considered in this HRA (based on the 

preliminary impact assessment and consultation with Natural England and 

Marine Management Organisation (MMO) which are detailed further in 

Chapter 17 Marine and Coastal Ecology and within Appendix A17.1.3 

within this HRA); 

¶ Screening of potential impacts; and 

¶ Appropriate assessment for impacts screened into the assessment. 

 The HRA Process  

 The HRA process helps meet the requirements of Article 6(3) of the Habitats 

Directive which states that any plan or project, that is not directly connected with 

or necessary to the management of a protected site, but would be likely to have 

a significant effect (LSE) on such a site, either on its own or in-combination with 

other plans or projects, will be subject to an appropriate assessment of its 

implications for the site in view of its conservation objectives.  

 According to the Waddenzee judgement (Judgement of 7.9.2004 ï Case C-

127/02), an appropriate assessment will be required if a likely significant effect 

cannot be excluded on the basis of objective information. The Sweetman Opinion 

(Opinion of Advocate General 22.10.2012 ï Case C-258/11) states that the 

question is simply whether the plan or project concerned is capable of having an 

effect. 

 The HRA process (in its entirety) follows a four-staged approach, as detailed in 

the Planning Inspectorateôs Advice Note 10 (Planning Inspectorate 2017) (also 

see Plate A17-1):  
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Plate A17-1 The HRA Process (Planning Inspectorate, 2017) 

1) Screening/Likely Significant Effect (LSE) assessment: The process of identifying 

potentially relevant protected sites, and whether the Facility is likely to have a 

significant effect on the qualifying features of the site, either alone or in-combination 

with other plans and projects. If it is concluded at this stage that there is no potential 

for LSE, there is no requirement to carry out subsequent stages of the HRA. 

2) Appropriate Assessment: Where a LSE for a protected site(s) cannot be ruled out, 

either alone or in-combination with other plans and projects, assessment of the 

potential effects on the integrity of the site(s), again either alone or in-combination 
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with other plans and projects, in view of its qualifying features and conservation 

objectives is required. Where an adverse effect on integrity cannot be excluded, an 

assessment of mitigation options is carried out and mitigation measures (where 

available) are proposed to address the effects. If, after taking account of mitigation, 

an adverse effect on integrity cannot be excluded, the HRA must progress to Stages 

3 and 4.  

3) Assessment of Alternative Solutions: Identifying and examining alternative ways 

of achieving the objectives of the project to establish whether there are solutions that 

would avoid or have a lesser effect on the site(s). 

4) Imperative reasons of overriding public interest (IROPI): Where no alternative 

solution exists, the next stage of the process is to assess whether the development 

is necessary for IROPI and, if so, the identification of compensatory measures 

needed to maintain the overall coherence of the designated site network. 

 Baseline Information for Protected Sites 

 Based on the preliminary findings of Chapter 17 Marine and Coastal Ecology, 

and in accordance with comments provided in the Scoping Opinion, it is 

concluded that the following protected sites (as shown on Figure 17.1) require 

further assessment within the HRA process: 

¶ The Wash SPA (site code UK9008021).  

¶ The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC (site code UK0017075). 

¶ The Wash Ramsar site (site number 395).  

 The following sub-sections provide details on the qualifying features and 

conservation objectives of the above protected sites.  

The Greater Wash SPA 

 The Greater Wash SPA is seaward of The Wash SPA and is designated for 

offshore non-breeding species (red-throated diver, little gull and common scoter) 

and the foraging grounds of breeding terns (common tern, little tern and 

sandwich tern).  Effects on the qualifying features of the Greater Wash SPA 

would be restricted to those that could potentially arise from an increase in vessel 

traffic, within the area that these species occur, attributed to the proposed 

Facility.  However, in the context of the c.77,500 vessel-transits per year in the 

Outer Wash (further information on which is provided in paragraph A17.6.30), 

the addition of a predicted 580 further vessel transits within the same navigation 

routes as a result of the operation of the proposed Facility would represent an 
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increase of just 0.75 %.  Such a minor increase in magnitude would not be 

expected to result in any significant effects on the qualifying features over and 

above those under baseline conditions. This site is therefore not considered 

further in this report. 

The Wash SPA 

 The Wash SPA has been designated for the qualifying features shown within 

Table A17-1. The table also includes the sensitivities of the features to pressures 

arising from vessel movements and anchorage, as per Natural Englandôs Advice 

on Operations for the site (Natural England, 2020a). 
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Table A17-1 Qualifying features of The Wash SPA, and their sensitivity to pressures from vessel movement and anchorage, as per Natural 

Englandôs Advice on Operations (Natural England, 2020a). All Sensitivities are Low Risk Unless Otherwise Stated in Brackets. 

Qualifying 

feature 

Above-

water 

noise 

(medium

-high 

risk) 

Collision 

above 

water  

Collision 

below 

water 

Changes in 

suspended 

sediment 

solids 

Introduction 

of light 

Litter Introduction 

or spread of 

invasive 

species 

Contamination Visual 

disturbance 

(medium-

high risk) 

Bar-tailed 

godwit 

(Limosa 

lapponica), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × × V V 

Bewick's 

swan 

(Cygnus 

columbianu

s bewickii), 

Non-

breeding 

No interaction of concern between the feature and the pressures arising from vessel movements from the Facility. 

Black-

tailed 

godwit 

(Limosa 

limosa 

islandica), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × V V V 
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Qualifying 

feature 

Above-

water 

noise 

(medium

-high 

risk) 

Collision 

above 

water  

Collision 

below 

water 

Changes in 

suspended 

sediment 

solids 

Introduction 

of light 

Litter Introduction 

or spread of 

invasive 

species 

Contamination Visual 

disturbance 

(medium-

high risk) 

Common 

scoter 

(Melanitta 

nigra), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × × V × × V 

Common 

tern 

(Sterna 

hirundo), 

Breeding 

V V × V × V × × V 

Curlew 

(Numenius 

arquata), 

Non-

breeding 

V × × × V × × × V 

Dark-

bellied 

brent 

goose 

(Branta 

bernicla 

bernicla), 

V V × × V × × V V 
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Qualifying 

feature 

Above-

water 

noise 

(medium

-high 

risk) 

Collision 

above 

water  

Collision 

below 

water 

Changes in 

suspended 

sediment 

solids 

Introduction 

of light 

Litter Introduction 

or spread of 

invasive 

species 

Contamination Visual 

disturbance 

(medium-

high risk) 

Non-

breeding 

Dunlin 

(Calidris 

alpina 

alpina), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × V V V 

Gadwall 

(Mareca 

strepera), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × × V × × V 

Goldeneye 

(Bucephala 

clangula), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V V × × V 

Grey 

plover 

(Pluvialis 

squatarola)

, Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × V V V 
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Qualifying 

feature 

Above-

water 

noise 

(medium

-high 

risk) 

Collision 

above 

water  

Collision 

below 

water 

Changes in 

suspended 

sediment 

solids 

Introduction 

of light 

Litter Introduction 

or spread of 

invasive 

species 

Contamination Visual 

disturbance 

(medium-

high risk) 

Knot 

(Calidris 

canutus), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × V V V 

Little tern 

(Sternula 

albifrons), 

Breeding 

V V V V × V V × V 

Oystercatc

her 

(Haematop

us 

ostralegus)

, Non-

breeding 

V V × × × × V V V 

Pink-footed 

goose 

(Anser 

brachyrhyn

chus), 

Non-

breeding 

No interaction of concern between the pressures from the Facility. 
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Qualifying 

feature 

Above-

water 

noise 

(medium

-high 

risk) 

Collision 

above 

water  

Collision 

below 

water 

Changes in 

suspended 

sediment 

solids 

Introduction 

of light 

Litter Introduction 

or spread of 

invasive 

species 

Contamination Visual 

disturbance 

(medium-

high risk) 

Pintail 

(Anas 

acuta), 

Non-

breeding 

V × × × V × V V V 

Redshank 

(Tringa 

totanus), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × V V V 

Sanderling 

(Calidris 

alba), Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × V V V 

Shelduck 

(Tadorna 

tadorna), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × V V V 

Turnstone 

(Arenaria 

interpres), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × × V V 
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Qualifying 

feature 

Above-

water 

noise 

(medium

-high 

risk) 

Collision 

above 

water  

Collision 

below 

water 

Changes in 

suspended 

sediment 

solids 

Introduction 

of light 

Litter Introduction 

or spread of 

invasive 

species 

Contamination Visual 

disturbance 

(medium-

high risk) 

Wigeon 

(Mareca 

penelope), 

Non-

breeding 

V V × × V × × V V 
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 The conservation objectives for this SPA apply to the whole SPA site and the 

individual species/assemblage of species that have been identified as qualifying 

features above. The site aims to contribute to achieving the aims of the Birds 

Directive, by maintaining or restoring: 

¶ the extent and distribution of the habitats of the qualifying features; 

¶ the structure and function of the habitats of the qualifying features; 

¶ the supporting processes on which the habitats of the qualifying features rely; 

¶ the populations of each of the qualifying features; and 

¶ the distribution of qualifying features within the site. 

The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 

 The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC has been designated for the qualifying 

features shown in Table A17-2 for designated habitats and Table A17-3 for 

designated species.  The tables also include the sensitivities of the features to 

pressures arising from vessel movements and anchorage, as per Natural 

Englandôs Advice on Operations for the site (Natural England, 2020b). 
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Table A17-2 Qualifying Habitats of The Wash and North Norfolk SAC and their sensitivity to pressures from vessel movement and anchorage, as per Natural Englandôs Advice on Operations (Natural England, 

2020b). All Sensitivities are Low Risk. 

Qualifying 

feature 

Abrasion / 

disturbance of 

the substrate 

Changes in 

suspended 

solids 

Deoxygenation Introduction of 

light 

Introduction or 

spread of 

invasive 

species 

Litter Nutrient 

enrichment 

Disturbance of 

sediment below 

the seabed 

Smothering Wave 

exposure 

changes 

Atlantic salt 

meadows 

(Glauco-

Puccinellietalia 

maritimae) 

V V × × V V × V × × 

Coastal 

lagoons 

V V V V V  × V V V 

Large shallow 

inlets and bays 

V V V V V V V V V V 

Mediterranean 

and thermo-

Atlantic 

halophilous 

scrubs 

(Sarcocornetea 

fruticosi) 

The evidence base suggests that there is no interaction of concern between the pressure and the feature, or the effect of vessel movements and the feature could not interact. 

Mudflats and 

sandflats not 

covered by 

seawater at 

low tide 

V V V V V × V V V V 

Reefs V V V V V × V V V V 

Salicornia and 

other annuals 

colonising mud 

and sand 

V V × × V V × V × × 
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Qualifying 

feature 

Abrasion / 

disturbance of 

the substrate 

Changes in 

suspended 

solids 

Deoxygenation Introduction of 

light 

Introduction or 

spread of 

invasive 

species 

Litter Nutrient 

enrichment 

Disturbance of 

sediment below 

the seabed 

Smothering Wave 

exposure 

changes 

Sandbanks 

which are 

slightly 

covered by sea 

water all the 

time 

V V V V V × × V V × 
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Table A17-3 Qualifying Species of The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC and their sensitivity to pressures from vessel movement and anchorage, 

as per Natural Englandôs Advice on Operations (Natural England, 2020b). All Sensitivities are Low Risk Unless Otherwise Stated in Brackets. 

Qualifying 

feature 

Above-water 

noise (medium-

high risk) 

Visual 

disturbance 

(medium-high 

risk) 

Underwater 

noise changes 

(medium-high 

risk) 

Collision 

below water  

Litter Introduction 

or spread of 

invasive 

species 

Contamination 

Harbour 

(common) seal 

(Phoca vitulina) 

V V × V V × × 

Otter (Lutra 

lutra) 

V V × V × V V 
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 The conservation objectives for the qualifying features (Natural England, 2018) 

are to ensure that the integrity of the site is maintained or restored as appropriate, 

and ensure that the site contributes to achieving the Favourable Conservation 

Status of its qualifying features, by maintaining or restoring: 

¶ The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of 

qualifying species; 

¶ The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural 

habitats; 

¶ The structure and function of the habitats of qualifying species; 

¶ The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and the 

habitats of qualifying species rely; 

¶ The populations of qualifying species; and 

¶ The distribution of the qualifying species within the site. 

The Wash Ramsar site 

 The Information Sheet on Ramsar Wetlands (May 2005)2 for The Wash Ramsar 

site states that the site qualifies as a Ramsar site for the following reasons: 

¶ Ramsar criterion 1 ï The Wash is a large shallow bay comprising very 

extensive saltmarshes, major intertidal banks of sand and mud, shallow 

water and deep channels. It is the largest estuarine system in Britain. 

¶ Ramsar criterion 3 ï Qualifies because of the inter-relationship between its 

various components including saltmarshes, intertidal sand and mudflats and 

the estuarine waters. The saltmarshes and the plankton in the estuarine 

water provide a primary source of organic material which, together with the 

other organic matter, forms the basis for the high productivity of the estuary. 

¶ Ramsar criterion 5 ï Assemblages of international importance (292,541 

waterfowl (five-year peak mean 1998/99-2002/03)). 

 The site also qualifies under Ramsar criterion 6 for the reasons set out in Table 

A17-4. 

 

 

 

 

 
2 https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/SiteGeneralDetail.aspx?SiteCode=UK11072&SiteName=The 
Wash&countyCode=&responsiblePerson=&SeaArea=&IFCAArea= [accessed 30 January 2019] 
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Table A17-4 Qualifying Features Under Ramsar Criterion 6. 

Qualifying feature Status 

Redshank (Tringa totanus) Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Curlew (Numenius arquata)  Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus) Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Grey plover (Pluvialis squatarola) Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Knot (Calidris canutus) Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Sanderling (Calidris alba) Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Black-tailed godwit (Limosa limosa islandica)* Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Ringed plover (Charadrius hiaticula)* Peak counts in spring/autumn 

Black-headed gull (Larus ridibundus) Peak counts in winter 

Common eider (Somateria mollissima) Peak counts in winter 

Bar-tailed godwit (Limosa lapponica) Peak counts in winter 

Shelduck (Tadorna tadorna) Peak counts in winter 

Dark-bellied brent goose (Branta bernicla 
bernicla) 

Peak counts in winter 

Dunlin (Calidris alpina alpina) Peak counts in winter 

Pink-footed goose (Anser brachyrhynchus) Peak counts in winter 

Golden plover (Pluvialis apricaria)* Peak counts in winter 

Lapwing (Vanellus vanellus)* Peak counts in winter 

* Species/populations identified subsequent to designation for possible future consideration under Ramsar 

criterion 6 

 For Ramsar sites, a decision has been made by Defra and Natural England 

not to produce conservation advice packages, instead focussing on the production of 

High-Level Conservation Objectives. As the provisions of the Habitats Regulations extend 

to Ramsar sites, Natural England considers the conservation advice packages for the 

overlapping protected site and designations (i.e. The Wash SPA and The Wash and North 

Norfolk Coast SAC) to be sufficient to support the management of the Ramsar site 

interests. Consequently, for the purposes of the HRA, it will be assumed that the 
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conservation objectives for The Wash SPA and The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 

can be applied to The Wash Ramsar site. 

 Screening Exercise and Likely Significant Effect 

 Chapter 17 Marine and Coastal Ecology presents an assessment of potential 

impacts of the proposed Facility on those receptors that are relevant to the scope 

of the HRA (i.e. marine and estuarine habitats, waterbirds, fish (as potential prey 

species of qualifying features) and marine mammals).  

 It is considered that the pathway for an effect on protected sites (or functionally 

linked land) during the construction phase could occur via the delivery of 

materials to the site using vessels via The Wash and The Haven.  During 

construction delivery of raw materials will be via both ship and road. The first 

phase of the wharf construction will be undertaken to allow a proportion of the 

raw materials to be delivered by ship rather than transportation by local roads.  

 The number of vessels visiting during the construction phase is estimated at 89 

vessel visits over approximately 24 months.  This equates to an average of four 

vessels a month. It is anticipated that the actual deliveries will be in waves 

however, as certain elements of construction progress. It is anticipated that there 

would be a peak of five vessels predicted in any week.  

 Although construction of the Facility will not take place within any protected sites, 

there are birds from the protected sites that would use this area, mostly for 

roosting on the saltmarshes and feeding on the mudflats of The Haven.  This is 

expected to be the case particularly during very cold winters. In addition, the 

vessels will pass through the designated sites and in so doing could cause 

disturbance to populations using the habitats within the protected sites close to 

the mouth of The Haven.  There is therefore the potential for impacts on birds 

during construction.  

 During construction there will be a loss of intertidal habitat used by some of the 

birds that are part of the designated populations of The Wash SPA and Ramsar 

site. The habitat is outside of the SPA/Ramsar site boundary but The Haven as 

a whole is considered to provide a refuge for birds as a functionally connected 

habitat to the protected sites.  There is, therefore, the potential for effects on a 

proportion of the bird population from the SPA/Ramsar site as a result of 

construction works.  

 Chapter 17 (Marine and Coastal Ecology) identifies that there is the potential 

for sporadic presence of harbour seal within The Haven and potentially close to 



 
P r o j e c t  R e l a t e d  

 

 

 

23 March 202124 March 
2022 

HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT PB6934-RHD-01-ZZ-RP-N-3017_A17.1 19  

 

the Facility. Furthermore, vessels moving through The Wash to reach The Haven 

could disturb seals, therefore the potential for effects on seals during the 

construction phase at the Facility have been assessed. 

 Therefore, for the construction phase, the following potential effects have been 

assessed for bird populations, as part of The Wash SPA and Ramsar site: 

¶ Noise effects from piling and dredging activities at the Facility during 

construction (impacting on designated species using the land adjacent to the 

Facility. No noise effects from construction are predicted on designated 

species within the SPA and Ramsar site boundaries themselves); 

¶ Loss of habitat at the proposed development site; and 

¶ Disturbance effects from an increase in vessel numbers during construction. 

 The following potential effects have been assessed for harbour seal during the 

construction phase, as part of The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC: 

¶ Underwater noise effects from piling and dredging activities at the Facility 

during construction (impacting on seals using the section of The Haven 

adjacent to the Facility. No noise effects are predicted on designated species 

within the SAC boundary itself). 

¶ Disturbance effects from an increase in vessel numbers during construction. 

¶ Disturbance effects at seal haul-out sites from an increase in vessel numbers 

during construction. 

¶ Increased risk of collision from an increase in vessel numbers during 

construction. 

 For the operational phase, the following were considered in this assessment as 

having the potential to have an effect on the qualifying features (and/or the 

supporting habitats of qualifying species) of The Wash SPA, The Wash and 

North Norfolk Coast SAC and The Wash Ramsar site (these potential effects are 

summarised below and discussed in further detail in Section A17.6): 

¶ Changes in vessel traffic and movement leading to increased collision risk 

and above ground and underwater noise and visual disturbance to birds, 

seals and otter which are features of the designated sites. 

¶ The potential for nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen, acid 

and ammonia deposition within the boundaries of protected sites as a result 

of the operational phase emissions from the Facility. 
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 As stated in Chapter 17 Marine and Coastal Ecology, no impacts to marine 

and coastal ecological receptors are anticipated during the decommissioning 

phase of the Facility. This is because the wharf will remain in place after the 

Facility is decommissioned, and the vessel movements arising from the 

operation of the Facility will cease. As such, impacts from the decommissioning 

phase have not been considered in this HRA. 

 The following sub-sections provide a summary of the potential for impacts from 

the activities considered above.  The Planning Inspectorate HRA Screening 

Matrices, detailing the outcome of the screening process for each individual 

qualifying feature, are presented in Appendix A17.1.1 to this document.  

Increased Collision Risk on Seals 

 There will be an increase of 89 large cargo vessels over 24 months during the 

construction phase; and an increase of 580 vessels/year due to the Facility 

operation, which will last for the duration of the Facilityôs operation. This equates 

to a maximum increase of approximately 12 vessels per week. The total number 

of vessels using The Haven would increase during operation from 420 large 

cargo vessels/year to 1000 large cargo vessels/year. The Facility-related vessels 

will be travelling at a maximum speed of 4 knots through The Haven, and 6 

knotsôsafe speedô in compliance with COLREGS throughout The Haven, through 

the shipping channel and the anchoring area (the shipping channel to be used 

can be seen on Figure 17.1).   

 Seals occasionally use The Haven area but the main areas for seals are in The 

Wash and the entrances to the inlets flowing into The Wash which are the areas 

where there are extensive mudflats and saltmarsh available to provide haul out 

sites and feeding areas.  There are very few records of seals reaching the 

construction site and these are atypical rather than a normal usage of the area.   

 Although The Haven is already used by large vessels as they transit to the Port 

of Boston, the increase in vessel numbers, particularly during the operation 

phase is relatively high.  The vessels will need to pass through The Wash using 

the shipping channel, which passes through an area used extensively by seals 

to reach The Haven.  

 To put the number of vessels into context with the wider area, data shows that, 

77,441 vessels entered the whole of The Wash annually (212 vessels/day), as 

shown by the Vessel Density Grid Data 2015 from the MMO (MMO, 2017). Within 

the channel leading to The Haven, there are a minimum of approximately 11,000 

vessels utilising the proposed shipping channel annually, or 30 vessels per day, 
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as shown by the Marine Traffic data (www.marinetraffic.com, 2017), plus those 

smaller vessels (e.g. fishing vessels under 10 m) for which satellite tracking data 

is not available. The increase of 580 vessels per year through the operational 

period of the Facility is a small increase compared to the number already present 

within the channel approaching The Haven (equating to an additional 5.27 % of 

vessels utilising the shipping channel). However, marine mammals are known to 

be sensitive to vessel collision, even though they are able to avoid vessels to an 

extent. The features sensitive to collisions are shown in Table A17-3.   

 Section 17.8 of Chapter 17 Marine and Coastal Ecology assesses the impact 

of increased collision risk on marine mammals. Marine mammals were 

considered to be of low sensitivity to this impact, mainly due to their ability to 

detect and avoid vessels. However, this impact was considered to be of medium 

magnitude due to the increase in vessels. As such, it is included for assessment 

in Section A17.6 of this document.  

Increased Collision Risk on Otters 

  As part of the suite of ecological surveys undertaken to date, checks for the 

presence of otters has been undertaken. No evidence of otters has been 

recorded during these surveys.  

 . Furthermore, no records of otters have been provided by the biological records 

centre for the area where the Facility is proposed. Therefore, it is concluded that 

residing otters are absent from the proposed Facility area. However, otters may 

be using The Haven (and other waterbodies within the wider area) for foraging 

and/or commuting purposes.  

 The Facility-related vessels may result in increased collision risks on 

foraging/commuting otters that may be using the river. As a protected species, 

otters are of high sensitivity, however this species is able to detect and avoid 

vessels and therefore this impact is concluded to be of low magnitude primarily 

due to their ability to avoid contact with vessels and the fact that vessels will only 

be moving at and around high water. Consequently, it is concluded that no 

adverse effect is likely on the local foraging/commuting otter population and 

foraging/commuting otters are not considered further in this assessment. 

Physical Disturbance (Noise and Visual) 

 The presence of Facility-related vessels will inevitably lead to visual disturbance 

and an increase in above and below water noise. Table A17-1 and Table A17-

2 identify the qualifying features that are sensitive to physical disturbance. Birds 
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and marine mammals are sensitive to both visual and auditory disturbance. 

Impacts of physical disturbance during the operational phase of the Facility have 

been assessed in Section 17.8 of Chapter 17 Marine and Coastal Ecology and 

have been included for further assessment in Section A17.6. 

 No evidence (i.e. holts, resting places) of otters has been recorded during the 

ecological surveys undertaken to date. Furthermore, no records of otters have 

been provided by the biological records centre for the area where the Facility is 

proposed. Foraging/commuting otters may be using the area within close 

proximity to the shipping channel and anchorage area, therefore potential 

impacts on foraging/commuting otters may arise as result of increased visual and 

noise disturbance; however these are unlikely to be significant given that otters 

are able to detect such levels and alter their behaviour accordingly, i.e. avoiding 

the area. Given the availability of alternative foraging/commuting habitat for 

otters, it is concluded that no significant effect is likely on the foraging/commuting 

otter population. As such, foraging/commuting otters are not considered further 

in this assessment. 

Increased Air Pollutant Emissions 

 The potential for nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen, acid and 

ammonia deposition on designated Annex I habitats (as part of The Wash and 

North Norfolk Coast SAC) during the construction and operation of the Facility 

was assessed as a result of air quality dispersion modelling, carried out in 

Chapter 14 Air Quality.  

 For the construction phase, this assessment showed that none of the levels of 

emissions exceeded the in-combination background threshold Critical Levels 

and Critical Loads during the construction. It was concluded that, in the intertidal 

zone, as these areas are inundated regularly, there is no potential for a build-up 

of nitrogen or acid deposition. Furthermore, as the designated species using 

these areas are mobile and have an extensive range, the route for impact on 

these species due to air quality emissions is very limited.  

 For the operation phase, the levels of modelled deposition, as reported in 

Chapter 14 Air Quality can be considered to be insignificant in the short term. 

For the longer term however (based on annual mean levels), these cannot be 

considered insignificant as the contribution of all pollutants to the background 

levels were above 1 % of the relevant annual mean Critical Levels or Loads. As 

such, this has been screened in for further assessment for the operation phase in 

Section A17.6. 
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 In-Combination Effects  

Introduction 

 When assessing the implications of a plan or project in light of the conservation 

objectives for protected sites (i.e. assessing the potential for LSE and 

ascertaining the potential for effect on site integrity), it is necessary to consider 

the potential for in-combination effects (i.e. the effects of the project combined 

with potential effects of other planned projects), as well as effects due to the 

project in isolation. 

 PINS Advice Note 10 provides guidance on what should be considered within in-

combination effects and, states that other plans or projects should include: 

¶ projects that are under construction; 

¶ permitted application(s) not yet implemented; 

¶ submitted application(s) not yet determined; 

¶ all refusals subject to appeal procedures not yet determined; 

¶ projects on the National Infrastructureôs programme of projects; and 

¶ projects identified in the relevant development plan (and emerging 

development plans - with appropriate weight being given as they move closer 

to adoption) recognising that much information on any relevant proposals will 

be limited and a degree of uncertainty may be present. 

 It is also noted that in some circumstances it may be appropriate to include plans 

and projects not yet submitted to a competent authority for consideration but for 

which sufficient detail exists on which to make judgements on their impact on the 

protected site. 

 In undertaking an in-combination assessment it is important to consider the 

potential for each plan or project to influence the site.  For an in-combination 

effect to arise, the nature of two effects does not necessarily have to be the same.  

The in-combination effects assessment, therefore, focuses on the overall 

implications for the siteôs conservation objectives, regardless of the type of effect. 

 In addition, this in-combination assessment has adopted the following principle: 

for the proposed scheme to have the potential to contribute to in-combination 

effects, there must be sufficient cause to consider that a relevant habitat or 

species is sensitive to effects due to the project itself (e.g.  because of a particular 

influence or sensitivity, or the presence of a species in notable numbers on at 
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least one survey occasion, rather than individuals being simply recorded within 

the site).   

Other Plans and Projects Screened in to the HRA Process 

 A list of plans and projects that have the potential to give rise to an in-combination 

effect with the proposed scheme has been compiled from the MMO Public 

register and through checking of Local Planning Authority public register.   

 Details of each plan or project, alongside the distance from the Facility have been 

presented in Table A17-5.  From this a decision has been taken as to whether 

or not it is likely to have a combined effect on qualifying interest features of the 

protected site with the Facility.  The plans and projects have, therefore, been 

screened in or out of further assessment on this basis. 

 Due to the wide-ranging nature of the harbour seal, and that they may forage at 

considerable distance from their principal haul-out site, there is the potential for 

in-combination effects from projects at a larger distance from the Facility.  

Therefore, for harbour seal, projects that are within the same reference 

population (the south-east England MU; SCOS, 2018) as the Facility, and that 

have the potential to overlap temporally, have been screened in for further 

assessment.
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Table A17-5 Summary of Plans and Projects with the Potential to have in-Combination Effects 

Applicant Project Description Distance from Facility 

(closest point) 

Potential Effects on 

SPA, SAC or Ramsar 

site 

Potential for in-

combination effects 

Conclusion on likely 

significant in-

combination effects 

Environment 

Agency 

Boston Tidal Barrier 1 km None assessed in 

project HRA screening 

None N/A 

Port of Boston 

Limited 

Port of Boston 

Maintenance Dredging & 

Disposal 2015  

700 m Yes ï the dredged 

sediment is being 

disposed of in the 

protected sites.  

Potential for dredging to 

have an effect on SPA 

birds using the area 

around the dredging 

site.  

 

None No likely significant in-

combination effects are 

anticipated considering the 

capital and maintenance 

dredge for the Facility are 

being carried out outside 

the protected sites; and no 

dredged material 

associated with dredging 

for the Facility will be 

disposed to sea. In 

addition, the 

hydrodynamic assessment 

has also not predicted any 

significant effects due to 

suspended sediments 

related to the proposed 

facility. The potential 

effects due to the plume at 

the dredge site would be 

highly localised and 

temporary. 
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Applicant Project Description Distance from Facility 

(closest point) 

Potential Effects on 

SPA, SAC or Ramsar 

site 

Potential for in-

combination effects 

Conclusion on likely 

significant in-

combination effects 

Water Level 

Management 

Alliance Limited 

Wolferton Pumping 

Station  

Approx. 30 km Yes ï dependent on 

specific construction 

activities 

None Project-specific effects are 

likely to be localised. 

RNLI RNLI Skegness - 

Emergency Works 

Application for Beach 

Re-Profiling  

Approx. 30 km Yes - localised 

increased suspended 

sediment concentrations 

None The effects will be very 

localised to the beach and 

the RNLI station. 

Environment 

Agency 

The Wash Tide Gauge 

(decommissioning, 

construction and 

maintenance), including 

scour protection  

Approx. 15 km Yes ï the works are 

located within the 

protected sites 

None The installation will be 

small scale; therefore, no 

likely significant in-

combination effects are 

anticipated. 

University of Hull Eel monitoring in The 

Wash  

Approx. 15 km None  None N/A 

Environment 

Agency 

Hunstanton Beach 

Recharge  

Approx. 30 km Yes - localised 

increased suspended 

sediment concentrations 

None The effects will be very 

localised to the beach. 

Environment 

Agency 

Boston Barrier Phase 2 

Ground Investigation  

Approx. 1 km None ï project only 

involves removal of 

small samples in The 

Haven 

None N/A 

Environment 

Agency 

Havenside Flood 

Defence Scheme 

Adjacent to Facility None None The Havenside works are 

planned to be completed 
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Applicant Project Description Distance from Facility 

(closest point) 

Potential Effects on 

SPA, SAC or Ramsar 

site 

Potential for in-

combination effects 

Conclusion on likely 

significant in-

combination effects 

before the construction of 

the Facility begins. 

Triton Knoll 

Offshore Wind 

Farm Limited 

Triton Knoll Offshore 

Wind Farm 

Onshore cable corridor 

and Construction 

compound at Langrick 

9.7 km from the 

Application Site   

None None The Wash and North 

Norfolk Coast SAC was 

screened in for effects 

during construction only. 

Project will be fully 

operational prior to the 

Facility commencing 

construction. 

National Grid 

Viking Link Ltd. 

and Energinet.dk 

Viking Link 

Interconnector 

B/17/0340 

Bicker Fen substation  

14.4 km from the 

Application Site 

(Approximately 37 km 

from the proposed 

submarine cable 

corridor) 

Underwater noise and 

collision risk effects to 

harbour seal during 

construction only 

Yes Potential for in-

combination effects of 

underwater noise and an 

increased risk in vessel 

collision 
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 Appropriate Assessment 

The Wash SPA and The Wash Ramsar Site 

 The Wash is a site of national and international importance for its wader and 

wildfowl populations, supporting a minimum estimate of approximately 359,000 

individuals annually (excluding introduced species) during the years of 2008/09 

to 2012/13 (Austin et al., 2014). The majority of species are overwintering in the 

area, feeding on the extensive mud and sand flats exposed at low tide and 

roosting on the marshes bordering the feeding grounds at high tide. The area 

also supports resident species and breeding birds. 

 Frampton North, at approximately 3 km, is the closest Wetland Bird Survey 

(WeBS) sector (where birds are counted regularly) to the Facility (Figure 17.4c). 

High densities of birds were recorded at Frampton North 23, at the mouth of The 

Haven, with 41 species of birds recorded to be using the sector across six years. 

Waders were the most abundant group of birds (16,065 individuals across six 

years), followed by gulls and terns (4,625 individuals across six years). Frampton 

North 60 is also considered to be an important habitat for birds because it is 

suitable for nesting and feeding and considering that the mudflats are backed by 

wide saltmarsh. 

 Site specific surveys, undertaken for the purposes of assessment of the potential 

impacts of the Facility on birds, showed that the proposed Application site is used 

by waders and wildfowl for feeding on the intertidal mudflats and roosting on the 

saltmarsh areas.  There are also extensive areas in the mouth of The Haven 

used by birds for roosting and feeding. These results are discussed in Chapter 

17 Marine and Coastal Ecology.   
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Potential effects on birds due to habitat loss and disturbance through construction noise, 

vessel disturbance (visual, presence and noise during both construction and operation) 

and lighting at the proposed development site and in transit through The Wash and The 

Haven 

Introduction 

 These effects are considered individually below and also collectively as they all 

have the potential to displace birds from an area used for feeding or roosting 

either through habitat loss, construction noise or vessel presence.  

 As stated previously, the number of vessels travelling up and down The Haven 

for the proposed scheme will cause an extra 89 vessels to use The Wash and 

The Haven during the 24-month construction period and an additional 580 

vessels per year during operation. This is in comparison to existing numbers of 

vessels at approximately 420 per year (for The Haven) and approximately 11,000 

vessels per year (using the proposed shipping channel in The Wash). There is 

therefore potential for disturbance during high water when the birds are using 

habitats for roosting. As the vessels will only be able to access The Haven 

around high water, no significant effects from vessel movements on birds using 

The Haven as feeding grounds are anticipated. It is, however, acknowledged that 

a small area of intertidal habitat would be lost as a consequence of construction 

of the Facility due to the dredging for the berthing area and potentially a small 

area of scour protection. During operation, the presence of grounded vessels in 

the berthing area as the tide recedes (vessels will need to ground on the intertidal 

area until the tide floods back in to re-float them) would reduce the availability of 

the intertidal area alongside the wharf.  

Construction Disturbance 

 Construction noise at the proposed development site could disturb some of the 

bird species that use the saltmarsh and mudflats for feeding and roosting and 

form part of the assemblage of waterbirds that make up The Wash SPA and 

Ramsar site or are qualifying species for the protected sites. The most likely 

cause of disturbance is the noise and vibration associated with construction 

activity, but mostly with regard to piling activities and potentially rock armouring 

for scour protection. This impact is assessed in detail in Section 17.8 of Chapter 

17 Marine and Coastal Ecology.   

 In order to assess this potential effect, the results of a study undertaken by the 

Environment Agency to monitor Ground Investigation (GI) works that it was 
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carrying out within The Haven during February and March 2019, were used. Due 

to the large numbers of birds present during the GI works, there was an 

agreement with Natural England to monitor the works for signs of disturbance.  

 The monitoring included provision to temporarily stop works if "trigger" levels (i.e. 

a pre-defined number of birds) of any of the target species came within 500 m of 

the works.  The results of the monitoring (Environment Agency, 2019) indicated 

that: 

ñthe impact of visual or noise disturbance to non-breeding waterbirds 

from the GI activities was not significant. At most locations there were 

relatively few birds within the 500 m radius that was being monitored, 

the exception being within and adjacent to the RSPB's Frampton 

Marsh nature reserve, though even here the birds appeared 

habituated to a level of visual and noise stimuli. The largest numbers 

of birds that were typically found within 500 m were Brent Geese as 

they regularly move between locations and exploit a variety of 

habitats, including agricultural farmland. There was localised 

disturbance and displacement of waders and wildfowl, but the 

numbers involved were very small and tended to only occur at short 

range - up to 100 m but generally at less than 50 m. In most cases 

where birds took flight because of the GI they tended to land nearby 

and continue feeding or loafing. This was particularly noticeable 

along The Haven where, other than for a short period either side of 

high tide, there is a continuous linear strip of mudflat available on 

both sides of the channel. The most significant sources of 

disturbance were birds of prey and low-flying helicopters. The 

observations of the monitoring suggest that 250 m is a more 

reasonable distance to consider potential disturbance effects of GI 

activities on non-breeding waterbirds. There was no evidence of any 

visual or noise disturbance affecting birds over this distanceò.  

 The construction works for the proposed Facility will be temporary and it is 

predicted to take up to 18 months to complete the wharf construction. The piling 

noise is likely to be the most significant issue and therefore should be mitigated 

through avoiding the most sensitive times when the numbers of feeding 

waterbirds peak, which would be during the overwintering period.  Piling works 
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should therefore be undertaken between May to September to avoid effects on 

overwintering birds.     

 In addition, given the success of the measures undertaken for the GI works by 

the Environment Agency, for general construction works, monitoring and 

adherence to thresholds as recommended in the findings for this project is 

recommended. This would involve monitoring of bird numbers and behaviour 

associated with any noisy activities and stopping works if a threshold value is 

exceeded for numbers of birds within a 250 m radius before commencement of 

the noisy activity.  The thresholds of bird numbers will be agreed with Natural 

England but is expected to be the same as for the works by the Environment 

Agency. These monitoring measures are detailed within the Outline Landscape 

and Ecological Mitigation Strategy (OLEMS) and are secured by Requirement 5 

of the draft DCO which requires a final Landscape and Ecological Mitigation 

Strategy to be approved which must be substantially in accordance with the 

OLEMS. 

 There is the potential for there to be impacts of lighting on birds using this area 

during the night. The area is already disturbed to some extent by the movement 

of vessels during higher periods of the tide and from other facilities in the local 

area, including the Port of Boston. Lighting for the Facility would be localised and 

focussed but could cause some disturbance to birds during night-time hours. 

However, lights would only be on when needed for essential night-time works 

and they would be targeted to only illuminate the areas where lighting is 

necessary, which would minimise any effect on the habitats used by birds in the 

vicinity of the construction works. Furthermore, waterbirds may feed nocturnally 

and some may actually take advantage of artificial light sources to extend feeding 

opportunities in darkness (e.g. Dwyer et al., 2013). 

 Given the above measures, it is assessed that there would not be a significant 

disturbance effect on birds associated with the SPA and Ramsar as a result of 

noise and visual disturbance during the construction works. 

Habitat Loss 

 Bird counts were undertaken throughout the winter and spring of 2019/20 and 

during the winter and spring of 2021 for the intertidal areas where the 

development site is proposed (Area A) and the adjacent area (Area B). Area A 

and B are shown on Figure 17.8. Habitat loss as a result of the construction of 
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the proposed wharf would be mostly confined to Area A with an area of scour 

protection (as a worst=case scenario) on the edge of Area B. 

 The bird counts revealed that a number of waterbirds use Area A for feeding and 

/ or roosting, however, almost all species recorded were in numbers representing 

less than 1 % of The Wash population (based on the 5-year WeBS average 

counts for The Wash at the time of the survey, 2013/14 to 2017/18), and were 

therefore present in numbers not considered to be significant in the context of 

the wider Wash population.  However, in both Area A and Area B the peak 

wintering counts of redshank and ruff were greater than 1 % of their respective 

5-year average population in The Wash, indicating that, at times, significant 

numbers of these two species may forage within The Haven, including areas that 

may be lost during construction work (Table A17-6). 

Table A17-6 Redshank counts for Sectors A and B (per centages show the % of the 5-yr latest 

WeBS species counts for The Wash SPA and the shaded numbers show where the % was greater 

than 1 %) 

Redshank Counts 

 

 

Count Sector A (within 

proposed development 

area) 

Count Sector B (adjacent to proposed 

development area) 

Survey month Low Tide High Tide Low Tide High Tide 

October 2019 18 (0.32 %) 20 (0.35 %) 25 (0.44 %) 78 (1.37 %) 

November 2019 26 (0.46 %) 19 (0.33 %) 61 (1.01 %) 38 (0.67 %) 

December 2019 14 (0.25 %) 27 (0.47 %) 19 (0.33 %) 33 (0.58 %) 

January 2020 27 (0.47 %) 162 (2.84 %) 36 (0.63 %) 3 (0.05 %) 

February 2020  26 (0.46 %) 29 (0.51 %) 21 (0.37 %) 93 (1.63 %) 

March 2020 17 (0.30 %) 13 (0.23 %) 31 (0.54 %) 73 (1.28 %) 

April 2020 0 0 0 0 

May 2020 0 0 0 0 

June 2020 0 0 0 0 

January 2021 29 (0.51 %) 44 (0.77 %) 34 (0.6 %) 61 (1.01 %) 

February 2021 18 (0.32 %) 18 (0.32 %) 16 (0.28 %) 21 (0.37 %) 

 

 Redshank numbers at low tide (when most individuals were foraging on the 

intertidal) varied between 14 and 27 in Area A (which includes both sides of the 

river), with the peak representing <0.5 % of The Wash population 2013/14 to 

2017/18. By comparison, numbers in Area B (adjacent area towards the mouth 
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of The Haven, on both sides of the river) were between 19 and 61 (with the peak 

representing 1.1 % of The Wash population).  For ruff, the number at low tide in 

Area A was 1 on one occasion and for Area B were between 1 and 6 on three 

occasions (with an average of 3). Ruff are not a named component of the SPA 

assemblage, although they are a ónoteworthy speciesô on the Ramsar citation.  

The peak number of ruff present in both areas represented a minute proportion 

(<0.01 %) of The Wash waterbird assemblage.  In terms of the overall number 

of waterbirds recorded using Area A, a peak count of 223 individuals in 

November 2019 represented an insignificant proportion (<0.1 %) of The Wash 

wintering waterbird assemblage (the 5-year average at the time of the count was 

over 350,000). 

 Area B would remain available for feeding and at low tide there will be no vessel 

movements occurring. The opposite side of the river to the proposed Facility 

within Area A will also still be available for feeding.  

 The area of intertidal habitat in or near the development is not within the 

designated site boundary and, although it is accepted that it provides a 

functionally linked habitat for species using The Wash SPA and Ramsar site, the 

area of mudflat to be lost within Area A is small (1.5 hectare (ha)). Adjacent 

areas, including Area B and the opposite side of the river to the proposed Facility 

within Area A, provide similar habitat that is used by the same bird species.  

These adjacent intertidal areas will still be available for feeding birds at low tide. 

Overall, it is not expected that feeding birds would be adversely affected by 

habitat loss, due to the relatively low numbers using Area A, the small area lost 

and the continued availability of adjacent feeding areas.   

 The saltmarsh area on the wharf side of the river within Area A that provides a 

roosting area at high tide will be lost. The loss is calculated as a maximum (worst 

case scenario) of 1 ha (this includes a small area of loss (0.17 ha) that could 

potentially be lost on the edge of Area B to indirect loss and scour protection in 

the upper zone). This area of saltmarsh has been described as of poor quality 

due to its limited extent, low diversity and negligible zonation (Jacobs, 2011). 

This was confirmed by a survey carried out in 2014 (Environment Agency, 2014).  

The saltmarsh within Area A is a narrow strip of marsh (between 12 m and 28 m 

wide) that occurs between the seawall and an area of rock armour that occurs 

between the saltmarsh and the mudflat.   To put the saltmarsh loss into context, 

the area of saltmarsh in The Haven is estimated at 62 ha and the area of 

saltmarsh in The Wash is 5814 ha (includes a small part of The Haven).  The 
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loss is therefore estimated to be 0.017 % of the saltmarsh in these two areas 

(estimated to be 5826 ha in total due to some overlap between The Haven and 

The Wash). The loss is outside of the SPA boundary.  

 The riverbank area is already subject to disturbance as it is alongside a public 

footpath and there is debris present within the marsh area. The counts from the 

two sectors at high water recorded between 13 and 162 redshank (the peak 

representing 2.8 % of The Wash population 2013/14 ï 2017/18) in Area A (both 

sides of the river) and between 3 and 93 (1.6 % of The Wash population 2013/14 

ï 2017/18) in Area B (on both sides of the river).  For ruff at high water, the counts 

were 1 in Area A, on one occasion, and between 1 and 4 (average of 3) on three 

occasions for Area B. Again, the peak number of waterbirds (of all species) using 

Area A represented less than 0.1 % The Wash wintering waterbird assemblage, 

with a peak count of 260 waterbirds. 

 The adjacent saltmarsh, that will continue to be available within Area B, is much 

wider than in the area that would be lost and also provides a roosting habitat for 

waterbirds. The numbers of birds using the surveyed area was highly variable 

and birds seemed to move around the adjacent areas whilst feeding and 

roosting. The saltmarsh in the proposed development site provides a roosting 

area for some SPA/Ramsar species, albeit survey evidence suggests it is of poor 

quality (Environment Agency, 2014); however, on the basis of the survey data, 

the area immediately adjacent (i.e. Area B) is capable of supporting the same 

species and seems to support higher numbers when considering the daily and 

average count data. The numbers using the saltmarsh in these areas fluctuate 

widely and it is therefore not expected that the loss of the small area of saltmarsh 

habitat within Area A would represent an effect that could affect the ability of the 

wider area to support the same number of non-breeding birds.   

 Studies on roosting sites in The Wash have been undertaken (Rehfisch, et al, 

1996) based on extensive ringing data. The studies were looking into positioning 

of proposed intervals between roosting refuges based on movements of birds 

between roosts to ensure that birds could reach at least one refuge without 

excessive energy expenditure. To do this the study looked at how far waders 

dispersed between roosts. For redshank, it was concluded that roosting refuges 

should be placed 3.5 km apart in order to cater for 90 % (5.5 km and 9.5 km for 

75 % and 50 % respectively) of the population being able to reach refuges by 

flights similar in distance to their between-roost movements. This would indicate 
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that waders will move between different roost sites within a given area that they 

use each year.  

 The above conclusion appears to be supported by the count data that shows 

numbers of redshank reaching >1 % of the WeBS 5-year average on only one 

occasion out of eleven. The roost site was not supporting this level of use by 

redshank on each occasion, suggesting that redshank are likely to be using an 

alternative roost site elsewhere. It is likely, from the above information collated 

for the wader roost study, that roosts within the 3.5 km (and up to 9.5 km for 

some individuals) distance that redshank were shown to fly between roost sites 

will be used. This would indicate that alternative roost sites are available within 

The Haven that the redshank are using on a regular basis. There is also still the 

area of saltmarsh adjacent to the proposed development (within Area B), that 

links to the saltmarsh area that would be lost (on one side of Area A), which 

would still be available for roosting birds. This area of marsh showed higher 

average use by birds during the bird counts and provides a much wider area of 

marsh that is also used by higher numbers of redshank in general, compared to 

Area A.  

 During operation however, it is recognised that this adjacent area of habitat (in 

Area B) would be close to sources of additional noise once the Facility is 

operational.  This has been assessed in Section 10.4 of the ES. The change in 

noise levels from background levels has been investigated through noise 

modelling of potential sources including activities at the wharf and within the 

Facility. The findings of this investigation are that the predicted noise levels are 

similar to the baseline noise levels and that there is only a very small cumulative 

increase (maximum of 3.3 dB) at the closest receptor measured (Table A17-7 

and Table A17-8) (receptors locations are illustrated on Figure 10.2).  

 Table A17-7 and Table A17-8 summarise the findings of the noise modelling 

during daytime and night-time. The increase predicted at Receptor 5 is used to 

inform this assessment as this is just across The Haven with open space 

between, so is most comparable in terms of location relative to the Facility to the 

location of the roost site.  The sources of noise are variable for different areas of 

the Facility. Using the Waterbird Disturbance & Mitigation Toolkit (IECS, 2013) 

to determine the potential for impacts shows that at the cumulative levels of noise 

(most of which is already present as background levels, that the birds are already 

habituated to) there is potential for an occasional low-level behavioural response 

such as a heads-up.  These values have been determined based on observed 
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responses of waterbirds (primarily mallard and redshank). Acceptable ódoseô 

levels are given as up to 70 dB(A).   

 

Table A17-7 Daytime (0700-2300) 

Receptor Measured ambient 

noise level (dB) 

Predicted noise 

level (dB 

LAeq,1hr) 

Cumulative 

noise level (dB 

LAeq)1 

Resulting change 

in noise level (dB) 

R1 47.6 39 48.2 0.6 

R2 47.6 38 48.1 0.5 

R3 49.6 41 50.2 0.6 

R4 55.5 44 55.8 0.3 

R5 59.4 40 59.4 0.0 

R6 59.0 37 59.0 0.0 

1 - Decibel is a logarithmic scale so the cumulative noise level have been calculated accordingly 

 

Table A17-8 Night-time (2300-0700) 

Receptor Measured ambient 

noise level (dB) 

Predicted noise 

level (dB LAeq,15 

min) 

Cumulative 

noise level (dB 

LAeq) 

Resulting change 

in noise level (dB) 

R1 39.4 40 42.7 3.3 

R2 37.3 37 40.2 2.9 

R3 42.1 40 44.2 2.1 

R4 52.7 47 53.7 1.0 

R5 55.6 40 55.7 0.1 

R6 46.5 38 47.1 0.6 

 

 There is also potential for visual disturbance due to operational activities. 

The aggregate wharf is the part of the facility closest to Area B. This will be used for 

loading aggregate and it is expected that there would be an average of 2 vessels per 

week.  Whilst these vessels are present there could be disturbance to roosting and feeding 

birds. For redshank, which are the birds present in highest numbers, the visual alert 

distances (according to the data in the toolkit (IECS, 2013)) are given as 250 m for 

unhabituated birds.  This is where species show behavioural changes and most species 

will take flight or walk away moving to another area close by. It is expected that the birds 

using this area are habituated to vessel presence, given the number of vessels using The 

Haven and the narrow width of The Haven, and that they would habituate to some extent 

to the presence of the vessel and movements around the vessel. However, initially during 
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aggregate loading operations (twice a week) there could be some disturbance whereby 

redshank, and other waterbirds would relocate up to 250 m away on the saltmarsh habitat 

within Area B.   

 In order to mitigate the loss of the roosting and foraging habitats for waders, 

but in particular, for redshank, works will be carried out to enhance the habitat within a 

Habitat Mitigation Area (see Figure 1.1), which is located at least 250 m away from the 

closest edge of the wharf, within Area B to improve the roosting and foraging habitat. This 

will involve the creation of shallow pools (10-15cm deep) in the existing marshy habitat; 

re-profiling the edges of existing pools and low profile banks; and, increasing the volume 

of óroostingô rocks in the upper intertidal area. Redshank like to feed on the edge of pools 

but will also feed in water. The four pools created will diversify the existing habitat offering 

greater variety for feeding birds.  Re-profiling the edges of existing pools and banks to 

provide gentle gradients will provide more feeding opportunities for redshank and other 

wading birds. Flattening and removal of the old, low profile bank in front of parts of the 

saltmarsh in this area is a key part of the works that would encourage redshank to use 

these areas.  Redshank like to have a clear sightline when feeding and roosting and this 

would increase the sightline for the redshank. Relocating the rocks from Area A into the 

Habitat Mitigation Area would provide additional roosting areas for redshank in particular.  

The rocks are currently located along the frontage of the saltmarsh in Area A and B (see 

Plate A17-2).  The rocks will be moved to the landward side of the existing line of rocks 

in Area B. This will increase the volume and height of roosting rocks. These works would 

be undertaken within the areas shown on Figure 17.9. The works are detailed in the 

Outline Landscape and Ecological Mitigation Strategy (OLEMS) and are secured by 

Requirement 5 of the draft DCO which requires a final Landscape and Ecological 

Mitigation Strategy to be approved which must be substantially in accordance with the 

OLEMS.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plate A17-2 Rocks in Front of Saltmarsh 
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 It is concluded that mudflat and saltmarsh habitat loss would not constitute 

an adverse effect on the integrity for the SPA/Ramsar site.  The habitat in the wider area 

(particularly with the mitigation measures outlined above) would be able to support feeding 

and roosting birds affected by the proposed Facility, with no negative effect on the 

supporting function that habitats within The Haven contribute to the structure and function 

of the SPA and Ramsar site.  There is also not likely to be any negative effect due to 

operational noise at the facility, given the background noise levels and the very small 

increase predicted. There may be some visual disturbance within 250 m of the wharf, but 

this still leaves most of Area B available for roosting and feeding.  The mitigation works 

proposed are outside of the 250 m range for visual disturbance thereby maximising the 

potential for encouraging roosting and feeding behaviour.  

Vessel Transit Through The Wash 

 For the construction and operational phases, vessels will be transiting 

through The Haven around high water and also within The Wash in the deeper channels 

for a greater duration of the tidal cycle. The highest numbers occur during the operational 

phase. The increase over baseline for the operational phase is therefore considered 

below, as a worst-case scenario. 

 The shipping corridor is located within close proximity to the intertidal 

sandbanks in The Wash (within 200 m). This presents a likelihood for impact on all birds 

(waders, divers, ducks, etc.) that are utilising this suitable habitat, as well as those on the 

water. 

 Plate A17.1-3 shows the density of vessel movements in The Wash area, 

with the shipping channel to be used circled in red. As can be seen from Plate A17.1-3, 

the majority of the vessels are directed to / from Wisbech to the south (central shipping 

channel in Plate A17.1-3), Kingôs Lynn (eastern shipping channel in Plate A17.1-3) and 

Boston (via The Haven) (the circled channel). At present, 77,441 vessels enter the whole 

of The Wash annually (212 vessels/day), as shown by the Vessel Density Grid Data 2015 

from the MMO (MMO, 2017). The shipping channel used by vessels to access The Haven 

(shown within the red circle below) was used by approximately 11,000 vessels annually 

(according to an estimate derived from the marine traffic data below in Plate A17.1-3 

which would average at 30 vessels per day). Thus, in the context of The Wash, the 

increase in vessel numbers (i.e. approximately 580 additional commercial vessels plus 

pilotage) using the same shipping corridors as existing vessels, even during the 

operational period of the Facility, will be a small increase compared to the number already 

present within The Wash. The area of the shipping corridor that will be used for the Facility 
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is 10.46 km2, which represents approximately 1.7 % of the total area of The Wash SPA 

(approximately 622 km2). 

 

Plate A17.1-3 Marine Traffic Density Map from 2017. The Shipping Channel for the Facility is 

Circled in red. The Colour Scale on the Right Represents Vessel Movements per 0.005 km2 per 

Year. Source: Marine Traffic - https://www.marinetraffic.com/ 

 A wide range of recreational and other activities currently take place in The 

Wash. In a review carried out by Natural England (2010), which focused on the 

risks from ongoing activities within the protected sites in The Wash, the area 

covering the proposed shipping channel was not highlighted as one of the sites 

at high risk to the protected features from commercial vessel movements. As 

such, considering the existing shipping activity within The Wash and the shipping 

channel, it is not anticipated that the increased shipping activity would result in 

an additional disturbance effect on the birds utilising this wider area.  

 

 

 

 
















































































































































































