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11. Consultation responses from statutory consultees
referenced in the Environmental Statement

These responses have been extracted from the Rampion 2 Environmental

Statement.

Table 6-1 Formal Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter 6,
Coastal Processes

Stakeholder Theme

How this is addressed in this
ES

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

“We are concerned that
insufficient baseline data has
been gathered to allow adequate
baseline characterisation of the
marine and coastal environment
and processes”

“We are concerned with the
applicability and relevance of the
use of large sections of the
Hornsea Three PEIR Volume 5
Annex 11 Marine Processes
Technical Report in the Rampion
2

Physical Processes Chapter.”

“We have specific concerns
regarding WCS [worst case
scenario] including calculations
of sandwave clearance, potential
impacts of TFPs [Temporary
flotation pits] in the nearshore,
cable protection in the
nearshore, scour impacts due to
foundation installation.”

“Plume modelling results are not
shown schematically across the
array area.”

Detailed baseline information is
provided as Appendix 6.1:
Technical report: baseline
description, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.6.1).

Concerns were discussed as
part of the ETG meetings. It was
noted that the assessment for
Rampion 2 is undertaken on a
site specific basis and any
evidence or assessments from
other developments are only
used where suitably applicable.

Concerns were discussed as
part of the ETG meetings. The
project design envelope has
been reviewed and the relevant
named assessment sections of
the ES were reviewed in terms
of the WCS used. TFPs in the
nearshore have since been
removed from the design
envelope.

The assessment of plume
dispersion has been completed
using spreadsheet-based
modelling. The assessment is
detailed in Section 2 of
Appendix 6.3: Technical
report: impact assessment,
Volume 4 of the ES (Document
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Stakeholder Theme

How this is addressed in this
ES

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

“Evidence should be provided to
show both near- and far-field
effects on the tidal regime due to
the development (and in-
combination with Rampion 1).“

“The potential impact of the
following aspects of the project
have not been adequately
assessed: Temporary Floatation
Pits (TFPs) in the nearshore
zone (potentially for up to 5
years)"

“We advise the Applicant to
consider avoiding the use of
Temporary Floatation Pits. For
example, by extending the
length of each duct from the
HDD drill compound location to
a pop-out location at a subtidal
water depth which is sufficient to
facilitate the safe operating
depth of the Cable Lay Vessel.”

“The Applicant should also
consider historical morphological
change of the sandbanks in
order to understood how the
sandbanks might be affected by
the project.”

Reference: 6.4.6.3) with results
provided in tables showing
distance from release.

The assessment (including
potential in-combination effects
with Rampion 1) has been
based on fluid dynamics theory
which concludes that the wake
length distance is significantly
less than the corresponding tidal
excursion distance with effects
limited both in space and
magnitude. This is in line with
numerical modelling for
numerous other windfarms.
Detail is provided in Section 4
of Appendix 6.3: Technical
report: impact assessment,
Volume 4 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.6.3)

Following a review of the
planned installation options,
TFPs in the nearshore have
since been removed from the
design envelope.

Following a review of the
planned installation options,
TFPs in the nearshore have
since been removed from the
design envelope.

The primary process
mechanisms driving sediment
transport (affecting sandbank
morphology) are waves and
tides. The EIA has assessed
that these pathways of effect
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Stakeholder Theme

How this is addressed in this
ES

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

“Given the proximity to the
Offshore Overfalls MCZ, we
would wish to see the
predictions and a plot of
suspended sediment
concentrations and the spatial
extent of potential cumulative
sediment plumes generated by
the AQUIND interconnector
cable installation/maintenance
activities and the Rampion 2
cable/foundation installation
activities*

“Given the potential for local and
short-term increases in SSCs
that is predicted during the
foundation preparation and
cable burial operations, it is
recommended that sampling of
in-water suspended sediment
concentrations should be
undertaken during these
operations.*

“Please can the Applicant
provide a separate assessment
that considers whether

and so the potential impacts on
the (sandbank) receptor are
limited (no measurable effect).
As such, even more detailed
baseline assessments of historic
patterns of morphological
change through natural
processes would not influence
the outcome of the assessment.

The assessment of plume
dispersion (including potential
cumulative effects with the
AQUIND interconnector cable)
has been completed using
spreadsheet-based modelling.
The assessment is detailed in
Section 2.8 of Appendix 6.3:
Technical report: impact
assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.6.3) with results provided in
tables showing distance from
release.

The increase in SSC does not
affect coastal process receptors
and therefore no monitoring is
required. Refer to the following
chapters for potential monitoring
requirements for other receptors:
Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish
ecology; Chapter 9: Benthic
subtidal and intertidal
ecology; Chapter 10:
Commercial fisheries; Chapter
11: Marine mammals; Chapter
12: Offshore ornithology; and
Chapter 26: Water
environment, Volume 2 of the
ES (Document Reference: 6.2.8,
6.2.9,6.2.10,6.2.11, 6.2.12 and
6.2.26 respectively).

Concerns were discussed as
part of the ETG meetings. It was
agreed that no measurable
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Stakeholder Theme

How this is addressed in this
ES

Natural
England

Natural
England

sandwave clearance (as well as
any material disposal), could
influence patterns of sediment
transport, resulting in
morphological change? We
would also like to see an
assessment of the potential
adverse impact on adjacent
sandbank systems due fto the
removal of sandwaves (or other
significant bedforms).”

“The potential environmental
impacts on nearshore
hydrodynamics and the
sediment transport regime
should be assessed for a WCS
whereby the 16 TFPs remain in
situ for up to 5 years.”

“It will be important for a full
assessment of coastal variability
to be undertaken under a range
of coastal management and
climate change scenarios...this
will enable appropriate setback
distances for the Transition
Jointing Bays (TJBs)"

change is assessed as likely to
occur to the wave climate or tidal
regimes affecting the banks, and
therefore, there would logically
be no change to regional
sediment transport patterns
interacting with the banks.
Sandwave levelling will only
redistribute sediment locally and
so is also unlikely to cause
changes to relatively distant
features.

Following a review of the
planned installation options,
TFPs in the nearshore have
since been removed from the
design envelope.

Concerns were discussed as
part of the ETG meetings. It was
discussed that future
management decisions by other
third-parties (e.g. the
Environment Agency) will control
the future evolution of the
coastline, incorporating but
otherwise irrespective of the
landfall design chosen in the
present by Rampion 2.

A commitment has been made
(C-247 in Table 6-12) to
undertake ground investigation
at the landfall site at the post-
DCO application stage. This
would be carried out to inform
the exact siting and detailed
design of the TJB and
associated apparatus. In
addition, this would inform a
'coastal erosion and future
beach profile estimation
assessment’, which in turn would
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Stakeholder Theme

How this is addressed in this
ES

MMO

MMO

MMO

MMO

“The PEIR should address the
Spatial scale and consequences
of UXO and boulder clearance,
as well as the potential for any
sandwave clearance
requirement*

“It would be valuable to provide
graphic spatial representation of
the data [spreadsheet model
outputs] as calculated versus
(perhaps) measured or other
(process) modelled data to
illustrate the efficacy of the
method and to understand the
difference in spatial
representation of impact that is
implied.”

“Due to the desktop methods
adopted, there is no clear spatial
representation of impacts in
either Section 6 or Chapter 6
appendices (other than the wave
impact extents on Graphics A-6
to A-20) — impacts are resented
solely as tabulated data. Where
data has not been modelled in
the same way (e.g., suspended
sediment plume and deposition
extents), a representative
graphic would be of value, in
order to illustrate how the
spreadsheet method translates

to a map view for impact
assessment.”

“Chapter 5, Section 5.7.2
identifies a need to define both a
present and future baseline. The

inform the need for and design
of any further mitigation and
adaptive measures to help
minimise the vulnerability of
these assets from future coastal
erosion and tidal flooding.

Assessment of impacts of UXO
clearance will be undertaken in
line with industry standard
approaches as part of post
consent licencing requirements
when further details are known.

The maximum spatial extent of
varying levels of impact on
suspended sediment
concentrations and
corresponding sediment
deposition for all activities is
illustrated in a new Figure 6.3.4
in Section 2.9 of Appendix 6.3:
Technical report: impact
assessment, Volume 4 of the

ES (Document Reference:
6.4.6.3).

The future baseline is more
clearly defined, in Section 6.6
paragraph 6.6.9.
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Stakeholder Theme

How this is addressed in this
ES

MMO

MMO

Clymping
Parish
Council

Clymping
Parish
Council

MMO notes that the latter is not
clearly defined and requests that
this is updated within the ES.*

“References are made to
situations which will not be
permitted to arise e.qg., Chapter
6 Appendix Table 2-6 and
associated text suggest that
sediment deposition (such as
associated with drilling and
dredging for WTG locations) will
not be permitted to thicknesses
over 4-5m thick, limited by
‘drilling protocols’. However, this
is not explained and questions
arise such as how will this be
limited and where will any other
sediment go? This mitigation
should be explained in more
detail in the ES."

“The assessment of plumes and
sediment suspension and
deposition has largely assumed
a sediment type based on sand
(quartz density etc). However,
the underlying bed contains both
sand and area of chalk. The
assessment has not addressed
the differences that may arise as
a result of this difference in
sediment type this should be
updated in the ES.”

“WIill this increase or decrease
the risk of flooding from the sea
at Clymping? “

“ [Provide detail of] The detail of
the proposed horizontal drilling
works and the potential risks of

The distribution of deposited
sediment volume can be
managed during the construction
period. Either through selective
placement of the material in the
first place, or through
redistribution of sediment
afterwards. These limits are
presented as a realistic limitation
on the maximum design
scenario. As part of the
construction method statement,
RED will produce a foundation
installation methodology,
including a dredging protocol,
drilling methods and disposal of
drill arisings and material
extracted (C-279) in Table 6-12.

Additional comment and
assessment are included in the
relevant sections of Appendix
6.3: Technical report: impact
assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.6.3) for the possibility of
some or all of sediment arisings
being chalk.

A separate Flood Risk
Assessment is provided in
Appendix 26.2: Flood Risk
Assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.26.2).

Horizontal drilling techniques
avoid direct disturbance of the
upper soil layers by design. As
such, there is minimal

10
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Stakeholder Theme

How this is addressed in this
ES

this to the fragile coastline and
sea defences at Clymping.“

disturbance to the fabric of the
coastline and so minimal risk of
affecting the naturally occurring
patterns of coastline evolution.

Table 7-5

7, Other Marine Users

Statutory Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter

Stakeholder Theme How this is addressed in this
ES

Marine 7.1.1[ID 64] SENSITIVITY The matrices within this OMU

Management MATRICES: assessment are consistent with

Organisation

Natural
England

Natural
England

“matrices for sensitivity are
different to the shipping and
navigation and commercial
fisheries therefore when cross
referencing impacts to marine
users this could cause
confusion”

7.6.42 [ID 1014]:
AQUACULTURE

“potential for parties to come
forward considering aquaculture
(particularly seaweed farming) in
the general area.”

7.6.23 [ID 1015]: CABLES
“Have possible in combination
effects [for the now completed
IFAZ2 cable] during the
operational phase been
considered?’

7.6.43 [ID 1016]: CABLES
“CrossChannel Fibre
cable....should be kept under
review. Based on its landfall at
Brighton it seems possible it
could interact with the array.”

11

Chapter 10: Commercial
Fisheries, Volume 2 of the ES of
the ES (Document Reference
6.2.10) and other ES chapters
and so remain unchanged.
However, Chapter 13: Shipping
and navigation, Volume 2 of the
ES of the ES (Document
Reference 6.2.13) Shipping and
Navigation maintains aspect-
specific terminology so will differ
to other ES chapters.

Updates have been made from a
review of the MMO public register
of licences and TCE leases to
take account of any recent
aquaculture proposals, however
the outcome of the assessment is
unchanged.

IFA2 was included in CEA Table
7-22 of the cumulative
assessment but is now also
added into Table 7-23 in terms of
sediment and follow-on
assessment.

CrossChannel Fibre became
operational December 2021 and
updates made.

The outcome of the assessment
is unchanged.
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England

Natural
England

Mulberry

Marine

M

Table 7-16 [ID 1017]: Predicted levels of sediment

SEDIMENT deposition are described in detail

(Table 7-19 in ES) For Offshore in Chapter 6: Coastal

trenching for cables, Offshore Processes, Volume 2 of the ES

ECC and Array, the local of the ES (Document Reference

sediment deposition in PEIR (and 6.2.6). That chapter has been

MCZ within) may be “much more used to inform this assessment of

of a potential issue than is OMU - see Section 7.9.

described in some of the nature

conservation-based chapters”

and relevant details “should be

included in, and inform, the

relevant chapters and within the

cumulative impacts assessments

presented within them.”

7.12.11-7.12.16 [ID 1019]: Predicted levels of suspended

SEDIMENT sediment and sediment

“With the AQUIND Interconnector deposition have been modelled

cable and multiple aggregates  and are described in detail in

dredging sites within, and in Chapter 6: Coastal Processes,

extremely close proximity to, the Volume 2 of the ES of the ES

PEIR Boundary it is not seen as (Document Reference 6.2.6) and

sufficient to dismiss the potential are also summarised in Table 7-

for cumulative impacts based on 17. That chapter has been used

arguments around ‘fast flows’ andto inform an assessment of

reports that are over 10 years cumulative impacts on OMU

old. The modelling referred to (including with the AQUIND

was conducted to examine Interconnector and aggregate

cumulative impacts with the sites) — this is presented in

aggregates sites for Rampion 1, Section 7.12.

because it was required to

understand that impact.

Therefore, the same level of

consideration should be applied

to this project. Given that

Rampion 2 is located in

extremely close proximity to the

aggregates sites, and the

licenses have been updated, it

follows that up-to-date modelling

should be provided. It should be

noted that the aggregates

companies themselves are

required to undertake regular

monitoring as part of their license

in relation to the sensitivity of

ecological receptors in this area.”

Table 7-16 [ID 8]: SEDIMENT Para text amended, 8 / 16km is
correct. Distances updated to nm
as well in Table.

12
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Ltd

SWT & TWT

Mulberry
Marine
Experiences
Ltd

Mulberry
Marine
Experiences
Ltd

Mulberry
Marine

“It would be helpful if distances

could be provided in nm and thus

directly measurable on a chart’

Para 7.9.120 [ID 10]: SEDIMENT

Disagreement between
statements with “SSC travelling
approximately 5km whereas the
Table quotes 16km / 8km.”
Para 7.6.30 [ID 10]: DIVING
(BASELINE)

Clarify that “SeaSearch...point

(( Rampion2
o

M

Text has been amended, though
data before 2014 is not used in
assessment due to its age

data...[has records]...dating back Seasearch data from 2014 to

more than 20 years”
Para 7.6.30 [ID 1]: DIVING
Figure 7.8 “title is misleading”

2021 has been used.
Figure title amended to show
indicative dive locations.

given the data source. There are As a proxy for diving baseline, in
also many more “dive sites within the absence of any regional club

and immediately adjacent to the
PEIR Leach Assessment

data (which was requested but
not received), the figure is now

Boundary” as the figure is “based updated to show dive vessel

on an incomplete dataset’.
Therefore “the impact on diving
activities will have been
significantly under-estimated.”
Para 7.6.31 [ID 2]: DIVING
(EVIDENCE / BASELINE)
Concern that dive centres,
charter vessels and dive clubs
have not been determined,
neither in situ or those across

charter routes; and wrecks and
obstructions. The Figure has not
been updated with 2022
SeaSearch data as this is not
publicly available at the time of
writing (although data up to end
of 2021 has now been included).
Dive clubs, centres and schools
were included in text at PEIR but
further detail added in ES.

Southern England...[and] Greater Additional information added for

London that will use
Littlehampton / Selsey /
Newhaven and charter vessels
Para 7.9.14 [ID 4]: DIVING
“This is based on an incomplete
dataset and the impact on diving
activities will have been
significantly under-

estimated.... The conclusion of
the paragraph is considered
correct — second sentence and
first clause of third sentence
should be removed.”

Para 7.9.35 [ID 5]: DIVING
“Remove references to majority
of sites outside PEIR since not
proven / incomplete dataset’
Para 7.9.110 [ID 9]: DIVING

13

UK regional survey data on
watersport participation, specific
to diving.

Evidence base has been updated
as above and is considered to be
appropriate for the purposes of
EIA.

Second sentence and third
sentence/ first clause removed
(which include references to
majority of sites being outside of
project boundary). The outcome
of the assessment is unchanged.

The predicted changes in
Suspended Sediment



Rampion 2 Consultation Report — Annex 3
Application Reference 5.1.3.

Experiences
Ltd

Emphasis made on impacts to
“dive sites between Selsey and
the Export
Corridor...[and]...Selsey out to
the Owers”. Opposite Pagham,
Outer(Far) Mulberry is "extremely
popular ...accessible to all levels
of diver ...used to introduce
people to UK Sea Diving ...the
most popular dive site on our
Boat Schedule (typically 30% of
our dives will be to this one site)
and...varied and numerous
marine life and soft/hard corals.”
In this region “visibility is usually
best on the ebb tide”.

Particular impacts not sufficient
as the site “is within the quoted
maximum Neap range for the
Plume [and...] therefore likely to
have a significant adverse
impact’

Activity will not be displaced as
“Dive sites [within Sussex] to the
West of the Bill (namely
Bracklesham Bay) do not have
the same depth / variety / marine
life / water visibility as those to
the East...[and so] can expect a
corresponding decline in
business for this period.

Dive Sites [outside of Sussex] to
the South West are [not as good
as] historically lower visibility than
those to the East due to the
influence of the Solent and the
NAB dredging ground.”

Para 7.9.146 [ID 13]: DIVING
(SEDIMENT)

Impacts not sufficient as “every
dive site East of Selsey is
potentially going to be impacted
by the Plume [during
construction]’, potentially
“worsened by the weather” and
“with risk that once divers
understand [this]... they will
simply go elsewhere...until the
work is completed.”

14
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Concentration (SSC) are
presented in Table 7-17 and
effects on diving Paragraphs
7.9.9 et seq. The coastal
processes modelling has shown
that at 5km from the construction
works, the levels of suspended
sediment will be within the range
of 10m/g to 300mg/l and will
reduce to immeasurable levels
within two to three days of the
works. This is therefore a change
of negligible magnitude, which is
short term and reversible.
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Littlehampton

[ID 3]: DIVING (IMPACTS)

Harbour Board Update impacts given “Proper
consideration [should be] given to (Document Reference 6.2.13)
the economic and potential safety considers the safety risks to

Mulberry
Marine
Experiences
Ltd

impacts on the harbour and its
users, whilst leveraging the
opportunities to bring mutual
benefits to both the project and
local marine stakeholders.”

[ID 4]: DIVING (EVIDENCE)

“I do not believe these have yet
been fully and fairly assessed
due to vessel traffic assessments
occurring during the COVID-19
pandemic and an over reliance
on AIS data (which only a small
minority of the port’s users are
required to have).”

Table 7-12 C-99 [ID 3]: DIVING
(NOISE)

(Now Table 7-14) Missing
assessment for “impact that the
increased underwater noise from
Piling...divers won’t want to be in
the water within a considerable
distance of the PEIR.”

15
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Chapter 13: Shipping and
navigation, Volume 2 of the ES

vessel operators, and any
impediment to transit to regional
harbours.

Diver charter vessels now
included, limited to those with
AIS, as well as consideration of
consultation responses received.
Socioeconomics and tourism
chapter considers fully the impact
to local businesses. Including
harbours and charter vessels.
The assessment has been further
supported since the publication of
PEIR with additional summer
vessel surveys to ensure any
effect of the COVID-19 pandemic
has been addressed. Winter
vessel traffic surveys are also
planned for Nov 2022. Evidence
therefore represents the best
available data.

C-99 addresses divers within
immediate vicinity <500m from
piling. C-101 addresses divers
across larger distances from
piling, considering that impact is
temporary, short lived and
reversible.

In the absence of mitigation the
impact magnitude may be greater
than low (albeit there is no UK
evidence that any OWF has
displaced recreation

diving >500m), but as the project
has committed to appropriate
mitigation the Applicant considers
the conclusion robust and has not
changed it. It is very rare for
OWFs to impact on diving to date
in the UK, though this was the
case for Rampion 1, but only
within 500m of piling (as
addressed here for Rampion 2 by
C-101). The Rampion 1

communication plan was
considered to be effective in its
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Mulberry
Marine
Experiences
Ltd

Para 7.9.129 [ID]: NOISE

(- Rampion2
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implementation and as such
should be given a high degree of
confidence in managing likely
significant effects.

Furthermore, Rampion 2
mitigation for impacts from
underwater noise will be
implemented, as a minimum
including the use of a low noise
hammer technology, which will
reduce the extents of injurious or
startle response extents for
human divers as well as for other
sensitive receptors such as black
seabream and seahorse. The
project has therefore proposed
appropriate mitigation measures
which may also include the use of
bubble curtains, depending on
the time of year, as defined in the
In principle sensitive features
mitigation plan (Document
Reference 7.17).

Text has been updated; a

Clarification requested “It is noted duration of approximately 12

that Piling operations will take
place over approximately 48
months” vs. “during a Sea Users
group meeting it was stated that
Piling would take place in a six
month period.”

Para 7.9.138 [ID 11]: NOISE
Para 7.9.144 [ID 12]: NOISE
There is a need for “expected
noise level ...at specific
distances” to map out impacts
Note that “During Rampion 1,
piling could be heard on the
Outer Mulberry” (dull thump, 17
miles); and “Waldrons and near
East Borough Head” (more

months for piling is correct.
Noise level contour mapping is
not considered a requirement for
diving impacts, as is consistent
with other OWF EIAs, however
contours shown for fish and
shellfish in Chapter 8: Fish and
shellfish ecology, Volume 2 of
the ES (Document Reference
6.2.8) provide a precautionary
indication given their greater
sensitivity to noise.

Also see response above in
regards to exclusion zones, the
appointment of a Diving Liaison
Officer and the development of a

noticeable, 11 miles); and “Figure diver communication plan.

8.17 ... confirms our view that
when Piling is in the Western
zone of the PEIR, that no diving
will be feasible from Selsey Bill’.
Anticipated impacts include
“business...[including]
accommodation, food providers

16
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ARM

etc” and impact should be
“Medium”.
Mitigation measures will minimise
risk to divers “adjacent to the
Construction area” but not
“Selsey Dive Sites within just 5-
6nm of the Construction Area,
divers will simply stop diving this
area until the work is complete”
Natural 7.9.149 [ID 1018]: NOISE The noise impact area has been
England “More than only a relatively small quantified more precisely based
portion of the habitats important on model outputs and are
for fish in the fish and shellfish  presented in Appendix 11.3,
study area are affected by noise Volume 4 (Document Reference
impacts, as shown by contours.” 6.4.11.3). Subsequent effects on
fish and shellfish ecology are
described in Chapter 8: Fish and
shellfish ecology, Volume 2 of
the ES (Document Reference

6.2.8).
Fishing [ID 24]: DISPLACEMENT Other marine users, mainly divers
Consultee More consideration of and recreational boating beyond
displacement of other sea users the inshore’, are not currently
is required as the “current displaced from Rampion 1 (apart

displacement effect, coupled with from during maintenance),

that from Rampion 1 site, the aggregates sites (apart from

MCZ, MPA, aggregate extraction active dredging) or MPAs (unless

sites, shipping lanes and IFCA  damaging activities). Existing

managed areas, leaves very little shipping lanes and IFCA

space for other sea users” managed areas are not
considered in the cumulative
effects assessment as they are
existing plans or projects and are
therefore included in the
baseline.

Table 8-6 Statutory Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter 8,
Fish and shellfish ecology

Stakeholder Comment ID Theme How this is
addressed in this
ES
NE 253/282 Design Process. To avoid impacting
Given that the cable known sensitive
channel chosen runs features and identify
across known black the shortest feasible
seabream nesting path, alternate cable
habitat, it must be clearly routing to microsite
demonstrated how around sensitive

Rampion has soughtto features will be

17
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259/260/261/
264/266

275/318

avoid impacts via the

design process to date.

Have alternative cable

routes been considered

to minimise the impact
on nesting black
seabream?

Data collection
Concerns raised
regarding the timing of
site-specific surveys,

which were undertaken

outside of the optimum

black seabream nesting

period and reliance on
old data Coull et al.
(1998) and Ellis et

al. (2010, 2012).

Baseline data
NE request evidence

that all salmon and sea

trout swim in from the
west/from the Atlantic.
NE request values and
figures to illustrate
predicted plumes.

18
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undertaken (Table 8-
13). This has
involved detailed
design work, using
geodata and cable
engineering
expertise. Different
trenching methods
are also being
considered (see
Rampion 2
Technical Note:
Cable Corridor area
mitigation for
sensitive features
(Evidence Plan
Report (Document
Reference 7.21)).
Black seabream
nesting can occur in
March to July
(paragraph 8.6.83).
The limitations and
uncertainties of using
these sources are
addressed in
Section 8.5. The
baseline
characterisation data
has been agreed
through the evidence
plan process, in light
of the proposed
mitigations
(paragraph 8.3.16).
Current existing
evidence supporting
the predominant
migratory paths of
these species is
provided within
paragraph 8.6.72.
Table 8-12 presents
the maximum design
scenario associated
with increases in
suspended sediment
concentrations (SSC)
and deposition. For
detailed information
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38/39/251/254/258/

Black seabream

276/278/279/280/281/ baseline data

310/ 347

Concerns that the

assessment relies upon

spatially discrete data
and large data gaps

exist. NE request further
data on black seabream

nesting habitats is

\ﬁ Rampion 2
V\ RM

on sediment plumes
see Chapter 6:
Coastal processes,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document
Reference 6.2.6).
RED has used the
best available data to
provide a
representative
characterisation of
the receiving
environment

(Table 8-10). The
combination of site-

collected to adequately specific surveys, and
characterise the Study published literature
Area for black seabream. has allowed the

NE request that potential characterising

and existing black
seabream nesting
habitats are clearly
mapped.

19

species to be noted.
The site-specific
survey data has
included additional
data presented in
paragraph 8.5.6.
Limitations of the
data set are
discussed within
paragraph 8.5.7 to
8.5.14. Recognising
the concerns around
the potential for
under-representation
of bream nesting
activity in the wider
area, RED has made
use of all existing
information, including
20 years of regional
data, as depicted in
Figures 8.14a
(Document
Reference 6.3.8) and
8.14b, Volume 3
(Document
Reference 6.3.8),
which illustrate the
survey boxes
showing the black
seabream survey
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249

Noise modelling.

The worst-case scenario

has not always been
applied correctly in

relation to the baseline
data. Itis unclear if the
Applicant is planning on

simultaneous piling. If

this is the case, then it
needs to be considered

in all of the models
undertaken.

20
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extents, and the
historic and potential
nesting areas. Site
specific geophysical
surveys have also
been undertaken,
informing the
potential locations of
nesting areas.
Additionally, a
precautionary
assessment has
been undertaken
which assumes black
seabream nests to
be present.

It should also be
noted that cable
routing has been
undertaken to
microsite the export
cable corridor around
sensitive features
such as black
seabream nesting
areas, with a focus to
route the cable
through areas of
deeper sediment and
areas that have
shown a lack of long-
term changes to the
seabed.

Revised noise
modelling has been
undertaken to assess
the worst-case
scenario, which has
been applied to the
assessment
throughout Section
8.9. RED confirm
that simultaneous
piling is being
considered, and the
worst-case scenario
in relation to this has
been assessed in
Section 8.9.
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251/ 282/ 308/ 319/
326

311/ 327

Impacts to black
seabream
Concerns raised

regarding the impacts to
black seabream nesting

habitats outside of the

MCZ. In relation to black

seabream some of the

key issues relate to the

assessment of
underwater noise,
suspended sediment,
direct disturbance, and

(( Rampion 2
-

M

Details of underwater
noise modelling are
presented in
Appendix 11.3:
Underwater noise
assessment
technical report
Volume 4 of the ES
(Document
Reference 6.4.11.3).
Impacts to black
seabream arising
from all of the noted
sources (underwater
noise, suspended
sediment, direct
disturbance, and
long-term loss of
habitat) are
assessed in
Sections 8.9, 8.10,
and 8.11. Embedded
mitigation to reduce

long-term loss of nesting the magnitude of

sites. NE disagree with

the conclusion that the
magnitude of
disturbance would be
moderate.

Black seabream
mitigation
NE request further

evidence on the success

of reinstated chalk
bedrock as a feasible

impacts from
underwater noise,
suspended sediment,
direct disturbance
and habitat loss have
been detailed in
Table 8-13.
Floatation pits will no
longer be
considered. Alternate
measures have been
proposed to
eliminate the need

mitigation measure. We for floatation pits

are yet to see sufficient
monitoring in relation to

the floatation pits for
Rampion 1. NE cannot

(paragraph 8.3.30).
Targeted meetings
that discussed
proposed mitigation

agree that there is a high options are detailed
likelihood of successfully in paragraph 8.3.39

reducing the significant

of impact to no

significant levels at this

stage.

21

et seq. Different
trenching methods
have been
considered to
minimise the footprint
and identify the
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40/251/ 257/ 274/
314

41/251/ 325

Impacts to
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shortest feasible path
through the chalk
beds and presumed
black seabream
nests.

Potential impacts

Hippocampus species from underwater

Concern for underwater

noise and
suspended/deposited
sediment impacts.

Sensitivities to habitat

structure changes,

removal of substratum,
visual disturbance and

noise, SSC and
deposition, changes
to habitats and direct
disturbance of
seahorses have
been assessed
within Sections 8.9,
8.10 and 8.11 with

deoxygenation should be sensitivities and

considered. The
assessment should

consider impacts to the

species outside of
designated sites.

Additionally, seahorse

species should be
included here as a

largely benthic species

with slow swimming
speeds, high

magnitudes updated
as appropriate.

In addition, RED
have provided
mitigation options in
the “Rampion 2
Technical

Note: Underwater
noise mitigation for
sensitive feature™

conservation value and which highlights the
recorded presence within use of primary and

the locality.

Impacts to Herring
(Clupea harengus)
Concerns about the
impacts from
suspended/deposit
sediment and from
underwater noise on

herring the proximity of
the spawning area to the
southeast of the array.

22

secondary mitigation,
to reduce or avoid
the effects on
seahorse.

Herring have been
considered
throughout the
assessment in
Sections 8.9, 8.10
and 8.11 with the
sensitivities and
magnitudes of impact
updated as
appropriate. A
Technical Note
provided by RED,
“Rampion 2
Technical Note:
Underwater noise
mitigation for
sensitive feature™



Rampion 2 Consultation Report — Annex 3

Application Reference 5.1.3.

332

263/271/272/273

335-336

EMF Impacts
NE request studies of

EMF effects relevant to

sparid fish to assess
sensitivity.

Assessment Impacts

NE recommend species,

Atlantic salmon, sea
lamprey and European
native oyster to be
included in the
assessment. NE
recommend an

(( Rampion 2
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noted the use of
primary and
secondary mitigation,
to reduce or avoid
the effects of
underwater noise
impacts on herring,
based on underwater
noise modelling to
determine the worst-
case ranges for
potential impact on
spawning herring.
The assessment has
been updated based
on the most recent
available information
as presented in
Section 8.10.

All recommended
species have been
included in the
assessments
throughout Sections
8.9 to 8.10. Sandeel
have been
considered

assessment of increased throughout Sections

SSC and deposition
impact on sandeel.

Decommissioning

8.9, 8.10 and 8.11
and additional data
from JNCC (2021)
has been added to
support the
statement made in
paragraph 8.6.28.
RED notes that the

If cable protection is left approach to
in situ in relation to black decommissioning will

seabream this has the
potential to make any
nesting habitat loss

be detailed in the
Decommissioning
Plan as detailed

permanent. Potential for within paragraph

suspended sediment is
highly dependent on the

final scope of the

8.11.14.
Furthermore,
potential impacts

decommissioning works. from the

The worst case for
suspended sediment
should be considered
here.

23

decommissioning of
Rampion 2 have
been assessed in
Section 8.11.
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MMOJ/Cefas 66/68

76/88

Transboundary
Impacts

NE note Downs herring

spawning is likely to
have transboundary
effects.

Inter-related effects
Concerns raised
regarding potential
impacts from inter-

-~

(( Rampion
- M
Transboundary
effects, including
consideration of the
Downs herring
spawning stock
within Section 8.13.
RED confirms that all
Proposed
Development lifetime
effects are assessed

related effects on nestingin Chapter 30: Inter-

black seabream from
directed disturbance,
SSC and sediment
deposition, and
underwater noise.

Receptors requiring
assessment

MMO requested that
native oyster and blue

mussel be included as a

related effects,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document
Reference 6.2.30).

Native oyster, blue
mussel and cuttlefish
have been included
as receptors in
Table 8-7. Impacts

receptor for the fish and from direct and

shellfish ecology
assessment and

indirect disturbances
leading to the

cuttlefish as a species of release of sediment
commercial importance contaminants on

in the assessment.
Direct and indirect
seabed disturbance

King Scallop, Blue
Mussel and Native
Oyster have been

leading to the release of considered in

sediment contaminants

as an impact on
demersal spawners

should extend to include

filter feeding species.
Underwater noise
assessment. MMO
recommend seabass

Sections 8.9 and
8.11.

Seabass have been
considered within the
assessment

should be included in the (Sections 8.9 to

underwater noise

8.11) as well as

assessment. MMO state ‘other fish receptors’

if sandeel are to be
included in the

including species
such as cod, lemon

assessment, when other sole, sprat and

fish species with

whiting. Sandeel are

spawning grounds in the considered

area have not been

included e.g. sole, cod,

lemon sole, then this

24

separately within the
assessment due to
their demersal
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82/83

should be justified by
also highlighting their
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spawning behaviours
and close affiliation

benthic spawning nature to the seabed.
and close affiliation with

the seabed.

Modelling thresholds. RED noted that
Concerns were raised  whilst following

regarding the stakeholder
appropriateness of discussions there
McCauley et al . (2000) remained

for use in the disagreements on a
assessment of definitive disturbance

behavioural impacts of threshold specifically
underwater noise on fish for black seabream,
during topic group a threshold of 141dB
meetings in 2020. It was re 1uyPa SELss as
noted that RED has defined by Kastelein
committed to undertake et al. (2017) has

a qualitative assessment been used and

of behavioural effects on potential behavioural
fish in line with that impacts on black
described in Popper et seabream from

al . (2014), where underwater noise
quantification is not have been assessed
possible. The MMO on this basis in
notes that the McCauley Sections 8.9 and

et al . (2000) threshold  8.11. Where a

has been included in the quantifiable
modelling for the PEIR. assessment was not
However, in addition, the possible, a

Hawkins et al. (2014) qualitative

threshold has also been assessment of

used in the modelling, behavioural effects
which the MMO on fish and shellfish

supports. receptors has been
undertaken.

Data Limitations. Data limitations of

MMO note the the geophysical

importance of survey are presented

recognising the in Section 8.5.

limitations of data from
site specific geophysical
survey to supplement
existing data on black
seabream nesting
locations and other
limitations such as the
age of data, seasonal
variations in species
presence or abundance,

25
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89/92/93

and fishing methods
used to collect data.
Data collection.

MMO notes that the
discussion on black

(( Rampion2
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The survey was
completed outside of
the optimal period

seabream nesting sites however nesting has
fails to demonstrate how been observed to the

data collected are
representative despite

east in Kimmeridge
Bay on the Matt

being conducted outside Doggett black

of the spawning and
nesting season. If

seabream project in
late June to early

aggregate industry nest July (2015).

site monitoring improves

the level of confidence in The 20-year
the data, this should be composite dataset

demonstrated with

used for historic

figures. MMO request a black seabream
figure to demonstrate the nesting is taken from
black seabream nest site the aggregates

results identified during

the Gardline survey of
July/August 2020.

26

industry from 2002 to
present, which
highlights black
seabream nest
locations
predominately within
the Kingmere MCZ
but also within the
cable corridor
(Figures 8.14a
(Document
Reference 6.3.8) and
8.14b, (Document
Reference 6.3.8)
Volume 3 of the ES).
The combination of
the long term and
site-specific surveys
leads to the
conclusion that nests
are likely to be
present within the
export cable corridor
(Paragraphs 8.6.27
to 8.6.89).
Appendix 9.4:
Rampion 2
geophysical
survey, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document
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Mulberry
Marine
Experience

94/98/100-
104/109/110

106

14

Mitigation.
Concerns that

construction will result in

significant adverse
effects on black

seabream and herring

during their spawning
and nesting seasons.
MMO require close
examination of
embedded

environmental measures
and recommends early

engagement prior

submission. The MMO

believes that piling
restrictions during the
black seabream
spawning and nesting

season and the Downs

-~
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Reference 6.4.9.1)
presents potential
nesting areas as
detailed in the
Gardline survey (see
Chart 7 in Appendix
9.4, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document
Reference 6.4.9.4)).
Targeted meetings
with appropriate
stakeholders
discussing the
technical notes
‘Underwater noise
mitigation for
sensitive features’
and ‘Cable Corridor
area mitigation for
sensitive features’
occurred in February
2022. Embedded
environmental
measures are
discussed throughout
Sections 8.9 to
8.11.

herring spawning season

may be required.
Cumulative Impact
Assessment.

The MMO expect black
seabream to be afforded

a species-specific
cumulative impact

assessment within the

EIA.

Concerns raised about
the impact of noise and

sediment on
elasmobranchs and

27

The cumulative
effects from other
activities are
considered at the
community scale in
Section 8.12 in line
with standard
practice and the
agreed approach
during scoping. Black
seabream has not
therefore been
afforded a species-
specific cumulative
assessment.

The impacts from
underwater noise,
direct disturbance
and sediment
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Fishing 23
Organisations/
Fishermen

ﬁ Rampion2
L) meens

invertebrates, including suspension and

undulate and thornback deposition on

rays and scallops. elasmobranchs and
invertebrates have
been assessed in
Sections 8.9, 8.10
and 8.11.

Mulberry Marine These sightings have

Experience noted Spiny been incorporated

and Short-Snouted into the current

seahorse sightings within baseline (Section

the Selsey Bill and the  8.6).

Hounds MCZ and in

areas adjacent to the

MCZ towards Pagham

recorded on iRecord.

Concern that all The effects of

elasmobranch species, underwater noise

cephalopods, some and vibration and

gastropod species and EMF are assessed in

most cetaceans are all Sections 8.9, 8.10

detrimentally affected by and 8.11.

sub-sea noise, vibration

and EMF produced

around cabling.

Table 9-6 Statutory Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter 9,
Benthic subtidal and intertidal ecology

Stakeholder Document/ Theme

Forum

How this is addressed in
this ES

Sussex Evidence Consultees expressed
concerns regarding micro- specific survey data has been
siting of offshore export  added to habitat mapping. It
cables around features of should be stressed that
conservation interest and where site specific data have
the predictions for seabed been collected, this has been
habitat presented at PEIR prioritised within the
Targeted (RED, 2021).

Wildlife Plan
Trust/ Process:
Sussex Kelp Offshore
Restoration Cable

Project Corridor

(SKRP) Issues
Meeting
(15/02/22)

Since PEIR further site-

predictive habitat map and
that an appropriate baseline
has been characterised. This
Chapter has been updated
accordingly and all available
data was used in the cable
routing and mitigation
exercise. Furthermore, pre-
construction surveys will be
undertaken to inform final
cable routing.

28
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Natural
England

Natural
England

MMO &
Natural
England

Evidence
Plan
Process:
Offshore
Cable
Corridor
Issues
Targeted
Meeting
(15/02/22)

Evidence
Plan
Process:
Offshore
Cable
Corridor
Issues
Targeted
Meeting
(15/02/22)

Section 42

Consultation
(ID: 42, 351,

359, 458,
160)

Consultees requested
confirmation on the use of
floatation pits.

Concerns were raised
regarding trenching
methodology. Consultees
understand that RED are
committed to minimising

(( Rampion2
o
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Floatation pits will no longer
be considered for Rampion 2.
RED will commit to using rock
filter bags (or similar) for
seabed preparation
purposes. The placement of
rock filter bags are currently
RED’s leading solution. One
or two layers of rock bags will
likely be required. This
Chapter has been updated to
remove all reference to
floatation pits.

RED can confirm that in
terms of the impact from
trenching, this has not
changed since PEIR (RED,
2021) and a maximum design

the impact but suggested a scenario has been assessed.

few different options.

Consultees expressed
concern regarding the
application of predictive
habitat mapping, lack of
site-specific survey data
and baseline
characterisation.
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Embedded environmental
measures have been
discussed in Section 9.9 to
detail how RED is aiming to
reduce the impact of these
methodologies.

Predictive habitat mapping
utilised the best available
data for the array area and
export cable corridor to
produce a detailed predictive
habitat map at PEIR (RED,
2021). The primary purpose
of creating the predictive
habitat map was to address
data gaps identified at PEIR,
due to planned further survey
work not being available at
that time. Since PEIR, further
site-specific survey data has
been added to the habitat
mapping. It should be
stressed that where site
specific data have been
collected, this has been
prioritised within the
predictive habitat map and
that an appropriate baseline
has been characterised.
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Natural England
expressed concern
regarding the use of
floatation pits and
associated impacts and
conclusions.

Natural England
expressed concern
regarding the wide
parameters and worst-
case scenario (WCS)
applied to the project

description at PEIR, which

made it challenging to
understand the impacts.
Clear calculations and
links to the proposed

development chapter will

be beneficial and any

mistakes identified in S42

responses reviewed and
amended.

Natural England
expressed concern

regarding sediment plume

modelling to understand

the impacts on designated
sites, as well as Annex I/

Section 41 priority
habitats.
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A targeted meeting with
appropriate stakeholders took
place on the 15 of February
2022 to discuss RED's
proposed mitigation options
for cable laying in the export
cable corridor. As part of this
meeting, it was stated that
floatation pits will no longer
be considered for Rampion 2.
RED will commit to using
alternative solutions such as
rock filter bags (or similar) for
seabed preparation
purposes. Full details are
presented in Chapter 4: The
Proposed Development,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.2.4).

The project has been refined
for the ES assessment, with
the proposed DCO Order
Limits being reduced in the
west and east of the ES
Assessment Boundary. As a
result, the maximum design
scenario (Table 9-15) has
been updated to reflect the
changes since PEIR (RED,
2021).

Detailed quantitative
assessments of sediment
plumes are provided in
Appendix 6.3: Coastal
processes impact
assessment, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.6.3), also
summarised in Chapter 6:
Coastal processes, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.6). The
detailed effect descriptions
are presented in a tabulated
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format and a description of
the extent of potential effects
from Suspended Sediment
Concentrations (SSC) and
deposition from any activity at
any location within the ES
Assessment Boundary is also
provided. Details of the
impacts on designated sites,
as well as Annex I/ Section
41 priority habitats are
considered within the
assessment (Section 9.9 to
Section 9.12).

Natural England The 'very high' sensitivity

expressed that they did not category has been removed

(ID: 354, 402, agree with the definitions (Table 9-17) as per

410, 408)

Section 42
Consultation
(ID: 355,
453)

Section 42
Consultation
(ID: 356)

of sensitivity currently discussions with Natural
applied to some biotopes. England.

The assessment matrix

itself also appears to be

flawed with the addition of

‘very high’ alongside the

use of MarLIN data that

does not include a ‘very

high’ category.

Natural England Detailed assessments on the
expressed concerns interaction between
regarding the cumulative neighbouring projects are
impacts associated with  provided within Section 9.12

the AQUIND and detailed cumulative
Interconnector Cable. It  physical processes
was also stated that assessments are provided in

cumulative impacts should Appendix 6.3: Coastal

be modelled to understand processes impact

the full extent of impacts. assessment, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.6.3), also
summarised in Chapter 6:
Coastal processes, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.6).

Natural England advice  The 'relevance to

that Annex | or Annex Il  assessment' section of

habitats or species outside Table 9-1 has been amended

of designated sites should to detail that any Annex | or

still be considered. Annex |l habitats/species out-
with SACs that are located
within the ES study area have
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Limits overlaps with the

(ID: 357, 398, Climping Beach SSSI.
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been considered within the
assessment.

The onshore landfall
proposed DCO Order Limits
overlaps with Climping SSSI.
However, this is to allow for
an area of HDD works, which
will be underneath the cliff
face and the intertidal area. It
will not be on the surface of
the beach. The overlap with
the proposed DCO Order
Limits has not been removed,
to allow space for the HDD.
Potential indirect effects to
features have been assessed
within Section 9.9.

The secondary ZOI buffer

Consultation the ZOlI for benthic ecology area has been increased to
(ID: 362, 413, has been informed by the

449)

Section 42
Consultation
(ID: 363,
429)

Section 42
Consultation
(ID: 364,
436)

tidal excursion buffer. We
note that the study area
shown in Figure 9.1 and
the Spring tidal excursion
buffer shown in Figure 6.5
differ.

The intertidal ecology
study area is defined by
the intertidal zone
extending up to the Mean
High-Water Spring
(MHWS) mark within the
offshore export cable
corridor. Natural England
understand that the direct
impacts will occur within
the offshore export cable
corridor, however indirect
impacts on surrounding
intertidal /coastal habitats
should also be
considered.

Where habitat such as
Chalk is lost due to
construction, Natural
England question whether
this can be considered
temporary in relation to
direct habitat loss. Even if
the excavated chalk is

32

16km around the proposed
DCO Order Limits to match
the 16km tidal excursion zone
for SSC (Figure 9.1, Volume
3 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.3.9)).

Coastal SSSI's have been
considered in Table 9-13.
Indirect impacts on intertidal
habitats have been
considered within

Section 9.9, where
appropriate. HDD methods
are being employed by the
Proposed Development to
avoid direct impact to the
intertidal zone.

A targeted meeting with
appropriate stakeholders took
place on the 15th of February
2022 to discuss RED's
proposed mitigation options
for cable laying in the
offshore export cable
corridor. Different trenching
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used to fill any pits or methods are being proposed
trenches, if the physical  to minimise the footprint and
structure of subtidal chalk identify the shortest feasible

is altered, it will not path through the chalk beds.
recover, and potentially  Micrositing of the cable

rare elements of the around chalk features where
habitats may be possible will further reduce

completely lost (Natural  this impact. Section 9.9 has
England - Marine Chalk  been updated to assess for
Characterisation Project permanent loss in the inshore
Report). This needs to be location where impact to

considered. chalk habitat can’t be
avoided.

Long-term habitat The presence of foundations,

loss/alteration will result  scour protection and cable

from the presence of protection has been

foundations, scour assessed as permanent in

protection and cable the worst-case scenario for

protection. If there is a long-term habitat disturbance

possibility that any of these / alteration within

aspects will not be Section 9.9.

removed on

decommissioning, then
this habitat loss should be
considered permanent in
the worst-case scenario.

Natural England The approach to cable burial
expressed concern within the array area and
regarding the direct offshore export cable corridor
impacts from EMF will be considered in the

generated by the current cable burial risk assessment
flowing through the cables (CBRA). A 1m target depth is
buried to <1.5m below the considered appropriate for
surface, cable exposure interconnector and array

has been identified in the cables and up to 1.5mis
Rampion 1 monitoring. considered for the offshore
The Applicant therefore  export cable corridor. The
needs to consider how CBRA will consider

realistic it is that cable will geological conditions in

remain buried, this is detail. RED will be using
particularly important different burial equipment on
where they are relying on Rampion 2 (compared to
this as part of the Rampion 1) and so the
mitigation. likelihood of exposure is

considered much lower.
Assessments of burial
requirement will be made
within the CBRA and detailed
burial assessments
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performed for the selection of
trenching tools.

Following a targeted meeting
with appropriate

(ID: 368) regarding the availability of stakeholders, including
the subtidal survey report, Natural England, on the 15th
associated relevant data  of February 2022, the
and the ability to comment Rampion 2 ES Appendix

on it prior to submission.

Natural Section 42  Natural England
England Consultation questioned the habitat
(ID: 369) model, as they assumed

that not all datasets were
analogous. Therefore,
Natural England
questioned how was it
decided what data should
take precedent? It is
assumed that where up to
date site specific data is
available that this will take
precedence over older,
more general datasets?

Natural Section 42  Natural England

England Consultation questioned if site specific
(ID: 370, contaminant data will be
432) included within the ES.

9.3: Offshore wind farm
subtidal benthic
characterisation survey
report, Volume 4 (Document
Reference: 6.4.9.3) was
circulated. Rampion 2 ES
Appendix 9.3: Offshore
wind farm subtidal benthic
characterisation survey
report, Volume 4 (Document
Reference: 6.4.9.3) has been
updated to include the
missing site-specific data
from PEIR (RED, 2021). This
information is now included
within this Chapter.

Where site-specific data have
been collected, this has been
prioritised within the
predictive habitat model and
supersedes the historical
data in the habitat map. Both
the predictive seabed
mapping methods report
(Appendix 9.1: Predictive
seabed mapping methods
report, Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.9.1)) and the baseline
characterisation (Section
9.6) have been updated to
reflect this.

Rampion 2 ES Appendix
9.3: Offshore wind farm
subtidal benthic
characterisation survey

Furthermore, cannot agree report, Volume 4 of the ES

with the findings of the
ES.

34

(Document Reference:
6.4.9.3) has been updated to
include the missing site-
specific data from PEIR
(RED, 2021), including the
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contamination data. As a
result, this information has
now been presented within
Section 9.6 and carried
through into the assessment
(Section 9.9 to Section
9.12).

As part of the intertidal A targeted meeting with

surveys a large area of appropriate stakeholders took

chalk outcrops was place on 15 February 2022 to

present in the upper and discuss RED's proposed

mid shore area. The lower mitigation options for cable

shore was fringed with laying in the offshore export
more littoral rocks cable corridor. In preparation
consisting of chalk for this meeting a Technical
pebbles. The Applicant Note was provided by RED,
should show that they 'Rampion 2 Technical Note:

have in the first instance Cable Corridor area
considered construction  mitigation for sensitive
methods that avoid features' (Appendix 9.5:
impacts on areas of chalk. Technical Note: Cable

This includes extending  Corridor area mitigation for

the length of the HDD sensitive features,
seaward to avoid the need Volume 4 of the ES
for floatation pits. (Document Reference:

6.4.9.5)). Different trenching
methods are being proposed
and floatation pits are no
longer considered, to
minimise the footprint and
identify the shortest feasible
path through the chalk beds.
HDD will be used to avoid
damage to the intertidal

chalk.
Natural England As previously discussed, a
expressed that it wasn’t  Technical Note was provided
clear if and how the by RED, 'Rampion 2
Applicant will seek to avoid Technical Note: Cable
damage to habitats Corridor area mitigation for

protected under Section 41 sensitive features'

of the Natural Environment (Appendix 9.5: Technical
and Rural Communities  Note: Cable Corridor area
(NERC) Act 2006 listed in mitigation for sensitive

this section, such as the features, Volume 4 of the ES
chalk reef, as well as other (Document Reference:

habitats of principal 6.4.9.5)). It is proposed that
importance and Annex |  micro-siting around habitats
habitats? The of principal importance
opportunities for micro- (including chalk reef) and
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siting around such features Annex | habitats is
or extending the use HDD undertaken where practicable

further offshore should be
discussed.

Habitats and species

following a pre-construction
survey. Where chalk is
directly impacted, this has
been considered as
permanent within the
assessment (Section 9.9).
Table 9-14 has been

protected under Section 41 amended to avoid confusion
of the Natural Environment and provide clarity. As a

and Rural Communities
(NERC) Act 2006 should
be considered to be of

national importance rather

than regional importance,
as they are protected by
national legislation. It is
also unclear why the
protection status is listed
as ‘none’ for biotopes that
contain habitats that have

protected status under this

legislation

Some priority habitats
such as blue mussel beds
appear to be missing from
this list. It is important that
this list is updated when it
is based on the actual
rather than predicted data
to ensure all protected
habitats and species that
are found to present have
been included.

In light of the new
Nearshore Trawling
Byelaw 2019 which came
into effect on 22 March
2021, and the associated
ongoing Sussex Kelp
Restoration Project
(SKRP), the potential for
this project to impact upon
restoration efforts in this
area should be
considered.

36

result, the heading has been
changed to 'Designation
status'.

Blue mussels are considered
in Chapter 8: Fish and
shellfish ecology, Volume 2
of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.8).

Additional information on the
SKRP has been included in
the Section 9.6 Future
baseline. RED have been
liaising with SKRP as
requested by Sussex IFCA to
provide results of site-specific
ground truth data and to
discuss and develop wider
mitigation. A representative
from SKRP was present at
the targeted meeting with
appropriate stakeholders
which took place on the 15th
of February 2022 to discuss
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RED's proposed mitigation
options for cable laying in the
export cable corridor, which
was a positive engagement.
Natural England note that The assessment of cable and
any cable protection/scour scour protection is presented

protection for WTG’s within Section 9.9 under
appears to be missing Operation and Maintenance
from the temporary habitat impacts 'Long-term habitat
disturbance MDS. loss / alteration from the

presence of foundations,
scour protection and cable

protection'.
Natural England notes that RED will undertake pre-
the requirement for construction surveys to

boulder and sandwave determine the exact amount
clearance contributes to a of clearance required prior to
significant amount of the  construction within the array
habitat disturbance. area and the offshore export
cable corridor. Micro-sitting
around boulders will be
considered were appropriate.
Furthermore, RED propose to
use a plough to remove
boulders. This will place
boulders to the adjacent area
of seabed, which will satisfy
Natural England concerns
regarding adjacent seabed.
Furthermore, high level cable
routing is presented in the
Technical Note provided by
RED, 'Rampion 2 Technical
Note: Cable Corridor area
mitigation for sensitive
features' (Appendix 9.5:
Technical Note: Cable
Corridor area mitigation for
sensitive features,
Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:

6.4.9.5)).
Natural England RED have no detail at this
expressed that stage until precise machinery
contamination from water- is identified, however as part
based drilling muds of the construction method

associated with drilling to statement, RED will produce

install foundations, should a foundation installation

this be required. methodology, including a
dredging protocol, drilling
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methods and disposal of drill
arisings and material
extracted (C-279).
Natural England do not A targeted meeting with
agree that the magnitude appropriate stakeholders took
of impact of temporary place on 15 February 2022 to
habitat disturbance relating discuss RED's proposed
to construction activities at mitigation options for cable
the Proposed laying in the export cable
Development will have on corridor. Different trenching
benthic subtidal receptors methods have been
is minor. considered to minimise the
footprint and identify the
shortest feasible path through
the chalk beds. Therefore,
the footprint should be the
smallest feasible and the
micro-siting of the cable
around chalk features where
possible will further reduce
this impact. Any discernible
impact to this feature has
been considered within the
assessment of habitat
disturbance but has been
detailed as permanent habitat
loss where appropriate.
‘Where exposed chalk or RED notes this comment and

clay substratum does Section 9.9 has been
remain, or where updated accordingly, noting
restoration work has that the impact to chalk has
emplaced comparable been considered as

material to restore the permanent habitat loss where

habitat, recovery of the the impact to this feature
biological assemblage is cannot be micro-sited.
reported to be ‘medium’,

occurring over a period of

two to ten years (Tillin and

Hill, 2016)’. The physical

structure of chalk cannot

recover, and this

statement relies on

comparable material being

used to restore the habitat

in relation to the biological

assemblage.

Natural England The predictive habitat model
expressed concern that  utilised the best available
Sabellaria spinulosa was data for the proposed DCO
not predicted to be present Order Limits, in addition to
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Natural
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419

in the predictive modelling
given it is known to be
widespread in this area. It
is not suitable to base the
PEIR assessment on
encrusting individuals
rather than reef habitat,
without the data from the
baseline surveys.

Natural England are
concerned about material
excavated from HDD exit
pits potentially being
temporarily stored within
the offshore array area or
export cable corridor, if
and where designated as
a spoil disposal area.
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the results obtained from site-
specific surveys, to produce a
detailed predictive survey
habitat map. The recent
subtidal report (Appendix
9.3: Offshore wind farm
subtidal benthic
characterisation survey
report, Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.9.3)) describes the
potential for S. spinulosa
reefs across the nearshore
ECC and western areas of
the proposed DCO Order
Limits. However,
observations of discrete S.
spinulosa encrustations were
deemed to be low
resemblance reef where
recorded. The encrusting S.
spinulosa biotope 'A3.215:
[Sabellaria spinulosa] with
kelp and red seaweeds on
sand-influenced infralittoral
rock' was therefore included
within the model and
assessed within Section 9.9.
Further assessment of
habitats/species "of principal
importance pursuant to
section 41 of the NERC Act
2006" will be undertaken
during pre-construction
surveys.

RED can confirm that there
will be no exit ‘pit’ in the
marine environment. The
HDD drill string will protrude
from the seabed at the end of
the drill, prior to the liner duct
being attached and the drill
string being retracted towards
shore. During the drilling
process, drill cuttings are
returned to the shoreside
entry pit. Some limited
cuttings may form at the
seabed when the HDD drill
first protrudes.
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An additional sentence is
added to direct the reader to

result in complete burial of Table 9-22 where sensitivities

the characterising species
and the effect of this
pressure will be mediated
by the length of exposure
to the deposit.
Throughout this chapter
there is reference to
overall sensitivity being
overall ‘worst-case high’,
we consider that if some
receptors are being
assigned a high sensitivity
then the overall sensitivity
should be high.

Natural England
understand that the
Applicant has referred to
information from MarLIN
throughout this chapter,
however where decisions
are being made based on
peer reviewed literature or
any other literature this
should be referenced.
Where this has not been
provided Natural England
are not in a position to
agree with the overall
conclusions in relation to
the potential significance
of an effect.

Where a biotope has been
allocated a high sensitivity
in the text this should be
reflected in the table.

Where confidence is low
the most precautionary
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from heavy deposition are
detailed. Further information
is presented regarding the
length of exposure within
Section 9.9 to Section 9.12.
RED note 'worst-case high'
as some sensitivities are low.
If any of the biotopes show a
high sensitivity, then this is
considered the worst-case
even though it is not the
worst-case for all habitats.

References to MarESA were
provided initially in Table 9-
20, however, for ease and
clarity these footnotes have
been repeated throughout the
assessment tables from
Section 9.9 to Section 9.12.
The link to the MarESA
provide all the associated
references to support these
sensitivity assessments.

Table 9-20 shows the results
of the MarESA. 'Piddocks
with a sparse associated
fauna in sublittoral very soft
chalk or clay' was given a
high sensitivity in the text due
to its importance within the
Kingmere MCZ; this has been
detailed within the
assessment. If this feature
was not found within an MCZ
its sensitivity would be
‘medium’ as per the

MarESA.

Further details have been
provided to discuss the result
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approach should be of MarESA when confidence

taken. in the assessment is low, as
detailed within Section 9.9 to
Section 9.12.

Protected intertidal No direct impacts will occur to

habitats of the Solent and intertidal habitats. As detailed

Dorset Coast and Pagham within Section 9.9 negligible

Harbour SPA include impacts to intertidal habitats
mudflats and saltmarsh  are expected through indirect
are not expected to be impacts associated with SSC
impacted due to the and deposition because the
negligible magnitude fine material being dispersed

recorded for this temporary from the HDD conduits during
impact. Natural England  excavation is likely to be

do not currently agree with widely dispersed and quickly
the negligible assessment form part of the background

for the magnitude of concentration of SSC along
impact based on the the nearshore. This is further
requirement for further supported by Chapter 6:
information. Coastal Processes, Volume

2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.6) and
Appendix 6.3: Coastal
processes impact
assessment, Volume 4 of
the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.6.3).

It is noted by the Applicant RED has reviewed this

that there are potential comment and additional text

beneficial effects from has been provided within the

long-term habitat loss / assessment to detail that the

alteration, as new habitats impact will result in a shift in

for different faunal the baseline despite
assemblages to colonise, anticipated increases in
resulting in a likely biodiversity (Section 9.9).

increase in biodiversity
and biomass. Natural
England suggests that this
is likely to result in a shift
in the type of biotopes
present in the area where
the underlying habitat has
changed. The potential
loss of existing biotopes
should not be seen to be
balanced in anyway with
the potential for them to be
replaced by different
biotopes.
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In relation to temporary
habitat disturbance from
jack-up vessels and cable
maintenance activities,
efforts should be made to
avoid known areas of
priority habitats and
species.

It is unclear whether the
scenario presented in
relation to suspension/
deposition sediments
considers the possibility
that cable repair works
could include large
sections of multiple cables,
and that certain sections
eg. those closest to
Kingmere MCZ could be
more sensitive to this
impact.

Natural England do not
agree that based on the
information provided here
scour effects can be
considered negligible;
scour and cable exposure
has been shown to be an
issue with regard to
Rampion 1. Therefore,
Natural England do not
have confidence that the
design of the project
including scour protection
at foundations and
sufficiently buried cables
will ‘prevent scour
occurring’. The worst-case
scenario should therefore
consider that some scour
will occur and the
observed situation in
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RED has committed to
undertake a pre-construction
of habitats / species "of
principal importance pursuant
to section 41 of the NERC
Act 2006". Embedded
environmental measures will
be applied to avoid direct
disturbance to sensitive
habitats/species "of principal
importance pursuant to
section 41 of the NERC Act
2006", where practicable and
a full appraisal will be
provided at this stage of
development.

RED has provided further
details within the
assessment, which includes
details of the Kingmere MCZ
in relation to operation and
maintenance activities
(Section 9.10).

As detailed within Appendix
6.3: Coastal processes
impact assessment,
Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.6.3) scour protection will
only occur if and where scour
protection is not applied. The
approach to cable burial will
be considered in the CBRA.
A 1m target depth is
considered appropriate for
interconnector and array
cables and up to 1.5m is
considered for the offshore
export cable corridor. The
CBRA will appraise
geological conditions in
detail. Furthermore, RED will
be using different burial
equipment on Rampion 2
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relation to Rampion 1
should feed into an
assessment. Natural
England are particularly
concerned where scour
may occur on cables or
foundation, or around
scour protection in close
proximity to the MCZ’s.

Natural England consider
external scour protection
to be a last resort. Natural
England welcome types of
scour protection that can
potentially be removed,
such as geotextile bags.
Nevertheless, Natural
England are concerned
that the introduction of
plastics or other foreign
materials into the marine
environment could be

-~

(( Rampion
N M
(compared to Rampion 1)
and so the likelihood of
exposure is considered much
lower. Assessments of burial
requirement will be made
within the CBRA and detailed
burial assessments
performed for the selection of
trenching tools. The
magnitude of scour is
therefore still considered to
be negligible.

Adequacy of protection as
well as stability, durability and
sustainability of the protection
materials is being considered.
However, at this stage a
particular protection has not
been decided until further
requirements from
geophysical survey are
obtained. All protection
options are outlined in the
Chapter 4: The Proposed
Development, Volume 2 of

harmful when broken down the ES (Document

or degraded. Therefore,
careful consideration
should be given to the
nature of the cable
protection materials used.
Natural England note that
if MCZ habitats were to be
affected by scour, this
should be considered
particularly sensitive.
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Reference: 6.2.4).

RED can confirm that there is
no anticipated risk to
Kingmere MCZ from scour
because cables will be
buried. The CBRA will
consider geological
conditions in detail. RED will
be using different burial
equipment on Rampion 2
(compared to Rampion 1)
and so the likelihood of
exposure is considered much
lower. Furthermore, there is
no anticipated risk from scour
to the Offshore Overfalls
MCZ, because there will is no
anticipated scour outside the

proposed DCO Order Limits
as detailed within Chapter 6:
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Coastal Processes, Volume
2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.6).

Natural England questions The details of the proposed

whether decommissioning decommissioning process will

includes the removal of  be included within the

cable. Decommissioning
Programme which will be
developed and updated
throughout the lifetime of the
Proposed Development to
account for changing best
practice. Some materials may
be left in situ, and this will be
reviewed closer to the time of
decommissioning. As such,
the maximum design
scenario (Table 9-15)
assumes the removal of all

infrastructure.
Natural England question The assessment of plume
the applicability of dispersion has been
sediment modelling completed using
conducted to assess spreadsheet-based
cumulative impacts modelling. The assessment is
between aggregates detailed in Section 2.8 of

activities and Rampion 1. Appendix 6.3: Coastal
This is because Rampion processes impact

2 is not in the same assessment, Volume 4 of
location and therefore it is the ES (Document
assumed that the model Reference: 6.4.6.3) with
parameters will need to be results provided in tables
altered to compare this ~ showing distance from
different scenario. release.

Additionally, this does not

account for any differences

that have occurred to the

aggregates licenses and

the monitoring of these

activity that has taken

place since 2012.

Is it possible that any cablelFA-2 and CrossChannel
maintenance works for IFAFibre have been considered
2 could interact with the  within the CEA, with detail
impacts of this presented in
development given it runs paragraph 9.12.18.

in very close proximity to

the proposed DCO Order

Limits and is in the ZOI?
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This has been considered

could be lost in relation to and amended in the CEA
each development has not (Section 9.12).

been considered here. If it
is being suggest that there
is not cumulative effect
based on comparable
habitats being widespread
in the area this needs to

be considered.
There appear to be a very The number of chemical
limited number of benthic samples taken is clarified in
chemical samples, but this the text, paragraph 9.6.7.

is difficult to discern give The number of samples were

the overlapping points.

Natural England
expressed concerns over
the labelling of the
intertidal habitat map as

‘predicted’.

presented to Natural England
/ MMO through the EPP. The
stations with the highest silt
content were selected as per
standard practice.
Unfortunately, eight samples
of a targeted 15 were unable
to be collected for
contaminant analysis due to
the coarse nature of the
sediments sampled at these
stations.

RED confirm that the habitat
map produced for the
intertidal area considers the
combined analysis of the
target notes obtained in the
field, the imagery of the
quadrats and surrounding
imagery taken North, East,
South and West of the
quadrats, the Unmanned
Aerial Vehicle (UAV) imagery
and all available historical
information. The word
‘predicted’ has therefore been
removed from the intertidal
figures (Figure 9.5 to
Figures 9.7, Volume 3 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.3.9)).
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Table 10-6 Formal Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter 10,
Commercial Fisheries

Stakeholder Theme How this is addressed in this ES

NFFO Regarding the assessed impact: Impact assessment assumes that
Physical presence of Rampion 2 during the operation and
array area infrastructure leading maintenance phase, there will be
to reduction in access to, or temporary 500m safety zones

exclusion from established around major maintenance works
fishing grounds. (see Paragraph 10.6.24).
For the purpose of a worst-case Whilst the Operation and
scenario applied in the Maintenance Strategy is not yet
assessment, the extent of finalised, it is assumed that major
maintenance operations maintenance works could be
including Service Operation undertaken by a variety of vessels
Vehicle (SOV) operations including Service Operations
should be defined, and the Vessels, Jack Up Vessels and
application of safety zones Heavy Lift Vessels.
related to these operations.

NFFO Regarding the assessed impact: The assessment assumes that

Physical presence of Rampion 2 fishing will resume post-construction
array area infrastructure leading around and between infrastructure
to reduction in access to, or within Rampion 2 where possible,

exclusion from established with the exception of an assumed
fishing grounds. 50m operating distance from

The assessment notes the lack infrastructure, areas of cable

of certainty that towed gear protection, and safety zones around
fisheries will resume within the infrastructure undergoing major
confines of the array maintenance or replacement (see

(paragraph 10.10.14). The Paragraph 10.6.24). Furthermore,
baseline report does, however, the individual decisions made by
provide evidence on the spatial skippers with their own perception of

distribution of activities that risk will determine the likelihood of
suggests that vessels using whether their fishing will resume
bottom towed gears are within Rampion 2, and it is observed
avoiding the Rampion 1 project that Rampion 2 minimum turbine
area. This tallies with views spacing (Table 10-11) exceeds that
brought to our attention by local for Rampion 1 (750m). Inclement
fishing businesses. weather will be a significant

contributor to this risk perception. In
addition, it is acknowledged that
certain gear types including trawls
will not be practically deployed
within the operational array (see
paragraph 10.10.5).
Regarding the assessed impact: As detailed immediately above, the
Physical presence of Rampion 2assessment assumes that fishing
array area infrastructure leading will resume post-construction around
to reduction in access to, or
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exclusion from established and between infrastructure within
fishing grounds. Rampion 2 where possible.

NFFO

NFFO

Given this situation, it will be As confirmed by environmental
important that greater certainty measure C-45 (see Section 10.7),

can be provided about the final details of cable burial and
prospects for fishing resuming protection will be set out in a Cable
post construction. It is Specification and Installation Plan,

suggested therefore that fishing to be developed post-consent and

trials are included as part of the shared with the fishing industry. The

post construction mitigation to  Plan will confirm the intention to

provide assurance that activity undertake post-installation surveys

may resume. of cables to confirm cable burial, and
that any areas of cable protection
will be notified to fishermen.

It is recommended that the The description of baseline

spatial analysis of fishing conditions (Section 10.6, Appendix
activity covers more thanone  10.1: Commercial fisheries

year’s worth of spatial data baseline technical report, Volume
(currently 2017). 4 of the ES (Document Reference:

6.4.10.1)) has been updated since
PEIR stage to consider multiple
years of Vessel Management
System (VMS) spatial data, and also
include more recently available 2018
and 2019 VMS data. Latest landings
statistics for 2020 have also been
incorporated into the description of
baseline conditions, with landings
data for the period 2016 to 2020
analysed and presented alongside
other baseline data sources, such as
IFCA patrol sightings data. The
baseline characterisation is
considered to be in line with best
practice and fit for the purposes of
undertaking EIA.

Regarding the assessed impact: RED has prepared an Outline

Physical presence of Rampion 2 Fisheries Liaison and

array area infrastructure leading Coexistence Plan (Document

to reduction in access to, or Reference: 7.19) that confirms the

exclusion from established approach to ongoing liaison with the

fishing grounds. fishing industry. The Plan will be

A transparent, evidence-based finalised post-consent.

process should exist to handle RED is committed to ongoing liaison

disruption and loss of access to with fishermen, based upon FLOWW

fishing grounds applying both to (2014, 2015) guidance. With respect

static and mobile gear fishing  to any cooperation agreements and

operations. associated payments, the
procedures as outlined in the
FLOWW guidance documents (2014
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and 2015) (C-90), will be followed,
as described in paragraphs 10.9.19
and 10.9.40.
Regarding assessed impact:  As explained in paragraph
Physical presence of Rampion 2 10.10.58, the commercial fisheries
array area infrastructure leading assessment considers the impact in
to gear snagging. terms of potential damage to, or loss
It is noted that this impact is of, fishing gear (and resulting
assessed in terms of sensitivity, implications on costs to
magnitude and significance. As fishermen).
this is safety matter, it is our The health and safety aspects
view that it is more appropriate including potential loss of life as a
to treat the matter as a safety  result of snagging risk are assessed
risk and use risk criteria as within the Shipping and Navigation
applied in the navigation impact assessment (see Chapter 13:
assessment where the objective Shipping and navigation, Volume
is to attain as low as reasonably 2 of the ES (Document Reference:
practicable (ALARP) based 6.2.13)).
management. It follows, Embedded environmental measures
therefore, that mitigation (see Table 10-12) will ensure that
measures are defined in terms the location of Rampion 2 works and
of meeting ALARP obligations. infrastructure are appropriately
notified to the fishing community,
and that where a snagging incident
occurs, appropriate procedures are
followed.
Regarding assessed impact: Maintaining the integrity of the cable
Physical presence of Rampion 2 is a fundamental priority for RED.
array area infrastructure leading Cable layouts will seek to avoid
to gear snagging. physical constraints. To minimise the
The assessment is underpinned potential for interaction with fishing
by assumptions about adequate gear, cables will be buried wherever
notification of locations of any practicable (see Section 10.6.24)
snagging hazards and avoiding with target burial depth being
indicated infrastructure and defined post-consent, based on
cable protection (10.10.59). cable burial risk assessment. Post-
For these assumptions to hold installation surveys will be
true it will be necessary that: undertaken to confirm burial to the
. Best practice is  target depth. Where burial depth is
followed in the not achieved, cable protection will
installation of cables. It is be applied. As confirmed by
our view that cable array environmental measure C-45, final
design should be part of cable burial and protection details
the process to minimise will be set out in a Cable
risk where routing is Specification and Installation Plan,
designed to minimise the to be developed post-consent and
occurrence of potential shared with the fishing industry.
interactions with fishing
gears e.g. by bundling
cables that cross
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NFFO

MMO

MMO

Sussex IFCA

predominant fishing tows

through the site. This is

not presently covered

under embedded

mitigation.

. Best practice

takes place with respect

to cable burial via cable

burial risk assessment

installation of protection

measures, and post

installation verification.
The production of a Fisheries RED has prepared an outline
Liaison and Coexistence Plan Fisheries Liaison and Coexistence
that is submitted as part of the Plan confirms the approach to
DCO is welcome which should ongoing liaison with the fishing
include all relevant mitigation, industry. The Plan will explore
communication/liaison options to encourage co-existence
provisions and arrangements for and further mitigate any significant
managing project operations in effects upon fisheries. The Plan will
relation to fishing activities in  be finalised post-consent.
the area.
The MMO highlights that there The introduction of the Nearshore
is a new Sussex IFCA byelaw Trawling Byelaw in 2019 is noted.
that has restricted the activity of Baseline data accessed to inform
trawling in close inshore waters. Section 10.6 and Appendix 10.1:
This trawling exclusion area Commercial fisheries baseline
falls short of Kingmere MCZ and technical report, Volume 4 of the
now leaves a corridor where ES (Document Reference: 6.4.10.6),
fishing activity might be incorporates landings statistics from
displaced. With the increase in 2020 and VMS data from 2019, thus
size of Rampion this may cause capturing the effects on the
further distress to the local introduction of the byelaw on
fishing industry and this should commercial fisheries activity.
be highlighted within the ES.
Consultation to local fisherman Engagement with local fishermen
within Worthing, Shoreham and has been undertaken, and includes

Brighton Marina and meetings direct with individual
organisations such as ‘Brighton stakeholders, and fisheries working
and Newhaven Fish Sales group meetings. Engagement with
(BNFS) and ‘Monteums’ should working groups is ongoing. The local
be contacted to provide an fishermen and organisations
opinion from the fishing referred to by the MMO have been

industry. In Volume 2 Chapter engaged by RED, as describes

10 it states they have been in  earlier in Section 10.3.

consultation with BNFS

however other local industry

should be contacted.

While the Sussex IFCA has only The description of baseline

been invited to participate in the conditions (Section 10.6, Appendix
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Sussex IFCA

Sussex IFCA

Fish Ecology ETG and not any
fisheries working groups
informing the process, we
welcome the informal
consultation meeting sought by
developers and subsequent
utilisation of our activity, effort
and Shellfish Permit catch
returns data to help inform
potential commercial fisheries
impacts within the PEIR.

The shallow coastal waters off
Sussex host some of the most
significant commercial fisheries
in the UK. Full consideration of
potential impacts on these
fisheries is key and it is
imperative that the developer
works closely with the industry
to minimise potential effects.
Baseline datasets: The
Authority agree that the PEIR
considers all relevant
conservation, ecologically and
commercially important species.
Baseline data sources and the
nature of commercial fisheries
activity in the Study Area were
discussed with the IFCA, who
agreed that the baseline data
presented to them in the
meeting was representative of
fishing activity in the Study
Area. It was discussed and
agreed that understanding the
extent to which fishing has
continued in the existing
Rampion 1 project area should
help frame the Rampion 2
impact assessment.

Baseline datasets: In addition to
commercial fisheries fleets, the
IFCA has previously highlighted
the level of activity by local
recreational and charter angling
vessels which comprise an
important industry within
Sussex, and requires due
consideration in any impact
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10.1: Commercial fisheries
baseline technical report, Volume
4 of the ES (Document Reference:
6.4.10.1)) has drawn on the IFCA
data sources referred to.

Potential impacts are fully
considered in Section 10.9 to
Section 10.14.

Sussex IFCA’s agreement that the
baseline datasets used are
appropriate is acknowledged and
welcomed. The description of
baseline conditions is presented in
Section 10.6 and Appendix 10.1:
Commercial fisheries baseline
technical report, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.10.1)). Baseline data sources
include most current VMS and
landings data, and where available,
datasets that incorporate the
construction and operational phases
of Rampion 1 have been used.
Marine traffic survey data has also
been referenced to consider levels
of fishing activity in operational
Rampion 1.

Recreational fishing and charter
angling businesses are addressed in
Chapter 7: Other marine users,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.7).
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Leach Fishing Rampion 2 is proposing to:-

Enterprises

assessments and subsequent
mitigation considerations.
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Likely significant effects: Sussex Relevant elements of the
IFCA refers to our comments in commercial fisheries impact
relation to the fish ecology

chapter and potential revisiting
of significance assessments for
selected species, which may

impact the current minor

adverse effect conclusions for

all commercial fisheries.

Likely significant effects:

Vanstaen et al (ibid) provides
evidence, and a framework,

through which to consider

cumulative impacts and may be
interpreted to suggest (using

Sussex case studies) that
certain fishing vessels are

particularly economically

assessment presented in Section
10.9 to Section 10.11 have been
updated to reflect revisions to the
Fish and Shellfish Ecology
assessment presented in Chapter 8:
Fish and shellfish ecology,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.8).

The commercial fisheries
assessment considers the potential
for reduction in access to, or
exclusion from established fishing
grounds and displacement leading
to gear conflict and increased fishing
pressure on established fishing
grounds resulting from cumulative
effects (see Section 10.12). Effects

susceptible to losses of fishing are assessed at fleet level, rather
opportunity. The likely impact on than at individual vessel

certain operators based upon

cumulative effects, may

therefore be significant and

need to be fully explored

level. Where there are potential
significant effects on individual
operators, approaches to managing
these will be explored via the
Fisheries Liaison and Co-existence
Plan.

Mitigation: The Authority notes RED has prepared an Outline
and supports the commitment to Commercial Fisheries Liaison and

explore options to encourage

co-existence and further

mitigate effects, including

cooperation agreements and
associated payments where a
significant impact has been

identified.

Displacing existing fishing

activities from the new windfarm

site, many of which were

already displaced into this area
due to Rampion 1, to fishing
grounds more vulnerable to
damage or less safe to fish in

for inshore vessels.
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Coexistence Plan (Document
Reference: 7.19) that confirms the
approach to ongoing liaison with the
fishing industry. The Plan will
explore options to encourage co-
existence and further mitigate any
significant effects upon fisheries.
The Plan will be finalised post-
consent.

The commercial fisheries
assessment considers the potential
for displacement (see Section 10.9
to Section 10.14). RED will seek to
ensure that exclusion impacts are
appropriately mitigated to minimise
the displacement effect (see
paragraphs 10.9.51 and 10.9.71);
RED has prepared an Outline
Commercial Fisheries Liaison and
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Coexistence Plan (Document
Reference: 7.19) that confirms the
approach to ongoing liaison with the
fishing industry. The Plan will
explore options to encourage co-
existence and further mitigate any
significant effects upon fisheries.
The Plan will be finalised post-
consent.

Leach Fishing Rampion 2 is proposing to:- Add The commercial fisheries cumulative
Enterprises to the cumulative effect of areas effects assessment (see Section
not available to other sea users 10.12) considers the reduction in

(MCZs, MPAs, SPAs,
Aggregate extraction sites,
shipping lanes, IFCA managed
areas, etc).

access to, or exclusion from
established fishing grounds; and
displacement leading to gear conflict
and increased fishing pressure on
established fishing grounds that may
arise from all reasonably
foreseeable plans and projects, in
accordance with Planning
Inspectorate guidance.

Leach Fishing Displacement of other sea users The commercial fisheries

Enterprises from the proposed site is given
only a cursory mention in this
proposal. This current
displacement effect, coupled
with that from Rampion 1 site,
the MCZ, MPA, aggregate
extraction sites, shipping lanes
and IFCA managed areas,

assessment considers the potential
for displacement at a project level
and within the cumulative
assessment (see Section 10.9 to
Section 10.14). RED will seek to
ensure that exclusion impacts are
appropriately mitigated to minimise
the displacement effect (see

leaves very little space for other paragraphs 10.9.51 and 10.9.71);
sea users, yet is largely denied RED has prepared an Outline

by this documentation.
Displacement must be taken
seriously and is a legal
requirement to do so.

Selsey The western corner of the
fisherman search area is very hard rock
which is some of our best

52

Commercial Fisheries Liaison and
Coexistence Plan (Document
Reference: 7.19) that confirms the
approach to ongoing liaison with the
fishing industry. The Plan will
explore options to encourage co-
existence and further mitigate any
significant effects upon fisheries.
The Plan will be finalised post-
consent.

Potential displacement effects on
other sea users are assessed in
Chapter 7: Other Marine Users,
Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.7).

Potential effects on commercial
fisheries activity resulting from
exclusion in the footprint of Rampion
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fishing ground for lobster and
crab; drilling through this rock is
a big concern as many
fisherman rely on this area to
earn a living, also the damage it
will cause to the reef is a big
concern for future fishing;
10meters of ground disturbance
per turbine is a lot of ground
lost. As one chair sized rock
can house possibly 50 small
lobsters and countless crabs
plus the food that they eat.
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2 infrastructure are assessed in
Section 10.9 to Section 10.14.
Specific to the potting fishery, this is
noted as being of potential moderate
adverse significance during the
construction phase and RED will
seek to ensure that exclusion
impacts are appropriately mitigated
(see paragraphs 10.9.51 and
10.9.71); RED has prepared an
Outline Commercial Fisheries
Liaison and Coexistence Plan
(Document Reference: 7.19) that
confirms the approach to ongoing
liaison with the fishing industry. The
Plan will explore options to
encourage co-existence and further
mitigate any significant effects upon
fisheries (this will include
consideration of cooperation
agreements and associated
payments where appropriate). The
Plan will be finalised post-consent.
Potential impacts on commercial
fisheries resulting from Rampion 2
activities leading to disturbance of
commercially important fish and
shellfish resources (in turn leading to
displacement or disruption of fishing
activity) are also assessed in
Section 10.9 to Section 10.14,
which concludes that they may result
in an effect of minor adverse
significance for the potting fleet.
Ecological effects associated with
habitat loss are assessed in
Chapter 9: Benthic and intertidal
ecology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.9) and
Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish
ecology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.8).
Studies investigating the effects of
offshore wind farm development on
the lobster population and catch
rates at Westermost Rough offshore
wind farm have indicated no long-
term effect of the wind farm on
lobster catch rates or size
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distribution; see paragraph
10.10.10 for further detail.
| have concerns as to where all The commercial fisheries
of the fishing boats that fish assessment considers the potential
within this area are going to for displacement (see Section 10.9
relocate their pots, as the to Section 10.14).
further west that we go there is RED will seek to ensure that
more tide, and during the winter exclusion impacts are appropriately
months some very large ground mitigated to minimise the
swells, which combined with displacement effect (e.g. such that
tide and strong winds destroys displaced pots are not actively
our rope and pots, this will have deployed during the period of
a significant financial impact on mitigation or if deployed, they are
the fishermen. The ground done so in a manner that avoids or
running south of the Hooe bank minimises gear interaction; see
is vital to keep our pots safe as paragraphs 10.9.51 and 10.9.71);

well, as some of the ground RED has prepared an Outline

east of the rectangle in the chart Commercial Fisheries Liaison and
attached especially in very Coexistence Plan (Document
stormy winters. It is a very big Reference: 7.19) that confirms the
concern. approach to ongoing liaison with the

fishing industry. The Plan will
explore options to encourage co-
existence and further mitigate any
significant effects upon fisheries.
The Plan will be finalised post-
consent.

We are also concerned on the The anticipated maximum

time it will take to construct the construction duration is four years

wind farm and how long we will (see Section 10.7), with

need to vacate each area. construction activities completed
sequentially. During construction of
Rampion 2, commercial fisheries will
be prevented from fishing where
construction activities are taking
place (i.e. not throughout the entire
Rampion 2 area). In addition, Safety
Zones of 500m diameter will be
sought around significant
infrastructure under construction.
The impact of this exclusion is
assessed in Section 10.9 to
Section 10.14; potentially significant
effects on the potting fishery during
the construction phase are noted
and measures that will be put in
place to mitigate the effect are
described
RED has prepared an Outline
Commercial Fisheries Liaison and
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Selsey Another concern is

fisherman displacement from other
vessels.

Selsey Access after completion of the

fisherman wind farm should it go ahead.

Selsey How will the cables be covered

fisherman or buried that go from the wind

farm to the shore, as they are
proposed positioning is straight
through our spring netting
ground where we fish for sole,
plaice, brill etc.
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Coexistence Plan (Document
Reference: 7.19) that confirms the
approach to ongoing liaison with the
fishing industry. The Plan will
explore options to encourage co-
existence and further mitigate any
significant effects upon fisheries (this
will include consideration of
cooperation agreements and
associated payments where
appropriate). The Plan will be
finalised post-consent.

The commercial fisheries
assessment considers the potential
for displacement (see Section 10.9
to Section 10.14).

RED will seek to ensure that
exclusion impacts are appropriately
mitigated to minimise the
displacement effect (e.g. such that
displaced pots are not actively
deployed during the period of
mitigation or if deployed, they are
done so in a manner that avoids or
minimises gear interaction; see
paragraphs 10.9.51 and 10.9.71);
RED has prepared an Outline
Commercial Fisheries Liaison and
Coexistence Plan (Document
Reference: 7.19) that confirms the
approach to ongoing liaison with the
fishing industry. The Plan will
explore options to encourage co-
existence and further mitigate any
significant effects upon fisheries.
The Plan will be finalised post-
consent.

It is expected that potting activity will
resume within Rampion 2 (see
Section 10.7).

As confirmed in Section 10.7,
cables will be buried wherever
possible to a target depth confirmed
by cable burial risk assessment.
Where burial to target depth is not
possible, cable protection will be
applied.; maximum assumptions
regarding this requirement are
presented in Table 10-11. As
confirmed by environmental
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measure C-45, cable burial and
protection will be set out in a Cable
Specification Plan, to be developed
post-consent.

My brother and | have been The importance of these fisheries is

fishing from Selsey for over 20 captured in the commercial fisheries

years catching lobster crab baseline presented in Section 10.6.

whelks and fish. The nature of

the seabed there makes it the

perfect habitat place for lobsters

and crabs to live and breed.

Each wind turbine has to be Potential effects on commercial

piled into the seabed, from what fisheries activity resulting from

| gather a circumference of 10 exclusion in the footprint of Rampion

meters around is needed to fix 2 infrastructure are assessed in

the turbine down, a huge part Section 10.9 to Section 10.14.

of the seabed getting destroyed. Potential impacts on commercial

This cannot be good for fisheries resulting from Rampion 2

nature?? activities leading to disturbance of
commercially important fish and
shellfish resources (in turn leading to
displacement or disruption of fishing
activity) are also assessed in
Section 10.9 to Section
10.14. Ecological effects associated
with habitat loss are assessed in
Chapter 9: Benthic and intertidal
ecology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.9) and
Chapter 8: Fish and shellfish
ecology, Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.2.8).

As this proposed area is our The commercial fisheries

main fishing location where assessment considers the potential

would we move too? We fish all for displacement (see Section 10.9

over the place, depending on  to Section 10.14). RED will seek to

the time of the year and ensure that exclusion impacts are

weather. appropriately mitigated (the

There are only certain areas Fisheries Liaison and Co-existence

where we could re locate our  Plan will explore options to

lobster pots due to storms and encourage co-existence and further

being safe so displacement of mitigate the effect of exclusion on

other fishing vessels would be a potting, including cooperation

huge factor all being pushed on agreements and associated

top of each other causing payments where appropriate) to

havoc. minimise the displacement effect,
e.g. such that displaced pots are not
actively deployed during the period
of mitigation (e.g. left open, or stored
on land), or if deployed, they are
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fisherman

Selsey
fisherman

Will we be able to fish back
between the turbines once

(( Rampion 2
N Vi

done so in a manner that avoids or
minimises gear interaction.

It is expected that potting activity will
resume within Rampion 2 (see

completed and also will there be Section 10.7 and paragraph
any extra rules that we will have 10.10.5). The assessment assumes

to abide by?

Has lobster and crab fisheries
declined at all after previous
wind farms being erected??
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that fishing will resume around and
between infrastructure within
Rampion 2 where possible, with the
exception of an assumed 50m
operating distance from
infrastructure, areas of cable
protection, and safety zones around
infrastructure undergoing major
maintenance or replacement.
Furthermore, the individual decisions
made by skippers with their own
perception of risk will determine the
likelihood of whether their fishing will
resume within Rampion 2.

Specific to Rampion 1, landings data
and IFCA shellfish permit catch data
indicate fluctuations in landings of
crab and lobster across the wind
farm construction and operational
phases (Rampion 1 was constructed
between 2016 and 2018, and
became operational in 2018). Across
the period 2015 to 2019, landings of
lobster have gradually declined each
year and landings of crabs have
fluctuated, being at their lowest in
2015 and at their peak in 2016.
These trends cannot be directly
attributed to wind farm construction
and operation, and can be
influenced by a number of factors
(e.g. market demand). Stock status
reports indicate that exploitation of
the lobster stock off the south coast
is moderate and that the status of
the stock has improved between
2017 and 2019. The status of the
brown crab stock in the eastern
English Channel is unknown.
Studies investigating the effects of
offshore wind farm development on
the lobster population and catch
rates at Westermost Rough offshore
wind farm have indicated no long-
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term effect of the wind farm on
lobster catch rates or size
distribution; see paragraph
10.10.10 for further detail.

Table 11-6 Formal Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter 11,
Marine mammals

Stakeholder

Theme

How this is addressed in this ES

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

According to paragraph 2.6.92 of
the Overarching National Policy
Statement (NPS) for Renewable

The background noise levels in the
sea for UK waters are up to 130 dB
re 1 uPa. Additional details

Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) (July background underwater noise

2011), the Applicant should
provide information on the
baseline noise levels. This
information has not been provided
within the marine mammal
chapter.

To demonstrate that comment
4.6.9 (in relation to the effects of
seabed preparation on marine
mammals) has been addressed,
we advise that the impact
assessment of “Changes to prey
availability” (paragraph 11.9.74)
list the different impact pathways
assessed in the fish and shellfish

chapter. Furthermore, we consider

that impact assessment does not
detail the fish and shellfish
baseline in sufficient detail (see
comment 4.8.3), as it is not clear
which species in Table 11-33 are
actually present in the area.

We advise that this paragraph
should be clarified as the current
wording is unclear. Furthermore,

levels are presented in Section 2.1
of Appendix 11.3: Underwater
noise assessment technical
report, Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference: 6.4.11.3)
and Underwater noise study for
sea bream disturbance in
Appendix D, Evidence Plan
Report: (Document Reference:
7.21)

The different impact pathways
have been listed in paragraph
11.9.75. Clarification of which
species are in the area has been
included in Table 1132 with
species in the area identified with
an asterisk.

The wording in paragraph 11.4.2
has been amended for clarity. The
ZOl is the study area for marine

Natural England considers that the mammals and is not based on

maximum zone of influence for

noise modelling. There are two

underwater noise should be based study areas on different scales for
on the underwater noise modelling marine mammals, the local study

and may be different between
species (as per Scoping Opinion
comment 4.6.7).
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area which encompasses the
survey area and the wider study

area which is based on species
Management Units (MUs).
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Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

ARM

The total number of piles required The worst-case scenario has been

across both the WTG and offshore updated to 90 monopiles and 360

substation foundation installation pin pile. The impact ranges

is 119 monopiles or 482 pin piles. presented in Appendix 11.3:

Both the underwater noise Underwater noise assessment

technical assessment and the technical report, Volume 4 of the

marine mammal assessment only ES (Document Reference:

reference the total number of 6.4.11.3) have fed into the marine

piles/days of piling for the WTG; mammal assessment undertaken

they have not included the piling in Appendix 11.2: Marine

for the offshore substation mammal quantitative underwater

foundation installation. noise impact assessment,
Volume 4 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.11.1) and Section

11.9.
Natural England notes that in The reference to monopiles giving
some of the assessments, the largest spatial impact in Table
worst-case impact ranges arise 1113 has been removed and the
from pin piles rather than text has been updated to reflect the

monopiles e.g. maximum PTS updated modelling results.

ranges for marine mammals

(specifically LF cetaceans).

Natural England advises that The worst-case scenario modelling
information is included here on the has been updated to include North,
worst-case scenario for concurrent South, West and East modelling
piling. Appendix 11.3 does not locations for both monopiles and

assess simultaneous piling; pin piles (see Appendix 11.3:
however, Appendix 11.2 has Underwater noise assessment
included the possibility of technical report, Volume 4 of the

concurrent piling of monopiles at ES (Document Reference:

the northwest and east locations. 6.4.11.3) and paragraph 11.9.5). A
It is unclear if there is the potential worst-case of concurrent

for concurrent piling of monopiles (simultaneous) piling at the West
and multileg foundations. Given  and East locations has been

the potential for concurrent piling, assessed in Section 4 of

we advise that the assessment of Appendix 11.3 Underwater noise
simultaneous piling at the NW and assessment technical report,

E modelled locations are not Volume 4 of the ES (Document
strictly the full worst- case, Reference: 6.4.11.3) and Sections
because it is possible for 3 — 5 of Appendix 11.2: Marine

concurrent piling to occur at two  mammal quantitative underwater
locations that are further apart noise impact assessment,
within the site i.e. furthest east Volume 4 of the ES (Document

and west locations. Reference: 6.4.11.2).
Natural England notes that in the Adherence to a MWWC will be
assessment of vessel collision incorporated into the VMP (C-51)

risk, the Applicant states thata  further details included in ES
Marine Wildlife Watching Code  chapter (Table 1114). Natural
(MWWC) will be followed, in order England will be named as a
to reduce the risk of collision. consultee.
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Natural

England:

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

M

Natural England welcomes the

Applicant’s commitment to a

MWWC. As this measure is being

relied on in order to reduce the

significance of the impact, we

require that adherence to it is

secured as a condition in the DCO

or DML (or as part of a Plan that is

secured in the DCO or DML).

Natural England request to be a

named consultee of the MWWC.

It is not the case that all sources The text in paragraph 11.9.42 has
have impact ranges <100m for all been updated to reflect the correct
species. We note that, as per TTS ranges.

Table 5-4 in Appendix 11.3:

Underwater noise assessment

technical report, Volume 4 of the

ES (Document Reference:

6.4.11.3) the impact (TTS) ranges

from suction dredging, rock

placement and vessel (large) are

all greater than 100m for very high

frequency cetaceans.

The assessment of magnitude is Adherence to a MWWC as part of
minor; this is the same as for the VMP (C-51, Table 1114) has
construction, however the been specified so as to ensure
assessment of vessel collision risk consistency between magnitudes
from construction also took into  of collision risk at different stages
account two mitigation measures of the project.

(a MWWC and a VMP). We do not

agree that the magnitude is minor

without these mitigation

measures. We advise that

adherence to a MWWC is

undertaken during O&M vessel

movements, as best practice.

The Applicant states that animals Information has been provided in
will return to the area when vessel paragraph 11.9.61 on disturbance
disturbance has ended. On what from vessels.

timescale might animals return?

No information has been provided

on the typical duration of vessel

presence on site, or time between

vessels being on site, therefore it

is not possible to determine the

extent to which animals will

continue to use the site outside of

vessel disturbance periods.

The JNCC and Natural England  Tiers for CIA have been included
Suggested Tiers for Cumulative  and updated in Table 1133.
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England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Impact Assessment should be
used

We require further clarification as
to how the list of other
developments were selected, and
why other types of development
were screened out.

The Applicant has screened out
collision with vessels, citing VMPs
for offshore energy projects,
however two other development

(( Rampion2
o

M

All offshore projects within the
relevant marine mammal MU were
screened into the CIA long-list.
These were screened further to
obtain the short-list by screening
out impacts that are highly
localised, where mitigation will be
in place and where the potential
impact from Rampion 2 alone was
negligible (e.g. PTS, vessel
collision). This is detailed in
paragraph 11.12.6 et seq.
Alongside VMPs, vessels for other
offshore developments should also
be adhering to the MWWC as part
of the VMP (C-51), therefore the

types are also being considered — risk of vessel collision will be

subsea cables and pipelines, and
seismic surveys. Our
understanding is that VMPs are
not used in seismic surveys,
therefore collision risk cannot be
ruled out and should be screened
into the cumulative impact
assessment.

minimised.

We cannot agree that seal species Confusion has been made with

can be scoped out of the CEA, as
no justification has been
presented with regards to
disturbance from vessel activity.
The Applicant has only presented

screening in for HRA and scoping
in for EIA. Seals have been
included in the CEA for vessel
disturbance Table 1145.

justification for screening them out

from cumulative underwater noise

disturbance from construction.

Natural England advises that the Table 1134 has been updated to
following projects require include all projects within the
consideration for Table 1135: species specific MUs.

Awel y Mor, Berwick Bank,

Dolphyn project (as potential for

driven pile anchors), Dudgeon

extension project, Five Estuaries,

Marr Bank, North Falls,

Sheringham Shoal extension

project. All these projects occur

within the MUs for marine

mammals and have the potential

to include piling.
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Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

SWT & TWT

Has the Applicant considered that
UXO clearance works may be
required as part of the AQUIND
Interconnector works? In addition,
rock placement may be
undertaken as part of the works
which has a larger impact (TTS)
range than large vessels, based
on underwater noise modelling
(Appendix 11.3, Table 5-4).
Therefore, we do not agree that
the AQUIND Interconnector can
be screened out of the
construction noise cumulative
assessment.

The percentages of the MU
presented in this table appear to
be incorrect. Based on Appendix
11-1, Volume 4, the reference
population is 23,528. So, for
example, affecting a total of 395
animals would constitute 1.67%,
not 0.11% as is presented.

The Applicant has not assessed

(( Rampion2
o

M

Following the SoS decision to
refuse consent for AQUIND
Interconnector in January 2022, it
was subject to a judicial review in
November 2022. In January 2023
the decision was overturned and
the application is to be
redetermined, therefore it remains
scoped in for the CEA on marine
mammals. As there is the potential
for UXO clearance, AQUIND and
other Interconnector cables have
been scoped into the cumulative
noise assessment (Table 1137,
Table 1139, Table 1141 and Table
1143), as well as the cumulative
vessel assessment (Table 1145).
The MU figures for Table 1140
have been recalculated based on
updates to the CEA.

Cumulative vessel disturbance

the potential for cumulative vessel during operation and maintenance

disturbance effects during the

has not been included as expected

operation and maintenance phase levels of vessel activity during the

of the Rampion 2 project. There
has not been consideration of
projects that do not overlap with
the construction phase of the
project but may act cumulatively
with the O&M phase and
associated increase in vessels.
Include UXO information from
nearby historical projects such as
Rampion 1. This will help RWE to
provide an indicative figure for
UXO clearances specific to

O&M phase are considerably lower
than during construction.
Additionally it is expected all
vessels will adhere to a MWWC, as
part of the VMP (C51), to reduce
impacts.

Historical projects have been
reviewed and included in the
paragraph 11.9.31 to inform
estimates for Rampion 2. Pre-
consent surveys will be undertaken

Rampion 2. We expect all offshore to establish the number of UXO
wind farm developers to undertake and potential UXO within the

more pre-consent surveys to gain
a realistic figure of required UXO
clearances. We believe UXO
clearance activity should be
conditioned at the DCO stage,
through the inclusion of a dML,
then it could be better planned
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project boundary and surrounding
area. UXO clearance will be
controlled through a separate
dML.
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SWT & TWT

and managed in combination with
other projects.
We are disappointed that our
comment on the Scoping Report
regarding the inclusion of the
following data sources has not
been addressed in the PEIR:
o The Brighton
Dolphin Project: Citizen
Science research project.
(Link corrupted)
o The Sussex
Biodiversity Record
Centre: Contains marine
and terrestrial data from a
variety of sources,
including local recorders,

members of the public and

ecological consultants,

https://sxbrc.org.uk/service

s/dataRequests.php

Noting the comment in Paragraph
11.6.11 that predicting the future
trajectories of marine mammal
populations has been challenging
due to the lack of monitoring data,
the development of a strategic
approach to monitoring between
Rampion 1 and Rampion 2 will
yield useful results and maximise
the use of resources. As stated in
our comments on the Scoping
Report, we are disappointed that
there has been no discussion of
plans for future monitoring at this
stage. It is critical that monitoring
and mitigation requirements are
discussed before examination.

It should be noted that we do not
support the use of high order
detonation for most UXO
clearance activities. We request
that when the draft UXO-specific
MMMP is developed, RWE
commits to recording and
providing information on the
success rate of any low order

technology used during the project

to regulators, SNCBs and other
interested parties such as TWT &
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ﬁ Rampion2
L) meens

The information from Brighton
Dolphin Project (now Sussex
Dolphin Project) was sought after
but not possible to obtain. The
information from Sussex
Biodiversity Record Centre was
sought after but not comprehensive
enough for inclusion in the Section
11.5 or as a data source in Table
1110.

Marine mammal monitoring is
detailed in the Offshore In
Principle Offshore Monitoring
Plan (Document Reference: 7.18).
The Draft Piling MMMP
(Document Reference: 7.14)

and Draft UXO Clearance MMMP
(Document Reference: 7.15) which
detail the proposed mitigation for
marine mammals have been
submitted alongside the ES.

A Draft UXO Clearance MMMP
(Document Reference: 7.15) has
been submitted alongside the ES.
Additionally, where practicable the
use of low order methods to
dispose of UXOs using deflagration
will be implemented (C-275).
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SWT & TWT

SWT & TWT

SWT to confirm the effectiveness
of the technique in mitigating the
impacts of underwater noise. If
RWE intends to use low-yield
technology then the requirement
to use a bubble curtain should
form part of the licence condition,
due to the lack of evidence
surrounding this technique

g( Rampion 2
V\ RM

A great deal more work is required More assessment into
to understand the effectiveness of effectiveness of mitigation

current mitigation for underwater
noise impacts and to develop
better options if the current
mitigation is found to be
inadequate. We suggest that
monitoring is undertaken to

confirm the effectiveness of ADD if

this is utilised.

measures may be required and will
be considered for the Final
MMMPs when final ADD choice
has been made post-consent and
just prior to construction.

Is RWE satisfied that 525 kg is the Given the close proximity of

maximum worst case charge
weight that will be encountered
across the project? Is there
reason to believe that a charge
weight of >525kg (e.g. used for

Rampion 2 to Rampion 1, a charge
weight of 525kg has been used as
the maximum worst case charge
weight for the project based on the
previous charges found at

the clearance German land mines) Rampion 1. This is therefore the

will not be needed for this
project?

We do not agree that there will be
no significant effect on marine
mammal food availability during
the construction phase. Please
refer to comment above on
section 8.9.30.

We are disappointed that fishing
has been considered as part of
the baseline and has not been
included in the CEA for marine
mammals. Fishing is a licensable
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maximum that has been
considered in Appendix 11.3:
Underwater noise assessment
technical report, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.11.3) and Table 1130.

RED have confirmed mitigation
measures for sensitive features in
a targeted meeting with
stakeholders on 24 February 2022.
The use of primary and secondary
mitigation measures will be used to
reduce or avoid the effects on key
prey species, see Chapter 8: Fish
and shellfish ecology, Volume 2
of the ES (Document Reference
6.2.8) paragraphs 8.9.64 to 8.9.65
and 8.9.259 for more information
on mitigation measures for fish.
The CEA for marine mammals
examines the combined impacts of
Rampion 2 in combination with
other developments, as fishing is
not a development it has not been
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MMO

activity that has the potential to
have an adverse impact on the
marine environment, including
marine mammals.

To clarify, and as explained on
previous occasions, the MMO do
not necessarily agree that it is not
possible carry out carry out a
quantitative assessment of the
magnitude or significance of the
impact of TTS on marine
mammals. Nevertheless, Cefas
requested, and are content for the
TTS ranges to be presented
alongside an estimate of the
potential number of animals within
these impact ranges, and this was
agreed at the ETG meeting in
September 2020.

Appendix 11.2 Paragraph 2.4.3
Temporary threshold shift (TTS)
assessment (paragraph 2.4.3
onward on page 15)

The information presented in this
section only demonstrates what is
not known about the significance
of TTS — there is no evidence
presented to confirm that it isn’t
significant, only conjecture. One
could equally argue that at lower

(( Rampion2
o

M

assessed in Section 11.12. The
full list of the types of development
included in the CEA are listed in
paragraph 11.12.6 and those
excluded from the CEA (including
changes in prey availability) are
listed in paragraph 11.12.7.
Impacts to changes in prey
availability are assessed in
Sections 11.9, 11.10 and 11.11.
Cefas are content with TTS
ranges.

The assessment approach is
aligned with the most up to date
guidance from Natural England. As
agreed with CEFAS at the Expert
Topic Group meeting dated
18/09/2020 TTS-onset ranges were
modelled and presented alongside
an estimate of potential number of
animals impact but it is not possible
to carry out quantitative
assessment of sensitivity or

received sound levels, animals are magnitude, and therefore cannot

less likely to flee (see Graphic 2-
2), and so proportionally more
likely to induce TTS than this
assessment suggests. The
TTS/PTS (Permanent Threshold
Shift) assessment seems to
consider only an animal fleeing
directly away from the source,
whereas Graphic 2-2
demonstrates that even at
received SEL. (single strike sound
exposure level) of 160 dB, around
10% of animals will not flee, so
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reach a conclusion on significance.
There is currently no threshold for
TTS-onset to indicate level at
which they would be biologically
significant. This approach has been
approved for Hornsea Four
Offshore Wind Farm and Awel y
Mor Offshore Wind Farm,
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MMO

FARM

there are uncertainties which tend

toward underestimation of risk

here too

Appendix 11.2 paragraph 2.5.3  The text in this paragraph has been
This kind of anthropomorphising is removed to avoid any

misguided and unhelpful. Marine anthropomorphising, please see
mammals rely on sound as their Section 2.5 of Appendix 11.2:

primary sensory modality, Marine mammal quantitative
whereas humans are primarily underwater noise impact
visual creatures. While assessment, Volume 4 of the ES

audiometric data from humans (Document Reference: 6.4.11.2).
can be useful to make quantitative

extrapolations for marine

mammals (since they share a

similar inner ear structure), it will

be unwise to state that what is

considered ‘mild’ hearing loss in

humans has any relevance to the

severity of consequences of

hearing loss in marine mammals

Appendix 11.2 paragraph 2.5.6  Sensitivity of marine mammals to
All cetaceans have been PTS has been assessed in
assessed as having a Medium Section 3 of Appendix 11.2:
sensitivity to PTS. RED have not Marine mammal quantitative
demonstrated that PTS will have underwater noise impact
merely a medium risk, only that assessment, Volume 4 of the ES
there is uncertainty about how (Document Reference: 6.4.11.2).
significant PTS may be for

individual animals. Until and

unless empirical evidence can

shed light on whether this opinion

holds water, the precautionary

principle will continue to apply.

The MMO requests that cetaceans

should be assessed as having a

high sensitivity to PTS.

Table 12-1 Statutory Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter 12,
Offshore and intertidal ornithology

Stakeholder Theme How this is addressed in this
ES

Natural Natural England’s final conclusions The accompanying Appendix

England on ornithology matters cannot be  12.1: Baseline technical

reached until the full 24 months of report, Volume 4 of the ES
baseline survey data are analysed (Document Reference:
and the results presented in the 6.4.12.1) provides the full 24

final Environmental Statement months of baseline survey data
(ES). and has been used to inform
this ES.
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Natural Natural England do not agree that The cumulative assessments
England the initial findings of the cumulative have been revised following
assessments are either ‘de completion of site-specific
minimis’. Whilst Natural England  baseline surveys and also
recognise that the predicted revisions to the assessment

impacts from R2 are not unduly methodology (see Section
significant in scale, they have the 12.15). While the Applicant
potential to contribute to existing  recognises that some impacts
significant cumulative impacts on  are sufficient to materially
seabirds at an EIA scale. contribute to cumulative
impacts at an EIA scale, there
remain some impacts where
the Applicant considers
Rampion 2’s impact is not a
material contribution to the
cumulative total impact.
6. Through discussions
with EPP, Natural England
have acknowledged the
impacts from Rampion 2 are

small.
Natural In response to the increasing level This is not considered in the
England of cumulative impacts, Natural ES Chapter as the Applicant

England therefore recommends has ruled out a draught height
that for all relevant future projects above 22m above Mean High
located in the North Sea and Water Spring (MHWS) for this
English Channel, including R2, project.
raising turbine draught height
should be considered as standard
mitigation practice, and that
relevant proposals should include
this measure in order to reduce
their contributions to the
cumulative/in-combination collision
totals by as much as is possible.
Natural Natural England has recently The Applicant has used Natural
England issued a template to assist with the England’s template as the
consistency of presentation of the basis for presenting a range of
modelled outputs, including both  results for both CRM (=
the stipulated parameters to apply Appendix 12.3: Collision risk
in the modelling and the needto  modelling, Volume 4 of the

present findings for a range of ES (Document Reference:
options, e.g. ranges of 6.4.12.3)) and displacement
displacement and species flight analysis ( Appendix 12.2:
speeds for use in CRM. Natural Displacement analysis,
England kindly request that this Volume 4 of the ES
template is used for the ES (Document Reference:
submission. 6.4.12.2)), although

modifications have been made
to ensure a consistency of
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Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England

Natural
England
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approach with other application
documents.

Natural England welcome the PVA analysis for gannet is

intention to undertake further PVA presented in Appendix 12.5:

analysis for gannet for which the ~ Population viability analysis,

results will be presented in the ES. Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.12.5).

Natural England request that the list The cumulative assessment in

of OWF sites included in the final Section 12.15 of this ES has

ES is updated to include those for been updated with the latest

which additional information may be available data, including the

available, most notably Sheringham impacts presented at ES for

and Dudgeon Extensions, which ~ Sheringham and Dudgeon

have consulted on a PEIR. For all Extensions.

sites under consideration the total

impact should include both that

assessed for displacement in

addition to that assessed for

collision, i.e. in combination.

Natural England request that CEF Paragraph 12.15.83 of this ES

totals for Rampion 2 include the Chapter presents combined

presentation of combined impacts impacts from collision risk and

for gannet, i.e. so that the predicted displacement for gannet.

impact of both collision and

displacement are totalled.

The need to present predicted Predicted mortality for

mortality for guillemot and razorbill guillemot and razorbill has

against the relevant BDMPS or been assessed against both

biogeographic scale for a range of BDMPS and biogeographic

displacement (30-70%) and scales for a range of

mortality (1-10%). This can be displacement from 30% to 70%

addressed by using the Natural and a range of mortality from

England template. 1% to 10%, with results
presented in Section 12.13
(Table 12-31 and Table 12-
32).

Natural England request further Full consideration of the

consideration of alternative suitable collision risk posed to migrant

techniques for assessing the seabirds and non-seabirds is

collision risk posed to migrant presented in Appendix 12.4:

seabirds and the suggest the use of Migratory CRM, Volume 4 of

the Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust the ES (Document Reference:

(WWT) Consultancy and MacArthur 6.4.12.4), including

Green, 2014 modelling approach, in assessment of Sandwich tern.

particular for Sandwich tern.

Natural England advise that inthe The cumulative assessment in

final analysis and assessment the Section 12.15 of this ES has

cumulative totals for great black-
backed gull are presented. This

68

been updated to include great
black-backed gull, including the
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Natural
England

Natural
England

RSPB

RSPB

RSPB

assessment should include the
latest cumulative totals, including
those available for Dudgeon and
Sheringham Extensions, with the
potential requirement to also
undertake PVA analysis.

g( Rampion 2
V\ RM

impacts presented at PEIR for
Sheringham and Dudgeon
Extensions (Table 12-50).

The need to include an assessment The cumulative assessment in

for herring gull in the CIA,
consistent with the other species
modelled.

Natural England advise that the

Section 12.15 of this ES has
been updated to include
herring gull, including the
impacts presented at for
Sheringham and Dudgeon
Extensions (Table 12-52).
The approach to CRM has

revised avoidance rates are applied been revised in line with the

in the CRM and analysis being
undertaken for the R2 final ES.

latest guidance on avoidance
rates (Natural England, 2022).
Full details are provided in
Appendix 12.3: Collision risk
modelling, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.12.3).

Due to a lack of the full 24 months The accompanying Appendix

of aerial digital survey data

underpinning the assessments for

potential impacts on Offshore
Ornithology, the RSPB cannot

12.1: Baseline technical
report, Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.12.1) provides the full 24

provide an appropriate analysis of months of baseline survey data

the assessments.

and has been used to inform
this ES.

The RSPB has concern regarding The impact assessments have

the robustness of conclusions
relating to the potential impacts
during the operational phase on

been thoroughly reviewed for
this ES and evidence-led
justifications for all conclusions

gannets. Subsequent ‘downgrading’ are provided.

of the impacts from moderate to
minor (insignificant) through
assessments of other OWFs is
inappropriate.

Migratory seabirds and non-
seabirds: The RSPB does not
consider the use of Rampion 1
OWEF assessments of migratory
seabirds and non-seabirds as

appropriate for Rampion 2 OWF,

Impacts on migratory birds
have been assessed using a
modelling approach. Full
details are presented in
Appendix 12.4: Migratory
CRM, Volume 4 of the ES

due to both the use of data at least (Document Reference:
9 years ago, alongside the lack of 6.4.12.4).

assessment around the
combination of effects from
Rampion 1 and 2 in unison.
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Flight heights: The RSPB agrees
that a review of site-specific flight
heights should be completed once

the full dataset of aerial digitals

surveys are analysed. This could

support a number of species

collision risk modelling under Band

Option 1

Nocturnal flight activity: It is not
clear to the RSPB which
percentages for nocturnal flight

activity have been used in RED’s

collision risk modelling.

We note that throughout the PEIR,

ecological surveys remain
incomplete or not fully analysed.

Full comment cannot be made at
this stage, and we are concerned

that this may have caused some
species or habitat to be
undervalued or scoped out
prematurely.

The Collision Risk and
Displacement Assessments are
based on data for a single year.
This is considered to be

inadequate. Consequently, SOS is
not currently in a position to make

any final comments on the
assessments.

The British Trust for Ornithology
(BTO) recommendation is that
surveys should consist of a
combination of boat-based and
aerial surveys with radar studies

g( Rampion 2
V\ RM

The full dataset of aerial
digitals surveys have been
completed and analysed, and it
has been determined that there
is insufficient data of an
appropriate quality to proceed
with site-specific flight height
data for Band Option 1 CRM.
Nocturnal activity factors used
for assessment have been
provided in Appendix 12.3:
Collision risk modelling,
Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.12.3).

The accompanying Appendix
12.1: Baseline technical
report, Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.12.1) provides the full 24
months of baseline survey
data, and has been used to
inform this ES.

The accompanying Appendix
12.1: Baseline technical
report, Volume 4 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.4.12.1) provides the full 24
months of baseline survey data
and has been used to inform
this ES and all associated
assessments.

Conducting aerial surveys
alone is recognised across the
industry as the standard
preferred approach to baseline
data collection for offshore

where mass migratory movements wind developments.

through the wind farm area are

suspected. This is not mentioned in
PEIR and hence no justification is
given for the decision to ignore the

BTO recommendations and
undertake solely aerial surveys.

For all the reasons set out in 3, 4,

5, 6 in this section (offshore
ornithology), we believe that an
impact assessment on the

Impacts on migratory birds
have been assessed using a
modelling approach. Full
details are presented in

numerous passage birds migrating Appendix 12.4: Migratory
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through the Channel needs to form CRM, Volume 4 of the ES
part of the Rampion justification, = (Document Reference:

and that steps need to be taken to 6.4.12.4).

obtain data to support such an

assessment.

The Collision Risk Assessments ~ CRM has been carried out on
have all been made on the basis of the basis of the worst case
an array of 116 turbines with a rotor scenario design parameters, as
diameter of 210m. It has been detailed in Section 12.13
suggested elsewhere in PEIR that (Table 1219). Full details are
the array may actually consist of 75 provided in Appendix 12.3:
turbines with a rotor diameter of Collision risk modelling,
295m. This is not mentioned in the Volume 4 of the ES
Offshore Ornithology chapters of  (Document Reference:

PEIR. If it considered that an array 6.4.12.3).

of 116 turbines is the worst-case

scenario - as it presents a greater

collision risk that an array of 75

turbines - then this should be stated

in PEIR and the Collision Risk

Assessments for the alternative

array should be shown in order to

demonstrate that they are lower

than those for an array of 116

turbines.

No passerine migrants are Passerine species have been
mentioned in PEIR. No figures are screened out of detailed
available for the number of modelling, as it is expected that

passerines which cross the English most passerine species
Channel each spring but large 'falls' migrate at flight heights above
at suitable sites including Climping potential collision height.
suggest that many thousands of

birds are involved.

Kittiwakes were recorded during  The accompanying Appendix

eight aerial surveys. The peak 12.11: Baseline technical
estimated abundance of 623 report, Volume 4 of the ES
occurred in February 2020 and (Document Reference:

coincided with the arrival of Storm  6.4.12.1) provides the full 24
Ciara. In PEIR it is suggested that months of baseline survey
this was an unusually high count  data, and has been used to
due to the storm. SOS does not inform this ES and all
accept that the count was unusual. associated assessments.

As part of the embedded The Applicant has considered
environmental measures (Table a range of possible mitigation
1218) SOS would urge RED methods, and the mitigation

(Rampion Extension Development methods being proposed are
Ltd) that, if the OWF is constructed, presented in Table 12-20. The
one blade of each turbine should be decision on which mitigation
painted a darker colour in order to measures to proceed with
depends on a number of
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reduce motion smear and hence  factors, including evidence of

reduce the collision risk.

Rose diagrams suggests that

effectiveness of a given
method and the potential for
negative effects (such as
greater visual impacts).
Section 12.13 of this ES

kittiwakes were passing through the considers the potential barrier

proposed array area as they

effect to kittiwake.

travelled from their feeding area
back to the Seaford colony. The

proposed array will present a

barrier requiring the Kittiwakes to

undertake longer journeys and

expend more energy in undertaking

their feeding trips.

Table 13-6 Statutory Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter
13, Shipping and Navigation

Stakeholder

Theme

How this is addressed in this ES

Shoreham Port

Shoreham Port

Traffic will be cut off from
direct access to the Dover
Strait TSS resulting in a
need for larger vessels to
pass west of Rampion 1
and Rampion 2. This will
have a negative impact on
the commercial viability of
the port.

Some Masters from the
east may use the ITZ to
reach Shoreham, but in

The proposed DCO Order Limits
represent a reduction in total area
covered compared to the PEIR
Assessment Boundary (see Section
6.1 of Appendix 13.1: Navigational
Risk Assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.13.1)), including at the eastern
extent in proximity to the Dover
Strait TSS and Shoreham Port to the
east of the proposed DCO Order
Limits. There is also an MGN 654
compliant navigation corridor which
may be used by vessels accessing
Shoreham Port. Reduced access to
local ports and harbours including
commercial risk is considered in
Section 13.9, Section 13.10 and
Section 13.11.

The proposed DCO Order Limits
represent a reduction in total area
covered compared to the PEIR

such cases the collision risk Assessment Boundary (see Section

will be greater due to the
mixing of commercial
shipping with leisure craft.
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associated with vessel displacement
is considered in Section 13.9,
Section 13.10 and Section 13.11.
Intermediate Peripheral IPS marking will be agreed in
Structure (IPS) marking is  consultation with Trinity House as
not being phased out and noted in Appendix 13.1:
reference to this being the Navigational Risk Assessment,
case should be removed. Volume 4 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.13.1).

Layout should not The proposed DCO Order Limits
adversely affect the current represent a reduction in total area
lines of orientation at covered compared to the PEIR
Rampion 1. Assessment Boundary (see Section

6.1 of Appendix 13.1: Navigational
Risk Assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference: 6.4.13.1))
including establishing a minimum
1nm clearance from Rampion 1 via
two structures exclusion zones
which serve as helicopter refuge
areas (HRA).

Recreational activity is A further 14 days of vessel traffic

unlikely to have returned to survey data from 16 to 30 June 2022

normal by August 2020 and has been assessed including

the survey only partially fell recreational craft and is incorporated

within the recommended into the baseline characterisation of

period of 15 June to 15 vessel movements in Section 13.6.

August (see Paragraph

13.3.12). Accuracy of NRA

may be reduced as a result

and recommended that

additional surveys are

undertaken in summer

2022.
No further concerns with Noted in the assessment of collision
respect to sea room risk associated with vessel

(navigational squeeze) at  displacement which is considered in
the western extent of the  Section 13.9, Section 13.10 and
PEIR Assessment Section 13.11.

Boundary with previous

concerns addressed by the

reduction from the Scoping

Boundary.

Assumptions in relation to International requirements (SOLAS
the sufficient experience of Chapter V (IMO, 1974)) require all
crews of recreational craft vessels proceeding to sea to adhere
should be supported by to IMO guidelines (as enforced by
peer reviewed data and the MCA) and ensure that they take
literature to provide appreciation of the risks to which
justification. they are exposed. This includes
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The 860m spacing between
structures should be made

a condition for the

development of Rampion

2.

Given the inability of a

recreational craft adrift to
anchor and risk of capsize
in the event of an allision
incident the RYA disagrees

with the ranking of

frequency of impact as

negligible and moderate
consequences for drifting

allision risk for a
recreational vessel.

Consideration should be
made as to whether the

development will allow

sufficient time for a

response (such as the

RNLI) to reach a drifting

craft before a

collision/allision occurs.
MGN 654 has now been
superseded and the NRA
should be reviewed and
revised with respect to the

recreational aspects of

MGN 654.
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ensuring the vessel’s navigation is
planned, and that there is
continuous monitoring of the
vessel’s position including weather,
tides, navigational warnings and
contingency planning. Whilst it is
recognised that not all recreational
users adhere to this, as itis a
requirement, it is assumed that the
majority do. If the RYA has evidence
to suggest this assumption is
incorrect this evidence can be
assessed.

The final array layout will be agreed
with the MCA and Trinity House
post-consent as per DCO
requirements or Deemed Marine
Licence (dML) but will be within the
parameters set out in the ES
including the 830m minimum
spacing (a small decrease from
PEIR associated with the reduction
in the proposed DCO Order Limits)
(see Section 13.7).

The assessment of drifting allision
risk for recreational vessels gives
due consideration to the limited
options available in terms of
emergency action and the level of
emergency response resources in
the region. The frequency of
occurrence has subsequently been
amended to ‘extremely unlikely’.
However, given the reduced speed
at which a drifting allision would
likely occur, the severity of
consequence remains ‘moderate’
(see Section 13.10).

This chapter and the NRA are
compliant with MGN 654, including
the updated MGN checklist (see
Annex A of Appendix 13.1:
Navigational Risk Assessment,

Volume 4 of the ES (Document
Reference 6.4.13.1).
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Do not believe there is fair A further 14 days of vessel traffic
consideration of the survey data from 16 to 30 June 2022
economic impacts of has been assessed (including
displacement to all types of vessels not broadcasting on AlS)
leisure and commercial and is incorporated into the baseline
vessels using Littlehampton characterisation of vessel
and local waters due to movements in Section 13.6.
vessel traffic assessments Commercial risk associated with
occurring during the Littlehampton Harbour is assessed
COVID-19 pandemic and in Section 13.9, Section 13.10 and
an over reliance on AlS Section 13.11.
data.

The degree of export cable The need for and location of any

protection and cable burial external cable protection will be

depth requires full determined via the CBRA post

assessment to ensure the consent, with cable burial to be the

risks of both anchor preferred option for cable protection

interaction and reduction in (see C-41, C-45, C-96 Table 13-

under keel clearance in 14).

these areas is properly

mitigated.

Concerned with sufficiency Separate consultation has been

of engagement with undertaken as part of Chapter 10

Littlehampton's commercial Commercial fisheries, Volume 2 of

fishing fleet. the ES (Document Reference:
6.2.10) and liaison with fishing fleets
via a Fisheries Liaison Officer (FLO)
is ongoing.

The risk of anchor snagging Assessed in the consideration of

across any cable route increased interaction with sub-sea

between landfall and the  cables in Section 13.10.

array area or between the

turbine infrastructure

requires consideration.

Consideration of marine  The long-term AIS data analysis

aggregate dredger routeing (see Annex E of Appendix 13.1:

between Area 435 and the Navigational Risk Assessment,

beaches at Pevensey and Volume 4 of the ES (Document

Eastbourne needs to be Reference: 6.4.13.1)) did not

incorporated in the indicate marine aggregate dredging

assessment as this data  activity between Area 435 and

may be excluded or not beaches at Pevensey and

have occurred during the  Eastbourne; however, a more

survey period. Ship general consideration is given to

movements consisting of  east-west transits of all vessel types

two to three weeks of within the impact assessment.

activity can occur

associated with

beach/coastal protection

projects at these locations.
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The PEIR chapter and NRA This chapter and the NRA are
require review and update compliant with MGN 654, including

to reflect MGN 654, the MGN 654 checklist (see Annex

including the MGN A of Appendix 13.1: Navigational

checklist. Risk Assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.13.1)).

The terminology and The NRA terminology is amended to

language used in the NRA reflect the FSA methodology.

reflects EIA reporting when

it should be consistent with

the NRA methodology.

Queried whether grounding Grounding risk has been considered

risk has been considered. as an element of the vessel
displacement impact in Section
13.9, Section 13.10 and Section
13.11.

Queried whether any more The most recently available MAIB

up-to-date Marine Accident and RNLI incident data at the time of

Investigation Branch the baseline being updated for the

(MAIB) and RNLI data has ES has been used (2010 to 2019)

been considered post-2017 (see Table 13-9).

and when Rampion 1 was

installed.

Concerned with The proposed DCO Order Limits

navigational safety around represents a reduction in total area

the full extent of the PEIR covered compared to the PEIR

Assessment Boundary and Assessment Boundary, including at

in particular the western the western extent in proximity to

extent which creates a Selsey Bill (see Section 6.1 of
pinch point with Selsey Bill Appendix 13.1: Navigational Risk
and effectively cuts off Assessment, Volume 4 of the ES
Littlehampton from the (Document Reference: 6.13.1)).
south.

Do not consider there to be The proposed DCO Order Limits
any exceptional represents a reduction in total area
circumstance in this covered compared to the PEIR
instance to bypass the Assessment Boundary (see Section

Marine Planning Policies in 6.1 of Appendix 13.1: Navigational
relation to overlap of the  Risk Assessment, Volume 4 of the
red line boundary with the ES (Document Reference: 6.4.13.1))
ITZ. Amendment of the red including no longer intersecting the
line boundary to avoid the ITZ.

ITZ would reduce the

deviation required for

vessels accessing

Shoreham and the Dover

Strait TSS.

Not supportive of the The proposed DCO Order Limits
effective ‘blocking off of  represents a reduction in total area
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large areas of sea room as covered compared to the PEIR
exhibited by the anticipated Assessment Boundary (see Section
main routes post wind farm 6.1 of Appendix 13.1: Navigational

in the PEIR.

For the purposes of SAR
and navigational safety
request at least one line of
orientation maintained
between Rampion 1 and
the proposed development.
Furthermore, two lines of
orientation as set out in
MGN 654 are preferred
within the proposed
development unless a
sufficient safety case can
be presented to the MCA.
Expect that the ES chapter
and updated NRA will be
fully compliant with MGN
654.

A single 10-year period is
unnecessarily short for
accident data and may not
accurately reflect historic
incidents and safety of
navigation.

The future traffic baseline
(10% increase) is

Risk Assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference: 6.4.13.1))
and a structures exclusion zone
(which serves as a navigation
corridor) provides an additional
option to/from Littlehampton Harbour
(see Section 17 of Appendix 13.1:
Navigational Risk Assessment,
Volume 4 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.4.13.1)).

The final layout will be agreed with
the MCA and Trinity House post
consent as required under the draft
DCO (see C-86, Table 13-14). The
proposed DCO Order Limits
incorporates HRAs to support
access for SAR assets, including
between Rampion 1 and Rampion
2.

This chapter and the NRA are
compliant with MGN 654, including
the MGN 654 checklist (see Annex
A of Appendix 13.1: Navigational
Risk Assessment, Volume 4 of the
ES (Document Reference:
6.4.13.1)).

The most recent 20-year period of
MAIB incident data available has
been considered (2000 to 2019)
(see Table 13-9), noting that the first
10-year period (2000 to 2009) is
considered only qualitatively given
the changes to safety
standards/regulations and poorer
levels of reporting of incidents in
earlier years.

The future traffic baseline is
considered in Section 13.6, noting

conservative and a range of that a 20% future case has now

up to 30% should be
considered particularly

been incorporated in addition to a
10% future case. A 30% future case

given the traffic volumes on would be an extreme scenario and

the South Coast.
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10%/20% is considered
conservative.

Statutory Consultation Feedback - Volume 2, Chapter 14, Civil and
Military aviation

Rampion 2’s first statutory consultation exercise ran from 14 July to 16 September
2021, a period of nine weeks. The PEIR (RED, 2021) was published as part of
Rampion 2’s first statutory consultation exercise which provided preliminary
information on shipping and navigation within Chapter 15: Civil and military aviation
(RED, 2021).

Following feedback to the Statutory Consultation exercise in 2021 it was identified
that some coastal residents did not receive consultation leaflets as intended.
Therefore, the first Statutory Consultation exercise was reopened between 7
February 2022 to 11 April 2022 for a further nine weeks. The original PEIR published
as part of the first Statutory Consultation exercise in 2021 was unchanged and re-
provided alongside the reopened Statutory Consultation exercise in early 2022.

The following statutory consultation exercises focussed on changes made to the
onshore cable route, onshore substation, and National Grid interface point and did
not consider offshore aspects of the Proposed Development.

The second Statutory Consultation exercise was undertaken from 18 October 2022
to 29 November 2022. This was a targeted consultation which focused on updates to
the onshore cable route proposals which were being considered following feedback
from consultation and further engineering and environmental works. As part of this
second Statutory Consultation exercise, RED sought feedback on the potential
changes to the onshore cable route proposals to inform the onshore design taken
forward to DCO application.

The third Statutory Consultation exercise was undertaken from 24 February 2023 to
27 March 2023. This was a targeted consultation which focused on a further single
onshore cable route alternative being considered following feedback from
consultation and further engineering and environmental works. As part of this third
Statutory Consultation exercise, RED sought feedback on the potential changes to
the onshore cable route proposals to inform the onshore design taken forward to
DCO Application.

The fourth Statutory Consultation exercise was undertaken from 28 April 2023 to 30
May 2023. This was a targeted consultation which focused on the proposed
extension works to the existing National Grid Bolney substation to facilitate the
connection of the Rampion 2 onshore cable route into the national grid electricity
infrastructure. As part of this fourth Statutory Consultation exercise, RED sought
feedback on the proposed substation extension works to inform the onshore design
taken forward to the DCO Application.

The PEIR assessment boundary has changed substantially taking into consideration
S42 comments received in order to address concerns, to arrive at the final proposed
DCO Order Limits. Further information on the design refinement process can be
found in Chapter 4: Project Description, Volume 2 of the ES (Document
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Reference: 6.2.4) and Chapter 3: Alternatives, Volume 2 of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.3).

Table 15-7 Formal Consultation feedback — Volume 2, Chapter 15,
Seascape, landscape and visual impact assessment

Stakeholder

Theme

How this is addressed
in this ES

Adur District
Council

Arun District
Council

While we recognise that larger
turbines generate renewable electricity
more efficiently and that there must be
a trade-off between aesthetic impact
and renewable energy production, we
do have some concerns about the
visual impact of the turbines and we
appreciate these concerns being taken
into account.

The Council has significant concerns
regarding the scale of the proposals
relative to their proximity to the
coastline. It is noted that the proposed
turbines are substantially larger than
the existing Rampion 1 turbines and
the visual impacts of the proposals will
be enormous. The combination of the
size of the turbines and the quantity of
them lead ADC to conclude that the
proposals are an overdevelopment in
this location.

Section 15.7 of the
SLVIA chapter sets out
how Rampion 2 responds
to ‘good design’ in
respect of seascape,
landscape and visual
receptors, including
demonstrating how its
appearance provides a
‘good aesthetic’, as far as
is possible.

The visual impacts of
Rampion 2 WTGs are
assessed in this Chapter.
Design principles are
described in Section
15.7, which sets out how
the design of Rampion 2
provides embedded
environmental measures
addressing visual effects,
in response to
stakeholder comments,
including a reduction in
the spatial extent of the
Rampion 2 array area, it’s
spread and quantity of
WTGs within it.
Opportunities to reduce
effects through turbine
height reduction are
limited due to the
technical and economic
requirements associated
with producing renewable
energy as well as other
environmental factors.
The need to retain
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Stakeholder

Theme

How this is addressed
in this ES

Arun District
Council

Arun District
Council

Brighton &
Hove City
Council

Table 16-11 Viewpoints included in the
SLVIA fails to consider or identify that
there is a conservation area fronting
on to the sea, with a second one close
by. This is disappointing as the same
table identifies the conservation areas
in Bognor Regis and other LPA areas.
This issue had to be raised at one of
the online meetings, and it would
appear that this issues still has not
been properly addressed.

There is also an Area of character in
South Terrace which has not been
identified (non-designated heritage
asset).

With regards to Table 16-6, we would
query the reference to construction
and decommissioning being ‘short
term’ in its impact, and the lack of
reference to cumulative visual impacts
alongside the existing Rampion
windfarm. The reference to reversible
effects is also questionable, given the
turbines are expected to be in situ for
25 years.

flexibility of WTG
numbers, size and
location within the
Rampion 2 array area
through the planning
stages and assessment
of a Maximum Design
Scenario is a necessary
part of the process that is
recognised through NPS
EN-1 at paragraphs 4.2.5
-4.2.6.

Viewpoint 11
Littlehampton is sited
near the pier and Harbour
Park to represent the
concentration of
receptors in this area.
The effect of Rampion 2
on the setting of
conservation areas is
assessed in Chapter 25:
Historic environment,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.2.25).

The effect of Rampion 2
on non-designated
heritage assets is
assessed in Chapter 25:
Historic environment,
Volume 2 of the ES
(Document Reference:
6.2.25).

Section 15.8 of the
SLVIA chapter sets out
the methodology for the
ES assessment including
definitions for short,
medium and long term
impacts. The
methodology, based on
guidance (GLVIA3)
defines short-term effects
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Stakeholder

Theme

How this is addressed
in this ES

Brighton &
Hove City
Council

The assessment of possible effects on
landscape character set out in Table
16-34 uses the Marine

Conservation Area (MCAQ7),
extending from Selsey Bill to Seaford
Head, as the baseline against which to
assess the impact on landscape
character. The assessment states that:
“The sensitivity of the MCA to changes
associated with the offshore elements
of Rampion 2 is

considered to [sic] medium-high for the
inshore areas of the MCA and medium
for the offshore areas

in which the windfarm array area is
located, due to the reduction in
susceptibility with the increased
distance offshore and the presence of
Rampion 1 Wind Farm whose WTGs
are a characteristic

feature of the existing seascape.’ The
seascape is assessed as having
medium value. The assessment
identifies that the magnitude of change
would be medium to high, and the
overall

effect on the MCAQ7 area significant
(Major / Moderate). The assessment
acknowledges that there are areas of

as ‘1to 5years’. The
construction phase of the
Project will be completed
within that period.
Operational effects are
assessed as reversible at
the end of the operational
period upon completion
of decommissioning
(although long- term).
Cumulative effects are
assessed in Section
15.12. Rampion 1
windfarm has been
considered as part of the
baseline.

The effect of the
Proposed Development
in views from urban areas
including tourist hotpots
is assessed at
representative
viewpoints, such as
Viewpoint 8 Brighton
Seafront (Section 15.10),
which is assessed as
being of high sensitivity
(with medium-high value)
and more open/tranquil
areas at Viewpoint 27
Hollingbury Hill Fort
(Section 15.10), which is
also assessed as high
sensitivity (with high
value). Assessment of
the Proposed
Development on
conservation areas is
undertaken in Chapter
25: Historic
environment, Volume 2
of the ES (Document
Reference: 6.2.25).
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Stakeholder Theme How this is addressed
in this ES
open coast as well, including South
Downs National Park which is
assessed separately. However, it does
not identify areas of greater sensitivity
and value within the urban areas such
as tourist hotspots, more open/tranquil
areas along the seafront, and
conservation areas. In this context the
effect on the more sensitive
townscape areas has been
underassessed.
Brighton & The visual impacts are assessed as The significance of visual
Hove City significant and major from all of the effects on views from
Council views within B&H (below). Brighton & Hove was
a. Viewpoint 7 Rottingdean (within considered in the project
SDNP): the turbines would occupy design and there are
58.5 degrees of the 180 reductions to the
degree view out to sea. Horizontal Field of View
b. Viewpoint 8 Brighton Seafront: the (HFoV) affected, as
turbines would occupy 71.7 degrees of described in Section
the 180 degree view out to sea. 15.7 and as assessed for
c. Viewpoint 27 Hollingbury Golf each viewpoint within
Course (within SDNP): the turbines Brighton & Hove in
would occupy 61.7 degrees Section 15.10.
of the 180 degree view out to sea.
This being the case, we consider the
assessment of views from within the
urban areas should be
reconsidered.
Brighton & We note that the value of views from The assessment in
Hove City settlements along the coast was cited  Section 15.10 confirms
Council in the Examining Authority’s that sea views from

Recommendation Report for Rampion
1 (paragraph 4.335), highlighting the
point made

by one resident as being “captured
eloquently” in referring to the
importance of “an uninterrupted

sea view to the character and
sensation of space when within
Brighton". While the views may no
longer be entirely uninterrupted due to
Rampion 1, the sensation of space
along the coast continues to form an

Brighton are no longer
uninterrupted due to the
presence of Rampion 1.
The conclusions of the
SLVIA in Section 15.15
consider how the
'sensation of space' along
the coast continues to
form an important part of
the character of the city.
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important part of the character of the
city.
Brighton & The assessment considers Rampion 1  In accordance with
Hove City to be part of the baseline, rather than  GLVIA3 (Landscape
Council resulting in cumulative effects, an Institute, 2013) (para
approach we do not agree with. Thisis 7.13), existing offshore
also apparent in this conclusion from wind farms, (including
the Table: “Rampion 2 will increase Rampion 1) and those
the influence of the wind farm element  which are under
viewed in MCAOQ7 that forms the construction are included
seascape element of views, through in the baseline for
an increase in the lateral spread, scale seascape, landscape and
and influence of WTGs extending from  visual effects
Rampion 1, both eastwards and assessments in Section
westwards on the sea skyline, 15.9 to 15.11.
contributing to a Cumulative effects are
greater degree of enclosure of the assessed in Section
seascape of Sussex Bay.” 15.12.
Brighton & This notes the increase in scale, The effects arising from
Hove City extending from Rampion 1, but does the Proposed
Council not note that it would fully enclose Development on
Rampion 1 on all sides. This approach seascape character have
reduces the overall assessment of been updated in Table
magnitude of change on the urban 15-36. The assessment
areas from which it is seen. of VP8 Brighton Seafront
in Section 15.10 also
notes that the Proposed
Development will extend
WTG development
westwards and
eastwards on the skyline,
increasing the horizontal
extent of the array, with
effects assessed as
medium-high magnitude
and significant.
Brighton & Three viewpoints from within the The location of Viewpoint
Hove City Brighton & Hove boundary have been 8 Brighton Seafront at
Council selected, though two are within the one of the closest and

SDNP. This puts a heavy reliance on
the remaining viewpoint (viewpoint 8)
being representative of the impact on
the entire Brighton & Hove urban area.
It is therefore crucial that this is

most open sections of the
Brighton coast with views
to the Proposed
Development is
considered to be
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Brighton &
Hove City
Council

Brighton &
Hove City
Council

representative of a ‘worst-case
scenario’, in accordance with the
Rochdale Envelope approach.

The Brighton seafront view (Viewpoint
8) has been taken from the Kings
Road between the two piers. This is a
comparatively low-lying viewpoint and
the seafront here is very developed
and has a busy commercial and
tourism character. As a result, the
impact of the offshore array in this
viewpoint has been under-assessed.

In landscape and seascape terms, a
more representative location would be
from an elevated position towards the
eastern end of Marine Parade. The
seafront is much more open and
tranquil in this area, and uninterrupted

representative of the
'worst-case' effects on
views from the
settlement, with effects
assessed as medium-
high magnitude and
significant. Viewpoint 27
at Hollingbury Hill Fort is
also within the City of
Brighton and
representative of views
from elevated areas of
the city set further back
from the coastal edge,
with effects on views are
assessed as being of
medium magnitude.

The busy commercial /
tourist character near to
Viewpoint 8 is noted,
however the viewpoint is
sited at one of the closest
sections of the Brighton
coast with views to the
Proposed Development
and is considered to be
representative of the
'worst-case' effects on
views from the
settlement, which are
described as occurring
from wider Brighton
seafront. Effects are
assessed as being of
medium-high magnitude
in Section 15.10 and are
not therefore considered
to be under-assessed.

Viewpoint 8 Brighton
Seafront is considered to
be representative of the
worst-case views from
Brighton seafront,
including from Marine
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Brighton &
Hove City
Council

sea views are integral to the way this
historic area is experienced, so the
magnitude of change arising from the
offshore array will likely be greater.

It is therefore considered that either an
additional or replacement viewpoint
from Marine Parade east

should be produced and assessed.

We would emphasise that to date, the
precise location of viewpoint has been
unclear.

Parade, which despite
having a higher heritage
value, is not as busy /
popular with people /
visitors as the area near
to Viewpoint 8. Effects on
visual receptors at
Brighton seafront are
assessed as being of
medium-high magnitude
and significant, and
would not be notably
greater from the nearby
position towards the
eastern end of Marine
Parade.

Detailed consultations
were undertaken on the
viewpoints selected
through the statutory and
non-statutory
consultations, which
brought forward many
suggestions from
stakeholders regarding
the inclusion of certain
viewpoint locations for
assessment. In total 54
viewpoints (Table 15-14)
were agreed and
included in the SLVIA,
which provide a wealth of
representative locations
from which to understand
the likely significant
effects of the Rampion 2
project. Viewpoint 8
Brighton Seafront is
representative of the
worst-case from Brighton
seafront and nearby
areas. No further
viewpoints from Marine
Parade are included in
ES.
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Brighton & We note that the conclusions drawn in ~ The assessment of

Hove City paragraph 16.10.56 are unclear: Viewpoint 8 in Section

Council “The open sea views are informally 15.10 identifies that it is
recognised through the seaward located within a
alignment of the urban sea frontages conservation area and
and the popularity of the that parts of visible
beaches/seafronts to visitors, townscape therefore
however, the views from these have heritage planning
settlements are not within a policy protection,
designated landscape nor afforded reflected in the medium-
planning policy protection.” While the high value of views. The
urban seafront areas in Brighton & concluding paragraph of
Hove are not within designated the assessment has also
landscapes, large parts of the seafront been updated to reflect
are within heritage designations. the presence of the
Views from the settlements will not be  conservation area.
afforded planning policy protection
because LPAs do not have jurisdiction
over the sea.

Brighton & Finally, we are aware of work which Buffers for offshore wind

Hove City has been carried out with regard to the farm development are not

Council need for buffers between coastal defined on a project-by-

areas and offshore wind farms, which
vary depending on the size of the
turbines and the sensitivity of the
coastal receptors. It is unclear what
work has been undertaken in relation
to this project, and how the buffer
proposed for this scheme has been
calculated, given the sensitivity of
the coastal area.

project basis, but through
strategic assessment.
The OESEA (OESEA,
2020) proposes 34km