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Dear Mr Miliband, 

I write on behalf of CowfoldvRampion in response to your leƩer of 6th February, to argue that the full 
environmental and financial costs of wind farms need to be adequately considered, in parƟcular with 
reference to Rampion2, where the decommissioning impacts in this ecologically sensiƟve inshore 
locaƟon contribute significantly to the adverse impacts outweighing the assumed benefits.  

 

Natural England raise concerns regarding Rampion2 about the damage to the sea bed and proposed 
significant seasonal piling restricƟons during construcƟon of the wind turbines, to protect important 
marine life. However, the damage is not just during installaƟon; indeed, as we and Protect Coastal 
Sussex have said in numerous submissions during the ExaminaƟon, the harm and environmental 
costs of decommissioning must also be taken into account when overall harm from the proposals are 
considered. Unless a detailed plan is available now, how can the true environmental impact be 
assessed? Without a decommissioning plan submiƩed before consent, the DCO is an assessment of 
only half, or even less, of the works and impacts of the proposed development. 

RWE were asked during the ExaminaƟon whether they had taken this into consideraƟon when 
assessing the harm against the benefits of the ApplicaƟon. Their answer was simply ‘Yes, we can 
confirm that we have’. However, this cannot have been the case, as the document at Appendix 1 
below, from the Industry Trade AssociaƟon (Renewable UK) shows clearly that the industry itself is 
highly uncertain about the decommissioning phase of offshore wind farms and that there is no clear 
plan for this at all. 

The document shows that “end of life decision-making remains largely uncharted territory in the UK’s 
offshore wind sector”: 

 By 2035 nearly one third of existing wind sites will be at end of life.  
 at the end of a wind farm’s operational life, all infrastructure is expected to be 

               fully removed, yet significant uncertainty remains regarding what is 
technically or commercially feasible [no offshore windfarm the height and scale of Rampion2 
has yet been dismantled] 

 There is likely to be more damage to the sea bed by removal of turbines than in the 
construction phase [This must be particularly likely for Rampion 2 given the unprecedented 
height of these turbines and the sensitivity of the sea bed at this location] 

 There is currently no recycling mechanism: what will happen to the parts-landfill perhaps? 
 There is currently no decommissioning framework. How can more sites be built without 

knowing how much carbon is expended in taking them down? 
 There is currently no approach to capital write downs on the projects-the body calls it an 

“unbalanced approach”. In other words, the costs may be prohibitive. [Rampion have 
already made threats regarding viability if just £1million were to be required to be spent on 
protecting Kent Street.] 

 Only a few offshore windfarms worldwide have so far been decommissioned to date, only 
one of these was in the UK-the Blyth wind farm, consisting of just two turbines, only 62m 
high, in 11m of water and just 1.6km from the shore! [The 90 Rampion 2 turbines are 325m 
tall and 13-26km from the shore in a depth of 15-60m] 
 

 
Instead, therefore, the response from RWE is one of the many unsubstanƟated claims they have 
made during the ExaminaƟon. Given the significant concerns about the impact of piling in this 
instance, and kelp regeneraƟon etc, how can it be raƟonal not to include a proper analysis of 



decommissioning in the assessment of harms v benefit. If, as the industry itself suggests, this is not 
possible at this Ɵme, an unchallengeable decision cannot be made and should be deferred 
indefinitely or the proposal rejected. 

The onus is on the Applicant to have submiƩed an applicaƟon which is “fully prepared and 
comprehensive” (Reference 1 below: EN-1 paras 4.1.19-20). The lack of clarity about so many 
important aspects of this proposal has been undeniable during the ExaminaƟon, and the errors, 
omissions and at Ɵmes highly misleading reports have become more and more apparent during the 
ExaminaƟon (we refer you to, in parƟcular, but not exclusively, to the traffic reports, including for 
Kent Street and Michelgrove, the errors in vehicle numbers and ill thought out traffic plans, the 
degree of hedge loss and tree loss, and the ecology reports on Cratemans, the Green Lane and 
Oakendene) 

Similarly, the Applicant should have made a proper assessment of the viability before making the 
ApplicaƟon (Reference 2 below: EN-1 paras 4.1.21-22). Instead, we see: 

 The true costs of decommissioning cannot have been included, as they are unknown. 
 It is clear from Rampion 1’s output that the energy output will be less than the Applicant 

predicts 
 By 2021 only seven offshore windfarms had been decommissioned worldwide. Six of them, 

including Blyth, were decommissioned prior to the end of their useful life (Shafiee and 
Adedipe, InternaƟonal Journal of Sustainable Energy (Reference 3 below), making the 
benefit calculaƟons even less aƩracƟve. 

 

The Applicant has stated that if held to the restricƟons proposed by NE, the costs may make the 
proposals unviable. How much more important to consider the, potenƟally even greater, costs of 
decommissioning and who will pay. If the industry cannot or will not afford this, the cost of 
decommissioning will fall to the government, and the lasƟng legacy of this government will be to 
saddle the naƟon with costs of billions of pounds to somehow clear up these elephant graveyards in 
years to come.  

Finally, in the case of Finch v Surrey County Council (Reference 4 Below) the Supreme Court ruled 
that the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) DirecƟve (and the EIA RegulaƟons 2017 that 
transposed the DirecƟve into UK law) should be interpreted so as to require a planning authority to 
assess the downstream greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of a fossil fuel extracƟon project, before 
deciding whether to grant planning permission for the development. We argue that, although not 
fossil fuel, the GHG emissions of decommissioning must be taken into account when weighing up the 
benefits and harms of wind farms, and the fossil fuels involved in the manufacture, transportaƟon 
and construcƟon and decommissioning phases of the enƟre project. This is of parƟcular importance 
in the case of Rampion 2 where significant and specific harms arise due to its locaƟon and impacts 
on NaƟonal Landscapes, including the South Downs NaƟonal Park. 

In summary,  

 Decommissioning costs of all kinds are substanƟal and need to be taken into account in 
weighing whether benefits outweigh costs and harms 

 The applicant has failed to give proper accounƟng of decommissioning cost and impacts 
 Legally the DCO process must account also for cradle to grave emissions 
 There is insufficient informaƟon to make this determinaƟon 



 We suggest also, that a comparison with low emission alternaƟves designated as criƟcal 
naƟonal prioriƟes is also missing; given all the other factors and opportunity costs that are 
unique to the Sussex Bay inshore locaƟon this should be done as a maƩer of priority. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
CowfoldvRampion 
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relevance explained). 

 
3) Mahmood Shafiee and Tosin Adedipe “Offshore wind decommissioning: an assessment of the risk 
of operaƟons” InternaƟonal Journal of Sustainable Energy, Volume 41, 2022 - Issue 8  pp 1057-1083, 

 
4) Finch v Surrey Council: 
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