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1. Introduction 

Scope of submission 

1.1. Below, the RSPB sets out its comments on the Applicant’s compensation proposals based on 

a review of the documents submitted by the Applicant at Deadlines 5 and 5a. The RSPB’s 

comments are structured as follows: 

• Section 2: Strategic compensation; 

• Section 3: How we have assessed the compensation measure proposals; 

• Section 4: Guillemot and razorbill compensation – introduction; 

o Section 5: Predator eradication compensation measure; 

o Section 6: Bycatch reduction compensation measure; 

• Section 7: Kittiwake compensation; 

• Section 8: Gannet compensation; 

• Section 9: RSPB’s overall view on the state of play with species’ compensation proposals. 

1.2. We have sought to distil our comments on these proposals in order to assist the Examining 

Authority to identify where significant gaps remain in the evidence base needed to have 

confidence in the suitability and deliverability of the compensation measures to protect the 

overall coherence of the National Site Network for each species. Therefore, we have not 

provided exhaustive comments on the lengthy documents submitted by the Applicant. 

1.3. For each compensation proposal, we assess the current proposals against the criteria for 

compensation set out in our main Written Representation (REP2-089) and subsequent 

submissions, and accord them each a Red, Amber, Green rating (see section 3). This applies 

primarily to the guillemot and razorbill compensation measures, for which substantive new 

information was provided at Deadlines 5 and 5a. Abbreviated versions of this assessment 

are presented for the kittiwake and gannet compensation measures with relatively minor 

updates presented at Deadlines 5 and 5a. 
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2. Strategic compensation 

2.1. In this section, we respond to the Applicant’s proposals relating to the use of “strategic 

compensation”. 

Summary of Hornsea Project Four approach to strategic compensation 

2.2. In its various compensation roadmaps and related documents submitted at Deadline 5, the 

Applicant has set out its revised approach to the matter of strategic compensation. This 

includes amendments to the compensation scheme set out in substantive revisions to 

Schedule 16 (Compensation to protect the coherence of the National Site Network). 

2.3. The overall approach is set out in REP5-086 (Orsted’s approach to strategic ecological 

compensation, Revision 01). The Applicant outlines: 

• the wider context of the British Energy Security Strategy (BESS),  

• the Defra “Offshore Wind Environmental Improvement Package” initiative which has 

only very recently offered an “opportunity to comment” on its initial ideas, and which 

includes reference to a future possible “Marine Recovery Fund”; 

• industry-led work on strategic compensation under the auspices of the Offshore Wind 

Industry Council’s Derogation Sub-group, working in partnership with the Pathways To 

Growth (P2G), most recently focusing on the early development of strategic 

compensation pilot studies;  

• The scope of those proposed pilot studies (section 6, REP5-086) and reference to a 

recent series of workshops on each pilot study in mid-June 2022 which invited Statutory 

Nature Conservation Bodies, environmental NGOs (including the RSPB) as well as 

Government representatives from BEIS and Defra. The topics presented at the four 

strategic compensation pilot study workshops were: 

o Artificial nesting (offshore) for seabird compensation e.g. through a repurposed 

asset or new structure; 

o Predator control or eradication for seabird compensation; 

o Habitat creation, primarily for benthic compensation; and 

o Infrastructure removal or repurposing (options include: repurposing for artificial 

nesting for seabirds; repurposing for artificial reef creation; and removal of defunct 

infrastructure). 

We make reference to some of the outputs of these workshops below where they are 

relevant to the Applicant’s proposals. 

2.4. In practical terms, the Applicant has made amendments to each part of Schedule 16 that 

covers the different compensation plans. However, they essentially set out the same 

proposed approach as an alternative to the project level compensation proposals which 

have been the focus of the Applicant’s proposals to date. That approach is: 

• The relevant Compensation Implementation and Monitoring Plan (CIMP) is submitted to 

the Secretary of State for approval, following consultation with the Hornsea Four 

Offshore Ornithology Engagement Group (OOEG).  
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• In addition to setting out the information relating to the required project level 

compensation, the CIMP shall include: 

o Provision for the undertaker to pay a contribution to the Marine Recovery Fund (or 

its equivalent); 

o That contribution to be wholly or partly in substitution for: 

▪ The required compensation measure; and/or 

▪ An adaptive management measure set out in the CIMP; 

o The sum of the contribution is to be included in the CIMP following agreement 

between the undertaker and Defra, and consultation with the OOEG. 

o Exercising of the option to contribute to the “Marine Recovery Fund” is at the sole 

discretion of the undertaker. 

o Any decision to exercise this option disapplies the relevant requirement related to 

project level compensation measures or adaptive management measures. 

RSPB views on strategic compensation in the context of the British Energy 

Security Strategy and Defra Offshore Wind Environmental Improvement 

Package 

2.5. As referred to immediately above, industry (individually and in collaboration through 

RenewableUK’s Pathways to Growth (P2G) workstream) and Government bodies such as 

Natural England, Defra, NatureScot and Marine Scotland have been exploring the concept of 

strategic compensation. Strategic compensation has been identified in the BESS as integral 

to the expansion of offshore wind. Natural England’s approach to offshore wind states: 

“Designing a strategic system of compensatory measures allows the early stages of 
development planning to make compensatory requirements clear at plan-level. 
Compensatory measures must be ecologically effective, and this is more likely if also 
delivered at a wider strategic scale than the individual development, as bigger, 
better measures can be implemented.” 

2.6. The RSPB has welcomed these efforts in exploring the concept of strategic compensation, it 

having now been clearly identified as a key solution and therefore integral to the future 

expansion of offshore wind. 

2.7. However, we do not yet know what mechanisms or ecological measures strategic 

compensation could include in practice. Working strategically and co-operatively clearly 

presents an opportunity to implement measures at greater geographical scales and across 

sectors and administrative boundaries. This approach will be essential to delivering 

meaningful and effective measures for seabirds as will expanding the reach of compensatory 

measures that benefit nature but are outside the gift of individual offshore wind developers. 

However, we consider it will be some time before we have all the answers. 

2.8. The Defra Marine Recovery Fund and/or centralised coordination of developer funded 

action could help facilitate strategic measures for nature recovery. To be considered 

 
1 Natural England (2021) Natural England’s Approach to Offshore Wind. Our ambitions, aims and objectives. 
Technical Information Note TIN181. 
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compensation, these strategic measures must benefit the impacted species and/habitats. To 

be considered recovery, measures must go beyond making good ecological losses.  

2.9. However, the Marine Recovery Fund itself does not yet exist, nor are there any solid details 

on when it will be set up, its governance, the standards it will set and adhere to, nor the 

legal and financial mechanisms it will adopt in respect of both securing, implementing, 

monitoring and managing compensation and recovery measures. Therefore, with the best 

will in the world, it would be wholly inappropriate to rely on the Marine Recovery Fund (or 

some unspecified equivalent) as a mechanism by which to deliver the compensation 

required for the Hornsea Four project. 

RSPB view of Hornsea 4 proposals on strategic compensation 

2.10. As stated above, the RSPB welcomes the national level discussions on strategic 

compensation. However, it is evident that there is no system of strategic compensation 

currently in place, or which will be in place when the Secretary of State has to make a 

decision on the Hornsea Four DCO (by February 2023). Therefore, the Secretary of State will 

not be able to rely on strategic compensation as an alternative to the Applicant’s project 

level compensation. 

2.11. The Offshore Wind Industry Council’s Derogation Sub-group/Pathways To Growth pilot 

studies described are embryonic, with no detail available to assess them. The limited 

information that is available confirms the RSPB’s view that no weight should be placed on 

the Applicant’s strategic compensation proposals, including their application to adaptive 

management measures. 

2.12. This is most evident in connection with the repurposing of offshore structures e.g. for 

artificial nesting. As we set out in more detail in section 7 below, it is evident that the 

regulators (BEIS and OPRED) have significant concerns regarding the repurposing of offshore 

infrastructure which has resulted in them requesting a pause in the proposed pilot study 

work. 

2.13. The embryonic nature is also evident in connection with predator eradication following the 

RSPB’s review of the Applicant’s current project level proposal (see section 5 below). 

2.14. The Defra Marine Recovery Fund and/or centralised coordination of developer funded 

action could help facilitate strategic measures for nature recovery in the future. However, 

the Marine Recovery Fund itself does not yet exist, nor are there any solid details on when 

and how it will be set up and managed. 

2.15. Therefore, it is the RSPB’s view that “strategic compensation” is not yet at a sufficient stage 

of development and implementation whereby the Secretary of State can rely on it as an 

alternative to the Hornsea Four provision of project level compensation measures. 

Therefore, it cannot be relied on as a compensation measure with a reasonable guarantee of 

success of protecting the coherence of the UK National Site Network for the impacted 

species. 
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3. How we have assessed the compensation measure proposals 

3.1. For each compensation proposal, we have assessed the current proposals against the 

criteria for compensation set out in our main Written Representation and subsequent 

submissions (and listed them below), and accorded them each a Red, Amber, Green rating. 

• Targeted 

• Effective 

• Technically feasible 

• Extent 

• Location 

• Timing 

• Long-term Implementation 

• Additionality 

3.2. The RSPB’s Red, Amber, Green (RAG) rating is assessed as follows: 

• RED: Criteria not met and substantive issues relating to viability and feasibility of the 

measure are unresolved. Substantial evidence gaps remain. Unless complex issues 

resolved before consent, RSPB advice is that the Secretary of State cannot conclude that 

the coherence of the National Site Network for the affected species will be protected. 

• AMBER: Criteria not fully met: significant issues relating to viability and feasibility of the 

measure are unresolved. Significant evidence gaps remain. Unless these issues are 

resolved before consent, the RSPB advice is that the Secretary of State is at risk of 

agreeing to a compensation measure that will not protect the coherence of the National 

Site Network for the affected species. 

• GREEN: Criteria met. No substantive or significant issues relating to viability and 

feasibility of the measure remain. Any remaining issues are relatively minor and could be 

dealt with through requirements under the DCO. 

3.3. Abbreviated versions of this assessment are presented for those species’ compensation 

measures with relatively minor updates at Deadlines 5 and 5a: kittiwake and gannet. 

3.4. Where possible, we have then set out what additional information, on the feasibility and 

viability of the compensation measure, we consider the Secretary of State requires before 

they are able to decide on whether to consent the DCO. This includes whether or not, having 

received that further information, we think it would be advisable for the Secretary of State 

to re-open consultation on the compensation proposals with Interested Parties before 

determining the DCO. 

3.5. We have included, where we consider it helpful at this stage, some additional comments 

specific to matters arising from the documents submitted at Deadlines 5 and 5a. 

3.6. We have sought to avoid making exhaustive comments to focus on the key outstanding 

issues at this stage of the examination to assist the Examining Authority. 
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A note on the magnitude of compensation required 

3.7. Agreement has yet to be reached on: 

• The scale of predicted impact on each of the four seabird species, and the extent of the 

uncertainty around the prediction, from the Flamborough and Filey Coast SPA that 

would need to be compensated for; 

• How that scale of impact is converted into appropriate and robust compensation 

objectives for compensation measures. For example, for guillemot and razorbill this 

would need to be based on (i) improving breeding populations outside the UK (predator 

eradication) and (ii) improving survival of non-breeding birds from unknown populations 

(bycatch reduction). See section 2 in RSPB REP4-057 (calculation methods) and section 3 

in REP5-120 (compensation connectivity) for more detailed comments on these matters. 

• How that affects the magnitude of benefit that each compensation measure needs to 

generate in order to protect the coherence of the UK National Site Networks of the 

impacted species. 

3.8. Currently, the RSPB does not consider the Applicant’s description of what scale of 

compensation is required is appropriate and therefore there is no agreement on this critical 

issue. 
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4. Guillemot and razorbill compensation – introduction 

4.1. Before setting out its view on the compensation measures for guillemot and razorbill, the 

RSPB wishes to welcome the work done by the Applicant to date to progress understanding 

in respect of its proposed compensation measures of predator eradication and bycatch 

reduction. 

4.2. However, we can only assess the feasibility and viability of the compensation measures, and 

their likelihood of a reasonable guarantee of success in protecting the coherence of the UK 

National Site Network, based on the information and evidence submitted to the 

examination. Therefore, the RSPB’s assessment and advice to the Examining Authority and 

Secretary of State is based on the submitted material rather than the theoretical potential of 

the measure. 
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5. Guillemot and razorbill compensation – Predator eradication 

5.1. In its previous submissions2, the RSPB has set out what elements it considered essential to 

be submitted to the Examination before a proposal to deploy island restoration/predator 

eradication as a compensation measure for specific bird species could be properly assessed. 

These justifications and assessments are necessary to determine if the proposed work would 

have a reasonable guarantee of success as a compensation measure for the relevant seabird 

species, in line with Defra and EC Guidance on compensation. Those elements included: 

• Clear assessment of suitable sites where compensation measures will be delivered (i.e. 

site selection justification) to include: 

o Assessment of beneficiary seabird species: presence/absence, historic/current 

population, habitat suitability survey, vulnerability to the Invasive Non-Native 

Species (INNS) targeted for removal to show potential benefit; 

o Up to date survey of INNS: on both target islands and areas from where they could 

reinvade; 

• Full-scale Feasibility Study in line with the Manual of the UK Rodent Eradication Best 

Practice Toolkit (2017). This would include (but not be limited to) information to answer 

three overarching questions: 

o Can it be done? (from which follows an assessment of seven key criteria: technical 

feasibility, eradication sustainability, capacity, affordability, and political/legal, social 

and environmental acceptability) 

o What will it take? (an overview of the likely operation and biosecurity requirements 

is provided)  

o Is it worth it? (an assessment of the expected benefits compared to any disbenefits 

such as risks to non-target species) 

• Explanation as to how the measure would be implemented: setting out how the 

selected predator eradication strategy will be implemented on the target islands, and 

how the benefits will be sustained and monitored. In line with the UK Rodent 

Eradication Best Practice Toolkit this work entails the production of; 

o A Project Plan covering objectives and measurable outcomes, milestones and ‘stop 

points’, governance structures, a risk register, and communications planning; 

o Detailed biosecurity and emergency response plans: based on proper 

understanding of the risk of reinvasion of target INNS; 

o Detailed operational plan; 

o Detailed monitoring and evaluation plan. 

5.2. It had been the RSPB’s expectation that this information would be submitted at Deadline 5 

to enable expert evaluation and provision of advice to the Examining Authority. 

5.3. However, the Applicant has amended its roadmap such that only additional preliminary 

information has been submitted up to and including Deadline 5a, rather than the 

 
2 See REP2-089 (main written representation) and Annex C (REP2-093) on Predator Eradication. 
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information described above e.g. full Feasibility Study against the 7 criteria set out in the UK 

Rodent Eradication Best Practice Toolkit (and associated implementation plans, Biosecurity 

and Emergency Response Plans). This significant change is evident in the edits made to 

paragraph 5.1.1.2 in Revision 02 of the “Predator Eradication island suitability assessment: 

Bailiwick of Guernsey (tracked)” (REP5-058). 

5.4. While we welcome the additional preliminary information and the described ongoing work 

(gathering further site information on predator presence, seabird populations etc.), the 

information submitted into the Examination falls substantially short of what was expected 

and remains preliminary and incomplete in nature. The promised Feasibility Study and 

Biosecurity Plan is only to be made available to stakeholders “if required” and only after the 

end of the examination e.g. see paragraphs 1.2.1.1-1.2.1.2 in “Predator Eradication 

Implementation Study Update” (REP5-082). 

5.5. Based on the information provided by the Applicant to date, we consider it has only reached 

the preliminary phase of the “Project Selection” (Stage 1) in the life cycle of an eradication 

project. This is set out in Figure 1 of the Manual of UK Best Practice for Rodent Eradication 

(see Appendix 1 in RSPB REP2-093). We have repeated it here as Figure 1 for ease of 

reference.  

5.6. The Manual of UK Best Practice for Rodent Eradication distils the project life cycle into 

stages, each with key documentation required. The RSPB would have expected the following 

stages to have been completed and the relevant documentation submitted to the 

examination for evaluation by Interested Parties and the Examining Authority: 

• Stage 1: justified “project selection”; 

• Stage 2: Feasibility Study; 

• Stage 3: a “project plan” (containing detailed information governance, management and 

decision making); 

• Stage 4: various documents including Operational Plan, Biosecurity Plan (including 

emergency response plan), Monitoring and Evaluation Plan. 
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Figure 1: The Process diagram showing the typical stages in the life cycle of an eradication 

project (modified from the Pacific Invasive Initiative’s Resource Kit)(also Figure 1 from the 

Manual of UK Best Practice for Rodent Eradication) 

 

5.7. Critically, the Applicant has not yet completed a systematic scoping exercise which is an 

intrinsic part of Stage 1, project selection. This starts with a careful assessment of 

distribution and impact of INNS across potential sites, likely benefit to seabird species of 

their removal, and risk of INNS reinvasion to a site. From this, it should be apparent which 

islands would be a priority for further (feasibility) investigation and which should be 

identified as being unlikely to deliver appropriate benefit (or compensation in the context of 

Hornsea Four). Islands or groups of islands (as necessary) can then be identified as 

defendable ‘eradication units’3 and these eradication units should then be the basis on 

which a feasibility study was undertaken. Project scoping enables islands or island groups to 

be ruled out where either:  

• there is no likely benefit to seabird species; or  

• an eradication project is deemed unsustainable due to the nature or extent of measures 

that would be required in perpetuity to manage the risk of reinvasion.  

5.8. As a result, the Applicant has not yet set out:  

• a detailed and coherent strategy which describes its island selection strategy;  

• how and why it has applied it to finalise its site selection, along with the required 

information to assess how that strategy will be implemented in both the short and long-

term on a sustainable basis; coupled with  

 
3 An “eradication unit” would comprise one or more islands identified as likely to deliver compensation but 
may also include one or more islands from which INNS need to be cleared in order to sustain the benefits of 
the eradication from the priority islands. 
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• appropriate biosecurity and emergency response plans.  

5.9. In simple terms, the Applicant has failed to set out precisely what it intends to do and 

where it intends to do it, and how it will meet the compensation objectives. 

5.10. As will be evident from our comments below, we consider the current information falls 

substantively short of the critical information required to evaluate whether a predator 

eradication scheme is: 

• feasible and also sustainable (‘defendable’) over the long-term; 

• capable of providing benefit to breeding guillemots and razorbills; and 

• suitable to form a compensation measure that the Secretary of State can be confident 

will protect the coherence of the UK National Site Network for each species. 

5.11. In order to help the Examining Authority (and Secretary of State) understand how far short 

the submitted information is compared to the evidence we consider is necessary, we 

recommend the Examining Authority read the following extracts from the Manual of UK Best 

Practice for Rodent Eradications. These should be compared against the information 

provided to date by the Applicant. We provided the first three of these in Appendix 1 to 

RSPB REP2-093. We have provided the three worked examples as Appendix 1 to this 

submission: 

• Manual – UK Best Practice for Rodent Eradications (see REP2-093) 

• Annex 1: Eradication techniques in the UK (see REP2-093) 

• Annex 4: Biosecurity Planning and incursion response (see REP2-093) 

• Worked example: Feasibility Study 

• Worked example: Operational Plan 

• Worked example: Biosecurity Plan. 

5.12. The RSPB considers this detail cannot be left to the post-consent period. Rather it is 

fundamental to an assessment of whether or not the proposed eradication strategy passes 

all seven feasibility criteria and will provide the required benefits to the seabird species, here 

guillemot and razorbill. This in turn will inform the decision as to whether the measure can 

be considered a compensation measure with a reasonable guarantee of success and so meet 

the legal tests. 

5.13. Many of the sites of apparent interest to the Applicant will be reinvaded and the Applicant 

indicates reinvasion will be managed (and hence supposed compensation delivered) via non-

toxic lethal control devices. However (where such information is provided) the abundance 

index of rats across all sites of apparent interest to the Applicant is low. The Applicant 

should describe how these control devices will significantly reduce the rat abundance index 

below its already very low level, otherwise those devices will provide no benefit and hence 

no contribution to the compensation measure. 

5.14. Table 1 below synthesises and summarises the RSPB’s review of the following documents 

against the EC criteria on compensation (see Table 4 in REP2-089 for fuller description): 

• REP5-082: G5.4 Predator Eradication Implementation Study Update - Revision: 01 

(update); 
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EC criteria 
[See Table 4 in REP2-089 for 
fuller description] 

RSPB RAG rating  
(Red, Amber, 
Green) 

RSPB key observations based on current 
proposals and information provided 

Not all sites have yet been surveyed 
for: 
o Breeding bird presence or 

habitat suitability (compounded 
by inconsistent survey and 
assessment methods) 

o Presence/absence of INNS. 9 of 
the 19 islands/islets listed in 
Table 6 (REP5-058) were not 
surveyed to confirm 
presence/absence. As set out 
above, while it is appropriate to 
assume INNS presence from a 
baiting operation perspective, it 
cannot be assumed that baiting 
a site that may or may not host 
rodents will benefit razorbill or 
guillemot. 

- No clear eradication strategy set 
out: lack of detail on how eradication 
at each island/island group will be 
undertaken, what the eradication 
units will be, and what is being 
committed to e.g. eradication to zero 
density or merely ongoing control. 
o Implication that Sark will only be 

subject to “control” 
perpetuating risk of continued 
reinvasion of adjacent islets (see 
para 5.3.1.1 in REP5-082). 

- Use of A24 traps: the implication 
that, post-eradication, reliance will 
be placed on the use of Goodnature 
A24 kill traps to reduce predation 
pressure. Given the recorded rat 
density is low already, it is not made 
clear what the benefit will be of this 
measure, nor is evidence provided of 
A24 efficacy in similar situations. 

- Community support: demonstration 
of community support inadequate – 
based on very low sample (see 
separate comment below, 
paragraphs 5.15-5.21) 

- No assessment of other risk factors: 
No assessment/mention of other 
factors that increase risk of 
failure/incursion, nor how they 
would be managed. For example, 
presence of waste management sites 
on Alderney close to some potential 
sites. No data presented that 
assesses the risks to non-target 
species (see also Targeted). 
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EC criteria 
[See Table 4 in REP2-089 for 
fuller description] 

RSPB RAG rating  
(Red, Amber, 
Green) 

RSPB key observations based on current 
proposals and information provided 

o A defendable eradication 
including these islets would 
need to include Alderney itself. 
Only Burhou (more than 2km 
from Alderney) would avoid the 
need to include Alderney in its 
eradication unit.  

o L’Etac de la Quiore: no rats 
present and no guillemots 
breeding, with no explanation as 
to why. Unclear how this could 
offer additionality. 

 

Additional specific comments 

Community support survey 

5.15. As the RSPB has set out (see paragraphs 3.9-3.12 in REP2-093), full community support is 

essential to a successful eradication scheme both in the immediate implementation and 

over the long-term. Whilst this is particularly the case for eradications on inhabited islands, 

it is also important for work on uninhabited islands (as neighbouring inhabited islands are 

often the key risk/source for reinvading rodents). 

5.16. The Applicant carried out a questionnaire survey of residents of Herm and Sark to gauge 

community support for eradication (see REP5-082 Implementation Update). Further 

community engagement is promised (see para 5.3.1.2 of REP5-082), although the results of 

that work will not be available to the Examination. The community on Alderney was not 

surveyed and it is not clear if it will be. 

5.17. Therefore, we have restricted our brief comments here to the questionnaire and the results 

presented to date. 

• The questionnaire does not contain a structured question relating to determine the level 

of support for a rat eradication project, relying on a free text box c.f. structured 

questions used throughout the rest of the questionnaire. Therefore it has been left to 

interpretation of comments, the text of which has not been supplied; 

• The Applicant claims “the majority of people supported control and/or eradication of 

rats” (para 5.3.1.1). This is misleading given the low number of responses in relation to 

the populations of the islands surveyed. 

5.18. In Table 2 below, we have attempted to place the number of responses received in the 

context of the population of the islands surveyed. We recognise this will underestimate the 

level of response as the overall population includes children. However, it gives an indication 

of the significant amount of additional work required to secure full community support as 

this will also need to address non-residents and residents of other islands which pose a 

biosecurity risk e.g. boat operators, tourist operators etc. 
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Table 2: approximate proportion of island residents completing Applicant’s questionnaire 

survey 

Island Group Completed 
questionnaires 

Current population Approximate percentage 
of current population 

surveyed 

Herm & Jethou 9 874 10% 

Sark 31 5005 6% 

 

5.19. As a consequence, the RSPB considers it is not yet possible to ascertain whether or not there 

is community support for an eradication project on the two island groups surveyed. There is 

no equivalent information for Alderney. 

5.20. This is exacerbated by the lack of a clear and coherent strategy for predator eradication. This 

means it is not yet possible to provide relevant information to community members as to 

what would be involved in any such eradication programme. 

5.21. In conclusion, essential community support is not yet in place, placing any proposed 

predator eradication scheme at significant risk of failure. 

Use of A24 traps kill traps to avoid the risk of rodenticide resistance 

5.22. In REP5-082 (para 2.1.1.5), REP5-058 (para 3.1.1.4), REP5-031 (para 2.1.1.5) and REP5a-019 

(paras 2.1.1.6 and 5.1.1.1), the Applicant proposes the use of kill traps (e.g. Goodnature A24) 

as an alternative to rodenticide. This is to reduce risk of rodenticide resistance and on-going 

secondary poisoning risks to non-target species as a means of including islands and islets in 

close proximity to main islands and therefore at high risk of reinvasion (para 5.1.1.1, REP5a-

019).  

5.23. Goodnature A24 traps are self-setting traps meaning they can be left in the field without the 

requirement for frequent servicing. They get their name from their ability to kill 24 rats (or 

non-target species, they are not species-specific) before needing a new gas canister. The 

long-term efficacy of these traps for eradication purposes has not yet been established. 

5.24. Reference is made by the Applicant to the use of A24 traps on Handa (para 2.1.1.6, REP5a-

019). Handa was the subject of an historic eradication project but was subject to reinvasion 

by rats in 2012. The RSPB’s Biosecurity for LIFE project, in conjunction with partners, is 

currently carrying out an experimental trial on Handa to determine whether the A24 trap 

can be used to manage rat numbers adjacent to seabird colonies. That trial is ongoing and 

has not yet published any findings. If the Applicant is looking to rely on the use of A24s to 

 
4 Table 6.1.1 in Guernsey Government Annual Electronic Census Report 2021: 

 (accessed 12 July 2022) 
5 See Sark Government website: 

accessed 12 July 2022) 
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sustain the assumed benefits of rodent eradication it should provide evidence of where this 

has been achieved elsewhere to “zero density”6. 

Dealing with reinvasion: Round Island, Isles of Scilly and other case studies 

5.25. In section 4 of its most recent submission (REP5a-019), the Applicant sets out information it 

states relates to the benefits of control as opposed to eradication. One of these observations 

refers to Round Island in the Isles of Scilly, while others relate to examples from around the 

world. We take each in turn. 

• Round Island, Isles of Scilly: various islands across the wider archipelago of Scilly have 

had control carried out over the last twenty years with varied success (in terms of 

sustaining removal) and limited known benefits, culminating in a review by the Isles of 

Scilly Wildlife Trust to determine whether this approach was having any impact and was 

financially viable. The result was that they stopped all of this work, as they considered 

that the only sustainable approach would be eradication across all the remaining ‘off 

islands’ and uninhabited islands in one go. 

 

The control of rats on Round Island was carried out as an emergency biosecurity 

response measure as this island is the second most important, productive site for 

burrow nesting seabirds on the islands. This island has been considered rat free for a 

long time (20+ years). Therefore, based upon our historical knowledge it was considered 

any work would be likely to have at least medium-term benefit and therefore was worth 

carrying out as an interim measure until wider more sustainable island restoration was 

possible. This is knowledge that is not available for most, if not all, of the Channel 

Islands.  

 

• Studies for other islands (section 4.2): all of the seabird species mentioned that were 

deemed to benefit from the additional control measures were burrow nesting. 

Therefore the stated benefits (increase in reproductive success and survival; population 

increase; and recolonization) are not comparable to the cliff nesting auk species of 

concern here (guillemot and razorbill). 

Summary of RSPB assessment of predator eradication measure 

5.26. The RSPB considers that we are still only part way through the project selection stage in 

Figure 1 above and therefore, there is not a clear compensation proposal in front of the 

examination. Based on the above assessment, we have summarised in Table 3 below the key 

information we consider the Applicant should be required to submit to the Secretary of 

State before a decision on whether to grant consent for the DCO is made. This will ensure 

the Secretary of State is in a position to assess whether the compensation measure will have 

 
6 (Control to) Zero density: an approach used in predator management work in situations where it is known 
that it is not possible to prevent a predator getting back to an island that has been subject to an eradication 
programme e.g. usually because the island is within swimming distance of the mainland (from which 
eradication is not feasible). Following eradication on the island, sufficient predator control effort is made to 
intercept re-invading/dispersing individuals before they are able to re-establish. 
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EC criteria 
[See Table 4 in REP2-089 for 
fuller description] 

RSPB RAG rating  
(Red, Amber, 
Green) 

RSPB key observations based on current 
proposals and information provided 

account for; variation in space, time, 
effort, and fishing gear on bycatch 
rates, and can accommodate the 
large number of fishing events where 
no bycatch occurs. 

- It presents the proportion of nets 
with/without bycatch, which 
indicates nothing of the magnitude 
of bycatch events or the overall 
intensity. 

- There is no indication of sample size, 
so 25% could mean control nets 
caught 4 birds and LEBs 3. 

- It cannot be used to interpret 
whether the level of bycatch 
reduction is credible and of sufficient 
magnitude to offset any loss from 
windfarms. 

- Pseudoreplication- the Applicant 
states, “where guillemot bycatch 
were recorded more than once for 
an individual net, these were 
considered as separate catching 
events.” (REP5-068, 2.5.1.3, page 14). 
Modelling events that occur in the 
same net separately, unless properly 
accounted for in the modelling 
strategy (for which no evidence is 
provided), introduces the risk to 
erroneously find statistical evidence 
for an effect that does not exist, 
because data are effectively 
duplicated and sample size is 
artificially increased, thus inflating 
the power to detect an effect (even 
though none may exist). Scientific 
bycatch research treats each net as a 
single datum with the number of 
birds per net (effort) providing a 
bycatch rate- this avoids 
pseudoreplication. 

- There is no error distribution 
specified and it is therefore not 
possible to independently evaluate 
whether the assumptions of the 
model are likely to be met, or what 
response variable was modelled. 

 
The Applicant has not provided any 
rationale for why they have used bycatch 
proportions as a metric rather than 
aggregated numbers and an associated 
bycatch rate in both control and 
experimental nets. The bycatch rate 
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EC criteria 
[See Table 4 in REP2-089 for 
fuller description] 

RSPB RAG rating  
(Red, Amber, 
Green) 

RSPB key observations based on current 
proposals and information provided 

(number of birds caught per km per net 
per day) should be provided as a 
scientifically recognised metric used in 
bycatch research. Bycatch rate could be 
presented in an entirely anonymised way, 
so as not to implicate individual fishers. 
The scientific literature on seabird 
bycatch mitigation provides many 
examples of how to do this, using specific 
statistical analysis, which does not appear 
to have been conducted here.  
 
Scientific data omitted 
The Applicant omits key details from the 
trial findings (REP5-068) that are 
fundamental to any robust scientific 
bycatch evaluation, including:  
- Fishing effort and sample size- data 

were collected from 9 fishers, but 
there are no details provided on: the 
gear that was used (see point below), 
how long it was in the water, and the 
number of hauls, along with the 
sample size used in their analysis. For 
example, for each fisher, data could 
be from 1 net over 1 season or 1 net 
a day. If nets vary in length between 
50 and 500 metres, then counting 
the nets is not the same as 
accounting for equal fishing effort. 

- Gillnet type - gillnets vary greatly 
(mesh size, length, etc.), so this small 
sample could be from a very diverse 
range of gillnet types and therefore 
statistical weight of their sample size 
might be lower. 

- Location and time- bycatch is hugely 
variable in time and space, the 
Applicant has not provided the range 
of locations and time of bycatch/ 
fishing. The RSPB is aware, from its 
own trials, that there is significant 
variation in the nets used depending 
on time of day and location along the 
south coast of England. Likewise, 
bycatch risk might be elevated at 
certain times of day which can also 
inform mitigation design – see the 
RSPB’s recent paper, Cleasby et al 
(2022)8 assessing bycatch risk from 

 
8 Cleasby, I. R., Wilson, L. J., Crawford, R., Owen, E., Rouxel, Y., & Bolton, M. (2022). Assessing bycatch risk from 
gillnet fisheries for three species of diving seabird in the UK. Marine Ecology Progress Series, 684, 157-179. 
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EC criteria 
[See Table 4 in REP2-089 for 
fuller description] 

RSPB RAG rating  
(Red, Amber, 
Green) 

RSPB key observations based on current 
proposals and information provided 

gillnet fisheries for three diving 
seabird species. 

- Experts that reviewed the data are 
completely unknown, so it is unclear 
if they have suitable credentials to 
analyse the data. 

- Data collection details: 
o location of cameras on boats. 
o proportion of bycatch events 

that were identifiable (ability to 
identify species from an image 
of a bird carcass in a net). 

o proportion of bycatch self-
reported by fishermen versus 
from cameras. 

o method to verify self-reported 
bycatch (e.g with camera 
footage). 

o Confirmation that the control 
nets were identical to the 
experimental nets. 

o Bycatch reduction results for the 
other species they caught. 

- Variables -The Applicant references 
statistical models to account for 
variables, but the results of these are 
not presented. They present basic 
percentage of trials with bycatch for 
sea state, wind speed and time of 
day; but that does not equal a proper 
statistical model analysis and does 
not take into account key variables 
including those listed above (fishing 
effort, location etc.). 

 
Insufficient data collection 
Whilst the methodology for collecting the 
data is promising, albeit limited by an 
absence of transparency, data from one 
season cannot provide a comprehensive 
enough scientific sample to confidently 
assess bycatch reduction (see ACAP 
guidance9 and our previous submission 
REP4-058).  
 
Lack of data transparency 
See paragraph 6.2.  
Unfortunately, without access to the data 
there is no way to check any of the 
Applicant’s analyses.  

 
9 ACAP (2021) ACAP Review of mitigation measures and Best Practice Advice for Reducing the Impact of Pelagic 
Longline Fisheries on Seabirds. In: ACAP ‐ Twelfth Meeting of the Advisory Committee. Online. 
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EC criteria 
[See Table 4 in REP2-089 for 
fuller description] 

RSPB RAG rating  
(Red, Amber, 
Green) 

RSPB key observations based on current 
proposals and information provided 

bycatch issues in UK waters, most 
notably these include: 
o The UK Fisheries Act (2020)  
o The UK Marine Strategy (part 3 - 

programme of measures)  
o The UK Bycatch Mitigation 

Initiative and  
o Seabird Conservation Strategies 

in each of the four countries 
- The introduction of regulations and 

legal frameworks could require 
fishing practices to change which 
could impact the developer’s 
compensation proposals or ability to 
implement them. 

 

Summary of RSPB assessment of bycatch reduction measure 

6.6. The information presented by the Applicant does not support the efficacy of the Looming 

Eyes Buoy (LEB) nor the statistical significance of any apparent differences between the 

control and experimental LEB trials. By not providing robust data and analysis the Secretary 

of State will not be able to evaluate the findings of the trials and thus the effectiveness of 

bycatch as a compensation measure. Based on the Applicant’s own information, as no 

razorbills were caught during the LEB experimental or control trials, this measure remains 

untested for razorbill and cannot be applied to this species.  

6.7. Based on the above assessment, we have summarised in Table 5 below the key information 

we consider the Applicant should be required to submit to the Secretary of State before a 

decision on whether to grant consent for the DCO is made. This information should be 

subject to further consultation with Interested Parties. This will ensure the Secretary of State 

is in a position to assess whether the compensation measure will have a reasonable 

guarantee of success in protecting the coherence of the National Site Network for the 

impacted species. 

6.8. Unless the complex issues described are resolved before consent, the RSPB’s advice is that 

the Secretary of State cannot conclude that the compensation measure is fit for purpose and 

thereby that the coherence of the National Site Network for the affected species will be 

protected. 

6.9. Due to the critical and substantive nature of this additional information in assessing this 

compensation measure, we recommend that the Secretary of State should consider: 

• Requiring the Applicant to submit to them the information set out in Table 5 below; and 

• Re-consulting with Interested Parties on that additional information prior to determining 

the DCO. 
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feedback from all parties to date’ (REP5-068, page 19, 4.1.1.3) untrue. This statement 

ignores concerns that were raised and implies a support for the results presented that we do 

not agree with. The concerns we raised on data are not referenced anywhere in REP5-068 

and have not been adopted, resulting in the unsatisfactory way the results have been 

written up. The Applicant should address this. 
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7. Kittiwake compensation 

7.1. The Applicant has proposed the use of artificial nesting structures (ANS) as the 

compensation measures for kittiwakes, with its clear preference for the use of an offshore 

ANS. 

7.2. The RSPB’s detailed comments on the Applicant’s proposed compensation measures for 

kittiwake can be found in the following submitted documents: 

• REP2-089: RSPB Written Representations (WRs) (section 6); 

• REP3-055: RSPB Comments on selected Deadline 1 and Deadline 2 submissions (section 

3); 

• REP4-057: RSPB Response to Calculation Methods of Hornsea Four’s Proposed 

Compensation Measures for Features of the FFC SPA and Hornsea Four comments on 

RSPB Written Representation, with reference to the use of metapopulation analysis 

(reference 6.13). 

7.3. The RSPB’s views set out in the above documents can be summarised as follows: 

• Lack of agreement on the magnitude of impact that is to be compensated for (due to 

ongoing issues regarding the agreed scale of impact); 

• Based on the magnitude of impact, a lack of agreement on the appropriate methodology 

to determine the scale of compensation required to ensure the coherence of the UK 

National Site Network for kittiwakes is protected; 

• Whether nesting habitat is a limiting factor for the breeding population of kittiwakes in 

the southern North Sea; 

• Lack of a precise location and whether it is technically feasible to provide an artificial 

nesting structure; 

• Whether artificial nesting structures will be colonised and whether these will be 

additional breeding adults as opposed to existing adults choosing to redistribute 

themselves; 

• Whether and over what timescale any new colony will achieve the target population and 

recruitment of breeding adults into the Eastern Atlantic Population and thereby to 

provide benefit to the UK SPA network for kittiwakes, including FFC SPA, and whether or 

not it will be possible to quantify any benefit; 

• Lack of a meta-population analysis to clarify the dynamics between any proposed 

purpose-built artificial nesting structure and SPA/other colony populations: elucidating 

the feasibility of establishing the proposed colonies and the consequences of such 

colony establishment on the populations of other colonies, in particular FFC SPA; 

• The reduced lead-in times for the proposed compensation in relation to the point at 

which damage will occur, and the lifetime of the compensation measure in relation 

damage; 

• Lack of clarity over the regulatory pathway in respect of the repurposing of offshore 

structures. 
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7.4. At Deadlines 5 and 5a, the Applicant has provided updates on its proposed compensation 

measures for kittiwakes in the following documents: 

• REP5-017: B2.7 Flamborough and Filey Coast (FFC) Special Protection Area (SPA): 

Kittiwake Compensation Plan (Tracked) - Revision: 02; 

• REP5-019: B2.7.2 Volume B2, Annex 7.2: Compensation measures for Flamborough and 

Filey Coast (FFC) Special Protection Area (SPA): Kittiwake Offshore Artificial Nesting 

Roadmap (Tracked) - Revision 04; 

• REP5-021: B2.7.4 Compensation measures for Flamborough and Filey Coast (FFC) Special 

Protection Area (SPA): Kittiwake Onshore Artificial Nesting Roadmap (Tracked) - 

Revision: 04; 

• REP5-025: B2.7.6 Outline Kittiwake Compensation Implementation and Monitoring Plan 

(Tracked) - Revision 02. 

7.5. These represent relatively minor updates in comparison to those for guillemot and razorbill, 

which we have addressed in detail in sections 5 and 6 above. Therefore, we have sought to 

provide a summary overview of the RSPB’s position on the kittiwake compensation 

measures as currently proposed, referring to key issues of concern. These should be read 

alongside the detailed comments referred to above which remain relevant. We have then 

summarised our overall position using the Red, Amber, Green rating described in section 3 

above. 

7.6. The key concerns covered here relate to: 

• Location; 

• Regulatory issues relating to repurposing of offshore structures. 

Location 

7.7. The Applicant has stated that it has signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the 

owners of the Wenlock Platform in the south North Sea (e.g. see paragraph 4.1.1.1 in REP5-

019 Kittiwake Offshore Artificial Nesting Roadmap (Tacked). However, the Applicant makes 

clear that this is still subject to technical studies and that those studies may require the 

Applicant to “…explore options and feasibility for repurposing an alternative existing 

platform.” (para 4.1.1.1, bullet point 3, REP5-019). 

7.8. It remains the case that there is no secured location for the Applicant’s proposed offshore 

ANS. It therefore remains high risk and wholly uncertain as to whether such a structure will 

be secured at this stage. This lack of security is of particular concern given the associated 

uncertainty relating to the regulatory regime in respect of repurposing an offshore structure 

(see below). 

Regulatory issues relating to repurposing of offshore structures 

7.9. This is closely intertwined with the Applicant’s stated preference for an offshore ANS located 

on a repurposed offshore oil or gas structure (see Location immediately above). 



41 
 

7.10. In various places, the Applicant states its confidence in its ability to navigate the regulatory 

requirements in respect of the repurposing of an oil and gas platform (e.g. para 4.1.1.1, 

bullet point 4 and section 10 in REP5-019): 

• in para 4.1.1.1: it states that it is in ongoing engagement with the North Sea Transition 

Authority (NSTA) and has shared a note with the relevant stakeholders setting out (its 

view we presume) of the proposed regulatory framework to reclassify the platform. This 

note is not in front of the examination to the best of our knowledge; 

• in section 10 it sets out its preferred approach (para 10.1.1.7), but notes that this relies 

on securing alignment with the various regulators and stakeholders (BEIS, OPRED, NSTA) 

on its proposed approach (para 10.1.1.8). 

7.11. The overriding message the RSPB takes from the latest information is that there is, as yet, no 

regulatory certainty regarding the ability to repurpose an offshore structure which is due to 

be decommissioned for the purposes of kittiwake compensation (also relevant to gannet 

compensation). No regulatory pathway has been secured on this fundamental and critical 

issue. 

Implications of recent strategic compensation pilot study workshops 

7.12. The RSPB’s concerns on this issue have been underlined following the outputs from the 

recent workshops on potential strategic compensation pilot studies held by Offshore Wind 

Industry Council Derogation Sub-Group/Pathways to Growth collaboration. These are 

referred to by the Applicant in section 6 of its REP5-086 submission and we have described 

them in section 2 above. 

7.13. There were two relevant workshops held: one on artificial nesting structures and a 

subsequent workshop on Infrastructure removal or repurposing (options included: 

repurposing for artificial nesting for seabirds; repurposing for artificial reef creation; and 

removal of defunct infrastructure). 

7.14. It is the output of the second workshop that we need to bring to the Examining Authority’s 

attention as it raises questions over the level of certainty and therefore the level of 

confidence that can currently be placed on a regulatory pathway with respect to the re-

purposing of offshore structures. 

7.15. The key point from the summary of the infrastructure removal or repurposing workshop: 

• Clear steer from OPRED and BEIS on the challenges associated with this issue. This 

resulted in consensus that this [strategic compensation pilot] work needs to pause until 

a scoping piece has been completed by BEIS, Defra and Devolved Administrations to 

identify the opportunities and challenges associated with repurposing and removal of 

offshore oil and gas and other infrastructure as compensation. OPRED are developing a 

briefing note to support on this topic. 

7.16. This highlights the central and critical role of the regulators and associated Government 

departments in determining whether there is a regulatory pathway to secure the 

repurposing of an offshore oil or gas platform for kittiwake compensation. Without clarity 

from them on the legality of the Applicant’s proposed pathway, and how it would apply to a 
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specific platform, it is the RSPB’s view that, currently, there can be no confidence as to 

whether regulatory approval can be obtained. 

7.17. Therefore, the Examining Authority has no robust information in front of it that the 

Applicant’s proposed approach can be legally secured. 

7.18. Unless a submission to this effect can be obtained from the relevant regulator and 

Government departments before the end of the examination, it is the RSPB’s view that this 

matter is so critical that it would merit the Secretary of State re-consulting with interested 

parties before deciding whether to consent the DCO. 

7.19. It is also our understanding that in other nations of the UK, ANS for kittiwake are not being 

actively pursued as a strategic or project level compensation measure, because the 

effectiveness of the measure has not been proven and it is food supply rather than nesting 

sites which is believed to be limiting the species’ population. 

Summary of RSPB position on kittiwake compensation measures 

7.20. The RSPB’s concerns with both offshore and onshore artificial nesting structures for 

kittiwake remain, as per our comments in previous submissions. The key concerns raised in 

this submission underline our concerns: failure to secure a location and, closely related, a 

failure to set out a regulatory pathway to legally secure the repurposing of offshore 

structures that has been agreed with the relevant regulators.  

7.21. At this point in time, there remains very significant doubt in both respects. Therefore, the 

RSPB concludes that the Applicant has not yet put forward a specific compensation measure 

for kittiwake that can or will be secured and which has a reasonable guarantee of success in 

protecting the coherence of the UK National Site Network for kittiwake. Our overall rating is 

red. 

7.22. Due to the critical and substantive nature of this additional information in assessing this 

compensation measure, we recommend that the Secretary of State should consider: 

• Requiring the Applicant to submit to him the information set out in Table 6 below; and 

• Re-consulting with Interested Parties on that additional information prior to determining 

the DCO. 
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8. Gannet compensation 

8.1. The Applicant has proposed bycatch reduction and Artificial Nesting Sites as a compensation 

measure for gannet. 

8.2. The RSPB’s detailed comments on the Applicant’s proposed compensation measures for 

gannets can be found in the following submitted documents: 

• REP2-089: RSPB Written Representations (WRs) (Section 6); 

• REP2-092: RSPB Annex B Derogation case: Bycatch reduction (Section 5); 

• REP4-057: RSPB Response to Calculation Methods of Hornsea Four’s Proposed 

Compensation Measures for Features of the Flamborough and Filey Coast (FFC) Special 

Protection Area (SPA) and Hornsea Four comments on RSPB Written Representation 

(reference 6.6); 

• REP4-058: RSPB Annex A – Comments on the Applicant’s Bycatch reduction documents 

submitted at Deadlines 1 and 2 (Section 2); 

• REP5-120: RSPB Comments on selected Deadline 3 and Deadline 4 submissions (Section 

4). 

8.3. The RSPB’s views set out in the above documents can be summarised as follows: 

• Bycatch reduction: there are fundamental details missing from the Applicant’s 

proposals. None of the potential bycatch reduction techniques suggested by the 

Applicant for gannet have been tested or proven in a potential target longline fishery. 

The available evidence on gannet bycatch in the UK is limited. Without a firm 

understanding of how and where gannets experience bycatch it is not possible to assess 

the efficacy of any proposed reduction measures (i.e. if we do not know the nature of 

the problem we cannot assess if the solution is effective). The Applicant has not 

provided any information on the exact methodology or monitoring proposed for gannet 

bycatch reduction as a compensation measure. The RSPB recommends any potential 

bycatch reduction measures adhere to the ACAP best practice and, for clarity, that the 

Applicant state which of the methods have been endorsed as best practice (or not) by 

ACAP. The RSPB considers it imperative that any proposed measures (proven and/or 

experimental) require at-sea trials, in a target fishery to confirm if they work and to what 

extent, with results made accessible for peer review (see in particular Section 2 REP4-

058). 

• Artificial nesting sites: The Applicant has provided no evidence of a Northern Gannet 

colony establishing and sustaining itself on a long-term basis on an artificial structure, 

the evidence of such behaviour is limited to three case studies of Australasian gannets. 

Therefore, the RSPB considers the concept of artificial nesting structures is a wholly 

unproven compensation measure for Northern Gannets (see section 6, REP2-089 for 

further detail). 

8.4. At Deadline 5, the Applicant provided updates on its proposed compensation measures for 

gannet in the following documents: 

• REP5-069: G5.15 Outline Gannet Compensation Implementation and Monitoring Plan 

Bycatch Reduction - Revision: 01; 
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9. Overall state of play with species’ compensation proposals 

9.1. This section collates the summaries from each of the above sections on species’ 

compensation measures. 

9.2. Collectively, the Hornsea Project Four compensation proposals continue to have significant 

uncertainties attached to them, even at this late stage of the examination process. We 

consider this results from a general failure to: 

• Identify specific locations and associated specific mechanisms in sufficient detail for each 

compensation measure; 

• Set out robust evidence to justify the choice of location and mechanism, 

notwithstanding claims to the contrary. For the reasons set out elsewhere, the RSPB 

considers the proposed measures fall short in significant ways that bring each measure 

into serious doubt based on the information made available in both the application 

documentation and submissions to the examination; 

• Set out in detail how significant legal and regulatory barriers associated with each 

measure will be overcome, instead asserting confidence these barriers will be in the 

future once DCO consent has been granted. 

9.3. We consider these all undermine the ability to assess and determine whether a specific 

compensation measure can meet the ecological, technical and legal requirements, to enable 

the Secretary of State to have confidence that it will have a reasonable guarantee of success, 

and thereby protect the overall coherence of the relevant species’ National Site Network. 

For some proposals, the issues are so fundamental as to question whether the measure 

should be considered as a possible compensation measure. 

9.4. Due to the significant uncertainties that remain, we have recommended where we consider 

it would be necessary for the Secretary of State to consider requesting further, detailed 

information from the Applicant and to then consult with Interested Parties on that 

information before deciding whether to consent the DCO. At this stage we consider this is 

necessary for the compensation proposals for each species (kittiwake, guillemot and 

razorbill) with the exception of gannet where we consider there is no credible or feasible 

compensation proposal in front of the examination.  

9.5. We consider it deeply regrettable that these issues have not been resolved through a 

combination of fuller application documentation and submission of more substantive 

information during the examination. Depending on the Secretary of State’s response, this 

could lead to delay in reaching a decision on the DCO. 

9.6. For each compensation proposal, we assessed the current proposals against the criteria for 

compensation set out in our main Written Representation and subsequent submissions, and 

accorded them each a Red, Amber, Green rating. This applies primarily to the guillemot and 

razorbill compensation measures. Abbreviated versions of this assessment were presented 

for those species’ compensation measures with relatively minor updates at Deadlines 5 and 

5a: kittiwake and gannet. Below we have collated the summary from each of the sections on 

species’ compensation measures. 
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Strategic compensation 

9.7. The RSPB welcomes the national level discussions on strategic compensation. However, it is 

evident that there is no system of strategic compensation currently in place, or which will be 

in place when the Secretary of State has to make a decision on the Hornsea Four DCO (by 

February 2023). Therefore, the Secretary of State will not be able to rely on strategic 

compensation as an alternative to the Applicant’s project level compensation. 

9.8. The Offshore Wind Industry Council’s Derogation Sub-group/Pathways To Growth pilot 

studies described are embryonic, with no detail available to assess them. The limited 

information that is available confirms the RSPB’s view that no weight should be placed on 

the Applicant’s strategic compensation proposals, including their application to adaptive 

management measures. 

9.9. This is most evident in connection with the repurposing of offshore structures e.g. for 

artificial nesting. As we set out in more detail in section 7 above, it is evident that the 

regulators (BEIS and OPRED) have significant concerns regarding the repurposing of offshore 

infrastructure which has resulted in them requesting a pause in the proposed pilot study 

work. 

9.10. The Defra Marine Recovery Fund and/or centralised coordination of developer funded 

action could help facilitate strategic measures for nature recovery in the future. However, 

the Marine Recovery Fund itself does not yet exist, nor are there any solid details on when 

and how it will be set up and managed. 

9.11. Therefore, it is the RSPB’s view that “strategic compensation” is not yet at a sufficient stage 

of development and implementation whereby the Secretary of State can rely on it as an 

alternative to the provision of Hornsea Four project level compensation measures. 

Therefore, it cannot be relied on as a compensation measure with a reasonable guarantee of 

success of protecting the coherence of the UK National Site Network for the impacted 

species. 

Summary of the RSPB’s views on the species’ compensation measures and 

recommended actions prior to consenting the DCO 

9.12. This section draws together the summary conclusions from sections 5-8 above. 

9.13. Due to the critical and substantive nature of the additional information in assessing the 

various compensation measures, we have recommended that the Secretary of State should, 

prior to determining the DCO, consider: 

• Requiring the Applicant to submit to them the information set out in Tables 8-10 below; 

and 

• Re-consulting with Interested Parties on that additional information. 

9.14. The only exception to this relates to gannet (Table 11) where we have concluded there are 

no credible or feasible compensation measures for this species in front of the examination. 
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Appendix 1 – Extracts from the Manual – UK Best Practice for Rodent Eradications 

(see section 5 above) 

• Worked example: Feasibility Study 

• Worked example: Operational Plan 

• Worked example: Biosecurity Plan 

 






































































































































































































































































