MORECAMBE

o2~  Qcobra | () FLOTATION ENERGY

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm: Generation Assets
Development Consent Order Documents

Volume 4
Consultation Report Appendices Part 1 (A to C)

PINS Document Reference: 4.1.1

APFP Regulation: 5(2)(q)
Rev 01




MORECAMBE

——

Document History

Doc No

MORO001-FLO-CON-ENV-RPT-0015

01

Alt Doc No n/a

DLl iy s £V Approved for Use

DIl IR May 2024

PINS Doc Ref 411

AHE R ETRE 5(2)(q)

Doc
Status

Originator

Rev Date

Reviewer Approver Modifications

May Approved

v 2024 for Use

Camargue

Morecambe
Offshore n/a
Windfarm Ltd

Morecambe
Offshore
Windfarm Ltd




j MORECAMBE

Contents

APPENAIX A . e e e et e e e e e eeaan e eaas 4
Appendix A1 Evidence Plan Report ....... oo 4

APPENIX B ... e 307
Appendix B1 Notification Email to Stakeholders ...........cccooovvieiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee, 307
Appendix B2 Non-Statutory Consultation Brochure.............ccccvvvviiiiiiiiiieie, 311
Appendix B3 Non-Statutory Consultation Feedback Form..................niniin. 323
Appendix B4 Non-Statutory Consultation Website ..., 328
Appendix B5 Non-Statutory Consultation Event Panels................ccoooooinnnin. 351
Appendix B6 Non-Statutory Consultation Posters............ccccvvviiieiiee e, 361
Appendix B7 Non-Statutory Consultation Post-Cards ..............ocveeieiiieeiieeeinnnnn. 364
Appendix B8 Non-Statutory Consultation Advertisements ...............ccccevvvvvninnnnn. 369
Appendix B9 Non-Statutory Consultation Webinar Presentation......................... 373
Appendix B10 Non-Statutory Consultation Press Release...........ccccoeovevvvviiinnnnnn. 391
Appendix B11 Press Release Media Distribution List............cccccciiiiii. 395
Appendix B12 Non-Statutory Consultation Social Media Posts............ccccc.o....... 397
Appendix B13 Non-Statutory Consultation Distribution List.................ccooeeiinnnnnn. 402

Y Y o] o 1= 4 Le [ OSSR PRRR 408
Appendix C1 Draft Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC)..................... 408
Appendix C2 Consultation SOCC ...........eiiiieee e 422
Appendix C3 Published SOCC (WelSh) ......cooiiieieiiiee e 428
Appendix C4 Published SOCC (ENglish) .....cccooviiiiiiiiiieeeeecee e 444
Appendix C5 Section 47 Notice (English)..........oooovviiiiiiiiiiieeee e, 473
Appendix C6 Section 47 Notice (WelSh) .......coooiiiiiiiiiieei e 476
Appendix C7 Project website holding page............ccoooii 479

Appendix C8 Publication of SoCC (Section 47 NotiCe) ........ccoevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnn. 481



j MORECAMBE
i

Appendix A1
Evidence Plan Report



l‘f MORECAMBE
—

Contents
T EVIENCE Plan ... 11
1.1 INtrOdUCHION. ... 11
1.2 Overview of the Project ... 11
1.2.1 Key relevant parameters..........oooooiiiiiiiie e 12
1.3 Purpose of the Evidence Plan ..o 13
1.4  Evidence Plan ProCess ... 14
1.4.1  Steering GroUP ...coooiiiiiiiie e 17
1.4.2  EXPert TOPIC GrOUPS....coeieeeeeieiiiiiee e e et e e e e e e e e eeeannnnnns 17
1.4.3 Review and updates .........oouuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicee e 18
1.5 SCOPE OFtNE EPP ... 18
1.5.1  Evidence Plan Process stakeholders ...............cccccciiiiiiiiiiiiis 18
1.5.2  Provision of technical documents .............ccccoiii 31
1.5.3  Wider stakeholder engagement.............ccccoiiiii 34
1.6 Working PrinCiples. ... 35
1.6.1  Characterisation data ..............cccuiiiiiiiiiii e 35
1.6.2  Approach to mitigation..............coeiiiiiiiiii e 38
1.6.3  Approach to monitoring..............ceiiii i 38
1.6.4  General PrinCiples .....cooo oo 38
1.6.5 Project data and confidentiality.............ccccoriiiii 39
1.6.6 Roles and responsibilitieS ...........iiiie i 39
Annex 1 Evidence Plan Process meeting minutes ...........ccoooeeeiiiiiiiiiciii e, 43
Annex 2 Expert Topic Groups consultation logs and agreement 10gs ...................... 283

Doc Ref 4.1.1 Rev 01

Page |30f44



l‘f MORECAMBE
—

Tables

Table 1.1 Key relevant parameters ... 12
Table 1.2 Four stages tothe EPP ... 15
Table 1.3 Organisations participating inthe EPP ..., 18
Table 1.4 ETG MEMDEIS ... e e e e 20
Table 1.5 Programme and summary of meetings ..........cccooeeveiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 21
Table 1.6 Summary of technical documents .............oooiiiiiiiiiiii e, 31
Table 1.7 The Applicant’s roles and responsibilities............c.ccccoeeeiiiiiiieiiiiiiieeeeeenn. 39
Table 1.8 Local Authorities roles and responsibilities.............ccoooevviiiiieiiiiiiieeeieeinnn. 40
Table 1.9 MMO roles and responsibilities .............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee e, 40
Table 1.10 NE roles and responsibilities ............c.uoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 41
Table 1.11 Isle of Man Government roles and responsibilities..............ccccceeeeeeennnn... 41
Table 1.12 Historic England roles and responsibilities .............ccccvvviiiieiiiiiieiiiinn. 42
Table 1.13 Cefas roles and responsibilities............ccoooeviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee 42
Table 1.14 NGO roles and responsibilities ............ccoeeviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee, 42

Doc Ref 4.1.1 Rev 01 Page |40f44



J‘f MORECAMBE
—

Glossary of Acronyms

AEoSI Adverse Effects on Site Integrity
AEZ Archaeological Exclusion Zone
AfL Agreement for Lease
AyM Awel y Mér
bp bp Alternative Energy Investments Ltd.
CEA Cumulative Effect Assessment
Cl Confidence Interval
CRM Collision Risk Modelling
DCO Development Consent Order
Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
DML Deemed Marine Licence
EC European Commission
EEC European Economic Community
EIA Environmental Impact Assessment
EnBW Energie Baden-Wirttemberg AG
EPP Evidence Plan Process
ES Environmental Statement
ETG Expert Topic Group
EWG Expert Working Group
Fol Freedom of Information
GBS Gravity Base Structures
HRA Habitats Regulations Assessment
INNS Invasive Non-Native Species
IPMP In-Principle Monitoring Plan
JNCC Joint Nature Conservation Committee
LEP Local Enterprise Partnership
LSE Likely Significant Effect
MCZA Marine Conservation Zone Assessment
MEAS Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service
MEEB Measures of Equivalent Environmental Benefit
MIEU Major Infrastructure and Environment Unit
MMMP Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol
MMO Marine Management Organisation
MNR Marine Nature Reserve
Doc Ref 4.1.1 Rev 01 Page |50f44



J‘f MORECAMBE
—

NE Natural England

NGO Non-Governmental Organisations

NRW Natural Resources Wales

NSIP Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project

NWIFCA North West Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
OSP(s) Offshore Substation Platform(s)

PDE Project Design Envelope

PEIR Preliminary Environmental Information Report

PINS Planning Inspectorate

PVA Population Viability Analysis

RIAA Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

SBP Sub-Bottom Profilers

SD Standard Deviations

SLVIA Seascape, Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
SNCB Statutory Nature Conservation Body

SoCC Statement of Community Consultation

SoCG Statement of Common Ground

TCE The Crown Estate

ToR Terms of Reference

uUxo Unexploded Ordnance

WSI Written Scheme of Investigation

WTG Wind Turbine Generator

Zol Zone of Influence

ZTV Zone of Theoretical Visibility
Doc Ref 4.1.1 Rev 01 Page |60f44



J‘f MORECAMBE

Glossary of Unit Terms

km kilometre
kV kilovolt
m metre
mm millimetre
MW Megawatt
Doc Ref4.1.1 Rev 01 Page |70f44



/‘f MORECAMBE
—

Glossary of Terminology

Applicant Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd

Application This refers to the Applicant’s application for a Development Consent
Order (DCO). An application consists of a series of documents and
plans which are published on the Planning Inspectorate’s (PINS)

website.
Agreement for | Agreements under which seabed rights are awarded following the
Lease (AfL) completion of The Crown Estate tender process.
Environmental | UK Statutory Instrument SI 2004 No. 3391, provides a statutory right of
Information access to environmental information held by UK public authorities.
Regulations
2004

Evidence Plan | A voluntary consultation process with specialist stakeholders to agree
Process (EPP) | the approach, and information to support, the Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) for
certain topics. The EPP provides a mechanism to agree the information
required to be submitted to PINS as part of the Development Consent
Order application. This function of the EPP helps Applicants to provide
sufficient information in their application, so that the Examining Authority
can recommend to the Secretary of State whether or not to accept the
application for examination and whether an appropriate assessment is

required.
Expert Topic A forum for targeted engagement with regulators and interested
Group (ETG) stakeholders through the EPP.
Freedom of An Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom that creates a public

Information Act | "right of access" to information held by public authorities.
2000

Generation Generation assets associated with the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.
Assets (the This is infrastructure in connection with electricity production, namely
Project) the fixed foundation wind turbine generators (WTGs), inter-array cables,

offshore substation platform(s) (OSP(s)) and possible platform link
cables to connect OSP(s).

Inter-array Cables which link the WTGs to each other and the OSP(s).

cables

In-row The distance separating WTGs in the main rows.

Inter-row The distance between the main rows.

Landfall Where the offshore export cables would come ashore.

Morgan and The Transmission Assets for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project and the
Morecambe Morecambe Offshore Windfarm. This includes the OSP(s)", the offshore

' At the time of writing the Environmental Statement (ES), a decision had been taken that the offshore substation
platforms (OSP(s)) would remain solely within the Generation Assets application and would not be included within
the Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms:
Transmission Assets. This decision post-dated the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) that was
prepared for the Transmission Assets. The OSP(s) are still included in the description of the Transmission Assets
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Offshore Wind | export cables, landfall site, onshore export cables, onshore substations,
Farms: 400KV cables and associated grid connection infrastructure, such as
Transmission circuit breaker infrastructure. A booster station may also be required for
Assets the Morgan Offshore Wind Project only.
Also referred to in this chapter as the Transmission Assets, for ease of
reading.
Offshore A fixed structure located within the windfarm site, containing electrical
substation equipment to aggregate the power from the WTGs and convert it into a
platform(s) more suitable form for export to shore.
Platform link An electrical cable which links one or more OSP(s).
cable

Safety zones

An area around a structure or vessel which should be avoided, as set
out in Section 95 of the Energy Act 2004 and the Electricity (Offshore
Generating Stations) (Safety Zones) (Application Procedures and
Control of Access) Regulations 2007.

Scour
protection

Protective materials to avoid sediment being eroded away from the
base of the foundations due to the flow of water.

Steering Group

Group formed of the Applicant and key stakeholders, overseeing EPP.

Windfarm site

The area within which the WTGs, inter-array cables, OSP(s) and
platform link cables will be present.

Influence (Zol)

Wind turbine A fixed structure located within the windfarm site that converts the
generator kinetic energy of wind into electrical energy.

(WTG)

Zone of The maximum anticipated spatial extent of a given potential impact.

for the purposes of this ES as the Cumulative Effects Assessment (CEA) carried out in respect of the
Generation/Transmission Assets is based on the information available from the Transmission Assets PEIR.

Doc Ref 4.1.1
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1 Evidence Plan

1.1 Introduction

1. This document reports on the Evidence Plan and Evidence Plan Process
(EPP) associated with the Development Consent Order (DCO) application by
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd (‘the Applicant’), a joint venture between
Zero-E Offshore Wind S.L.U. (Spain) (a Cobra group company), and Flotation
Energy Ltd. (Flotation Energy). The Applicant is seeking development consent
to authorise the construction, operation and maintenance for the Morecambe
Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets (‘the Project’).

2. This report documents the Applicant’s approach to the EPP, including
timeframes, process and expectations. This report is submitted as a summary
of the EPP, as an appendix to the Consultation Report (Document Reference
4.1) as part of the DCO Application. Records of discussions and agreements
are also included within this report (Annex 1 Expert Topic Group Meeting
Minutes and Annex 2 Expert Topic Group Consultation Logs and
Agreement Logs).

1.2 Overview of the Project

3. The Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets is a proposed offshore
windfarm located in the Eastern Irish Sea, approximately 30km off the
Lancashire coast.

4. For the purposes of this document the Project refers to the Morecambe
Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets.

5. When fully operational, the windfarm is anticipated to generate a nominal
capacity of 480MW and produce renewable power for over 500,000 homes in
the UK.

6. The Project has a planned capacity of over 100MW and is categorised as a

Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (or ‘NSIP’) under Sections 14(1)(a)
and 15(3) of the Planning Act 2008 and as such, it requires a DCO.

7. The Agreement for Lease (AfL) for the windfarm was awarded by The Crown
Estate (TCE) to the Applicant in early 2021, as part of TCE’s Offshore Wind
Round 4 Leasing. The AfL comprised an area of up to 125km? and reflects the
windfarm site assessed in the Project’s PEIR.

8. A Government-initiated review of offshore windfarm transmission connections
has concluded that the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm would share a grid
connection location at Penwortham, in Lancashire, with the Morgan Offshore
Wind Project, another offshore windfarm also located in the east Irish Sea.
Given this, the Applicant intends to deliver a coordinated grid connection with
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10.

11.

12.

13.

1.2.1

14.

the Morgan Offshore Wind Project and is, together with the Applicant for the
Morgan Offshore Wind Project, submitting a separate DCO application for the
Transmission Assets for both projects. As such, a separate EPP process was
established for the Transmission Assets. Participants, as relevant, have been
involved in both processes, or only relevant EPPs.

The Project includes infrastructure to be located within the offshore windfarm
site, namely fixed foundation wind turbine generators (WTGs), inter-array
cables, offshore substation platform(s) (OSP(s)) and possible platform link
cables to connect OSP(s). WTGs and OSP(s) would be fixed to the seabed
with foundation structures.

The Project Design Envelope (PDE) includes a range of WTGs with varying
parameters and capacity, to accommodate the ongoing rapid development in
WTG technology. Accounting for this range, there could be up to 30 ‘larger’ or
35 ‘smaller’ WTGs installed within the windfarm site to generate the nominal
export capacity of 480MW.

Following statutory consultation on the Preliminary Environmental Information
Report (PEIR) (19" April to 4™ June 2023), the AfL area awarded by TCE
(spanning 125km?) was refined to 87km?, as presented in the ES and DCO
Application documents.

The detailed design of the Project (e.g. numbers of WTGs, layout
configuration, foundation type and requirement for scour and/or cable
protection) will not be determined until post-consent. Therefore, realistic
worst-case scenarios in terms of potential impacts are adopted to undertake
a precautionary and robust impact assessment.

A detailed construction programme for the Project has not yet been
developed, however, construction and installation activities are anticipated to
last for 2.5 years. Chapter 5 Project Description (Document Reference
5.1.5) of the ES provides an indicative construction programme.

Key relevant parameters

Key relevant parameters for the Project are outlined in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1 Key relevant parameters

Parameter Details ‘

Approximate offshore construction duration 2.5 years

Windfarm site area (excluding offshore 87
temporary works area) (km?)

Windfarm site water depth range (m) 18 - 40
Approximate distance from shore (km) 30
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Parameter Details

Number of WTGs Up to 35 smaller Up to 30 larger
turbines turbines

Maximum number of OSP(s) 2

Wind turbine foundation type options Gravity Base Structures (GBS)

4-legged jacket on piles

3-legged jacket on piles
Monopiles

3-legged jacket on suction buckets

OSP foundation type options As for turbines

Number of piles per foundation for WTGs Monopile = 1

Jacket pin-piles = 4

Maximum number of piles for WTGs Monopile = 35

Jacket pin-piles = 140

Maximum number of piles for OSPs Monopile = 2

Jacket pin-piles = 8

Hammer energies (kilojoules) (kJ) Maximum hammer energy for monopiles:

Up to 6,600kJ

Maximum hammer energy for jacket pin-
piles:

Up to 2,500kJ

Maximum pile diameter (m) Maximum pile diameter for monopiles:

Up to 12m
Maximum pile diameter for jacket piles:
Up to 3m per leg

1.3
15.

16.

Purpose of the Evidence Plan

The Evidence Plan provides a framework for a non-statutory, voluntary
process that aims to encourage upfront agreement on what information an
applicant needs to supply to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS), as the
Examining Authority, as part of a DCO application. It aims to ensure
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), Marine Conservation Zone
Assessment (MCZA) and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
requirements are met and reduce the risk of major infrastructure projects being
delayed at (or before) the examination phase.

It also provides clarity on complex issues for the Examining Authority and
decision-makers by:

= Addressing evidence requirements systematically, at the pre-application
stage, to reduce the likelihood of unexpected issues or disagreements
arising during the examination

Doc Ref 4.1.1 Rev 01 Page |130f44
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= Providing an audit trail of areas of agreement/disagreement
17. This leads to more robust and streamlined decision-making. The Evidence
Plan offers benefits to all those engaged in the process by providing:
= Greater confidence on the suitability of existing information, any
additional evidence requirements and suitable survey methodologies to
fill data gaps
= An opportunity to make good use of time and resources by focussing on
key matters early on, avoiding unnecessarily revisiting ‘old ground’ at a
later stage
= Clarity and direction for survey work, analysis and interpretation of
findings
= A record of discussions and an audit trail
18. The EPP is a non-statutory, voluntary process and, therefore, has no legal

obligations associated with it. It is not part of formal consultation but is
formulated to fit within the DCO application process.

1.4 Evidence Plan Process

19. Guidance on Evidence Plans (‘Evidence plans for Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects’) was first produced by the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) in 2012. That guidance has since
been withdrawn and replaced by PINS Advice Note Eleven — Annex H:
Evidence Plans for Habitats Regulations Assessments of Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Projects (v1, 2021).

20. The guidance provides an overview of the process and roles of the parties. Its
focus is on compliance with European Commission (EC) Directive 92/43/
European Economic Community (EEC) (the Habitats Directive) and the
corresponding PINS Advice Note Ten: HRA relevant to Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects (v9, 2022). However, many applicants have chosen to
broaden the EPP to incorporate other topics of relevance to the wider EIA. It
should be noted that, since the publication of the Guidance, Defra’s Major
Infrastructure and Environment Unit (MIEU) no longer take a role as chair of
the Evidence Plan Steering Group (and nor do PINS).

21. There are four stages to the EPP, which have been followed by the Applicant
(outlined in Table 1.2).
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Table 1.2 Four stages to the EPP

Stage ‘ Description Comment ‘

1 The Applicant notifies PINS and the | Inception meeting held with PINS on 13t
relevant Statutory Consultees of the | September 2021. Advice provided to the
intention to submit a DCO Applicant was that the EPP was strongly
application(s) and that the EPP will recommended. Subsequent Steering
be followed. Group meeting was held on 30" March

2022, whereby the Applicant informed
PINS and members of the Steering Group
that it had drafted the Terms of Reference
(ToR) for the EPP. The Applicant
subsequently confirmed (in a meeting with
PINS on the 26" May 2022) that it had
commenced the EPP in April 2022.

In accordance with Section 46, PINS were
notified by email on 18" April 2023, prior
to the start of the consultation on 19" April
2023.

The Applicant commenced the Section 42
consultation on 19" April 2023. Advanced
notification emails were sent to the
Section 42 (statutory) consultees
(including non-prescribed consultees) on
14" April 2023. A further notification email
was sent at the start of statutory
consultation on 19" April 2023.

2 The Applicant and relevant The Applicant held a meeting with the
consultees agree the Evidence Plan | Steering Group on 28" September 2022
ToR. The Evidence Plan, which will in order to agree the ToR.
evolve as the Project develops, will
|dent|f¥ Wh?t topics the evidence The ToR was subsequently updated and
tgha;heevrilggnilén\?vi%lobaedcc:l(r)ﬁZthgdarr]mgw redistributed to the Steering Group and
analysed, and how and when Expert Topic Group (ETG) members.
evidence will be shared and
presented. This process will also
help to inform the Scoping stage of
the EIA process. Typically, the
consultees will agree the Evidence
Plan ToR within three months, but
this can be to a longer timescale with
the applicant’s agreement. Where
there is more than one consultee
involved for a given topic, one will act
as the lead in negotiating the
Evidence Plan with the applicant (to
be agreed between the applicant and
the consultees).

3 The applicant gathers and analyses | Demonstrated throughout the schedule of
the evidence and the relevant ETG meetings:
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Stage ‘ Description Comment ‘

consultees assess the evidence. Section 1.5.1.1

This stage is an iterative process, Annex 1 ETG Meeting Minutes and
which will involve the Evidence Plan | Annex 2 ETG Consultation and
being reviewed as evidence is Agreement Logs

collected and analysed.
Communication will be planned and
scheduled regularly throughout the
pre-application period, in particular to
align with key stages of the EIA
process, or to coincide with new
information becoming available, e.g.
when results emerge from surveys.
This approach will help the applicant
and relevant consultees to:

Identify if there is sufficient
information to inform the DCO
Application

Identify any potentially adverse
effects and agree steps to assess
the potential efficacy of potential
mitigation measures

Discuss that specific matters have
been resolved for inclusion in the
Statement(s) of Common Ground
(SoCGQG) (e.g. refinement of the
Rochdale envelope to allow design
features and techniques to be
removed; impacts can be scoped
out; agreed mitigation measures
mean that residual impacts are not
considered significant).

4 The EPP is finalised. At this point, all | This Evidence Plan document and
evidence agreed in the plan should associated annexes (Annex 1 and Annex
have been collected, analysed using | 2) are submitted alongside the DCO
agreed methodologies, reviewed and | Application. Annex 2 provides records of
agreed by the applicant and the key decisions and agreements. This will
relevant consultees, before the end enable an iterative approach to be taken
of DCO pre-application stage and to developing and agreeing the SoCG.
submission of the Environmental
Statement (ES) and HRA report (as
applicable) to PINS. The SoCG(s)
(as required) will document
agreements on the Likely Significant
Effects (LSE), which matters are
insignificant or have been resolved,
and agreed approaches to dealing
with any remaining uncertainties
and/or gaps.
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1.4.1 Steering Group

22. The evidence requirements and processes for reaching agreement have been
monitored by the Steering Group. The role of the Steering Group was to:

= Oversee progress of the Evidence Plan and processes and ensure that
schedules are met

= Resolve all issues that emerge from the ETGs and, where resolution
cannot be reached, agree approaches that will be taken — see Section
1.5.1 for further details

= Provide ‘sign-off’ for decisions made by the ETGs. ‘Sign-off’ being
defined as reaching a clear position, stated in writing, on behalf of the
representative party

= Clarify and agree how to address key HRA, MCZA and EIA matters, on
receipt of advice from the ETGs

1.4.2 Expert Topic Groups

23. ETGs have been convened to discuss the detail of the information
requirements and reported to the Steering Group (see Section 1.5.1 for
further details). These comprised experts from relevant bodies and had the
following functions:

= Agree the relevance, appropriateness and sufficiency of baseline data
for the specific assessment(s), including both site specific and contextual
data, and agreeing the scope of any project-specific surveys

= Agree the methods for data analysis
= Agree worst-case parameters for the assessment(s)

= Agree methods for assessment (including where possible interpretation
of impact and levels of significance)

= Agree the in-combination/cumulative impact assessment details, which
projects to scope in and which evidence can be used

= Agree key focus areas for post-consent monitoring and mitigation

= Agree how to deal with new emerging evidence (e.g. whether and when
to change the evidence requirements, updating the plan and timetable
as necessary)

= Record discussions in Annex 1 and outcomes in Annex 2, which were
used to generate the SoCG(s)
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1.4.3

24.

1.5
25.

1.5.1

30.

= |dentify and prioritise key HRA, MCZA and EIA matters and
communicate these to the Steering Group.

Review and updates

Steering Group and ETG meeting minutes and agreement logs have been
updated and recorded after each meeting. The log of agreements provided in
Annex 2 enable an iterative approach to be taken to generating the SoCG(s).
In this way, during the DCO examination period, it will be possible to trace the
decision-making process back through a clear and agreed audit trail, without
the requirement for unnecessary reiteration of the discussions.

Scope of the EPP

The EPP has focused on core topics where, from previous experience, the
Applicant considered that:

= There were potential environmental impacts (including HRA and MCZA
related matters) associated with offshore windfarm development which
may have required additional consultation over and above that
undertaken as part of wider stakeholder consultation arrangements

= |t was important for the Project to gain consensus on the robustness of
data and requirements for new data

= There may have been differences of expert opinion regarding data
requirements, methodologies, survey design and assessment

Evidence Plan Process stakeholders

Table 1.3 provides a list of parties involved in the EPP. Organisational
representative(s) on the Steering Group or ETG were intended to have
sufficient authority that, so far as possible, their agreed positions within the
EPP represented the position of the organisation they represented and not the
advice of the representative only. Roles and responsibilities of stakeholder
organisations are set out in Section 1.6.6.

Table 1.3 Organisations participating in the EPP

Organisation ‘ Role ‘

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd Applicant

Royal HaskoningDHV Lead EIA Consultant

PINS

Examining Authority

Natural England (NE) Public Bodies

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
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Organisation ‘ Role

Cefas (providing advice to the MMO)

Historic England

Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service (MEAS)

Isle of Man Government

North West Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority
(NWIFCA)

Blackpool Council

Fylde Council

Isle of Anglesey County Council

Sefton Council

Wyre Council

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Non-Governmental

North West Wildlife Trust

Organisations (NGOs)

Manx Wildlife Trust

National Landscape Bodies

National Trust

26.

31.

Doc Ref 4.1.1

As presented in Section 1.5, the development and monitoring of the Evidence
Plan and its subsequent progress was undertaken by the Steering Group. The
Steering Group consisted of:

The Applicant, supported by its Lead EIA consultant (Royal
HaskoningDHV), who chaired the group to ensure clarity and common
understanding on issues, and led on reporting matters arising from the
Steering Group and ETG meetings

NE, who are the lead Statutory Nature Conservation Body (SNCB), and
are authorised to exercise the Joint Nature Conservation Committee’s
(JNCC) functions as a statutory consultee in this respect

The MMO provided advice and input
Historic England provided advice and input

PINS provided advice and input

The Steering Group met as necessary to ensure progress was maintained.
Meeting dates were suggested to tie in with key programme dates, as set out
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in Table 1.5. This was intended to be a guideline and was sufficiently flexible
to align with availability of members and emerging issues.

1.5.1.1 Expert Topic Groups

30. The Applicant focused its time and resources through the EPP on the ETGs
listed in Table 1.4. Given that the Project considers only offshore elements,
those members with an “asterisk” withdrew from the process. Local Authorities
focused on the Expert Working Groups (EWGs) associated with the
Transmission Assets, given all Generation Assets are offshore.

31. Targeted consultation was also undertaken in relation to traffic and transport,
human health and socio-economics. ETG topic groups were identified based
on the experience of the Applicant. The Applicant, its technical advisors and
its Lead EIA Consultants Royal HaskoningDHV, led and supported ETG
engagement and meetings. NGOs were also invited to participate in the
groups, including the RSPB, The Wildlife Trusts and Whale and Dolphin
Conservation (who chose not to participate).

Table 1.4 ETG members
ETG ‘ Members ‘
Offshore Ornithology Isle of Man Government, NE, RSPB, MMO, MEAS
Marine Mammals NE, MMO, MEAS, Cefas, Isle of Man Government,
Cumbria Wildlife Trust, Lancashire Wildlife Trust, Manx
Wildlife Trust
Marine Ecology (including NE, MMO, Cefas, Isle of Man Government, NWIFCA,
benthic and fish ecology, and MEAS, Environment Agency*, Cumbria Wildlife Trust,
marine physical processes) Lancashire Wildlife Trust, Manx Wildlife Trust
Seascape, Landscape and Blackpool Council, Sefton Council, Wyre Council, Fylde
Visual Council, National Trust, MMO, NE, Arnside and
Silverdale National Landscape Body, Forest of Bowland
National Landscape Body, National Trust, MMO, MEAS
Historic Environment Historic England, NE, MMO, Cadw*

* Withdrew from the process

1.5.1.2 Evidence Plan timetable

27.

A programme of Evidence Plan meetings held is provided in Table 1.5. The
number and frequency of meetings were open to review, with the option to
include additional meetings in response to difficult issues, or to have fewer
meetings, as appropriate. There was an understanding that flexibility was
required to respond to any technical matters which emerged, or delays in data
provision.
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Group Meeting/consultation
dates

Establish Groups and scope issues

Table 1.5 Programme and summary of meetings

Purpose

Introductory October 2021 — June
meetings 2022

Project and EPP (as relevant) introductions with:

Blackpool Airport, Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP), Environment Agency, Isle of
Man Government, Isle of Man Steam Packet Company, Historic England, Isle of Man Harbours
and Coastguard, Lancaster City Council, Lancashire County Council, MMO, Maritime
Coastguard Agency, NE, Ministry of Defence, The National Federation of Fishermen’s
Organisations, North West Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities, North West Wildlife
Trusts (Cumbria, Lancashire and Cheshire), Peel Ports, Associated British Ports, Port of
Barrow, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, Royal Yachting Association, Sea Truck
Ferries, Stena Line Ferries, Trinity House, PINS, UK Chamber of Shipping, the Welsh
Government, Wyre Council, Royal Yachting Association

EPP Steering 30" March 2022
Group (Meeting

1)

Kick-off meeting. EPP methodology and ToR were shared, the approach to the ETG and the
structure and timings of future steering group meetings agreed.

Historic 20" May 2022 To discuss the EPP for the Project and share the Methodology and ToR. The Project was

Environment introduced to stakeholders, the likely timeline and the approach to EIA for Historic Environment

ETG 1 was shared. The understanding of the baseline environment was shared for comment, as were
potential impacts that were likely to be considered in the Scoping Report and the data sources
used for the assessment

Marine 25" May 2022 To discuss the EPP for the Project, share the Methodology and ToR, and introduce the Project

Mammals ETG to relevant stakeholders. The likely timeline and the approach to scoping and EIA for Marine

1 Mammals was presented. An overview of the baseline data collection strategy and site specific
surveys planned, and the data sources were shared. The potential impacts, the approach to
noise modelling was shared, as was an outline of the HRA screening and cumulative
assessments
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Meeting/consultation

dates

Purpose

Offshore
Ornithology
ETG 1

25 May 2022

To discuss the EPP for the Project, share the Methodology and ToR, and introduce the Project

to relevant stakeholders. The likely timeline and the approach to scoping and EIA for Offshore
Ornithology was presented. An overview of the baseline data collection strategy and site
specific surveys planned, and the data sources, were shared. The potential impacts, the
assessment methodology, noise modelling was shared, as was an outline of the HRA screening
and cumulative assessments.

Marine Ecology | 9" June 2022 To discuss the EPP for the Project, share the Methodology and ToR, and introduce the Project
ETG 1 to relevant stakeholders. The likely timeline and the approach to scoping and EIA was
presented for:
= Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes
= Marine sediment and water quality
= Benthic ecology
= Fish and shellfish ecology
The current understanding of the baseline, the use of the Awel y Mér Offshore Wind Farm
(AyM) modelling to support the conceptual approach, site specific surveys planned, the
potential effects screened in at scoping and an outline of the approach to HRA and Cumulative
Effects Assessment (CEA) were shared.
Seascape, June 2022 Seascape, landscape and visual amenity viewpoint consultation letters were sent to National

Landscape and
Visual Impact
Assessment
(SLVIA)

Trust, Lake District National Park Authority, National Resource Wales, Sefton, Fylde, Blackpool
and Wyre Councils.

Historic
Environment
ETG 2

315t August 2022

Key comments on the Scoping Opinion were presented for discussion. Initial findings presented
from initial geophysical analysis on magnetic anomalies and the seabed pre-history
investigation approach, following collection of geotechnical cores. The initial coastal heritage
setting assessment, study area and the approach to cumulative assessment were presented.

Marine 31st August/9th Key comments on the Scoping Opinion were presented for discussion. Details of the
Mammals ETG | September 2022 underwater noise modelling for foundation impact piling, other construction noise, operation
2 noise and unexploded ordnance (UXO) clearance. The sites screened into the draft HRA
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Meeting/consultation  Purpose

dates

screening were presented. The types of projects which were considered in the cumulative
assessment were presented.

Offshore 7" September 2022 Key comments on the Scoping Opinion were presented for discussion. Year one aerial survey
Ornithology results were summarised and presented, included apportioned data for key species. Collision
ETG 2 risk parameters used in the assessment were presented using the ‘worst-case’ and preliminary

modelling results shared. The approach to displacement analysis and the species considered in
this analysis were shared, and the HRA displacement approach. Population estimates and the
apportioning approach were shared, discussion on the draft HRA screening and the approach
to cumulative assessment for ornithology.

Marine Ecology | 14" September 2022 To discuss comments on the Scoping Opinion, present underwater noise modelling results,
ETG 2 present benthic survey results, discuss the draft HRA and MCZA screening and discuss the
approach to cumulative assessment for:

= Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes
= Marine sediment and water quality

= Benthic ecology

= Fish and shellfish ecology

Seascape, 7" December 2022 To discuss the EPP, introduce the Project to relevant stakeholders and discuss the approach to
Landscape and EIA for SLVIA. The SLVIA study area of a 60km radius, viewpoints, the worst-case turbine size
Visual ETG 1 and the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) was introduced.

Human Health September 2022 Consultation letters were sent to Blackpool, Cumbria and Lancashire LEPs, Sefton, Fylde,

and Socio Blackpool and Wyre Councils.

Economic EIA

approach

consultation

Human Health October 2022 Blackpool Public Health, Office of Health Improvement and Disparities, UK Health Security

EIA meetings Agency.
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Meeting/consultation

dates

Purpose

EPP Steering

Group (Meeting
2)

28" September 2022

EPP progress and ETG updates, overview of the works completed since meeting 1 (Scoping
Report submission, geophysical surveys, aerial bird and mammal surveys, benthic surveys,
underwater noise modelling and HRA/MCZ Screening reports issued). The update that the
Transmission Assets for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project and Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
will be subject to a separate DCO. Key comments on the Scoping Report and the cumulative
impact assessment approach were shared for discussion.

Marine 9" November 2022 To discuss the initial PEIR assessment high level results. The foundation scenarios and the

Mammals ETG swimming speeds used in the underwater noise modelling presented for agreement. The worst-

3 case impact ranges for each species were presented and the area used for screening for the
cumulative and in-combination assessments. The approach for selection of mitigation measures
was presented. It was shared that an indicative UXO assessment will be an appendix to the
PEIR and referenced in the PEIR chapter.

Historic 14" November 2022 Presented a summary of initial findings of the PEIR assessment. The mitigation strategies were

Environment presented including the use of Archaeological Exclusion Zones (AEZ) to avoid impacts to

ETG3 known assets, and micro-siting to avoid potential heritage assets. Presented an update on
geophysical analysis including Sub-Bottom Profiler (SBP) data analysis being undertaken by
MSDS Marine. Initial Findings of the Coastal Heritage Setting Assessment were shared with a
summary of the heritage assets within the 50km study area. Projects and the study area of the
cumulative assessment was shared. The approach and the initial findings of the historic
seascape character were presented.

Offshore 16" November 2022 The initial PEIR assessment findings were presented. Details of the preliminary collision risk

Ornithology modelling (CRM) undertaken were presented. Initial displacement analysis results were shared

ETG3 and initial findings of the cumulative assessment for ornithology were also shared. The sites

and species addressed in the draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) were
presented and the embedded mitigation identified to date was shared.

Marine Ecology
ETG 3

239 November 2022

For physical processes, the approach to the PEIR assessment was shared. For physical
processes the receptor groups within the Zone of Influence (Zol), including Annex | features and
designated sites, were outlined. Summaries of the initial PEIR findings were shared for each
potential impact and Project phase. Types of projects and potential impacts in the cumulative
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Meeting/consultation

dates

Purpose

assessment for physical processes were shared. Embedded mitigation measures included in

the assessment were presented.

Marine sediment and water quality outline assessment results were shared with a recap of
sediment contaminant data and particle size analysis undertaken across the windfarm site. The
outline assessment findings from each phase of the Project, the cumulative assessment and
embedded mitigation were shared.

Benthic ecology receptor groups presented, including features of conservation importance,
biodiversity action plan priority habitats and designated sites. The outline assessment findings
from each phase of the Project, the cumulative assessment and embedded mitigation were
shared.

Fish ecology receptor groups presented including spawning grounds, nursery grounds, fish
groups and designated sites. The approach to the underwater noise assessment was shared.
Impact ranges for various fish groups were shared. A summary of the PEIR findings with the
impacts for each phase of development, and the embedded mitigation included in the
assessment were presented. A summary of the draft MCZA screening with the sites screened
in, features and impacts.

A point of agreement was proposed to scope out the effect of contaminant remobilisation on
benthic ecology and fish as the sediment contamination results were low.

Group (Meeting
3)

Traffic and March 2023 National Highways and Lancashire County Council Highways meetings to discuss the
Transport Transmission Assets and the approach to the Traffic and Transport assessment of the Project
consultation (Generation Assets).

EPP Steering 6" June 2023 A summary of consultation held to date was shared, with high level emerging themes and key

feedback shared. An update on the Project EIA was shared for Generation and Transmission
Assets. The ETG meeting progress was shared and the approach to agreement logs and the
SoCG.

Offshore 7" June 2023 Project update shared with works completed since ETG 3 (PEIR published, statutory
Ornithology consultation closed, two years of ornithology and marine mammal digital aerial surveys
ETG 4 completed, UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing). The refinement of the
windfarm site was shared with the altered western boundary of the site. The 2km, 4km and
10km buffers based on the new boundary were shared. A summary of the Year 2 survey data
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Meeting/consultation

dates

Purpose

was shared, and a comparison between Year 1 and Year 2. Key comments from PEIR and draft

RIAA review were presented for further discussion from NE, Isle of Man Government, RSPB,
Wildlife Trust. The approach to the ES was shared as following the structure of the PEIR, taking
into account comments and the refined site boundary and worst-case. Approach to red-throated
diver model-based density estimates was discussed. Population Viability Analysis (PVA),
apportioning of 24 months of baseline data for the Project-alone and in-combination
assessments was discussed. The agreement log was presented.

Marine
Mammals ETG
4

8t June 2023

Project update shared with works completed since ETG 3 (PEIR published, statutory
consultation closed, two years of ornithology and marine mammal digital aerial surveys
completed, UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing). The refinement of the
windfarm site was shared with the altered western boundary of the site. Key comments from
PEIR and draft RIAA review were presented for further discussion from NE, MMO, Wildlife Trust
and Isle of Man Government. The agreement log was presented, and further agreement was
sought on the cut-off date for new baseline information and the cumulative project list and cut
off dates.

SLVIAETG 2

13" June 2023

Project update shared with works completed since ETG 3 (PEIR published, statutory
consultation closed, two years of ornithology and marine mammal digital aerial surveys
completed, UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing). The refinement of the
windfarm site was shared with the altered western boundary of the site. The approach to the ES
was shared with updates to the assessment based on the new site boundary, design
parameters and the cumulative assessment. Viewpoints used in the ES assessment were
shared.

Historic
Environment
ETG 4

14" June 2023

Project update shared with works completed since ETG 3 (PEIR published, statutory
consultation closed, two years of ornithology and marine mammal digital aerial surveys
completed, UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing). The refinement of the
windfarm site was shared with the altered western boundary of the site. Key comments from
PEIR review by Historic England were shared. An update to the setting assessment was shared
with assets identified for further assessment.

Marine Ecology
ETG 4

15" June 2023

Project update shared with works completed since ETG 3 (PEIR published, statutory
consultation closed, two years of ornithology and marine mammal digital aerial surveys
completed, UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing). The refinement of the
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Meeting/consultation

dates

Purpose

windfarm site was shared with the altered western boundary of the site. Key comments from
PEIR review for marine geology, oceanography and physical processes, marine sediment and
water quality, benthic ecology and fish and shellfish ecology.

For physical processes, an update was shared with the new conceptual approach used in place
of site-specific modelling using the modelling from adjacent Morgan Offshore Wind Project
Generation Assets and Mona Offshore Wind Project, as well as the AyM data as a proxy.

The agreement logs for all marine ecology topics were shared.

Marine
Mammals ETG
5

11" October 2023

Project update shared with ES/DCO submission dates, Transmission Assets PEIR publishing
date, the refinement of the PDE, ongoing geotechnical surveys and Project newsletter. Works
completed since ETG 4 including statutory consultation reviewed, additional data collection,
ongoing modelling and drafting outline plans to include in the DCO Application.

The noise modelling parameters used for the ES assessment, population modelling and
baseline description were presented. A summary of the key technical discussions were shared
regarding Management Units and reference populations, densities, dose response assessment
approach and cumulative projects. The agreement log was shared, with further agreement
sought on cut-off dates for new baseline information, modelling scenarios used for the worst-
case.

Species densities, reference populations and dose response method for harbour porpoise. The
topics agreed were shared.

Marine Ecology
ETG 5

11t October 2023

Project update shared with ES/DCO submission dates, Transmission Assets PEIR publishing
date, refinement of the Project boundary, ongoing geotechnical surveys and Project newsletter.
Update on works completed since ETG 4 statutory consultation reviewed, additional data
collection, ongoing analysis and drafting outline plans to include in the DCO Application.

For physical processes key comments from PEIR and outstanding comments from scoping
were presented with responses or discussion. Conceptual approach to assessment regarding
modelling was detailed for agreement.

A brief update on marine sediment and water quality confirmed the use of additional datasets
from the Mona Offshore Wind Project, Morgan Offshore Wind Project Generation Assets and
Transmission Assets PEIRs and confirming agreement to scope out ‘remobilisation of
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dates

Meeting/consultation

Purpose

contaminated sediments’ in all phases of ES assessment, due to low levels of contaminants
found across the site.

Benthic ecology updated that Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS) monitoring being considered
within the Outline In Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) and net gain requirements will be
continued to be reviewed as legislation is progressed.

Fish and shellfish ecology noise modelling update was shared with specifications for new high-
energy monopile hammers and drivability studies for the windfarm site. Herring heatmapping
approach was shared.

Cumulative assessment projects were confirmed, and an update that RIAA and MCZA were
being developed using additional datasets from the Mona Offshore Wind Project, Morgan
Offshore Wind Project Generation Assets and Transmission Assets PEIRs. The agreement log
was shared with updates.

Offshore
Ornithology
ETG5

12" October 2023

Project update shared including refinement of the Project boundary.

The 2km, 4km and 10km buffers used for the ES assessment as agreed with NE were shared
with the Liverpool Bay SPA boundary. A summary of the 24-month survey data was shared.
Key species were highlighted with summaries of the data and heat maps.

Population estimates used for displacement analysis and flight densities for CRM were shared.
The approach to CRM including Standard Deviations (SDs) and Confidence Intervals (Cl),
avoidance rates and realistic worst-case scenario. A summary of the outcomes of a meeting
held with NE was shared which covered:

= Cumulative/in-combination assessment
= Apportioning methodology
= Air gap increase
= Breeding season reference populations
= Red-throated diver displacement
= Derogation
Responses to outstanding PEIR comments were summarised with responses.

Cumulative/in-combination assessment lists of Projects where quantitative values exist and
Historic projects with limited/no quantitative values were presented.
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Meeting/consultation

dates

Purpose

Areas where further discussion was required to reach agreement were shared and key areas of

agreement were discussed.

SLVIAETG 3

17" October 2023

Project update shared. Update on works completed since ETG 2 shared, including statutory
consultation reviewed, refinement of the PDE, visualisations updated, cumulative project
layouts established and ES assessments underway. The PDE parameters used in the
assessment were shared, with figures with ZTV. Viewpoints with the reduction in apparent scale
and spread of WTGs were shared. The projects included in the CEA were shown on a figure.

SLVIAETG 4

12" January 2024

Project update shared. The PDE parameters used in the assessment were shared, with figures
with ZTV. Viewpoints with the reduction in apparent scale and spread of WTGs were shared. A
summary of the Project-alone effects was shared, with no impacts assessed as significant in
EIA terms. The findings of the CEA were summarised and the agreement log shared.

Historic
Environment
ETG 5

18" January 2024

Project update shared.

Details of the archaeological mitigation measures were provided and a summary of the Phase 2
Geotechnical survey campaign results from 2023 surveys provided.

ES key findings were shared and discussions around the Outline Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI).

Marine Ecology
ETG 6

23 January 2024

Project update shared.

Physical processes and Marine sediment and water quality ES summary and mitigation was
shared.

Benthic ecology ES summary shared noting INNS monitoring would be considered when
designing post-construction hard-substrate inspections.

Fish and shellfish ES summary and mitigation was shared. Figures showing herring spawning
heat mapping habitat suitability were shared.

The CEA results were shared. MCZA and RIAA results were summarised and discussed.

Offshore
Ornithology
ETG 6

25" January 2024

Project update shared.

ES findings were summarised. Tables with the seasonal assessment of disturbance and
displacement during operation and maintenance were shared for key species. Monthly
estimates of seabird collision risk were shared in tables, and an annual summary.
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dates

Purpose

Findings of the RIAA were shared. Figures with buffers used for the assessments as agreed
with NE, and the displacement gradient used for red-throated diver assessment. For Liverpool
Bay assessment summary tables were shared for the SPA and key species with mortality
estimates and displacement. For red throated diver the tables were based on both the SPA
boundary pre- and post-2017 when the boundary was altered.

It was shared that it is the Applicant’s position is that there would be no adverse effect on
integrity on lesser black-backed gull (Project-alone or in-combination) from Morecambe Bay and
Duddon Estuary, Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA and other SPAs designated for this species,
however, a ‘without prejudice’ derogation compensation case is being prepared. Ornithologists
from McArthur Green joined the call to discuss compensation measures.

Embedded mitigation discussed including the air gap increase made by the Applicant.

Marine
Mammals ETG
6

31t January 2024

Project update shared.

The densities and reference populations used in the ES assessment were summarised in tables
for all species assessed. Parameters used in the underwater noise modelling were recapped. A
summary of the Project-alone ES findings was shared.

Summaries of the CEA were shared. A figure showed projects which were screened in and
another with the population modelling outcomes for key species.

Preliminary RIAA results were summarised, with no Adverse Effects on Site Integrity (AE0SI),
neither for Project-alone, nor in-combination for any SAC. For Marine Nature Reserves (MNR)
in the Isle of Man a summary was also provided.

Mitigation measures and a summary of the draft Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol (MMMP)
were shared.

EPP Steering
Group (Meeting
4)

18t February 2024

Summary of ETG meetings held shared by topic and showing participants. The documents and
technical note topics supporting the assessment were summarised. An update on the EIA was

shared. Anticipated DCO submission dates for the Project and the Transmission Assets project
were provided. Geotechnical survey programme update and discussion. A summary of the key
areas of agreement was shared.
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1.5.2 Provision of technical documents

28. Through the EPP, a number of technical documents were produced by the
Applicant to facilitate discussions, as detailed in Table 1.6. This included
targeted technical notes in response to Section 42 consultation on the PEIR,

draft RIAA and draft MCZA.

Table 1.6 Summary of technical documents

Date Contact Owner Topic
type

Pre-application

March Written Applicant Provision of a draft Morecambe Offshore

2022 submission Windfarm Generation Assets Scoping Report
(Document Reference 5.4) by Applicant to
ETG members for review/comment.

22" April | Written Applicant Provision of Morecambe Offshore Windfarm

2022 submission EIA Method Statement — Marine Mammal
(FLO-MOR-MS-0003) to relevant stakeholders

25" April Written Applicant Provision of the benthic characterisation

2022 submission survey plan for collection of baseline data to
support the EIA by the Applicant to ETG
members for review/comment
(OEL_FLOMORO0222_PEP_V02).

19" May Written Applicant Provision of the ‘Marine Ecology ETG 1

2022 submission Method Statement’ (FLO-MOR-MS-0002) by
the Applicant to the MMO which provided an
overview of the approach to the assessments
for marine ecology topics.

25" May Written NE Provision of a response on the benthic

2022 submission characterisation survey plan from NE to the
Applicant (DAS/UDS-A001761/364191)

19" May Written Applicant Provision of the ‘Marine Ecology ETG 1

2022 submission Method Statement’ (FLO-MOR-MS-0002) by
the Applicant to NE which provided an
overview of the approach to the assessments
for marine ecology topics.

June 2022 | Report Applicant Request for formal Scoping Opinion through
the submission of the Morecambe Offshore
Windfarm Generation Assets Scoping Report
by the Applicant. The Scoping Report outlined
the existing environment, the impacts to be
assessed in the ES, data gathering and key
aspects of the assessment.

7" June Written NE Response from NE on Morecambe Offshore

2022 submission Windfarm EIA Method Statement — Marine
Mammals (FLO-MOR-MS-0003) and the draft
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation
Assets Scoping Report.
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Date Contact Owner
type

Pre-application

10" June Written MMO Provision of a response on the ‘Marine

2022 submission Ecology ETG 1 Method Statement’ (FLO-
MOR-MS-0002) from the MMO to the
Applicant.

10" June | Written NE Provision of a response on the ‘Marine

2022 submission Ecology ETG 1 Method Statement’ (FLO-
MOR-MS-0002) from NE

13" July Written MMO Provision of a response on the draft

2022 submission Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation
Assets Scoping Report from the MMO to the
Applicant for consideration (DC0O/2022/00001;
20220713)

2" August | Written PINS Provision of a Scoping Opinion was received

2022 submission from PINS on the 2" August 2022

3 August | Written MMO Provision of a response on the benthic

2022 submission characterisation survey plan from the MMO to
the Applicant (SAM/2022/00050).

5" August | Written Applicant Provision of Offshore Historic Environment

2022 submission ETG 1 Method Statement (FLO- MOR-MS-
0004) to Historic England

10t Written Applicant Provision of MCZA and HRA draft screening

August submission reports to ETG members for review/comment.

2022

2nd Written Historic Provision of a response on Offshore Historic

September | submission England Environment ETG 1 Method Statement (FLO-

2022 MOR-MS-0004) to Historic England

14" Written NE Provision of a response on the MCZA and

September | submission HRA draft screening reports.

2022

27" Written Applicant Provision of a Technical note (FLO-MOR-

September | submission TEC-0008) by the Applicant to the MMO/Cefas

2022 outlining the approach to noise impact
assessment on fish and shellfish receptors.

24t Email MMO Provision of a response on the MCZA and

October HRA draft screening reports from the MMO to

2022 the Applicant (DC0O/2022/00001; 20221024).

5t Written MMO Response from MMO (DC0/2022/00001:

December | submission 20221205) on the technical note: Approach to

2022 Noise Impact Assessment on Fish and
Shellfish Receptors for Morecambe Offshore
Windfarm Generation Assets (FLO-MOR-TEC-
0008) and a review of the ETG s meeting
minutes.
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Date Contact Owner
type

Pre-application

19" April Report Applicant PEIR (FLO-MOR-REP-0006) submitted by the

2023 Applicant as part of statutory consultation
between 19" April and 4" June 2023 along
with the draft RIAA (Document Reference 4.9)
and draft MCZA (Document Reference 4.13).

20" May Written MMO Consultation Section 42 response from the

2023 submission MMO on the PEIR, draft RIAA and draft MCZA
(DCO/2022/00001: 20230520).

2" June Written Various Consultation Section 42 responses.

2023 submission

4% August | Written Applicant Provision of a Technical Note (FLO-MOR-

2023 submission TEC-0011) to the MMO by the Applicant
outlining the approach to marine geology,
oceanography and physical processes, and
the marine sediment and water quality
assessment. Specifically on the justification for
the use of a conceptual approach to the
physical processes assessment.

5t Written MMO Provision of a response from the MMO

September | submission (DCO/2022/00001; 20230905) to the

2023 Technical Note (FLO-MOR-TEC-0011).

13t Written NE Provision of a response from NE (DAS/UDS-

September | submission A001761/364191; 20230913) to the Technical

2023 Note (FLO-MOR-TEC-0011).

28" Email MMO Confirmation by the MMO that the impact

September ‘remobilisation of contaminated sediments’

2023 can be scoped out of all phases of the ES, due
to the low levels of contaminants found across
the windfarm site.

December | Written Applicant Draft SoCG issued to MMO (FLO-MOR-STM-

2023 submission 0002) and NE (FLO FLO-MOR-STM-0001)

January Written Applicant Provision of joint response (with Mona

2024 submission Offshore Wind Project and Morgan Offshore
Wind Farm Project Generation Assets) to NE -
Cumulative Effects Assessment and In-
combination Historical Projects Note —
Environmental Statement and Habitats
Regulations Assessment approach.

15t Written Applicant Provision of a technical note with responses to

February | submission Natural Resources Wales (NRW) Section 42

2024 comments.

14" March | Written NRW Reply to responses on Section 42 comments.

2024 submission
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Date Contact Owner Topic
type
Pre-application
15" March | Written NE NE response to provision of ETG 5 meeting
2024 submission minutes.

1.5.3 Wider stakeholder engagement

29.

30.

31.

32.

Thorough and effective stakeholder engagement has been a key element of
the Applicant’s approach to Project development. The Applicant recognises
that building long-term relationships with local communities and other key
stakeholders is critical to successfully developing the Project.

The Applicant has also engaged regularly with stakeholders, where
necessary, in addition to the scheduled Evidence Plan meetings.

The Applicant has sought to ensure that consultation processes taking place
outside of the formal EPP have been transparent, and that consultation
outcomes have been recorded systematically and responded to.

In addition to consultation through the EPP, the Applicant has conducted wider
stakeholder engagement and consultation through the DCO pre-application
process, in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act 2008 and
the Infrastructure Planning (EIA) Regulations 2017 (EIA Regulations). These
consultations have included:

= |[Issuing a Scoping Report (under Regulation 10(1) of the EIA
regulations). The Scoping Report described the proposed development,
including its proposed location, and an explanation of the potential
effects of the development on the environment. PINS distributed the
Scoping Report to Consultation Bodies (defined under Sections 42
and 43 of the Planning Act 2008) for their consideration, before
providing a Scoping Opinion (as to the scope and level of detail of
the information to be provided in the ES).

= Non-statutory consultation with communities and key stakeholders was
held between 2" November and 13" December 2022. The aim of this
non-statutory consultation was to introduce the Project proposals widely
to stakeholders and communities, collectively with the neighbouring
projects: Morgan Offshore Wind Project Generation Assets (developed
by bp Alternative Energy Investments Ltd. (bp)/Energie Baden-
Wirttemberg AG (EnBW)), and the Transmission Assets (a joint
application being developed by the Applicant and Morgan Offshore Wind
Limited).

= Statutory Consultation with the local community (required under Section
47 of the Planning Act 2008) was held between 19" April to 4™ June
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2023. The Applicant set out how people living in the vicinity of the
proposed development would be consulted. A draft Statement of
Community Consultation (SoCC) was issued to the Local Authorities,
Lake District National Park and MMO for feedback. Once finalised, the
SoCC, as required by Section 47(6) of the Planning Act 2008, was then
made available for inspection by the public (from 29" March 2023).
Newspaper notices were published stating where and when the SoCC
could be inspected.

= Publicising the proposed Application, including in local newspapers, at
the beginning of consultation with the local community, as required under
Section 48 of the Planning Act 2008.

= Providing Preliminary Environmental Information, in the form of the
PEIR, to the Consultation Bodies and the local community (as described
in the SoCC) for consultation. The PEIR described the likely
environmental effects of the Project, to help inform consultation
responses during the pre-application stage. Drafts of the RIAA and
MCZA were also shared for consultation.

33. This Evidence Plan Report is an appendix to the Consultation Report, which
has been prepared as part of the formal DCO Application. The Consultation
Report summarises the consultations undertaken at the pre-application stage
under Sections 42, 47 and 48, sets out responses from the separate strands
of consultation, and describes how responses have been taken into account
when developing the Application. This document (including the Steering
Group and ETG meeting minutes and agreement logs, which are included as
annexes to this document) is included to support the Consultation Report.

34. Each chapter of the ES includes a table of the comments received on the PEIR
and where/how they have been addressed. This shows the consultation
advice and responses received, demonstrates where and how they have been
addressed, and facilitates stakeholders in providing responses on the final
application. Summaries of key comments are also provided in the Consultation
Report.

1.6 Working Principles

35. The Evidence Plan members supported the following set of working principles,
which were agreed at the start of the EPP in the Evidence Plan Methodology
(FLO-MOR-REP-0002). It is noted that the methodology was updated
following the separation of the Generation Assets and Transmission Assets.

1.6.1 Characterisation data

36. The Applicant was required to provide information as may reasonably be
required for the purposes of the assessment. Data needed to be sufficient to
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enable an assessment of likely effect/impact significance to be undertaken,

which included not only site-specific data, but also any other information used

in order to characterise an area/population.

1.6.1.1 Data analysis and impact assessment

37.

As part of the Evidence Plan, detailed discussions took place to agree the
following:

= Definition of terminology and approach (magnitude, sensitivity,
uncertainty)

= Study areas (spatial and temporal)
= Reference populations

= Methodologies, analysis techniques and statistical analysis tools to be
used

= Baseline characterisation, including recognition of known and unknown
receptors

= Apportionment of impact from receptors to designated sites
= Approach to screening (in/out) of sites for HRA
= Sites with potential for no LSE and likewise sites with a potential LSE

= Sites with no potential AEoSI| and likewise sites with potential AEoSI

1.6.1.2 In-combination and CEA principles

38.

39.

40.

41.

Clear and transparent requirements for in-combination assessment and CEA
have been provided by regulators and their advisers to the Applicant, to
ensure that there is consistency of approach between the Project and other
NSIPs.

The Applicant has ensured that assessments include clear audit trails, so that
the basis for judgements on impacts is transparent to regulators and their
advisers.

The development of the list of plans/projects for the in-combination/cumulative
assessment has been led by the Applicant, with advice from the ETGs, and
was iterative, up to a proposed assessment cut-off point (see Section 1.6.1.4).

Spatial boundaries should take account of both the relevant spatial scales for
individual receptors (e.g. foraging distances, migratory routes) and the spatial
extent of environmental changes introduced by developments (e.g.
disturbance effects). Temporal boundaries should take account of the Project
life cycle and the receptor life cycles and recovery times.
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42.

1.6.1.3

43.

1.6.1.4

44,

1.6.1.5

45.

/‘f MORECAMBE

For an assessment to be meaningful, it has to be based on evidence. Where
there is insufficient evidence, a meaningful quantitative assessment cannot be
undertaken, it is not appropriate for the Applicant to make assumptions about
the detail of future projects. Justification of the exclusion of any projects has
been provided by the Applicant to clearly document the approach and seek
agreement. Inclusion of projects should be agreed, where possible, within
ETGs and based on relevant guidance (e.g. the PINS Advice Note Seventeen
on CEA).

Transboundary

The Applicant has approached transboundary stakeholders in accordance
with best practice and current guidance. Transboundary impacts/plans or
projects have been approached in the same way as any other cumulative
impact, to ensure a transparent, auditable and proportionate assessment.

Assessment ‘cut-off’ point

In order to finalise an assessment, a cut-off period, after which no more
projects or project changes were included in the final version of the ES or
RIAA, was used and has been agreed through the ETGs. The purpose of this
cut-off point was to allow final versions of documents to be prepared. It is
acknowledged that the Examining Authority may still request additional
information during the Examination, in relation to effects arising from a new
development, as outlined in the PINS Advice Note Seventeen.

Review of previous decisions within the EPP

In order to move forward, the EPP has only revisited previous decisions when:

= There were significant changes to the Project design (e.g. Project
boundary, significant change in infrastructure required (foundation size,
wind turbine height, introduction of new technology or technique)

= Fundamental errors were detected in data or a previous stage of analysis

= Additional evidence (e.g. from the interim results of evidence collected)
such as additional species and/or habitats found to be present on the
site

= Considerable new evidence (e.g. of an effect/behaviour etc.) was
produced about which there was general consensus

= The change suggested would alter the conclusions

= Any change could be agreed in a timescale that did not significantly affect
the proposed DCO Application submission date
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1.6.2

46.

47.

1.6.3

48.

1.6.4

49.

Approach to mitigation

During the EPP, discussion of the potential impacts also incorporated potential
mitigation measures, where appropriate. The commitments to mitigation have
been reflected in the DCO requirements, the Schedule of Mitigation
(Document Reference 5.5) or Deemed Marine Licence (DML) consent
conditions.

It is important that the mitigation measures are feasible from an engineering
perspective, suitably proven, proportionate, and sufficiently flexible to allow for
the best scientific understanding, and most appropriate mitigation technology
to be incorporated at the relevant Project stage.

Approach to monitoring

As with mitigation, it was important that expectations around definition of future
monitoring reflected the timeline for actual construction and operation and
were sufficiently flexible to allow for changes in understanding over time.

General Principles

The following general principles were developed, to help ensure that best use
was made of time spent in meetings:

= Any documents prepared for a meeting should be available within agreed
deadlines and not less than two weeks prior to the meeting, where
possible

= Where documents are not provided in sufficient time prior to meetings,
written feedback was requested within four weeks of receipt of the
document

= Documents, guidance and/or advice given should be comprehensive,
clear and unambiguous

= Agreed deadlines for comment should be met, unless adequate notice is
given and submitted to the Applicant

= In order to optimise meeting efficiency, adequate preparation is expected
of all involved

= A clear communication route should be established with the Project team
and key contacts from other EPP participants co-ordinating their
respective sides of the process
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1.6.5

50.

51.

52.

1.6.6

53.

54.

Project data and confidentiality

Records of the ETG meetings, minutes and logs are provided in Annex 2 of
this document and personal information redacted, in accordance with UK data
protection law.

It is recognised that reports and information submitted to ETG members may
be subject to Freedom of Information (Fol) requests, however, where certain
documents are deemed to be unsuitable for Fol (e.g. in draft or are
commercially sensitive) they were labelled as appropriate, and in accordance
with The Information Commissioner’'s Office guidance for organisations on
how to apply the Fol Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations
2004. Each Fol request under the regulations will then be reviewed by the
relevant body and considered on its specific merits. The Applicant will work in
cooperation with involved parties regarding any Fol requests.

Any information of a confidential nature will be treated accordingly by all
parties, subject to legal duties of disclosure.

Roles and responsibilities

Roles and responsibilities in general terms are set out in PINS Advice Note
Eleven — Annex H, except for the Chair of the Steering Group, which was the
Applicant, supported by their Lead EIA consultant. It is also noted that Local
Authorities became engaged closely with the Transmission Assets given the
onshore aspects of the Transmission Assets project, and offshore nature of
the Generation Assets (the Project). More detail was provided for the Evidence
Plan participants in the following tables.

Table 1.7, Table 1.8, Table 1.9, Table 1.12 and Table 1.13 outline the
responsibilities of key functions in the EPP.

1.6.6.1 The Applicant

Table 1.7 The Applicant’s roles and responsibilities

The Applicant ‘

The Applicant provided the secretariat for the EPP, organising the ETG and Steering
Group meetings and providing minutes. The other responsibilities were to:

= Address comments from stakeholders on the ToR and logistics, where possible

= Collect, analyse, review and share evidence with other EPP participants at regular
intervals

= Update the other EPP participants on modifications to the Project

= Ensure that all reports, documents etc are provided in a timely manner to allow
review/comment within agreed time periods

= Meet with the other EPP participants to discuss progress and, if necessary, agree any
changes to evidence requirements
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The Applicant

= Work with the other EPP participants to resolve as many issues as possible at the
pre-application stage and set out the issues agreed, or not agreed, in the SoCG,
using the EPP as a mechanism to do this (as recorded in the Evidence Plan
Agreement/Consultation Logs)

= Use information from the EPP to inform the DCO Application (including the EIA and
HRA report)

1.6.6.2 Local Authorities

Table 1.8 Local Authorities roles and responsibilities

Local authorities ‘

The Local Authorities identified as appropriate provided officer-level inputs into the ETGs.
The Local Authorities’ (subject to appropriate charges and timescales being agreed) roles
and responsibilities were to:

= Assess and review evidence provided by the Applicant at agreed stages

= Onrequest (and if available), provide any relevant publicly available information (e.g.
monitoring reports; grey literature) which they hold

= Ensure consistency of approach to advice between the Project and other NSIPs

= Provide advice to the Applicant on evidence requirements and, where applicable,
propose changes along with a clear rationale for these changes

= Work with the Applicant to resolve as many issues as possible during pre-application,
to agreed timescales, including through the SoCG

1.6.6.3 The Planning Inspectorate

55. PINS was not included in the ETGs, but the Applicant has had regular
discussion with PINS and provided updates on the EPP through the Steering
Group.

1.6.6.4 MMO
Table 1.9 MMO roles and responsibilities

Topic

The MMO was involved in ETGs covering relevant offshore topics, as well as attending

Steering Group meetings, where appropriate, and as required. The MMO'’s roles and

responsibilities were to:

= Assess and evaluate evidence provided by the Applicant at agreed regular reviews,
giving feedback on progress

= Propose changes to the evidence requirements which remain proportionate and based
on findings of the evidence assessed

= Onrequest (and if available), provide any relevant publicly available information (e.g.
monitoring reports; grey literature) which they hold

= As requested, to consider providing written confirmation within 4 weeks regarding any
agreed position within the EPP such that it is an agreed MMO position and not in
principle agreement or advice of the officer only
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= Work with the Applicant to resolve as many issues as possible during pre-application,
concluded through the SoCG

1.6.6.5 NE
Table 1.10 NE roles and responsibilities

NE was involved in ETGs covering nature conservation and SLVIA topics, as well as
attending Steering Group meetings, where appropriate, and as required. NE’s roles and
responsibilities were to:

= Engage with the Applicant at the start of pre-application to agree the approach to data
collection to inform the EIA and HRA

= Engage with the Applicant at the start of pre-application to discuss the Project’s
possible environmental effects with a focus on potential likely effects on designated
sites and their conservation objectives, and legally protected species

= Assess and review evidence provided by the Applicant at agreed regular intervals,
giving written feedback on progress to agreed timescales

= Onrequest (and if available), provide any relevant publicly available information (e.g.
monitoring reports; grey literature) which they hold

= Review evidence requirements and propose changes, when applicable, which were
realistic and proportionate. Clear rationale for any evidence changes was required

= Ensure consistency of approach to advice between this Project and other NSIPs

= Work with the Applicant to resolve as many issues as possible during pre-application,
including through the SoCG

= Provision of requested information on conservation advice within a timeline of four
weeks from request

= Review documentation and provide written feedback within four weeks of receipt

= Provide advice regarding In Principle compensatory packages and/or Measures of
Equivalent Environmental Benefit (MEEB) proposed by offshore windfarms where
relevant

= All NE agreements were to be given in writing

1.6.6.6 Isle of Man Government

Table 1.11 Isle of Man Government roles and responsibilities

Isle of Man Government ‘

The Isle of Man Government were involved in relevant ETGs, where possible The Isle of
Man Government roles and responsibilities were to:

= Engage with the Applicant to discuss the Project’s possible environmental effects

= Assess and review evidence provided by the Applicant at agreed regular intervals,
giving written feedback on progress to timescales agreed within the ETGs

= Onrequest (and if available), provide any relevant publicly available information (e.g.
monitoring reports; grey literature) which they hold
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1.6.6.7 Historic England

Table 1.12 Historic England roles and responsibilities

Historic England

Historic England provided input on matters relating to the Historic Environment relevant to
the Project, as well as attending Steering Group meetings, where appropriate, and as
required. Historic England’s roles and responsibilities included:

= Engage with the Applicant at the start of pre-application to discuss the Project’s
possible impacts

= Assess and review evidence provided by the Applicant at agreed regular intervals,
giving written feedback on progress to timescales agreed within the ETGs

= Review evidence requirements and propose changes, when applicable, which
were realistic and proportionate. Clear rationale for any evidence changes was
required

= Ensure consistency of approach to advice between this Project and other NSIPs

=  Work with the Applicant to resolve as many issues as possible during pre-
application, to agreed timescales, including through the SoCG

= On request (and if available), provide any relevant publicly available information
(e.g. monitoring reports; grey literature) which they hold

1.6.6.8 Cefas
Table 1.13 Cefas roles and responsibilities

oway R

= Cefas provided advice as requested by MMO

= Cefas were represented by the MMO on relevant Offshore ETGs or attended ETGs
meetings as directed by the MMO

= No direct contact or discussions were to take place with Cefas unless agreed by the
MMO Case Team. All correspondence or advice required by Cefas was to be provided
to the MMO to ensure a full audit of discussions.

1.6.6.9 Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities

56. The relevant IFCA was represented on the relevant Offshore ETGs (Marine
Ecology), where appropriate.

1.6.6.10 Non-Governmental Organisations

Table 1.14 NGO roles and responsibilities

= |n accordance with best practice, relevant NGOs were consulted during the EPP,
where appropriate. The Applicant was not obliged to consult NGOs, but understands
the benefits of early engagement with them on key issues.

= If an NGO could not participate directly in the process, the Applicant provided updates
on relevant topics if requested.
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Steering Group Meeting - N
Morecambe Offshore Wind Farm Time: 14:00-16:00

Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by:  Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Type of meeting:  On-line Teams call

Attendees:

Flotation Energy (FE
. Stakeholder Manager
. Offshore consents
. Consents manager

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV

EIA and HRA Offshore Lead
IA and HRA Project manager

Historic England

. _Head of marine planning

Marine Management Organisation
ase manger
Case manager

Natural England

Environment Agency

. _Planning liaison officer

Planning Inspectorate

. _ Planning liaison officer

Agenda

1. Introductions

2. Project update and approach to Scoping

3. Evidence Plan Process (EPP) Methodology and Terms of Reference, Approach to Expert
Topic Groups

4. Structure and timings of future Steering Group meetings
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Minutes

1. Introductions

All parties introduced themselves and role on the Project.

2. Project update and approach to Scoping

Overview given of the Morecambe project and works completed to date.
Overall project timelines provided.

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) scoping approach outlined, highlighting a draft
windfarm only (generation assets) report has been produced for information while uncertainty
remains around grid connection and transmission assets.

Questions raised on if transmission would be brought into scoping or kept separate and what
the timescales would be. It was clarified that keeping generation and transmission separate
remained an option as did a combined scoping report. The decision would be made
alongside the Offshore Transmission Network review (OTNR) process with an update
expected in early April and final decision in June.

3. EPP Methodology and Terms of Reference and Approach to Expert Topic Groups

Overview provided on the EPP process and role of steering group committee as well as
Expert Topic Groups (ETGs). Terms of reference that were provided to attendees were also
outlined.

Discussion held about the agreement log, with the view that parties should be able to
acknowledge information rather than only agree or disagree, also mindful around matters that
can only be agreed by the competent authority. It was discussed that the log used to record
discussions should allow for acknowledgment only.

3. Structure and timings of future Steering Group meetings

It was discussed that quarterly meetings would seem appropriate for meeting frequency, in
line with project milestones and ETG meetings.

Discussions were held around data sharing and access issues to the Project SharePoint site,
including other technical specialists within and outside of steering group members. The
importance of version control and retaining access to previous versions of documents was
important for the audit trail of advice given.

Discussions were held around the basis that the agreement/disagreement logs will be used
as the basis for Statements of Common Ground.

It was highlighted that for all requests from the Project for meetings and reviews of
documentation what the expectations are, e.g. written comments, for information only.

4, Any Other Business

Discussions around the interaction with other offshore infrastructure asset owners are being
progressed, particularly considering cumulative effects.

It was highlighted and noted that Natural England guidance has been published in draft and
will be published in the coming months which includes advice on EPP engagement.
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5. Date of next meeting

No meeting date set but to be held upon clarity on the Project grid connection. Discussed the
suitability of face to face or video meetings with video as the group preference.
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Actions
Ref Action Whom When Progress  Status
1 Resolve SharePoint access issues KW Following Started Complete. All members now have
the access via teams
meeting
2
3
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Historic Environment ETG-
Morecambe Offshore Wind Date:20/05/2022

Time: 09:30-11:30

Fa rm Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Attendees:

Apologies:

Flotation Ener

— Communications Manager and Stakeholder Engagement

Project Director

arine Heritage Consultant
ffshore EIA Coordinator

e Heritage Consultant

Historic England (HE

ead of Marine Planning

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
Marine Licensing Case Manager

— Marine Licensing Case Officer

Agenda

Welcome and introductions

The Evidence Plan Process (EPP)

Project background

Current status

Forthcoming programme

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening
Approach to EIA

AOB

Next steps and summary of actions

Date of next meeting

HE2EOVONOU A WN =
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Supporting Documents

FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation

Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Method
FLO-MOR-MS-0004 Statement
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Minutes
1. The Evidence Plan Process (EPP)
Slides 4-9 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Historic
Environment Expert Topic Group Meeting 1
e It was noted that the EPP Methodology & Terms of Reference have been issued.
¢ AD noted the key aim is in getting consensus and a log of disagreement. Will work
towards a consensus, but we may need to go into examination with disagreements.

2. Project background

Slide 10 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Historic
Environment Expert Topic Group Meeting 1

3. Current status

Slide 11 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Historic
Environment Expert Topic Group Meeting 1

e It was highlighted that the scoping report would be submitted formally imminently.

e It was confirmed that MSDS Marine has been appointed for the assessment of
marine geophysical data.

e It was noted the coverage of geophysical data was 100% for sidescan sonar and
multibeam.

4. Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping

Slide 12 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Historic
Environment Expert Topic Group Meeting 1

5. Historic Environment

Slides 14-21 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Historic
Environment Expert Topic Group Meeting 1

¢ It was highlighted various gas fields cables phone lines are within the study site and
will be included as part of HSC assessment to show how HSC has changed not just
through history, but recently and how energy sector has been a key driver.
Decommissioning of these are being discussed with Spirit and Harbour, but
information is commercially confidential.

e It was confirmed assessment of geophysical survey data to be undertaken
imminently by MSDS marine to confirm presence or lack of known wrecks, and
previously unidentified discreet features. There will be a focus on discrete features to
feed into outline WSI and allow for tailored mitigation.

e It was highlighted several palaeolandscape features are within the array site as
presented in the image below.
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e It was highlighted the assessment of the geophysical data will inform the PEIR, but
not scoping due to submission timing.

e It was noted that confirmation with engineers is required on whether geotechnical
works are being done pre-PEIR.

e It was noted that currently only geophysical survey of the array site has been
collected to date.

e It was discussed that a robust QA and audit of geophysical data should be
undertaken to determine the quality of the data and whether there are any data
gaps or if there were any issues with the survey.

6. Next steps

Onshore Archaeology was discussed as below:

e Onshore archaeology scope TBC once landfall determined
e Engagement with CADW will be conducted as required (in relation to impacts upon
setting of coastal heritage assets)

e Lancashire Historic Environment Service, CADW and Royal Commission on the
Ancient and Historical Monuments of Wales to be engaged as required once landfall
confirmed

e ETG meetings in relation to onshore archaeology to commence post-generation
scoping. Generation scoping to be submitted in the next few weeks.

e Further ETGs to be undertaken after design iteration between PEIR and ES due to
advancement in design.

e 1-2 ETG meetings will be held before final DCO application to consider detailed
mitigation.

7. AOB

LOC queries if final scoping report will we be sent directly and through PINS.

LOC queries for the Terms of Reference if MMO are to receive a response to their comments
on the EPP steering group.

KW asks if there were any comments on the ToR for this group?

AD asks regarding MMO and NRW if there should be coordination in contact e.g. should
MMO be copied in to contact with NRW?
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Ref Action
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Whom

1 Confirm geotechnical work timing with engineers and if the data KW

will be used in PEIR

2 To include initial audit and QA of the quality of the data GSP

3 Use of Historic England Advisory Note for Commercial Renewable GSP

Energy Developments

4 Engage with Lancashire Historic Environment Service, CADW and GSP
Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of
Wales to be engaged once landfall confirmed

5 Issue notification in the EPP group that the final version of the KW

scoping report has been submitted

6 KW to follow up on MMO comments on the EPP steering group KW
7 CP to check records for comments for this steering group. Cp
8 Discuss best approach to align with MMO and NRW LOR

Dates for next ETGs

When
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

Progress
In
Progress

Complete

In
Progress
In
Progress

Complete

Complete
In
Progress
In
Progress

Status

Timescales for geotechnical work are
still being established but likely these
will not be completed in time to be
include in the PEIR

This has been appended to Method
Statement FLO-MOR-MS-0004. This also
provides further information on data
coverage.

This will be used and added to the list
of guidance documents in the PIER

Scoping was submitted on the 23 June
to PINS
Response issued by e mail

Meeting Topics Proposed Dates

ETG 2 Results of archaeological assessment of array | 31" August 2022 13:30 — 15:30
survey data (MSDS Marine)
Review of objectives for further survey and
assessment

ETG 3 Review of PEIR initial findings 14" November 2022 14:15 - 16:16




‘;’ CObI’CI FLOTATION ENERGY

Marine Mammals ETG 1 bate:20/05/2022
Meeting Minutes oo ow o
Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _
apotogies: I

Attendees

Flotation En
ommunications Manager

Royal HaskoningD

— Project Director
Marine Mammal Lead
— Offshore EIA coordinator

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
Senlor Marine Officer
arme Licensing Case Officer

Natural England NE
Senior Advisor

- Marine Mammal Specialist
Marine Mammal Senior

Cumbria W|Id|
Conservation Officer

CEFAS (C)
o _ Underwater Noise Specialist

Agenda

Welcome and introductions

The Evidence Plan Process (EPP)

Project background

Current status

Forthcoming programme

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening
Approach to EIA

AOB

10 Next steps and summary of actions

11. Date of next meeting
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Supporting papers:

FLO-MOR-PPT-

2022/05/20 Marine Mammals ETG 1 Presentation
FLO-MOR-MS-0003 Marine Mammals ETG 1 Method Statement
Minutes

1. Welcome and introductions

Introductions from the attendees listed above. Attendees are happy with the agenda
presented. Meeting will discuss the EPP process, introduce the Project and discuss the
approach to the EIA. This will focus on generation only, until transmission details can be
confirmed following conclusion of the Offshore Transmission Network Review.

2. The Evidence Plan Process (EPP)

Brief outline of the EPP process. This is a non-statutory part of the DCO process, allowing
technical specialists meet to discuss the Project, the EIA and the DCO application.

Allows discussion on the amount and range of evidence in the application, impact
assessment and mitigation. EPP provides a structured and efficient discussion of consenting
issues and presents an opportunity to eliminate issues earlier in the process to enter
examination process with awareness of areas with a difference of opinion.

Overall structure of the EPP, the purpose and methodology is presented.
KW asked if there were comments on the methodology shared. No issues were raised.
3. Project background

Outline of location and project summary. Limited in discussion on transmission route as
OTNR uncertainty prevents discussion, but it is likely we will be working with another Round
4 developer in the area.

4. Current status

An overview of the project, with detail of scoping report and the works so far completed and
confirmed that the project had 100% coverage for the Sidescan Sonar; and 100% coverage
for the multibeam bathymetry within the generation area.

In the process of commencing HRA screening. OTNR process ongoing with uncertainty on
the grid connection point.

5. Forthcoming programme

Update on programme presented. HRA Screening commenced. Crown Estate have submitted
their information over to the Secretary of State, process slightly delayed.

6. Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping

Approach set to Scoping was described. The group had no comment to make around the
approach to EIA and method as this was the same high-level approach as used on previous
windfarm projects.

7. Approach to EIA

The approach and key species, density estimate and study areas and reference populations
were described. This is the first stage and will be developed as we continue.
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Site specific surveys are underway since March 2021 and will continue until February 2023.
This covers the offshore development area and a 4km buffer, extended 10km buffer to
north and east due to SPA. Aerial surveys are covering both birds and marine mammals.

Results so far are mostly harbour porpoise, and relatively low numbers of seals and a couple
of unidentified seal / small cetacean species. So far nothing unexpected in the area. Survey
information is supported by desk-based sources, some examples are summarised, such as
SCANS, density distribution maps and latest reports & counts for the area, but this list is not
exhaustive.

Other relevant OWF survey data for the area will also be included in the data sources.

Proposed list of species to be included was presented, although this will be reviewed based
on ongoing site specific surveys and detailed desk-study.

OH queries as surveys continue into 2023 if it is correct that not all results will be available
at the PEIR stage. JL confirms the PEIR will be based on the first year of surveys and then
updated for the ES with all data from the two year survey data. OH highlights that this
affects whether the presented lists can be agreed.

OH noted discrepancies with terminology for unidentified small cetacean, suggestion to
ensure these are uniform for PEIR. JL ACTION to ensure terminology for the survey data
presented in the PEIR is consistent.

Where species are unidentified, they will be classed as the most relevant species, e.g.
unidentified small cetacean as harbour porpoise and unidentified seal as grey seal, to ensure
they are included in the count, but not double counted.

Density estimates — JL anticipates enough data from site specific surveys to generate site
specific density estimates for harbour porpoise. Unidentified small cetacean will be included
in harbour porpoise count to get the highest density estimate possible.

However, all relevant data for the area will be reviewed to determine the most appropriate
density estimates for each species, based on a precautionary approach to determine the
realistic worst-case scenario, i.e. potential the highest number of animals.

There likely will not be enough data on seals to generate site specific density estimates.
Therefore, seal density estimates will be based on the latest seals at sea maps (Carter et
al, 2020) and latest seal counts from SCOS. Methodology for generating seal density
estimates from Carter et a/. (2020) and latest seal counts has agreed with Marine Scotland
and SMRU.

LB queries if higher seal counts for the haul out sites will also be considered? JL — once the
landfall location is finalised all relevant data will be reviewed and seal counts from any
nearby haul-out sites taken into account.

OH - MMO are supportive of using seal density based on Carter et al. (2020) over previous
maps be Russell et al. (2017). KW proposes to update the Marine Mammal Method
Statement to reflect this and distribute to the ETG. Agreed ACTION JL to update the
Marine Mammal Method Statement to reflect recent changes and updates, so consistent with
approach in Scoping Document and presentation for ETG1.

JL describes the study area and relevant Management Units (MUs) and reference
populations. This will be based on relevant areas and populations for each species and the
most recent counts and abundance estimates. Determined by populations that could have
connectivity with the site, such as grey seal from Northern Ireland or the Isle of Man. OH
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request to use a figure for this, ACTION JL to include figure in updated Marine Mammal
Method Statement.

Overview of approach to determining levels of magnitude and impact significance.
Approach has been used on several other OWF projects. More detail is provided in Method
Statement.

JL outlined potential impacts during construction, based on Scoping of all possible impacts.
Fixed foundations will used as worst case for underwater noise assessments, installation of
foundations will assume 100% piling. Assessments will also include construction vessels
(collision risk, underwater noise, disturbance and presence on site), disturbance at seal haul-
out sites, prey resources and changes to water quality.

UXO clearance will be submitted as separate Marine Licence and is not part of the DCO
application due to the difference in timeline and when relevant information will be available.
However, proposed approach is to include worst case assessment as Appendix to the PEIR
and ES chapter for information. More detailed assessment for UXO clearance will be
conducted for separate Marine Licence when more information on the requirement for UXO
clearance is known, this will include RIAA, EPS assessment and detailed MMMP. This
approach has been previously agreed with MMO (e.g. for SEP & DEP).

LB questioned how UXO cumulative impacts will be assessed? JL outlined that cumulative
and in-combination assessments during piling for the Morecambe OWF EIA and RIAA will
include UXO from other projects, if potential to occur at the same time. The separate
Marine Licence for UXO will consider all potential cumulative impacts and in-combination
effects that could occur during the UXO clearance works, including UXO clearance for other
projects. There will be more clarity on potential cumulative impacts when we will have more
details on the dates that UXO clearance will be undertaken.

OH - having read Marine Mammal Method Statement not clear if TTS modelled and the
numbers of animals affected will be assessed. Would like to see assessment of the size of
the TTS impact area, should include numbers. JL adds this is generally the approach, that
the maximum potential impact area for TTS will be assessed to determine the number of
animals in the relevant areas for each species. ACTION JL approach to assessment of TTS
to be clarified in updated Marine Mammal Method Statement.

AE asks if information available on what will be included e.g. UXO locations. JL for the initial
worst-case assessments to be included as Appendix in the PEIR and ES detailed information
will not be available and therefore will be based on worst case and knowledge from other
projects. However, more detailed information and assessments will be included in the
separate Marine Licence application for UXO clearance based on the information available at
that time.

LB states it is possible to request the same case team. ACTION - once separate Marine
Licence application for UXO clearance submitted, email AE and LB to allocate accordingly

O&M impacts - not expecting PTS or TTS but will determine potential disturbance from
underwater noise from operational turbines. Other potential impacts will include vessels,
disturbance at seal haul-out sites and changes to prey or water quality. Assessments will
also consider barrier effects from underwater noise and physical presence. Any cumulative
barrier effects will also be considered in the CIA, in relation to other OWFs and O&G
structures and noise sources.

OH requests to confirm to assess barrier effect -inconsistently scoped in or out in the two
docs. Jen confirmed scoped in and will assess further. ACTION JL to clarify in updated
Marine Mammal Method Statement.
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Decommissioning - a detailed assessment for decommissioning as will be done prior to
decommissioning.

Underwater noise modelling - scope of work takes into account all relevant noise sources for
the Project. Underwater noise modelling to be discussed at the next ETG.

Approach to CIA - first stage will be to generate long list of all potential activities, plans
projects within the relevant MU and study areas. This long list will then be reviewed to
determine potential spatial and temporal overlap, will use precautionary approach where
there is uncertainty. CIA will be discuss at the next ETGs.

8. HRA screening - JL

Underway, when ready will be circulated to the ETG. Approach will determine connectivity to
SACs for each species to determine potential for any effects. Presented the sites screened in
at this stage. Once distributed can discuss in more detail at the next ETG.

9. Next steps and summary of actions & Date of next meeting

Next meeting dates presented. We are keen the meetings are useful to Project and the ETG
so main points can be agreed at relevant key stages. This will include, but not limited to:

ETG 2:
e HRA screening
e Underwater noise modelling
e Approach to CIA

ETG 3:

e Review of PEIR initial findings
e CIA and in-combination effects
e Mitigation requirements for marine mammals

LB and OH both unable to make the meeting date presented in August, so will add table
when circulating the minutes to select dates ACTION KW.

10. AOB - all

LB —would be useful to have audit trail of the comments from the Method Statement, this
can include comments on Method Statement and points discussed at ETG in relation to the
Method Statement. ACTION LB to return comments on Method Statement by end of
27/05/2022.

ACTION Agreement log to be completed by ETG to capture points discussed at ETG1. Table
included with minutes for ETG to indicate if they agree with point or if they have any further
comments or concerns.
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Ref Action
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Whom

1 Check small unidentified cetacean terminology used in the PEIR  JL
2 Update the Marine Mammal Method Statement to include JL
- approach for generating seal density estimates from Carter et

al. (2020) and latest seal counts

- figure with relevant MU areas, including IoM and NI

- approach to assessment of TTS to be clarified

- clarification on barrier effects scoped in or out

- approach to UXO clearance assessments and separate Marine

Licence to be included

ensure consistent with approach in Scoping Document and

presentation for ETG1.

3 Separate Marine Licence for UXO - Email AE and LB to ensure Project
the same case team is used after submission Team
4 Distribute table to select date for August ETG KW
5 Return comments on the Method Statement 27/05/2022 LB/ all
ETG

6 Agreement log for ETG1 to be completed and returned with any  All ETG

comments on the minutes

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

When Progress Status
20/05/2022 This will be addressed in the PEIR
20/05/2022 WIP Once comments have been received

from the ETG on version 1 of the
Method Statement, it will be updated
and distributed to the ETG.

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
27/05/2022

Meeting Topics Dates

ETG 2 HRA screening 31 August 2022 (10:00-12:00)
Underwater noise modelling
Approach to CIA

ETG 3 Review of PEIR initial findings 9 November 2022 (10:00-12:00)

CIA and in-combination effects
Mitigation requirements
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Marine Ecology ETG 1 Date:09/06/2022
Meetil‘lg Minutes Time: 10:00-12:00

Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _

Attendees

Flotation Energy (FE)
. Communications Manager
o Offshore Consenter

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV

hore Project Manager

EIA coordinator

ne Processes (filling in for

- Fish & Shellfish Technical Lead

arine Water & Sediment Quality

Technical Director — Marine Ecology
echnical Lead - Benthic Ecology

North Western IFCA (NWIFCA
Science Officer

Environmen
o Biodiversity Specialist (Fisheries Biodiversity and Geomorphology

Team)

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
. Marine Licensing Case Manager

Natural England (NE
. enior Marine Advisor/ Response Officer role for Morecambe
o Marine Advisor (Area Team Support)

NW Wildlife Trust (NWWT
. Marine Conservation Officer

o Shellfish Advisor
o Fisheries Regulatory Advisor
. Benthic Ecology Advisor

Cefas
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Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

Introductions from the attendees listed above. Attendees are happy with the agenda
presented. Meeting will discuss the EPP process, introduce the Project and discuss the
approach to the EIA. This will focus on generation only, until transmission details can be
confirmed following conclusion of the Offshore Transmission Network Review (OTNR).

2. The Evidence Plan Process (EPP)

Slides 4-7 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Presentation

KC asked if there were comments on the methodology shared. No issues were raised.
3. Forthcoming programme

Slide 8 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology ETG
1 Presentation

It was noted that the plan level HRA process is slightly delayed.
4. The Morecambe Project - Project background

Slides 9-10 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Presentation

It was noted the Project is limited in discussion on transmission route as OTNR uncertainty
prevents discussion, but it is likely the Project will be working with another Round 4
developer in the area.

5. Current status

Slide 11 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Presentation

KW asked if there were any questions. No issues were raised.
6. Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping

Slide 11 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Presentation

GF — Asked will there be a separate connection scoping report once the landward location is
selected?

KW & KC It is intended there will be two DCO submissions (one for generation and one for
transmission assets) with separate scoping reports associated with both applications.

7. Approach to EIA

Slide 12 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Presentation

8. Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes



@ Cobrq @ FLOTATION ENERGY

Slides 14-28 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine
Ecology ETG 1 Presentation

Discussion around using numerical modelling carried out for Awel y Mor to inform the
Morecambe assessment as below:

LB — Appreciate overall parameters of Morecambe are comparable and based on basic
statistics on physical condition of site, this seems to fit in with Awel y Mor model. Is there is
a means by which you could do a sense check of this approach? At the moment it looks ok
but providing more assurance that the impacts modelled from Awel y Mér entirely
encompass anything we would expect from Morecambe would be really useful.

DB - In past the sense check has been post construction monitoring to define whether the
impacts or effects modelled pre construction have actually occurred. We have done that on
several windfarms, which is not going to be possible here as there wouldn't be the
opportunity to do post construction modelling for Awel y Mér before Morecambe comes
online due to the timings of construction for both projects. I understand and appreciate that
more certainty is needed, with regards to how the model’s outputs from Awel y Mor do
reflect the potential effects which would occur across Morecambe and I do reassure you that
the Awel y Mor site is extremely conservative in terms of number of foundations compared
to Morecambe so results from Awel y Mor will be very conservative compared to
Morecambe. Any differences in the physical parameters will be covered in conservativeness.
We will further take that away, acknowledging your concern and will discuss internally and
see if we can provide you with a way we could do that.

CA — Was there anything particularly concerning you with regards to level of confidence? Is
it in terms of the impacts, is it the hydrodynamic change or sediments, anything in
particular?

LB — There is nothing that’s an immediate concern, just not all physical parameters for
Morecambe site sit within range for Awel y Mor (some are slightly above or below) so this
would need to be accounted for.

DB — From the perspective of tidal currents and waves, the physics of it, we are covered by
the conservative nature of Awel y Mor site. Where we need more certainty is with respective
to sediment. Awel y Mor has coarser seabed, if modelling a plume from Awel y M6r more
than likely to have smaller plume relative to Morecambe because the sediment at
Morecambe will be finer, so that’s where we will need to be careful in comparing the two.
We need to justify sediment elements and hopefully samples and PSA will help draw the
comparisons closer together we can define these once we get the results.

CA — This will provide more confidence as part of the benthic studies we will pick out if
there are any particular sensitivities in terms of plumes and feedback this to physical process
team, we will pull those together in the report so will give you a bit more certainty of the
sensitivities and vulnerabilities as well.

LB — Once results come in, we welcome further consultation in this and will bring in benthic
specialists to provide comments

GE — Highlighted there is no Cefas coastal processes adviser on the call, they may have also
have comments.
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9. Marine Sediment and Water Quality

Slides 29-37 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine
Ecology ETG 1 Presentation

JE — What gear was the PSA samples collected with?

CP - Will get back to you on that but will be written in the Benthic ecology chapter. This can
be placed into Marine Sediment chapter as well.

10. Benthic ecology

Slides 38-51 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine
Ecology ETG 1 Presentation

BH — Are there any other data sources for desk based studies?
JE — There is Cefas benthic (publicly available) database that may have relevant data.

JE- Noticed that the word “permanent” wasn't used in terms of habitat loss due to the
placement of the turbines. Is there a reason for that?

BH — Use of long-term, as there is life span on these. It will be treated as semi-permanent.
Sensitivity will be based on the time period, short term lower sensitivities and long term or
permanent would tie into higher sensitives.

JE- Do you think the structures will be fully removed at decommissioning? Do you think
there is a chance of them remaining or part of them remaining? If there is a chance of
anything remaining, they will need to be considered permanent and then included in the
assessment for decommissioning these will then need to be scoped in and assessed.

KW — We will check this with our engineering team.

CA - In term of the concern for the benthos, it would be seen as a long term/permanent
loss.

JE - If they are remaining then that will need to be assessed.

LB — Echo point: I think that the long term impacts on benthos will be considered in effect
permanent and this is something that is always discussed for offshore windfarms and how to
integrated into DCO the decommissioning plan and how much of a separate project that
forms, there is usually sufficient uncertainty around what the actual fate of the
infrastructure will actually be, but it makes sense on a precautionary and pragmatic basis to
consider at least the footprint as being as good as permanent loss then if the
decommissioning process is to cut off monopiles well below seabed and allow recovery then
that is a separate project which leads to recovery of habits that were otherwise lost
previously. Think that we're largely on the same page on that but may be some differences
in terminology we prefer to use (long term, very long term) but for the sake of consistency
we may refer to it slightly differently but the outcomes are largely the same.

BH — Terminology to be considered and revisited as appropriate

JE — Do you have sufficient epibenthic community across the site, in the absence of data
from elsewhere. I noticed you don't have a specific epibenthic survey.

BH — Will check this and add further information.
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11. Fish and shellfish ecology

Slides 52-67 covered from presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and Marine
Ecology ETG 1 Presentation

GE — I can confirm that is acceptable that no further fishery specific survey will be
conducted. Plenty of resources to inform the desk-based assessment. The resources
proposed look reasonable. Additional sources can be given. Noise assessment may want to
consider cod as well as herring.

- Herring spawning — AFBS (references a paper that has details of the survey), collect
larval data of the spawning ground around Isle of Man.

- PSA data for sandeel habitat — follow methods described in the MarineSpace paper to
determine sandeel habitat suitability. Use PSA data collected over the site to inform
sandeel habitats suitability in area - in relation to SPA for birds which may include
sandeels as prey species.

- Cefas conduct a beam trawl (seasonal — September) survey — covers the Bristol
channel and the Irish Sea. Long term data series which may provide useful data for
baseline data (mostly benthic species but has pelagic species data as well). Carried
out under the EU framework directive. Data available to download, in case it's of
interest.

- Older data sources must be acknowledged — limitation in age, seasonality, the fishing
gear and how that cannot give the full picture of the species within the area etc. but
as long as the limitations are acknowledged it should be fine.

CR - From a shellfish point of view, I am happy about only having a desk-based study. Also
noting edible crab are impacted by EMF and may need to be considered going forward.

LB- Broadly happy with desk based study only.

In relation to noise it would be useful to consider other Clupeid fish species (e.g. sprat — key
species in diet of birds (terns, divers) in the Irish Sea), I know the information on sprat
spawning ground, due to their lower commercial value, is a bit more sparse.

AP - Sprat do not have spawning grounds, a bit like mackerel like other pelagic spawners
which spawn under suitable conditions rather than a specific requirement they are more
pelagic spawners but they don’t have association with particular habitats. They don’t have a
defined area and just go over wider area.

LB - Young fish survey could be used for overall distribution and potential affects.

Other related point: List of sites. Covered the obvious with fish and shellfish as features and
also covered indirect potential impacts to the features. If that is the approach being taken,
which I agree that that is a good idea, then I suggest to include Liverpool Bay SPA in
acknowledgement a lot of those fish species mentioned are prey species for the birds and
supporting feature for that site.

EB — Happy to scope Liverpool SPA into the assessment.

LB — Another potential Citizen Science source of information is Volunteer Programme
MarineLife for basking shark monitoring using ferry crossings which may be useful.

GE- Introduction of hard substrate, in terms of foundations acting as fish aggregation, it
needs to be recognised as a modification of an existing habitat so realistically a sand bank is
a flat seabed, it will likely be suitable for flat fish. So, things like fish aggregation isn't
necessarily going to be of benefit to a flat fish. Acknowledgement that it is modification of a
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habitat which may result in aggregation of fish as well (in relation to operations and
maintenance impacts).

GE - In regard to noise modelling if there is any chance that simultaneous/concurrent pilling
could occur this should be modelled.

KC — Modelling will be conducted if that is a consideration.
12.A0B - all

No further items of business were raised



Actions

Ref Action

1 Further
justification for use
of Awel y Mér
numerical
modelling

2 PSA sampling
method to be
added into Marine
Sediment chapter

3 Check
decommissioning/
structure removal
method

4 Info on epibenthic
communities to be
considered and
terminology of
habitat loss
considered

Whom
DB

CP/BH

KW

BH

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

& cobra

When
22/06/2022

22/06/2022

22/06/2022

22/06/2022

Progress
In
progress

Complete

In
progress

In
progress
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Status

Further justification for use of Awel y
Mor numerical modelling will be
provided in PEIR and in future ETG
meetings.

Added to formal scoping report and

will be further detailed in the PEIR

Will be considered in PEIR assessment
based on understanding of worst case
for decommissioning

Will be further detailed in the PEIR

CIA and in-combination effects
Mitigation requirements

Meeting Topics Proposed Dates

ETG 2 HRA screening 14" September 1.30-3.30pm
Underwater noise modelling
Approach to CIA

ETG 3 Review of PEIR initial findings TBC
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Minutes
1. The Evidence Plan Process (EPP)

Slides 4 9 covered from presentation FLO MOR PPT 20220426 Offshore Ornithology
ETG 1 Presentation

e Focus on generation area at present currently no confirmation of ONTR and grid
connection. Update on this will be given at future ETGs.

e HRA Screening will be shared soon.
2. Project background —

Slide 10 covered from presentation FLO MOR PPT 20220426 Offshore Ornithology ETG 1
Presentation

e FE are limited in much discussion on transmission route as OTNR uncertainty prevents
this.

3. Current status

Slide 11 covered from presentation FLO MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Ornithology ETG 1
Presentation

e Scoping report will be submitted imminently.
4. Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping

Slides 12 14 covered from presentation FLO MOR PPT 20220426 Offshore Ornithology
ETG 1 Presentation

o Seeking feedback on approach to EIA and methods on generation aspects only.
5. Ornithology

Slide 15 39 covered from presentation FLO MOR-PPT 20220426 Offshore Ornithology
ETG 1 Presentation

e RBo noted the most abundant species was Guillemot; with a peak of Manx Shearwater
in June and August (believed to be post breeding dispersal rather than birds from
breeding colony); red throated diver was reported in low numbers and mainly outside
of the site, in the 10km buffer.

o RBo requested to the ETG Group for any additional specific surveys or studies that
may be relevant to the Morecambe EIA/HRA  additional to those listed in method
statement.

e RBo highlighted that apportioning for unidentified birds would be undertaken and that
design based density and abundance estimates would be used for PEIR with the first
year of data.

o RBo asked if there was a model preference for Collision Risk Modelling between the
deterministic approach or the stochastic method (sCRM).

e RB highlighted that there would be updated NE guidance this summer, suggesting
that both models would be accepted. It was also discussed that issues within back-
end codes of sCRM have been resolved.
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HR asked if NE could give firm advice for Morecambe, given that Phase lll best
practice guidance recommends sCRM.

RB recommended use of use sCRM but will also seek views from NE marine
ornithologists and report back.

RB highlighted NE would be available for a meeting to discuss the parameters that go
into the model for Morecambe.

RB - In relation to flight height data for CRM NE has misgivings about HiDef flight-
height method unlikely to accept its use. However, they would like to see HiDef
flight height data presented if available.

LB Inrelation to consented and as-built layouts for cumulative OWFs, where post-
construction monitoring is available for as-built layouts, consider whether the results
line up with the original predictions for the site. Method statement indicates there is
overhead remaining within consented versus as built project designs. NE would not
be comfortable in looking at the consented design as being a hypothetical maximum.
Real data on what the impacts are is the best starting point.

Given the proximity to Liverpool Bay SPA, the updated 2021 SNCB guidance note for
RTD, and the approach taken for recent OWFs in the southern North Sea in close
proximity to RTD SPAs, HR asked for NE guidance on assessment for RTD
displacement.

RB highlighted due to the RTD numbers NE would likely be less concerned here not
likely to have a problem with RTD. A sensible way forward would be to use
displacement rates observed during post-consent monitoring for one of the Irish Sea
OWEF. NE will provide gradated rates of displacement out to 10k based on Burbo Bank
to use for Irish Sea OWFS indicative timescale by the end of this week.

There were no other items of business raised.
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Actions

Ref Action Whom

1 NE/MMO to provide information on any specific surveys or studies NE/
that may be relevant to the Morecambe EIA/HRA in addition to MMO
those listed in method statement

2 Flotation Energy/ RHDHV will be in touch to arrange a CRM RBo
meeting with NE in 4 6 weeks.

3 NE (RB) will provide gradated rates of displacement out to 10k RB
based on Burbo Bank to use for Irish Sea OWFS.

4 NE (RB) will also seek views from NE marine ornithologists on RB

CRM model guidance and report back.

Dates for next ETGs

When

25/05/2022

25/05/2022

25/05/2022

25/05/2022

@ FLOTATION ENERGY

Progress  Status
In
progress

In Scheduled for 7th July
progress

In

progress

In

progress

Meeting Topics Proposed Dates

ETG 2 Results of CRM modelling 7t September 10 12
HRA screening

ETG3 Review of PEIR initial findings 16" November 10 12

Recommendations for mitigation
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Historic Environment ETG 2 - rte31/08/2022
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Time: 13:30 — 15:30

Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by:  Fotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting:  On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _

Attendees:

Flotation Enerqgy (FE)

Consent Lead

Royal HaskoninaDHV (RHDHV)

RHDHYV EIA Project Director

Marine Heritage Consultant
ffshore EIA Coordinator

Historic England (HE)

. Head of Marine Planning
Marine Planning Unit Archaeological Officer

Inspector for Ancient Monuments

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
. Marine Licensing Case Officer

. arine Licencing Case Manager

CADW

_Senior Historic Planning Officer
Agenda
1. Welcome and project update RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Comments on the Scoping Opinion RHDHV
4. Geophysical analysis update RHDHV
5. Approach to coastal heritage assessment RHDHV
6. Approach to cumulative assessment for historic environment RHDHV
7. AOB All
8. Next steps and summary of actions All
. Next meeting date RHDHV



c,cobrq FLOTATION ENERGY

Supporting Documents

Meeting presentation

FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2

Minutes

1. Welcome and project update RHDHV

Presented slides 1 3 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2
2, Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

Presented slide 4 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2

e Update provided on the actions and progress from the previous meeting, showing most
actions are complete.

e GSP enquired with HE on status of Action 7. CP ACTION to check for any HE
comments on the previous steering group call.

e Action 8: LT contacted Maria at marine licencing team of National Resources Wales
(NRW), they didn’t have huge awareness of the project and they are happy to
coordinate and liaise as necessary.

e NM noted if a marine license is needed in Welsh waters, it is likely a NRW licence will
be needed too. Heritage advice would come from NM and Julian Whitewright from
RCAHMW.

e Action 2: Data audit for geophysical surveys. CP notes this was received and has been
forwarded to colleagues for review. Follow up letter to follow after meeting (now
received 2/9/2022).

1.2 Project update continued = RHDHV

Presented slides 5 7 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWEF_Historic Env_ETG2

e Offshore transmission network review (OTNR) process has determined Morecambe
OWEF and another Round 4 project Morgan OWF will both connect to the grid at
Penwortham.

e Consequently, from a consenting perspective, Morecambe OWF will now proceed with
two separate DCO applications, covering: 1. Morecambe generation assets (windfarm
site only); and 2. Transmission assets of both the Morecambe and Morgan windfarms
to be submitted as a joint DCO application.

e The Morecambe OWF scoping report was submitted in June 2022 covered the
generation asserts, the focus of this ETG will remain for the generation assets only.

CP Asked if two cables equate to an interconnector if two separate projects.

RW - Confirmed export cables from the two projects will be electrically separate, with energy
exported separately. Morgan and Morecambe will coordinate as far as possible on cable
routes and substation locations. It is intended to have the same export cable corridor,
minimising the footprint and seabed disturbance.

CP Asked for clarification on timeframe.

Clarified that scoping for generation assets for Morecambe is complete and PEIR is
aimed for Q1 2023, with transmission PEIR to be later, but current aim is for the following
quarter.
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RW Also highlighted that the Morecambe team is currently working together with the
Morgan team on scoping for the transmission assets.

AD and GSP - Highlighted geophysical survey works are complete to date for generation
assets at the windfarm site. Geophysical data analysis has been undertaken by MSDS marine
who have produced a report on the assessment of survey data.

RW Notes that the Morecambe site and transmission assets are all within UK waters, with
none within the Welsh waters.

LT Asked if there are to be separate case teams for each DCO, both from PINs and
consultees.

RW Notes this is under discussion but notes for consistency it would benefit from people
working across both.

Would appreciate feedback from regulators as the best informed approach, or what is
most tolerable from a workload perspective.

LT Is not sure who is on the Morgan team. LT ACTION to check if there will be 2 or 3 teams
for MMO.

NM Noted as the Morecambe generation assets are 50km from Wales there is likely to be
no impact to the setting of Welsh heritage assets, so sees no need to assess.

NM Noted there is likely no issue for Wales and no need for a marine licence. Will pass this
information on to colleagues and exits the call.

3. Comments on the Scoping Opinion RHDHV

Presented slide 8 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2

e Agreement in Scoping Opinion that transboundary impacts are to be scoped out
(Agreement 3.1).

e Study area was not defined for scoping. It was discussed that this will be a 50km study
area to encompass coastal heritage whose setting may be impacted (Agreement 3.2).

e Scoping opinion stated marine archaeological mitigation should include Geotechnical
investigation considerations (as set out in slide 8). It was discussed that the dates for the
geotechnical investigation at the windfarm site are aimed for Q1/2 2023 (including
reconnaissance ¢.50 deep cone penetration test (CPT) and ¢.12 deep boreholes), and
Q3 2024 (Deep boreholes and deep CPTs at pile locations). The aim is 2023 surveys
will inform the ES where possible (Stage 1 and 2 geoarchaeological assessment, and the
rest of the assessment to be undertaken post consent).

e Environmental Statement (ES) will have a commitment that a Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI) will be delivered by a suitably experienced consultant.

4, Geophysical analysis update RHDHV
Presented slides 9 13 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2

GSP highlighted that analysis of Marine Geophysical Data of the windfarm site has been
undertaken by MSDS Marine. This has identified: O high potential anomalies; 6 medium
potential anomalies; and 32 low potential anomalies

CP Notes medium potential anomalies are difficult to qualify historical interest given survey
resolution, but in subsequent phases of analysis can confirm whether actual tangible historical
interest is present. Although something may not appear high potential, the medium sites may
well be changes to high potential further down the line.
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GSP Notes Archaeological Exclusion Zone (AEZ) have been recommended for all 6 medium
potential anomalies.

e MSDS marine suspect one may be wreck related, and all will have an AEZ around them.
None correspond with UKHO or NRHE records.

e AEZs identified for all medium potential anomalies where there is a clear image around
the extent and where the image is not clear there is a radius around the anomaly.

e 301 magnetic anomalies were identified, 71 of which don’t correspond with known
features or infrastructure. Only 1 had a reading greater than 100nT (c.700nT). A
temporary exclusion zone is recommended for this larger anomaly as these were not
picked up in 2 other mag lines.

CP Notes spatial distance on these readings is narrow, there is great uncertainty either side.

e A constant assessment of risk is required, in terms of what is sufficient to produce and
adequate baseline.

e Subsequent work with a greater degree of resolution to align with other elements of risk
assessment such as UXO.

e Conscious of fragmentary nature of e.g., aircraft remains.

e Appreciate the extent to a certain degree aspects of the historic environment are
identified, but conscious a lot of work will be required subsequently to see what is there
when working to higher resolution.

GSP Notes this will be set out in the WSI accompanying the ES and will share ahead of ES
submission in 2024.

CP - Highlights they are constantly dealing with projects where subsequent resolution are
discovering aircraft much too late as some don’t appear in earlier datasets but do in later sets.

GSP - Notes awareness of this issue and are prepared for this through experience working on
similar projects.

41 Geotechnical Summary & Investigations RHDHV

Presented slides 14 15 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2

e MSDS marine identified five geological units, two of which have some archaeological
potential and tie in with west coast paleo landscape. Most sea level curves show area
experienced marine flooding and sea level fall before final flooding so potential for
terrestrial deposits, but level of preservation is uncertain.

CP Notes if 12 boreholes are targeted in 2023, if there will be spatial colocation where there
is archaeological potential.

GSP States if boreholes aren’t in positions where they can answer the questions there may
be some provision in there to alter.

CP - Notes in this area of the Irish Sea what has been alluded to regarding desk study and
survey analysis it would be in everyone’s interest to link with target investigation as could
quickly qualify if there will be real geoarchaeological potential in this area or not. To get this in
early would save considerable time later.

Notes this is key as the Project is in process of finalising the early survey work.
CP Notes the paleo landscape in this area null results are as important as finding results.

GSP Highlights following collection of boreholes geoarchaeological assessment will be
undertaken by a suitably qualified geoarchaeologist (stages 1to 5)
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The aim is to do stages 1 and 2 pre consent where possible to inform the ES. If first round of
boreholes answer questions about geoarchaeological potential for then assessment of 2024
investigations may not be required.

5. Approach to coastal heritage assessment RHDHV

Presented slides 16 -17 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2

e GBS explained a 50km buffer study area will be used, with high level screening
undertaken for PEIR.

e Noted earlier comment by NM of no need to consider impacts to the setting of Welsh
coastal heritage assets. GSP - ACTION to follow up email to NM to receive confirmation
of this view in writing, and share NM response captured in these minutes.

. Agrees the approach to the coastal heritage setting assessment presented is
sensible first step. Plenty of sites in the buffer may be scoped out if no views or
relationship to the sea, as settings for many will be greatly restricted.

6. Approach to cumulative assessment for historic environment RHDHV

Presented slides 18 19 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG2

e Outline of approach to cumulative assessment, with approximately 25 activities within
50km buffer.

e Proposed approach is to assess projects that share a footprint with the windfarm site for
direct or indirect impacts. Additionally, projects that lie within the same paleo-
landscapes based on sub bottom profiling data or West Coast Paleo landscapes project
(WCPLP) will be included in the cumulative assessment.

e For cumulative impacts to the setting of coastal designated heritage assets, it is
proposed to consider windfarms constructed and consented ties with historic
seascape character (HSC).

CP Notes HSC is of interest as the project is co located with gas infrastructure.

Notes the south Morecambe gas field is the general search area. Developing in this
general area minimises disruption to other marine users.

CP Notes the Historic Seascape Characterisation Programme was conducted in phases
many projects aimed to produce methodology on how different datasets can be used to
spatially generate a perception of character.

Programmes to produce a national data set important to understand multiple layers of how
the HSC was actually conducted, for example the disconnect between pilot study for HSC of
the Irish Sea in around 2008 compared to the availability of the actual dataset produced in
2011.

The characterisation work was done to a point in time. Additional data and the changes and
how the character continues to change must be added to the methodology, to include more
to generate the dataset. The colocation and complexities of multiple seascape use, how the
character can accommodate this further change.

GSP Notes assessment of HSC needs to encompass 2008, 2011 which at the time would be
the baseline, but consider how the baseline has changed since then, and how the new
character can accommodate further change.

Asks if older windfarms like North Hoy will be part of the historic baseline.
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CP Notes actually there was a whole sequence all around country, and never done HSC at
sea so no methodology, so recommend put to one side. As this was set as the preferred way
to do HSC it’s that which is available through archaeological data service York. Looking at
unified methodology which is available. It’s down to project to say what needs to be added to
create our current HSC, and what changes the project may have.

The HE approach to the characterisation of the historic seascape addresses the perception of
character and accommodation of the seascape to change. This is different to sensitivity,
which rests with the structures of the EIA. The seascape character is based on cumulative
change and how the space is used and how we can attribute historic interest.

Notes what we see in Irish sea is growth in deployment of offshore wind, starting in early
2000’s and acceleration onwards. Need to get a feel for how that change is incorporated into
the seascape character assessment.

CP Notes this is largely down to the perception from our project and the project perception
of the character of this part of sea, how the change went from fishing, to oil and gas and on to
wind. Fair to conclude that this area has been exploited by the energy sector for years but
take a methodical approach.

7. AOB Al

- Suggests ACTION to consider HSC in future ETG, including produce a graphic of this
and present.

RW Notes objective for next meeting to go through initial findings and can give an overview
of discussion and what we relate to on seascape character.

By the next ETGs there should be a clear understanding of approach to the HSC for this
project given the data available to date from the HSC programme supported by HE.

8. Next steps and summary of actions
See actions below

. Next meeting date RHDHV

CP Askes when is PEIR consultation planned.

RW Notes the Project is hoping to submit PEIR for the generation assets in Q1 next year and
statutory consultation will follow, no exact dates yet.

CP Clarified that PEIR consultation will be in Q1/2 2023, at which point some initial
geotechnical work may be complete, but results will be pending so it will be in the ES that will
present geotechnical some results, with further surveys post consent.

GSP Notes aim is to include Stage 1and 2 geoarchaeological assessment of geotechnical
surveys in the ES
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Actions

Ref Action

1

(]

0 0

Confirm geotechnical work timing with engineers and if the data
will be used inn PEIR

To include initial audit and QA of the quality of the data

Use of Historic England Advisory Note for Commercial
Renewable Energy Developments

Engage with Lancashire Historic Environment Service, CADW
and Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Wales to be engaged once landfall confirmed

Issue notification in the EPP group that the final version of the
scoping report has been submitted

KW to follow up on MMO comments on the EPP steering group
CP to check records for comments for this steering group.

Discuss best approach to align with MMO and NRW
To check for any HE comments on the steering group call (as
per action 7 above).

FLOTATION ENERGY

Whom
KW

GSP

GSP

GSP

KW

KW
CP

LOR
CP

When
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
20/05/2022

20/05/2022
31/08/2022

Progress
Complete

Complete

Complete

In
Progress

Complete

Complete
In
Progress
Complete
In
progress

Status

Reconnaissance survey including
boreholes and vibrocores to be
undertaken in Q1/Q2 of 2023, with
detailed survey to commence is 2024.
These will not be completed in time to
be include in the PEIR, however, 2023
surveys may be included in the ES

This has been appended to Method
Statement FLO MOR MS 0004. This also
provides further information on data
coverage.

This will be used and added to the list of
guidance documents in the PIER
CADW have been engaged, further
engagement will be undertaken as part
of the transmission assets DCO
consultation (as relevant)

Scoping was submitted on the 23 June
to PINS

Response issued by email

NRW engaged
OPEN
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10 To check if there will be 2 or 3 MMO teams supporting the
Morecambe generation DCO, Morgan generation DCO, and
the separate transmission DCO.

1" To follow up with CADW on their position via in email in
writing, and share this captured in the minutes

12  Approach to the HSC given the data available to date from

the HSC programme supported by HE to be presented in
future ETG, including graphics as required.

Follow up e mail from CADW (Action 11)

LT

GSP

GSP

FLOTATION ENERGY

31/08/2022

31/08/2022

31/08/2022

In
progress

Complete

In
progress

Closed (correspondence received form
MMO on 28 October 2022 identifying
MMO case officers for the 3 DCOs)

Closed (provided below)

OPEN
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Following our meeting on the 31%t August when it was confirmed that the landfall for the cable would not be in Wales, it is now clear that this proposed
windfarm will not have a direct impact on any historic assets in Wales or in Welsh waters. | understand that the nearest any of the masts will be to the Welsh
coast is over 50km away. As such it would be only in exceptional circumstances (if then) that the windfarm will be visible from Wales and therefore | do not
envisage that the proposed wind farm will have any significant impact on the setting of any designated historic asset in Wales.

Best wishes

Dilynwch Cadw / Follow Cadw:

www cadw cymm. gov.uk | www cadw wales govuk

www.facebook.com/pages/Cadw/234566024556911 | www.mobile twitter. com/cadwwales | http-/mobile.twitter com/cadweymru
www.voutnbe com/user/cadwwales | www flickr com/photos/cadvwwrales

Dylai unrhyw ddatganiadau neu sylwadau a wneir uchod gael eu hystyried yn rhai personol ac nid yn rhai gan Lywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru, unrhyw ran choni neu unrhyw gorff sy'n gysylltiedig
& hi / Any of the statements or comments made above should be regarded as personal and not those of the Welsh Assembly Government, any constituent part or connected body.

Fr% Helpwch yr amgylchedd - peidiwch ag argraffu hon os nad oes gwir raid. Help our environment - only print this if really necessary.

M)
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Marine Mammal ETG 2 - D oloora02s
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm "m0z n™

Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by:  Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

_ - _

Facilitator:

Attendees

Flotation Enerqy (FE)

° Consent Lead

Royal HaskoninaDHV ( )

Project Director
Marine Mammal Expert
ffshore EIA coordinator
roject Manager

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

Senior Marine Officer

Marine Licensing Case Officer
Marine Licensing Case Officer

Cumbria Wildlife Trust (CWT
Conservation Officer

CEFAS (C)

_ Underwater Noise Specialist

Natural England (NE)

Senior Advisor
Marine Mammal Specialist
Marine Mammal Senior Specialist

Supporting Papers

HRA Screening FLO MOR REP 0004 Generation Assets HRA Screening Report
MCZ Screening FLO MOR REP 0018 Generation Assets MCZ Screening Report
Meeting presentation

FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_2
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Agenda
Welcome and project update FE
Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
Comments on the Scoping Opinion RHDHV
Underwater noise modelling approach RHDVH
HRA Screening RHDHV
a. Comments from ETG group
b. Discussion on sites screened in
Approach to cumulative assessment for marine mammals RHDHV
AOB All
Next steps and summary of actions All
a. Next meeting date
Minutes
1. Welcome and project update RHDHV

Presented slides 1 3, 5 6 of FLO MOR PPT
20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_2

e Offshore transmission network review (OTNR) process has determined Morecambe
OWF and another Round 4 project Morgan OWF will both connect to the grid at
Penwortham.

e Consequently, from a consenting perspective, Morecambe OWF will now proceed
with two separate DCO applications, covering: 1. Morecambe generation assets
(windfarm site only); and 2. Transmission assets of both the Morecambe and Morgan
windfarms to be submitted as a joint DCO application.

e The Morecambe OWF scoping report was submitted in June 2022 covered the
generation asserts, the focus of this ETG will remain for the generation assets only

e To date one year of bird and marine mammal surveys and underwater noise
modelling have been completed. The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
screening has been issued to the ETG group.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
Presented slide 4 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_2

e Actions from last meeting, largely complete apart from Action 3 which relates to
UXO licence which will be undertaken at a later stage.

e ETG Groups confirmed the HRA screening has been received. Initial NE comments
received, and full comments will be provided following the meeting.

3. Comments on the Scoping Opinion RHDHV

Presented slide 8 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_2

° outlined the comments received from PINS. These will be addressed in the PEIR,
with a selection highlighted as a requirement to discuss in the ETG.

o Barrier effects Cumulative barrier effects for noise will be screened in, but not
project alone
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e EMF is screened out for marine mammals, but EMF will be considered for turtles if
included in the assessment, however the baseline information identifies very low
numbers in the Study Area

e Project study area is the Irish Sea and the project impacts are not expected to
extend outwith the study area. However, species, protected sites and other projects
assessed will be considered within the wider MU if it exceeds the study area

OH Noted that while the North Sea would not be expected to interact with the Project
the Celtic Sea could, particularly for harbour porpoise, and this would include
consideration of floating wind projects.

AS Noted that connectivity to the study area will be considered.

e Definition of Magnitude the project has used reference to the 2010 JNCC draft
guidance, and requested ETG group to advise of any further sources of advice that
are more recent for this.

OH - Noted that the 2010 guidance does use the latest European Protected Species
(EPS) guidance but will take an ACTION to check if there are any updates on the horizon
to the 2010 JNCC guidance used for magnitude sensitivity.

4. Underwater noise modelling approach RHDVH

Presented slide 9 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_2

e Underwater noise modelling for piling associated with foundation installation has
been undertaken for the generation assets. Three representative locations within the
windfarm site have been modelled (in the NW, E and SW of the windfarm site).
Modelling considered two foundation scenarios (14m diameter pile with maximum
blow energy of 5,000kJ; and 5m pin pile diameter for jackets with maximum blow
energy of 2,500kJ). Modelled as one pile in a 24 hour scenario, and jacket modelling
considered piling blows for an entire jacket.

e Also considered other construction noise, operational WTG noise and UXO
clearance. Use of acoustic deterrent devices (ADD) was also considered, while the
Subacoustech Environmental’s modelling approach does not include this, but the
effects of using an ADD can still be inferred from the results.

e Consideration of UXO clearance impacts will be included in as an appendix in the
PEIR/ES.

e Re modelling will be conducted for the ES assessment if significant changes in
construction/design parameters identified.

e Bathymetry this is coming from the geophysical survey results, extensive
infrastructure around the site (e.g. gas platforms, pipelines and cables).

OH Noted that concurrent piling would not be in the design envelope if not modelled
Confirmed this and modelling would be updated if this changed

No further comments on underwater noise modelling approach
5. HRA screening RHDHV
Presented slide 10 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_2

The following comments were provided by the ETG group in relation to the approach/key
findings of the draft HRA screening conducted for marine mammals:
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e New paper from Carter et al has revaluated the foraging range and this will be
addressed in the PEIR as per Natural England advice.

¢ Noted from NE comments that Bristol Approaches should be included

e Identified that new SCANS report is also expected in Q3 2023 which would be
monitored for potential use in the ES where possible

No further comments on the draft HRA screening, but there will be an opportunity to comment
when the minutes and the action log are issued, and it was noted the ETG group would
provide written comments after the meeting.

6. Approach to cumulative assessment for marine mammals RHDHV

Presented slide 11 of FLO MOR PPT 20220831_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_2

e Management units were used to screen for potential sites in the cumulative
assessment. As these are extremely large for some species, e.g. minke whale, the
focus will be on the Irish and Celtic Seas.

e There will be a longlist of projects to be included in the cumulative assessment. This
will include Irish Sea Round 4 projects and the transmission assets for Morecambe
and Morgan windfarms using available scoping reports for PEIR, with more detailed
information to be included in the ES.

e Where applicable, other activities will be considered in the cumulative assessment,
such as geophysical surveys (if identified), decommissioning activities, aggregates
and dredging grounds, oil and gas activities and other windfarm developments.

e [t was noted that cumulative assessment between the generation and transmission
assets would be considered but as programme is ahead for generation, this will likely
be in more detail in the Morecambe generation assets ES.

Requested if there were suggestions for other sources, none received.

OH Highlighted seismic surveys for all industries would need to be considered, e.g.
nuclear.

Confirmed that this information would be collected from the noise registry.

OH Recommended to search on the MMO licencing portal also for potential projects for
cumulative consideration. AS - ACTION.

No further comments or questions.
7. AOB All

checked for any disagreements on any aspect of the approach shared, none received.

RF askedif TTS is included in the noise modelling as well as PTS, as often TTS is
ignored. stated both are included in the assessments, as well as consideration being
given to dose response curves for the ES.

asks how noise modelling will be presented. AS states that this will be provided in a
technical annex, with summaries presented in relevant sections of the main text.

LB — Highlights that access to SharePoint has been lost. KW — ACTION to restore access.
8. Next steps and summary of actions

9™ Nov date for the next ETG
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Actions
Ref Action
1 Check small unidentified cetacean terminology used in the PEIR
2 Update the Marine Mammal Method Statement to include
approach for generating seal density estimates from Carter et
al. (2020) and latest seal counts
figure with relevant MU areas, including loM and NI
approach to assessment of TTS to be clarified
clarification on barrier effects scoped in or out
approach to UXO clearance assessments and separate Marine
Licence to be included
ensure consistent with approach in Scoping Document and
presentation for ETG1.
3 Separate Marine Licence for UXO Email MMO (AE) and NE (LB
to ensure the same case team is used after submission
4 Distribute table to select date for August ETG
5 Return comments on the Method Statement 27/05/2022
6 Agreement log for ETG1 to be completed and returned with any
comments on the minutes
7 Provide comments on the HRA screening report
8 Check if there are any updates on the horizon to the 2010
JNCC guidance used for magnitude sensitivity
9 Search on the MMO licencing portal for potential projects for
cumulative consideration.
9 Restore SharePoint access.

FLOTATION ENERGY

Whom
JL
JL

Project
Team
KW
LB/ all
ETG
AllETG

AIlETG

OH

KW

When

20/05/2022
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
27/05/2022

31/08/2022
and

09/09/2022
09/09/2022

09/09/2022

Progress
Complete
Complete

Ongoing

Complete
Complete

Complete

Complete

Ongoing

In
Progress
Complete

Status

This will be addressed in the PEIR
Comments have been received and the
Method Statement updated accordingly.

Later stage action
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Proposed Dates for Next ETG

‘Meeting  Topies  bates
ETG3 Review of PEIR initial findings 9 November 2022 (10:00-12:00)
CIA and in combination effects
Approach to draft RIAA
Mitigation requirements

ETG 4 PEIR comments TBC
Year 2 survey data (as available)
Mitigation requirements
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Ornith°|ogy ETG 2 - Morecambe Date: 07/09/2022
Offshore Windfarm Time: 10:00-12:00

Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by:  Fotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting:  On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _

Attendees:

Flotation Enerqy (FE)

° Consent Lead
° —ommunications Manager
° Lead Offshore Consenter
Ornithologist

Ornithologist
Project Manager

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

° _ Marine Licencing Case Manager

Natural England (NE)

. Senior Advisor
o enior Specialist Marine Ornithology

Royal Society of the Protection of Birds (RSPB)

Agenda
1. Welcome and project update RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Comments on the Scoping Opinion RHDHV
4. Collision risk results update RHDHV
5. Displacement analysis update RHDHV
6. HRA Screening RHDHV
7. Cumulative assessment approach RHDHV

8. AOB All
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9. Next steps and summary of actions All

10. Date of next meeting RHDHV

Supporting Documents

HRA Screening FLO MOR REP 0004 Generation Assets HRA Screening Report
MCZ Screening FLO MOR REP 0018 Generation Assets MCZ Screening Report
Meeting presentation

FLO MOR PPT 20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2
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Minutes
1. Welcome and project update

Presented slides 13 and 5 7 of FLO MOR PPT
20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

o Offshore transmission network review (OTNR) process has determined Morecambe
OWF and another Round 4 project Morgan OWF will both connect to the grid at
Penwortham.

e Consequently, from a consenting perspective, Morecambe OWF will now proceed
with two separate DCO applications, covering: 1. Morecambe generation assets
(windfarm site only); and 2. Transmission assets of both the Morecambe and Morgan
windfarms to be submitted as a joint DCO application.

e The Morecambe OWF scoping report was submitted in June 2022 covered the
generation asserts, the focus of this ETG will remain for the generation assets only

e To date one year of bird and marine mammal surveys and collision risk modelling
have been completed. The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) screening has
been issued to the ETG group.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
Presented slide 4 of FLO MOR PPT 20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

Actions from last meeting have been completed. No further surveys or studies relevant to the
baseline were identified by NE or MMO.

3. Comments on the Scoping Opinion RHDHV
Presented slide 8 of FLO MOR PPT 20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

Provided summary of key scoping opinion comments and responses. Noted that all
unidentified birds have been apportioned into the abundance and density estimates.
Requirement for population viability analysis (PVAs) will depend on results of assessment in
terms of predicted changes to population mortality effects and will be addressed in PEIR/ES.
One kittiwake population on an offshore gas platform has been identified.

RBo — The approach to the study area and identification of receptors was discussed under
Item 5 (Slide 26) and Item 6, and is set out in the HRA Screening Report, and will also be set
out in the PEIR.

No additional comments or feedback on the Scoping Opinion were received from ETG
members.

4. Collision risk results update RHDHV

a. Aerial survey results
Presented slide 9 18 of FLO MOR PPT 20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

Highlighted relatively high densities of Manx Shearwater, kittiwake and guillemot
identified from Year 1 data of aerial surveys. Generally low densities of seabirds were
recorded during the main breeding season (i.e. between April and June), with peaks in the
late breeding season and autumn passage.
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Density estimates arising from the Year 1 aerial survey data were summarised to the ETG
group for red throated diver, common scoter, Manx shearwater, gannet, kittiwake, lesser
black backed gull, guillemot and razorbill.

b. Collision risk modelling (CRM)
Presented slide 19 22 of FLO MOR PPT 20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

RBo Highlighted that CRM for a ‘worst case’ 40 turbine scenario only has been modelled for
PEIR.

AM Asked about species parameters avoidance rates

RBo Clarified that updates on avoidance rates provided by NE were used, and not the
Marine Scotland 2014 guidance note (Cook et al.). It was noted that most recent guidance will
be used for the ES and modelling will be repeated in include two years of survey data results,
once Year 2 of surveys are complete.

AM Noted this and upcoming reports that may be provided from NE, but stated RSPB
currently does not accept the approach to 70% gannet macro avoidance density reduction,
and would be grateful for results without density reduction. Related to the issue AM
highlighted that macro avoidance may vary seasonally referred to Hornsea 4 examination.
AM advised that gannets are not as manoeuvrable as gulls, so may be more at risk of collision
once in the OWF. He recommended that without the macro avoidance correction for gannet,
the ‘all gull’ avoidance rate should be used.

RBo Noted that results can be presented without the macro avoidance density reductions,
as well as with.

AM Asked if corrigendum flight height data based on Johnston et al. (2014) has been used?
RBo Confirmed it has, as inbuilt into sCRM

AM Highlighted Manx Shearwater and noted Johnston et al. (2014) flight distribution was
used, which generates a very low collision risk. Identified that a Marine Scotland Science
(MSS) report review due out soon, looking at Manx Shearwater and other procellariforms and
their reaction to lights on turbines. It was noted that the report suggests they may become
disorientated, change their flight heights, and fly in circles, which could increase collision risk.
Noted there is no guidance on how to assess, but suggested a qualitative discussion on this
in the PEIR. MSS report should be out in time for EIA submission.

RBo Understands the main issue is with fledglings and depends on the intensity of light.
Notes the assessment will include discussion of lighting and welcomes sight of the report
when available (RBo — ACTION).

RB Asked if there any evidence in the MSS report for adults responding to lights in the way
that fledglings do and noted interest in the upcoming report.

AM Noted that juveniles form the body of records, but there is some evidence of adult
disorientation. The exact date for report release is to be confirmed.

RBo Identified Morecambe gas platform with Kittiwake colony, close to the Morecambe
windfarm site. RHDHYV also proposes to check if there are other platforms in the area.
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RB Noted there are several platforms in that area also with kittiwakes not sure how much
information he can provide but will pass on what is possible {ACTION — RB). Some platforms
are scheduled for decommissioning, hence info on kittiwake information is available to NE.

5. Displacement analysis update RHDHV

Presented slide 23 28 of FLO MOR PPT-20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

RBo Thanked RB for providing information on red throated diver (RTD) displacement in 1Tkm
bands to 10km for the HRA. However, having looked at the Year 1 aerial survey data,
insufficient RTD records have been identified to facilitate a displacement analysis in 1km
bands. This has been communicated to NE. Therefore, the project is proposing a simpler
approach to RTD displacement for PEIR and draft shadow HRA (RIAA) using a weighted
average of 1km bands. This approach will be reviewed for DCO submission once full survey
results are available.

RB Confirmed NE have received the project’s proposed simplified approach he has not
reviewed fully, it seems reasonable but will consider in full. RB asked if any of unidentified
birds were diver species? Could these be pulled into analyses?

Noted he did not think there were any unidentified divers in data set  but will double
check. Post meeting note: Year 1 survey results have been checked a very small number of
unidentified auk/large diver (total 4) were recorded, but no unidentified divers.

RBo When discussing slide 26, asked ETG members on the proposed approach to
defining study area for seabird breeding population estimates for EIA i.e. mean max plus
1SD or mean max? Most recent post 2000 seabird count will be used, and non adult birds will
be included in the breeding population estimates, derived from non breeding Biologically
Defined Minimum Population Scales (BDMPS) populations.

RB Noted the area of search for assessment depends on seabird species and colonies and
presence/absence of any specific tracking data. Consider species by species and justify the
approach. Probably not one size fits all given ecology of different species and location of
breeding colonies. Less appropriate to cast net wide for species like Sandwich tern and more
appropriate for species like gannet.

AM Agreed with RB that a bespoke approach is required and suggested looking at tracking
data and specific colonies. Noting tracking data may be for a narrow temporal window in the
breeding season.

RBo Noted for colony estimates BDMPS and Seabird Monitoring Programme (SMP) values
are available. Preference is to use the most recent SMP estimates and use NatureScot
theoretical approach to apportion birds to colonies.

RB Noted to be aware if any counts are uploaded to SMP which are ‘bird flu’ counts and
avoid using them.

RBo Noted. For PEIR counts up to 2021 will be used, and hope to be more informed at ES
stage on effects of avian flu.

RB Highlighted going forward Morecambe site surveys will overlap with ‘bird flu’ period. NE
considering this internally in terms of potential effects on baselines.



c,cobrq FLOTATION ENERGY

6. HRA Screening RHDHV

Presented slide 29 30 of FLO MOR PPT-20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

RBo Gave a summary of draft HRA screening report and Special Protection Area (SPASs)
screened in and noted draft RIAA will be focused on the key sites.

RW Checked that everyone got a copy of HRA
LB NE has received and will provide comments shortly.

LT MMO also have received and will also provide written comments.
7. Cumulative assessment approach RHDHV
Presented slide 31 32 of FLO MOR PPT 20220907_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_2

RB Noted Mona and Morgan windfarms included at concept in early planning, and
highlighted that White Cross Windfarm site might come in too.

RBo Agreed would include White Cross when data is available. RBo — ACTION.

RB Noted there may well be a more strategic data gathering exercise for the Irish Sea for
floating wind  be aware of this in relation to cumulative.

RBo Highlighted availability of quantitative data for offshore windfarms (OWFs) in
cumulative assessment (for collision risk and displacement) variable. Propose not to include
sites in quantitative assessment where quantitative data is not available.

LB Noted in combination you have highlighted a list of operational and forthcoming OWFs,
and asked if there is a similar list for other projects?

SR Yes,we do e.g.aggregates, oil and gas, disposal sites, but which particular projects
are considered for a given receptor will vary.

LB Noted that for ornithology specifically existing licences for lethal control of large gulls
are relevant. This is considered by NE on a strategic level for licensing.

HR Asked whether this is publicly available?

LB Advised to go directly to NE licensing service separate from area teams. There is a
strategic HRA for all large gull licences should be freely available. RBo ACTION to obtain
information on existing licences for lethal control of large gulls from NE licencing service.

8. AOB All

AM Raises RB comment about bird flu this is likely to overshadow the whole assessment
because of issues around baseline and potential impacts on colonies conservation status and
resilience to additional mortality. SNCBs, NGOs and developer communities are collectively
trying to consider how to factor this into assessments going forwards. Best case scenario is
no further spread and avian flu doesn’t affect the West Coast colonies as much as East coast.
Are there any records from Aerial Surveys of floating dead birds on the water? Can Hi Def
advise whether they can detect if a bird on the water is alive; and encourage them to keep
records to contribute to data available to assess effects of avian flu.

Notes to ask Hi Def if this can be recorded if noted. - ACTION to clarify with Hi Def.
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9. Next steps and summary of actions All
As detailed below
10. Next Meeting All

Next ETG 3 pencilled in for 16th November, ETG 4 will be after PEIR submission.
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& cobra

Actions

NE/MMO to provide information on any specific surveys or studies NE / MMO 25/05/2022 Complete None identified

that may be relevant to the Morecambe EIA/HRA in addition to those

listed in method statement

Flotation Energy/ RHDHV will be in touch to arrange a CRM meeting RBo 25/05/2022 Complete Meeting held 7 July

with NE in 4 6 weeks.

NE (RB) will provide gradated rates of displacement out to 10k based RB 25/05/2022 Complete Provided 7 July

on Burbo Bank to use for Irish Sea OWFS.

NE (RB) will also seek views from NE marine ornithologists on CRM RB 25/05/2022 Complete Provided 7 July

model guidance and report back. confirmed sCRM
favoured

To consider turbine lighting impacts on Manx shearwater in 07/09/2022 In progress

assessment, including consideration of MSS report when this

comes available.

To provide further information on kittiwake colonies on platforms in RB 07/09/2022 In progress

Irish Sea

Consider species by species basis for defining study area during 07/09/2022 In progress

breeding season

Advise on timescale for returning HRA Screening comments ETG members 07/09/2022 Complete Comments from
MMO and NE now
received.

Include White Cross Windfarm within cumulative assessment when 07/09/2022 In progress

data is available.
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Go directly to NE wildlife licencing to gain information on gull 07/09/2022 In progress
control licensing in place to inform cumulative assessment

1" To check with HiDef whether dead birds can be identified on sea = RW 07/09/2022 Complete Hi-Def confirmed
surface within aerial surveys (to aid information on avian flu) that can identify
dead birds on sea-
surface and will
note this in survey
observation sheets
when identified.

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

ETG3 Review of PEIR initial findings 16 November 2022 (10:00 12:00)
CIA and in combination effects
Approach to draft RIAA
Mitigation requirements

ETG 4 PEIR comments TBC
Year 2 survey data (as available)
Mitigation requirements
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Marine ECOIogy ETG 2 - Date:14/09/2022
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Time: 13:30-15:30

Location: MS Teams Call

Meeting called by:  Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting:  On-line Teams call

Attendees

Flotation Ener

ommunications Manager
Lead Offshore Consenter

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV)
Fish & Shellfish Technical Lead

roject Manager

Benthic Ecology and Physical Processes Consultant

Fish and Shellfish Ecology Consultant

Marine Water & Sediment Quality Technical Lead

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

° arine Licensing Case Manager
. Marine Licensing Case Officer

Natural England (NE
. Marine Senior Advisor/ Response Officer for

Morecambe

° arine Advisor (Area Team Support)
° Benthic Ecology Adviser

Senior Fisheries Specialist covering for_

hellfish Advisor
covering for Georgina Eastley (GE) Fisheries

Cefas

Regulatory Advisor

oastal Processes Advice
Fisheries Specialist
Benthic Ecologist

Fisheries/Benthic Ecologist
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Agenda

1. Welcome and project update RHDHV and FE
2. Minutes from last meeting RHDHV

3. Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes RHDHV

4. Marine sediment and water quality RHDHV

5. Benthic ecology RHDHV

6. Fish and shellfish ecology RHDHV

7. HRA and MCZ screening RHDHV

8. Date of next meeting RHDHV

9. AOB and next steps All

Supporting papers:
HRA Screening FLO MOR REP 0004 Generation Assets HRA Screening Report
MCZ Screening FLO MOR REP 0018 Generation Assets MCZ Screening Report

Meeting Presentation FLO MOR PPT 20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ ETG2

Minutes
1. Welcome and project update
Slides 13 and 5 8 of FLO MOR PPT 20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG2

Introductions from the attendees listed above. Attendees are happy with the agenda
presented. Meeting will discuss the Scoping Opinion (SO) responses, and EIA methodology
for the assessment of: Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes; Marine water
and sediment quality; Benthic ecology; and Fish and shellfish ecology. Finally, the MCZ and
HRA Screening Assessment reports and next steps will be discussed.

SR Presented attendees the Project update and map, including adjacent planned and
existing projects in the wider Irish Sea. KW provided clarification on the following points:

e  Offshore transmission network review (OTNR) process has determined Morecambe OWF
and another Round 4 project Morgan OWF will both connect to the grid at Penwortham.

e  Consequently, from a consenting perspective, Morecambe OWF will now proceed with
two separate DCO applications, covering: 1. Morecambe generation assets (windfarm
site only); and 2. Transmission assets of both the Morecambe and Morgan windfarms  to
be submitted as a joint DCO application.

e The Morecambe OWF scoping report was submitted in June 2022 covered the
generation asserts, the focus of this ETG will remain for the generation assets only.

KW - Asked if any questions, no issues raised.

2. Minutes from last meeting
Presented slide 4 of FLO MOR PPT 20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG2

SR Explained how actions from last meeting have been incorporated into PEIR chapters and
will be further explained in this meeting and/or will be presented in PEIR chapters themselves.
Taking account of these actions, all actions from last meeting are now considered complete.
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3. Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes — AS
Presented slides 8 17 of FLO MOR PPT 20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG2
Ran through scoping opinion comments and how these have been addressed.

AS Identifies cumulative assessment approach and confirmed use of 30km in the ES as
conservative distance for the Zone of Influence (Zol) given the spring tidal excursion of
approximately 10km from the windfarm site.

SR Notes repowering is assumed to be similar as construction but would be assessed by a
separate EIA"

AS Provided reasoning that vertical suspended solid concentration (SSC) profiles would be
disproportionate.

Presenting slides 10—15, provided detailed justification for the application of use of Awel
y Mor windfarm modelling using Particle Size Analysis (PSA) data to inform the Morecambe
physical processes assessment. It was noted that sediment in both sites have relatively low
fines content (20% silt is considered conservative for Awel y Mor, whereas the Morecambe
windfarm site has 12% silt). Whilst there are differences in gravel content between the sites
(Awel y Mor is 20 25%, and Morecambe is 0% gravel), it was noted that gravel will fall out of
suspension and settle close to point of disturbance.

The approach to the cumulative assessment and the HRA were outlined.

Asked if there are any questions with the presented approach and response to scoping
comments, no questions raised by the ETG group.

SR Clarified we now have the PSA to justify the use of Awel y Mor modelling in the
Morecambe assessment.

IB — Noted she is content with data at this stage.
4. Marine sediment and water quality — CP

Presented slides 18 23 of FLO MOR PPT
20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG2

CP Ran through scoping opinion comments and how these have been addressed.
Confirmed accredited SOCOTEC lab has been used for sampling, and it is intended samples
can support any requirements for disposal licences. It was also confirmed that accidental
pollution risk during construction and operation is scoped out of the assessment based on
benthic survey data and that this aspect will be managed via various plans to be drafted in
agreement with PINS.

CP Summarised the results of the sediment sampling survey conducted within the
Morecambe windfarm site in 2021. The survey involved PSA at 50 sample stations, with 20
stations successfully sampled for contaminants via 0.1m? Day grab sampler. The results show
that the predominant sediment type across the whole windfarm site is fine sand. All trace
metals concentrations in the sediment samples are below Marine Scotland Action Level AL1.
Some mercury samples were shown to be above effect range low? (ERL) and one above

1t is noted that repowering is not included within the PEIR or the ES, as a separate consent process would be
undertaken upon details of the works involved if repowering was to be undertaken and the operational life of
the project extended

2 Concentrations below ERL are those in which harmful effects are rarely observed
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Background Assessment Concentration® (BAC), but overall there is a relatively low
concentrations of metals. The majority of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are below
sediment guideline values, whilst polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) and organotin levels are
below levels of detection.

Approach to cumulative assessment was outlined

CP Asked if there were any questions in relation to the materials presented in slides 18 23,
no questions raised by the ETG group.

5. Benthic Ecology — SR

Presented slides 24 37 of FLO MOR PPT-
20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ ETG2

SR Ran through scoping opinion comments and how these have been addressed in slides
25 30. Scoping comment advised to check for additional baseline datasets. SB shared the

updated listed of sources and site specific datasets (slide 25) and asked if any others were
relevant. No further datasets were raised by attendees.

SR There will not be a requirement to use proxy species as biotopes are available for the
site and MARESA sensitivity information is available (slide 27).

SR It was previously proposed to scope out the impact of physical presence of structures
during decommissioning, but this is covered by operational period, and so this will be
assessed as a permanent impact (slide 28).

SR  Scoping Report stated that if levels of contaminated sediments are sufficiently low, then
the impact from remobilisation of contaminated sediments would be scoped out. Following
the benthic survey results, RHDHV confirmed their intention to scope out the impact (slide
29).

SR Asked if there were any questions on the proposed approach to address the scoping
comments raised, no questions raised by the ETG group.

SR Presenting slides 31-35, the results of the benthic ecology survey conducted within the
Morecambe windfarm site in 2021 were summarised. It was recapped that 50 stations were
successfully sampled for macrobenthos using 0.1m? Day grab sampler. The survey also
involved drop down camera (DDC) deployment at each grab station for i} determining
suitability for grab samples; and ii} indication of epibenthos. Four DDC transects were also
completed to ground truth potential features of interest identified from geophysical imagery.

LB Noted the benthic survey plan and requested that the PEIR can include NE comments
and MMO inputs made on the survey sampling plan or methods.

SR This will be included, thank you for your comment. SR — ACTION to include NE and
MMO comments on benthic survey plan within PEIR.

SR Presented the focus of the cumulative assessment and projects to be considered (slide
36).

6. Fish ecology — EB

Presented slides 38 50 of FLO MOR PPT
20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG2

3 An assessment threshold for testing whether contaminant concentrations are 'near background'
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EB Ran through scoping opinion comments and how these have been addressed in slides
39-44.

EB Set out that the PEIS/ES will consider permanent habitat loss during operation, and
temporary habitat loss during construction and decommissioning (slides 39 40). It was noted
the approach will be to consider impacts that occur over the lifespan of project (e.g. habitat
loss) as permanent impact during the operation phase, with the permanent effect scoped out
of construction and decommissioning phases to avoid replication.

EB Noted that there are two impacts that potentially span the lifetime of the project:
‘Permanent habitat loss’ and ‘Introduction of hard substrate’. Therefore, we propose that
given PINS agreement to assess ‘Permanent habitat loss’ during the operation phase, we will
do the same for ‘Introduction of hard substrate’ and make clear that the impacts will begin
during construction and remain through to decommissioning.

EB Asked if there were any questions/comments on proposed approach set out in slides 39-
40, none raised by the ETG group.

EB It was agreed in the scoping opinion to scope out contaminated sediments if site-
specific sediment analysis supports this (slide 41). Given the low level of sediment
contaminants within the windfarms site (as described in the marine sediment and water
quality and benthic ecology sections of the ETG2 presentation) it is therefore proposed to
scope out re suspension of contaminated sediment from the fish ecology assessment during
construction, operation and decommissioning phases.

EB Asked if there were any questions/comments on the proposed approach to address the
scoping comments raised, none raised by the ETG group.

EB Described additional data sources identified based on scoping opinion received since
last ETG meeting (slide 42), for example sea herring larvae data from AFBI and supplemental
information on basking shark baseline date from NBN Atlas.

EB Asked if there were any questions/comments on the proposed data sources to be used
to inform the ES, none raised by the ETG group.

EB Noted scoping opinion requests assessment of basking shark collision risk (slide 43).
He noted that data on collisions between basking sharks and vessels is poor, and proposed
that this be assessed qualitatively based on expert judgement and best practices related to
similar collision assessments for marine mammals.

EB Asked if there were any comments on approach to basking shark vessel collision
assessment, none were raised by the ETG group.

EB Provided a summary of remaining scoping opinion comments (slide 44) and how these

have been addressed in PEIR. It was noted that operational noise impacts are now scoped in
and PSA analysis is being used to inform the herring/sandeel baseline. No further comments
were raised by the ETG group in relation to these points.

EB Summarised the underwater noise modelling study undertaken for the project in slides
45 48. SubAcoustech Environmental Ltd was commissioned to conduct the modelling study
and have produced a dedicated report.

EB Set out the noise thresholds (impulse piling, continuous and explosions for fish injuries
(fish, eggs and larvae) considered in the study (based on Popper et al 2014).

EB Provided an explanation of pile driving modelling methodology adopted, outlining that
the semi empirical INSPIRE model was adopted and what this model accounts for (slide 46).
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He noted that noise propagation was modelled from three locations within the windfarm site
based on worst case scenarios (NW, E and SE). Three foundation scenarios (worst case
monopile and single pin pile (including multiple sequential scenario)), plus operation WTG
noise, UXO clearance, other construction noise sources were modelled.

EB Asked if there were any questions/comments, none were raised by the ETG group.

MG Noted that Cefas underwater noise team were not invited to meeting. Asked if the
project is considering fish as a stationary receptor or fleeing?

SR Noted to discuss with MMO regarding invitees for future meetings. SR — ACTION.

EB The question on whether the project is considering fish as a stationary receptor or
fleeing is discussed on the next slide. We can discuss sending a technical report to the Cefas
noise team on this aspect, to be addressed next meeting or through separate comments.

EB Noted that PINS and MMO has provided scoping opinion comments in relation to the
use of fleeing v’s stationary receptors in the assessment, stating that the underwater noise
assessment should assume fish receptors are stationary (unless otherwise agreed with the
relevant stakeholders) (slide 48). EB noted that the underwater noise report considers both
fleeing v’s stationary receptors. He acknowledged the point on behavioural responses to
noise not necessarily equating to fleeing, e.g., benthic species burying in sediment in
response to noise, however noted that pelagic species will not remain stationary for 18 hours
(the maximum duration of piling in the concurrent pin piling scenario). He noted that the
preferred approach is to have a mixed approach including both stationary and fleeing
species, i.e., an assumption of a stationary animal may hold for demersal species, larvae and
eggs, but that for pelagic species it is unrealistic over the timescales involved in piling.
Welcome further discussion around this topic?

MG Pelagic fish can be considered fleeing as a separate case, but spawning herring may
still need to be considered as stationary due to demersal spawning. Further consideration by
colleagues needed.

EB Outlined that the noise impact threshold for herring being used is based on Popper et al
2014 rather than a paper with a 135db threshold (Hawkins 2014), the latter of which has been
recommended within a PINS scoping opinion comment. EB critiqued the utility of the
Hawkins study as it only looked at single strike sounds rather than repeated noises.
Additionally, cumulative noise exposure is difficult using the Hawkins study. The threshold of
135db then covers tens of kms from source, and noise will become more continuous noise
rather than impulsive over these distances. Many caveats needed for the 135db threshold,
therefore propose that the assessment uses the impact thresholds based on fish hearing
group 3 from Popper 2014 paper to assess impacts on herring. Request action to refer to
Cefas noise team for advice.

MG Will take this back to Cefas noise team, but predicts that the 135db threshold will be the
standard for other offshore projects.

EB ACTION To provide technical note to Cefas on approach to noise impact assessment
on fish and shellfish receptors, to include justification on use of Popper et al. 2014 paper for
noise thresholds, and the proposed approach in relation to stationary and fleeing receptors.

EB Approach to cumulative impacts was presented (slide 49). A similar approach will be
adopted to benthic ecology assessment with a 30km Zol identified for noise and sediment
plume impacts, as well as suitable scale upon which to assess regional effects at a detectable
level. The cumulative assessment will consider transmission assets of the Morecambe and
Morgan windfarms as well as other Round 4 projects using scoping reports during PEIR and
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more detail expected for ES once these other projects progress. Lists of considered activities
included in cumulative assessment will be included in the PEIR and ES.

SR Once at ES stage the cumulative impacts of other projects will be available.

EB Asked if there were any questions/comments on the cumulative assessment approach,
none were raised by ETG group.

7. HRA and MCZ screening — SR

Presented slides 51 53 of FLO MOR PPT-
20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG2

SR Both HRA and MCZ reports are submitted, expecting comments back from the ETG
group.

SR HRA screening sites included in the assessment are: Shell Flat and Lune Deep SAC
(benthic), no direct impacts will occur but indirect impacts as set out in the PEIR Scoping
document are included.

SR SACs for fish in the HRA are: Dee Estuary SAC, River Dee and Bala Lake SAC, Afon
Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwelln, Afon Eden

SR MCZ Screening sites to be considered are: Fylde MCZ and West of Walney. No direct
impacts will occur but indirect impacts including suspended sediment redistribution,
underwater noise and the potential for introduction of marine invasive non native species
(INNS).

LB — Noted that forthcoming comments from NE will include cumulative assessments
approach, transmission assets are separate but essentially the same project functionally (and
Morgan). Perhaps difficult to combine to one assessment but you need to consider within
cumulative assessments. Fylde MZC will have transmission assets impacts for example.

SR Generation and transmission asset sites will be assessed cumulatively and making sure
the different aspects are all picked up.

LB Stated this is something that is needing to be agreed along with NE, PINS and other
bodies with how to approach this aspect.

SR Agreed and more collaborative aspects will come into play as other projects progress.
8. Future meetings — SR

Slides 54 55 of FLO MOR PPT 20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG2

SR Notes noise issues can be discussed between meetings.

SR ETG 3 meeting will focus on review of initial PEIR findings, cumulative effects, approach
to draft RIAA and mitigation requirements. This will be in November, dates to be confirmed.
Asked who else needs to be included in meetings. ETG 4 is planned following PEIR
submission, with date to be confirmed in 2023.

Discussion was held around suitable dates, Wednesday/Thursdays identified as preferred
days. SR Suggested around third/fourth week of November for ETG 3. SR - ACTION to
send round dates soon.

AR Asked if there were any questions/comments, none were raised by the ETG group.



e,CObI'CI @ FLOTATION ENERGY

9. AOB/next steps — All

Confirmed that project will feedback to [Jj(Cefas) regarding noise modelling. LT  MMO
will also input on underwater noise and discuss with Cefas.

Comments on Screening MCZ and HRA are coming soon from the ETG members.
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Actions

Ref Action | Whom | When | Progress | Status

1 Further justification for use of Awel y Mér | DB 22/06/2022 Complete Further justification for use of Awel y Mor
numerical modelling numerical modelling will be provided in PEIR

and in future ETG meetings. This was presented
and discussed in ETG 2 meeting.

2 PSA sampling method to be added into CP/BH 22/06/2022 Complete Added to formal scoping report and will be
marine sediment and water quality further detailed in the PEIR
assessment chapter

3 Check decommissioning/ structure KwW 22/06/2022 Complete Will be considered in PEIR assessment based on
removal strategy if any structures will understanding of worst case for
be left in situ they will need to be decommissioning
considered permanent and then
included in the assessment for
decommissioning

4 Information on epibenthic communities BH 22/06/2022 Complete Will be further detailed in the PEIR
to be considered and terminology of
habitat loss considered

5 Check Cefas noise team involved in SR/MG 14/09/2022 In progress | MMO to forward ETG 3 meeting invite to Cefas
future meetings /LT noise team.

6 Provide technical note to Cefas on EB/MG 14/09/2022 In progress | Technical note issued to MMO on 14/10/2022.
approach to noise impact assessment /LT To be discussed at ETG 3 meeting.
on fish and shellfish receptors, to
include justification on use of Popper et
al. 2014 paper for noise thresholds, and
the proposed approach in relation to
stationary and fleeing receptors.
MMO/Cefas to provide response to
project on technical note issued.
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Confirm date for ETG 3

All

14/09/2022

Complete

ETG 3 meeting to be held: 23 November 2022
(10:00-12:00). Invites issued.
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EPP Steering Group 2-

Morecambe Offshore Date:28/09/2022

- Time: 10:00 — 12:00
W| ndfa rm Location MS Teams Call
Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Apologies: Environment Agency

Flotation E

Morecambe OWF Consent Lead
Communications Manager

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV
HDHV EIA Project Director
Project Manager / Offshore Lead
Onshore Lead

Historic England (HE)
Head of Marine Planning
Marine Planning Unit Archaeological Officer

ion (MMO)
Marine Licensing Case Officer
- Marine Licencing Case Manager

[ ]
[ )
Marine Man

r Part 2 of meetin
Morgan OWF Consent Lead

bp (joined fo
. Morgan Offshore Lead

Agenda
Welcome and introduction
Project update FE
Feedback from completed ETG meetings / scoping RHDHV

1
2
3
4, Welcome and introduction (part 2 — Morgan OWF team joined meeting) FE / bp
5 Background to Projects FE

6

Grid connection and consenting structure  FE



7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
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EPP Methodology and Terms of Reference FE

Approach to ETG and Transmission Steering Group bp
Cumulative impact approach bp
AOB Al

Next meeting date  FE

Supporting Documents

Meeting Presentation

FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

Minutes

1.

Welcome and introduction FE

Presented slides 1-4 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

2.

Project update FE

Presented slide 5 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

3

KW provided a summary update on status of various project related information
including submission of the generation assets Scoping Report in June 2022 and
Receipt of Scoping Opinion from PINS in August 2022. Update also included
status/progress of various surveys, modelling, expert topic group (ETG) meetings and
non-statutory public consultations plans.

KW also provided update on the outcome of the offshore transmission network review
(OTNR) process which confirms connection to the National Grid at Penwortham for
both the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm and Morgan Offshore Wind Project. Both
projects intend to collaborate and submit a single development consent order (DCO)
application covering the transmission assets of both projects (whilst remaining
electrically separate). This was discussed further in agenda items 5 and 6.

AE commented the MMO are still waiting on responses on the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) and Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) screening documents from
their advisers and will pass on to the project once received.

Feedback from completed ETG meetings / scoping RHDHV

Presented slides 6-8 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

SR updated on the four ETG groups established for the generation assets only
(including Marine Mammals, Ornithology, Seabed and Marine Ecology and Historic
Environment), which have held two rounds of meetings to date, focusing on
introduction to the project, specific issues around scoping, EIA methodology, and
survey and modelling approaches. Another round of meeting in November 2022 is
planned prior to Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) submission in
Q1 2023.

SR noted there is still an outstanding action to provide responses to the MMO on the
fish noise threshold data. To be supplied soon.

SR meeting minutes from the last ETGs held in September 2022 will be sent out
imminently. SR requested feedback on how the ETGs have been received to date by
participants and any feedback.

JC commented the ETG meetings have been useful and it's good to see feedback
provided by HE taken on-board.
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RW noted the project is keen on being efficient with engagement and therefore any
feedback on how the process could be improved would be welcomed.

SR highlighted that a SLVIA ETG group is planned to be setup, having consulted to
establish relevant participants with first meeting proposed in December 2022. The
project is also consulting with other topic groups (including human environment,
aviation, other marine users, commercial fisheries and shipping and navigation), with
key interested groups and receptors identified for targeted consultation.

SR noted a few key overarching comments from the Scoping Opinion, particularly
around the definition of durations in the assessment which were previously defined as
- short term (ST) = temporary and long term (LT) = permanent. These definitions
have been discussed in the ETGs and are now re-defined as ST = occurring during
part of the project implementation and LT = occurring throughout the life of the
project.

LB commented it would be useful to provide further clarity on what’s meant by ‘part of
the project’ e.g. for the generation area, the construction phase and the generation
duration — part of that would have a wide range. Defining temporary effects as the
construction phase only would align with what NE would expect. While an activity
taking place in the operational phase would still be long-term enough and therefore
permanent until undone.

AD agreed further definitions of the durations is required and this would be
undertaken. However, noted that there might be some elements which may not
necessarily fall into such definitions like activities during the operational phase
requiring a vessel to go out a few times during the operational phase — these would
need to be properly defined.

LB asked if operation and maintenance (O&M) activities would be captured under the
DCO as a whole or would that be a separate Marine licence.

AD responded that where it is possible (e.g. the big ticket items) to define and predict
the O&M activities to a reasonable level of certainty, the project would take that
approach for a robust EIA, however, it is possible that the project may also end up in
a marine licence position.

LB suggested it would be useful to have a reasonable worst-case approach. And if
definitions are robust enough during the EIA stage, it may potentially make the marine
licencing process easier.

SR pointed out that the project would not have that level of detail at the PIER stage
but certainly would look into how we define those O&M activities for the
Environmental Statement (ES). Agreed overarching definitions would be covered in the
EIA Methodology, however, the definitions would be covered within the topic chapters
too, particularly for Benthic and Fish Ecology.

SR asked if there was further insight into the NE Scoping Opinion query on the use of
“as built” parameters. Also clarified that the use of “as built” parameters was in
reference to the Ornithology topic which uses both “as built” and “consented”
parameters for collusion risk modelling. For PEIR, the consented parameters will be
used. However, once the two-years’ worth of aerial survey data have been gathered
and modelled, both the “as built” and “consented” parameters would be used. On the
other hand, the SLVIA standard practice uses “as built” parameters for PEIR.

LB confirmed the relevance of the NE query to all of the ecology topics with
Ornithology in particular (potentially the key issue) but also benthic impacts and
impacts to fish. Need to avoid situation whereby the “as built” assessment goes ahead
and does not match up with what is consented. This would throw up a difficult
situation as NE would not be in a position to say the assessment is satisfactory when it
is going to be different from what is consented.
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¢ SR raised the point on agreeing which plans and projects are to be included in the
cumulative assessment. The project will present a full list of the projects/plan
considered within PEIR and would look to agree these in advance of the ES, noting a
need for a cut-off time for the projects being considered.

e LB agreed on the CEA list approach and keeping conversation live in relation to
cumulative impacts and the projects being considered will be useful given size of the
project. Also, useful to ensure that method of how the cumulative projects are
considered is included within the PIER and if possible, with examples of ones that it is
known would be included in the in-combination assessment, just to give an idea of
how things might look but with a caveat that further discussions maybe required in the
future at ETGs.

e SR agreed that the process of screening the cumulative projects will be included in the
PEIR using the tier system of listing the projects with a justification on why it is
included or excluded from the project and also considering that the list may change
post PEIR. This will be discussed further.

e LB drew attention to the supplementary advice NE submitted as part of its opinion to
PINS on how the three parts of the Morecambe and Morgan OWF projects
(Morecambe generation assets; Morgan generation assets; plus, the Morecambe and
Morgan transmission assets) needs to be considered as one and the risk around
stranded assets. Noting that separating DCOs in situations like this has been
attempted previously and it did not go quite well.

¢ SR highlighted a change in terminology from “significance of impact” for the scoping
to “significance of effect” for the PEIR and beyond.

e LB notes that a qualification would be required if use of significance of effect is used.

e SR also raised the potential change of reference from Report to Inform Appropriate
Assessment and asked if the Steering Group are anticipating use of another reference
for this report.

e LB confirmed that the RIAA reference is fine as long as layout and contents conform
to what has been previously delivered and commented on.

4, Welcome and introduction Part 2 (Morgan OWF team joined meeting) FE
/ bp

Presented slide 11 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

5. Background to the Coordinated Projects FE

Presented slides 12-13 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

6. Consenting Strategy for Co-ordinated Grid Connection FE
Presented slides 14-19 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

7. EPP Terms of Reference bp

Presented slide 20 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

e VR posed a number of questions to the group in relation to setup of case managers
and invoicing arrangement.

e LT notes that from the MMO, AE and LT make up the case team for the Morecambe
project with a separate case team for the Morgan project. Therefore, will initiate an
internal discussion on whether either of the existing case teams would take on the
transmission assets project or there will be three separate case teams (bearing in
mind capacity and workload). Noted feedback on the position agreed will be provided
to the project in a fortnight.
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e LT asked if the projects will have three separate rounds of ETGs and steering groups —
one each for the generation assets and the coordinated transmission assets.

e GV responded that to confirm that was the scenario being considered however the
feedback the projects receive from the stakeholders will go a long way in making the
decision on whether to combine meetings where two of the projects are managed by
the same case teams or to schedule meetings back-to-back on the same days to
reduce the number of meetings in the diary or it may be that three meetings over
three different days are required. However, these would need to be scheduled to align
with points on the transmission programme where key information, feedback, outcome
of public consultation can be provided.

e LT noted there is no issue foreseen regarding working flexibly among the case teams
especially with key issues cross-cutting over the three projects, it makes sense to align
the meeting schedules.

e LB noted that from the perspective of NE, he would retain oversight of the three
projects and can be contacted for any planning related advice. Noted on the
scheduling of meetings, to be driven more by the project programme. NE would work
to be efficient in its responses especially for ETGs where specialist input is required for
habitats and species, particularly for offshore ornithology, NE looks to work
intelligently with the resource available within its organisation and therefore it will be
useful to know how the projects are planning to line those meetings up.

e LB explained that for invoicing, NE currently has two DAS contracts in existence
(Morecambe and Morgan/Mona) and asked if the preference would be to setup a third
and separate transmission DAS contract or whether it would be better to split the
hours evenly between the two existing contracts considering that as both projects are
working together on the transmission assets, it might be difficult to have a single
invoicing pathway.

e VR confirmed use of the 50/50 invoicing split on a different project which worked well,
and the Morgan project would welcome a 50/50 invoicing split if ok with Morecambe.

¢ RW noted keeping the invoicing arrangement simple, easy and transparent would be
ideal and would have an internal discussion with Flotation Energy and report back on
position.

e LB noted a 50/50 split would be the easiest arrangement. NE would need to be clear
and on top of the time recording to ensure the process is smooth — maybe that the
transmission assets time recording on the spreadsheets are highlighted in bright
colours to ensure clarity and for ease of comparison between the existing DAS to
ensure the split is accurately reflected as 50/50.

e LT noted on aggregate cases, the MMO does split billing either on a 50/50 or 60/40
basis depending on what the parties agree. An agreed split will need to be setup. Will
go away and check what is already in place (i.e. three different DCO codes to be billed
under), so if a 50/50 split is agreed for transmission then that could be applied.

e JC noted from an HE perspective that all correspondence will be through Christopher
Pater as JC is in-post only until 01 Feb 2023. HE will try as best to be as flexible as
possible within its capacity to accommodate the needs of the projects. On invoicing,
will take that away to discuss with CP and provide feedback if there’s any specific
arrangement that needs to be put in place from the HE side.

e AD noted that for the EPP Terms of Reference (ToR), a single set of ToR might be
that best way forward for the transmission assets project and should not pose any
problems.

e VR agreed that a single set of ToR will be best.

8. Approach to Transmission EPP bp
Presented slide 21 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx
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e LB asked for clarification on where the line is drawn between offshore and onshore
ecology — is everything above MHWS considered onshore and everything salty
considered offshore even if it is intertidal?

e GV explained that clarification would be provided at the first EPP steering group
meeting. However, there is a hybrid approach in consideration on a topic-by-topic
basis. Generally everything below MHWS is in the offshore barring a couple of
exceptions which the EIA lead is best placed to address where the general rule does
not follow.

e LB noted that Offshore and Coastal Ornithology would be fine within the Offshore
topic groupings. However, the Coastal Ornithology will tie-in very closely with Onshore
Ecology due to the particular nature of the marine and coastal SPA features (geese
use salt marsh and onshore grazing land). There will definitely be crossovers between
some of the offshore and onshore topics due to the ecological reality of the habitats
and species in consideration.

e GV noted LB's view on the separation and interface of offshore and onshore topics will
be fed back to the EIA team so that a view can be taken.

e RW noted that although the ecological topics may sit in separate buckets for the EPP
process, it does not mean that are not being considered across other relevant topics
however, the views are noted and will be clearly reflected in the documentation as to
how the topics have been considered.

e LB pointed out that the risk is that these topics may become very entangled along the
line that by default, they end up being combined topics. However, it is good to take
away and considered how best to treat the topics and report back. Highlighted risk of
not considering the projects in isolation as the two parts (generation and transmission)
are dependent on each other.

9. Cumulative Assessment bp
Presented slide 22 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

e LB generally agreed/acknowledged the proposed Cumulative Effects Assessment
(CEA) approach for the three DCOs presented on slide 22. However, sought
clarification on the information that feeds into the three CEAs at PIER and Application
stage, noting that the transmission assets CEA will always have the most updated
information and then a risk that there is no mechanism to retrospectively close the
loop in the two generation assets CEAs.

e LB asked if the generation assets’ CEA will have to consider a fairly broad envelope for
the impacts/effects of the transmission assets based on information available at the
time?

e AD responded that might be probably the approach however, considering the novel
nature of this approach, key thing for the project is to work collaboratively via the EPP
process to ensure confidence in the assessment undertaken for the cumulative effects
of all three projects.

e LB agrees and understands that some of the effects may be narrowly scoped and
boxed away to enable more focus on the key areas of lower certainties for the CEA.

e GV and RW agrees keeping the steering group updated as the CEA progresses will be
key.

10. AOB Al

¢ RW notes that the projects are keen to consult efficiently and to work collaboratively
with all stakeholders in the process.

11. Next meeting date FE
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RW explained that the plan is to setup the first steering group meeting for the
transmission assets in November and will keep the organisations informed.

AE noted that Wednesdays work best for the MMO in terms of scheduling meetings.
LB noted NE would work with Wednesdays as first option and go from there.

JC confirms Wednesday'’s work for HE as well.

RW confirms the Wednesday scheduling would be looked into and revert accordingly.



O cobra

Actions

Ref Action

1

To check on the status of MMO responses on the
Morecambe generation HRA and MCZ screening
documents and pass these over to the
Morecambe project once received.

To provide responses to the MMO on the fish
noise threshold data.

To check whether either of the existing Morgan
and Morecambe MMO case teams would take on
the transmission assets project or there will be
three separate case teams. Feedback on the
MMO position agreed will be provided to the
project in a fortnight.

To check MMO billing arrangement in place (i.e.
three different DCO codes to be billed under),
and whether an agreed percentage split could be
applied to the generation assets code.

To discuss invoicing with CP and provide
feedback on specific arrangements required from
the HE side.

To confirm invoicing approach for EPP
organisations

Whom
AE

SR

LT

LT

JC

RW

(\?’i FLOTATION ENERGY

=,

When
28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

EPP

Morecambe
generation

Morecambe
generation

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Progress Status
In

Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress
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Seascape and Landscape and
Visual (SLVIA) ETG 1 -
Morecambe Offshore
Windfarm

Date: 07/12/2022
Time: 10:00-11:30

Location MS Teams
Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy

Facilitator:

Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Apologies: NA

Attendees:

Flotation En

Communications Manager

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV)

roject Manager

Optimised Environments Ltd (OPEN)
Seascape technical lead

jon (MMO)
Marine Licencing Case Manager
Marine Licencing Case Officer

Marine Man

Natural England (NE

. Senior advisor

Sefton Council (SC

o Planning department

National Trust (NT

Planning advisor

|

Blackpool Council (BC

Head of the Enterprise zone
— Enterprise zone

Agenda
1. Welcome and project update RHDHV
2. SLVIA assessment approach RHDHV
3. Worst case definition RHDHV
4. Initial findings RHDHV
5. AOB All
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6. Next steps and summary of actions All

7. Date of next meeting RHDHV

Supporting Documents
Meeting presentation

FLO-MOR-PPT-20221207_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA_ETG_1
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Minutes
1. Welcome and project update

Presented slides 1-9 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221207_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA ETG 1

2. SLVIA assessment approach

Presented slides 10-12 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221207_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA_ETG_1

3. Worst case scenario definition

Presented slide 13 and 14 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221207_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA_ETG_1

SM - Highlighted that the highest turbines are used as the worst case scenario for the
SLVIA due to the greater range of visibility, but the largest number at a lower height have
also been considered (e.g. for night time lighting)

RG - Commented that the high turbines have a greater impact on Blackpool airport
SR — Noted consultation with the airport was ongoing
AOC - Asked if the final Project would be either the largest or smallest turbines

SM — Highlighted that a range of turbine numbers and heights are being considered, and
there could be many variations of heights and number of turbines. The worse case scenario
would be considered for the Environmental Statement (ES) but it is not expected that effects
would be significantly different to that assessed for the Preliminary Information Report
(PEIR).

SM - Highlighted the viewpoints that have been selected based on the theoretical visibility,
noting that locations took account of feedback from the Lake District National Park.

RG — Noted there will be views from Blackpool tower.

SM — Noted that viewpoint photos were taken from the top of the tower but due to the
glass and netting views were obstructed and as such photographs from the base of the
tower are used in the PEIR chapter.

4. Initial SLVIA findings
Presented slides 15-24 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221207_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA ETG 1

SM - Highlighted key findings from a number of viewpoints such as Heysham, Formby
Point, Lytham St Annes and Blackpool. It is noted that the assessment shows worst case as
is shown on a clear day.

SM - Noted that views of the generation assets of the Project are restricted from the north
and south due to existing windfarms and that the Project will be subsumed behind these
existing windfarms. From the closest coast to the east, the Project will appear as a new
feature, but existing windfarms will also be visible.
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ACTION- SC and NT requested to be sent draft visualisations from the viewpoints most
relevant to them (including Formby Point, Southport, Crosby Beach, St Pauls Chapel).

It was discussed that Arnside and Silverdale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
should be considered, noting the NT and NE are particularly interested in this. SM noted
while there is not a specific viewpoint, we will check this it falls within the Zone of
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) and would be included in the assessment if it falls within the ZTV.

ACTION- SM to consider Arnside and Silverdale AONB within the PEIR assessment

SM - Highlighted that we are also considering night-time effects with lit red aviation
lighting. It is noted that the coastline is well lit as part of the baseline, particularly around
Blackpool.

5. AOB

It was discussed that attendees are welcome to join other generation assets Expert Topic
Groups (ETGs) for other technical areas.

ACTION - To provide a summary of all ETG groups and SharePoint sites for all the
technical topic areas and invite to the next meetings.

6. Next steps and summary of actions
Actions as detailed below
7. Next Meeting

ETG 2 will be after PEIR submission (March 2023).
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Actions
Send to Sefton Council and National Trust the draft viewpoints most FE 07/12/2022 In progress

relevant to them (including Formby Point, Southport, Crosby Beach,
St Pauls Chapel).

2 To consider Arnside and Silverdale AONB within the PEIR assessment'SM 07/12/2022 In progress

3 To provide a summary of all ETG groups and SharePoint sites for all FE 07/12/2022 In progress
the technical topic areas and invite to the next meetings.

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

ETG 4 PEIR comments Following PIER submission, TBC in 2023
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Marine Mammal ETG 3 -
Morecambe Offshore

Date:09/11/2022
Time: 10:00-12:00

Wl ndfa rm Location MS Teams Call
Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Attendees

Flotation E

Consent Lead
Offshore lead

Royal Hask ningDHV (AD
Marlne Mammal Expert

(MMO)

Marine Licensing Case Officer
Marine Licensing Case Manager
Marine Mammal Specialist
Marine Mammal Specialist

Marine Ma

Wildlife Trust
Cumbria Wildlife trust
onservation Officer North West Wildlife Trust

CEFAS (C)
_nderwater Noise Specialist

Isle of Man Government

_ Environmental Officer

Natural England (NE)

Senior Advisor/Response Officer for Morecambe
Marine Mammal Specialist
Marine Mammal Senior Specialist

Supporting Papers
HRA Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0004 Generation Assets HRA Screening Report
MCZ Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0018 Generation Assets MCZ Screening Report
Meeting presentation

FLO-MOR-PPT-20221109_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_3
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Agenda
Welcome and project update FE
Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
PEIR findings RHDHV
CEA and in-combination effects RHDVH
Mitigation RHDHV
AOB All
Next steps and summary of actions All
Next meeting date All
Minutes
1. Welcome and project update

Presented slides 1-3, 5-7 of FLO-MOR-PPT
20221109 _Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_3

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting
Presented slide 4 of FLO-MOR-PPT 20221109 Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_3

SP — Highlighted there was no new guidance for magnitude and sensitivity definitions at this
stage.

It was noted that SharePoint access was still an issue for some attendees
ACTION - FE to provide a summary of all ETG SharePoint links for attendees to test
3. Preliminary Information Report (PEIR) findings

Presented slide 8 and 9 of FLO-MOR-PPT
20221109 Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_3

AS - Outlined the swim speeds used in the underwater noise modelling

SP — Agreed NE were happy with those used

No comments made on approach to underwater noise modelling used

4. CEA and in-combination effects

Presented slide 10 of FLO-MOR-PPT 20221109_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_3

AS - Outlined the cumulative areas used which includes Ireland and the Celtic sea for
agreement

No comments were received

PD - Highlighted risso dolphin presence, and while average density is low, there is data
reporting higher numbers and pods with juveniles in an area south of the Isle of Man (more
likely feeding in inshore waters than at the Morecambe site).

AS — Noted use of Wagget density data is being used for the PEIR which is averages over
12 months. No risso dolphins have been recorded in the site, those reported south of the
IoM could also be connected to a group recorded north of Anglesey. If data can be
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provided, this can be used in the assessment at the environmental statement (ES) stage,
but there is insufficient time for inclusion in the PEIR.

SP — Advised to use the NE TEIR system for cumulative projects as it allows more detail for
marine mammals than the PINS 3 TEIR system.

ACTION - PD to provide marine mammal data held by the IoM
5. Mitigation
Presented slide 11 of FLO-MOR-PPT 20221109 _Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_3

AS — Highlighted experience of acoustic deterrent devices (ADD) and disturbance levels in
Scotland and the North Sea. The group was asked if they agree to take a minimum
disturbance range into account.

SP — Advised to use the most precautionary approach on ADD durations
6. AOB

RF — Asked who did the underwater noise Modelling. AS confirmed this was Subacoustech
Environmental

7. Next steps and summary of actions

Actions summarised below

8. Next Meeting

SR - Confirmed that the next main ETG would be after PEIR submission

LB — Asked for a more detailed plan of engagement over the next six months and
consideration of documents that could be released before the formal PEIR submission.

ACTION - SR to provide plan of engagement and to re issue the Evidence Plan
Methodology (updated for generation assets only)
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Actions

Ref Action

1 Check small unidentified cetacean terminology used in the
PEIR

2 Update the Marine Mammal Method Statement to include
- approach for generating seal density estimates from Carter
et al. (2020) and latest seal counts
- figure with relevant MU areas, including IoM and NI
- approach to assessment of TTS to be clarified
- clarification on barrier effects scoped in or out
- approach to UXO clearance assessments and separate
Marine Licence to be included
ensure consistent with approach in Scoping Document and
presentation for ETG1.

3 Separate Marine Licence for UXO - Email MMO (AE) and NE
(LB) to ensure the same case team is used after submission

4 Distribute table to select date for August ETG

5 Return comments on the Method Statement 27/05/2022

6 Agreement log for ETG1 to be completed and returned with
any comments on the minutes

7 Provide comments on the HRA screening report

8 Check if there are any updates on the horizon to the 2010
JNCC guidance used for magnitude sensitivity

9 Search on the MMO licencing portal for potential projects for

cumulative consideration.

FLOTATION ENERGY

Whom  When

JL

JL

Project
Team
KW

LB / all
ETG

All ETG

All ETG

OH

AS

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
27/05/2022

31/08/2022
and

09/09/2022
09/09/2022

Progress
Complete

Complete

Ongoing

Complete
Complete

Complete

Complete

Ongoing

In
Progress

Status
This will be addressed in the PEIR

Comments have been received and the
Method Statement updated accordingly.

Later stage action
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9 Restore SharePoint access. KW 09/09/2022 Complete
10 FE to provide a summary of all ETG SharePoint links RW 09/11/2022
for attendees to test
11 PD to provide marine mammal data held by the IoM PD 09/11/2022
12 SR to provide plan of engagement and to re issue the SR 09/11/2022

Evidence Plan Methodology (updated for generation
assets only)

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

ETG 4 PEIR comments TBC
Year 2 survey data (as available)
Mitigation requirements
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Historic Environment ETG 3 -

Morecambe Offshore Date:14/11/2022
- Time: 14:15 - 16:15

Wl ndfa rm Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

reciiator: [ -

apotogies: | N

Attendees:

Flotation En

. Consent Lead
. Onshore lead

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHYV)

RHDHV EIA Project Manager
arine Heritage Consultant
Historic England (HE
o ead of Marine Planning

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
Marine Licensing Case Officer
arine Licencing Case Manager

Agenda

1. Welcome and project update RHDHV

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Review of PEIR initial findings RHDHV
4, Geophysical analysis update RHDHV

5. Summary of mitigation RHDHV
6. Coastal Heritage setting initial findings RHDHV
7. Cumulative impact assessment approach RHDHV

8. Historic Seascape Character approach and findings RHDHV

9. AOB All

10. Next steps and summary of actions All

[EY
[EY

Next meeting date RHDHV
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Supporting Documents

Meeting presentation
FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG3
Minutes

1. Welcome and project update

Presented slides 1-3 and 5-8 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114 Morecambe_OWF _Historic
Env_ETG3

e It was confirmed that the Preliminary Environmental Report (PEIR) submission is due
for March 2023

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting

Presented slide 4 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG3
3. Review of PEIR initial findings

Presented slide 9 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG3
4. Geophysical analysis update

Presented slide 11 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG3

e It was discussed additional analysis of the sub bottom profiler data (SBP) is taking
place

o Interpretation and analysis of available SBP data is being undertaken by MSDS
Marine and this will feed into the planning of geotechnical surveys

e Due to vessel availability the timescales for geotechnical survey campaigns are now
delayed and is not expected to form part of the Environmental Statement (ES)
submission.

e It was noted that method statements for the geotechnical works should be provided
to HE ahead of the geotechnical surveys in 2023 and 2024.

ACTION - FE - Plan consultation with HE around geotechnical surveys and archaeological
requirements, e.g review of method statements

5 Summary of mitigation
Presented slide 10 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG3
e It was noted by HE that the need for adaptive mitigation is critical to the Project.
6. Coastal Heritage setting initial findings
Presented slide 12 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG3

ACTION - FE — To provide ETG 3 meeting presentation to HE onshore team for further
discussion on setting assessments and set up a meeting if required

7. Cumulative impact assessment approach

Presented slides 13 and 14 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114 Morecambe_OWF _Historic
Env_ETG3
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e It was discussed with HE that aggregates sites should be considered carefully within
the cumulative assessment given their spatial distribution in terms of the
palaeolandscape

e It was discussed with HE that decommissioning of oil and gas infrastructure should
also be considered

8. Historic Seascape Character (HSC) approach and findings
Presented slides 15 - 17 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221114_Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG3

e The HSC approach was discussed, including the national consultation exercise in
2018. It was noted the assessment would be reviewed in full in the PEIR chapter.

9. AOB

e It was discussed if the group would like to see any documentation before PEIR but
noted that seeing all material in the formal PEIR submission is preferable.

10. Next steps and summary of actions
See actions below
11. Next meeting date RHDHV

Next meeting planned after PEIR submission due in March 2023
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Actions

Ref Action
1 Confirm geotechnical work timing with engineers and if the
data will be used inn PEIR

2 To include initial audit and QA of the quality of the data

3 Use of Historic England Advisory Note for Commercial
Renewable Energy Developments

4 Engage with Lancashire Historic Environment Service, CADW
and Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Wales to be engaged once landfall confirmed

5 Issue notification in the EPP group that the final version of the
scoping report has been submitted

6 KW to follow up on MMO comments on the EPP steering group

7 CP to check records for comments for this steering group.

8 Discuss best approach to align with MMO and NRW
9 To check for any HE comments on the steering group call (as
per action 7 above).

FLOTATION ENERGY

Whom
KW

GSP

GSP

GSP

KW

KW
CpP

LOR
Cp

When
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
20/05/2022

20/05/2022
31/08/2022

Progress
Complete

Complete

Complete
In
Progress
Complete

Complete
Complete

Complete
Complete

Status

Reconnaissance survey including
boreholes and vibrocores to be
undertaken in Q1/Q2 of 2023, with
detailed survey to commence is 2024.
These will not be completed in time to
be include in the PEIR, however, 2023
surveys may be included in the ES
This has been appended to Method
Statement FLO-MOR-MS-0004. This also
provides further information on data
coverage.

This will be used and added to the list
of guidance documents in the PIER
CADW have been engaged, further
engagement will be undertaken as part
of the transmission assets DCO
consultation (as relevant)

Scoping was submitted on the 23 June
to PINS

Response issued by email

Response provided by HE with
comments on ETG2 meetings minutes
NRW engaged

OPEN
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11

12

13

14

A cobra

To check if there will be 2 or 3 MMO teams supporting the
Morecambe generation DCO, Morgan generation DCO, and the
separate transmission DCO.

To follow up with CADW on their position via in email in
writing, and share this captured in the minutes

Approach to the HSC given the data available to date from the
HSC programme supported by HE to be presented in future
ETG, including graphics as required.

Planning of consultation around Geotechnical surveys
with HE and archaeological requirements, e.g. review
of method statements

To provide ETG 3 meeting presentation to HE onshore
team for further discussion and meeting if required

() FLOTATION ENERGY

LT

GSP

GSP

GBS/FE

GBS/FE

31/08/2022

31/08/2022

31/08/2022

14/11/2022

14/11/2022

Complete

Complete

Complete

Closed (correspondence received form
MMO on 28 October 2022 identifying
MMO case officers for the 3 DCOs)

Closed (provided below)

Discussed in ETG 3 and will be provided
in full in the PEIR
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Ol‘nith0|09y ETG 3 - Date: 16/11/2022

Morecambe Offshore Time: 10:00-12:00

- Location MS Teams
Windfarm P
Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Facilitator:

Attendees:

Flotation Ener FE

o — Consent Lead
. ommunications Manager

Royal HaskoningDHV (AD)

Ornithologist
— Ornithologist
Project Manager

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
Marine Licencing Case Manager
Marine Licencing Case Officer

Natural England (NE)

— Senior Advisor
Senior Specialist - Marine Ornithology

arine Ornithologist NE — shadowing_

Royal Society of the Protection of Birds (RSPB)

. _ Ornithology Expert

Isler of Man Government (IOMG)

Environmental lead

. — Ornithologist
Agenda

1. Welcome and project update RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Collision risk results update RHDHV
4. Displacement analysis update RHDHV
5. Cumulative and transboundary approach RHDHV
6. Draft Report to inform Appropriate Assessment RHDHV
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7. Mitigation RHDHV
8. AOB All
9. Next steps and summary of actions All
10. Date of next meeting RHDHV

Supporting Documents

HRA Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0004 Generation Assets HRA Screening Report
MCZ Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0018 Generation Assets MCZ Screening Report
Meeting presentation

FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3
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Minutes
1. Welcome and project update RHDHV

Presented slides 1-3 and 5-7 of FLO-MOR-PPT-
20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
Presented slide 4 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3

RBe - Updated on Action 6 that information on Kittiwake nesting on Irish Sea platforms is
still not in the public domain. Operators hold this information in context of decommissioning
plans for structures. RBe is trying to get data but may not be available for the Morecambe
OWF assessment.

RBe — Noted that the Crown Estate (TCE) are doing a plan level HRA at present for floating
wind.

Action: RBe to provide kittiwake data when available and provide timeline for floating wind
TCE plan level HRA.

3. Collision risk results update

Presented slides 8 - 14 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3

PD — Asked how the collision risk assessment was undertaken with just one year of survey
data

RBo -Confirmed it was done on a preliminary basis and would be repeated when there was
the full 2 years data

RS — Asked why in slide 11 there was a n/a for common gull (collision risk autumn
migration)

RBo - Clarified that for this species the year is divided into breeding and non-breeding
seasons. Thus, there is no separate autumn migration season and no collision risk estimate
for this period. There is also no mortality predicted in the breeding season as they are not
recorded at the windfarm site. It was also highlighted that because Manx shearwater and
guillemot have a low collision risk they are not modelled.

It was discussed that there is ongoing discussion about Manx shearwater (particularly in
relation to light impacts) which will be discussed at ES stage if there is information available
(e.g. when expected Marine Scotland Science (MSS) report is published).

PD — Asked about the effect of bird flu on regional seasonal population estimates

RBo- Highlighted it is too early to include quantitative estimates of the effect as there is no
information. It is hoped that next year there will be more advice on the approach available.

RW - Highlighted that HiDef are recording any dead bird at the site during aerial surveys.
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AM — Notes RSPB is in ongoing discussion with UK statutory agencies about bird flu. There
is a plan to collate any available data on numbers of dead birds from aerial surveys. Aerial
survey providers have indicated that to pass on data needs authorisation from the survey
commissioner. Thus, developers are asked to please pass permission to aerial survey
companies.

ACTION — RW to confirm project position on authorisation to HiDef for sharing of dead bird
data

4. Displacement analysis update

Presented slides 15-16 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3

RBe — Clarified that for red-throated diver, potential increase in background mortality is not
the impact NE is concerned with. The effective loss of habitat within Special Protection Areas
(SPAs) due to displacement is the issue (i.e. habitat loss rather than mortality).

AM — RSPB agrees with NE. This is to do with the conservation objective to maintain
distribution of qualifying species.

RBo — Clarified Morecambe OWF is outside and adjacent to the Liverpool Bay SPA, and the
area of SPA closest to SPA was designated for little gull — so not the core areas for red-
throated diver.

5. Cumulative and transboundary approach
Presented slides 17 - 21 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3

RBo - Noted for the cumulative collision risk of Great Black-backed gull, there is theoretical
exceedance of 1% mortality threshold without Morecambe, which contributes only 1 bird to
the total.

RBo — Clarified for the transboundary assessment Isle of Man and Republic of Ireland will
be considered for EIA.

6. Draft Report to inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA)
Presented slide 22 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology ETG_3
RBo - The draft RIAA will focus on the key SPAs and qualifying features.

7. Mitigation
Presented slide 23 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3

JH - Asked in relation to the best practice protocol and avoiding high densities of birds —
how would such areas be recognised?

RBo — Noted this would include known areas of concentration, potentially in conjunction
with other monitoring.

RBe — Noted that in addition to existing data, observers on board boats can be used.
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HR - Also noted that training given to members of the crew to identify concentrations of
birds has also been undertaken on other projects.

8. AOB

PD - Asked that given that the PEIR will be based on one year of data. How is it
recommended the PEIR is viewed? Might it be considered too early to scope out particular
species for effects. Will there be an acknowledgement of uncertainties such as bird flu?

RBo — It is considered likely that the overall findings of the PEIR would not change with the
addition of a second year of offshore ornithology data and bird flu and limitations are
acknowledged.

RBe — Noted PEIRs for OWFs are often presented as a draft ES but it doesn’t have to be.
The aim of PEIR is to allow consultees to understand the key potential impacts of a project
which allows consideration of mitigation etc. in advance of ES submission. He suggested not
getting too focused in precision of estimates of displacement and mortality.

SR - Noted that the PEIR will contain a section acknowledging limitations in the data /
assessment.

RS — Asked about the assessment for non-seabird migrants species such as whooper swan
and hen harrier

RBo - Noted that results are not available at present but will be included in PEIR using
British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) migratory collision risk model

9. Next steps and summary of actions

Presented slides 24 -25 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221116_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology_ETG_3
Actions as detailed below

10. Next Meeting

ETG 4 will be after PEIR submission.
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Actions

NE/MMO to provide information on any specific surveys or studies = NE / MMO
that may be relevant to the Morecambe EIA/HRA in addition to those
listed in method statement

2 Flotation Energy/ RHDHV will be in touch to arrange a CRM meeting RBo
with NE in 4-6 weeks.

3 NE (RB) will provide gradated rates of displacement out to 10k based RB
on Burbo Bank to use for Irish Sea OWFS.

4 NE (RB) will also seek views from NE marine ornithologists on CRM RB
model guidance and report back.

5 To consider turbine lighting impacts on Manx shearwater in RBo
assessment, including consideration of MSS report when this comes
available.

6 To provide further information on kittiwake colonies on platforms in RBe
Irish Sea

7 Consider species by species basis for defining study area during RBo

breeding season

8 Advise on timescale for returning HRA Screening comments ETG members

25/05/2022

25/05/2022

25/05/2022

25/05/2022

07/09/2022

07/09/2022

07/09/2022

07/09/2022

Complete None identified

Complete Meeting held 7 July

Complete Provided 7 July

Complete Provided 7 July —
confirmed sCRM
favoured

In progress

In progress

In progress

Complete Comments from
MMO and NE now
received.
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9 Include White Cross Windfarm within cumulative assessment when RBo 07/09/2022 In progress
data is available.

10  Go directly to NE wildlife licencing to gain information on gull control RBo 07/09/2022 Complete
licensing in place to inform cumulative assessment

11 To check with HiDef whether dead birds can be identified on sea RW 07/09/2022 Complete Hi-Def confirmed
surface within aerial surveys (to aid information on avian flu) that can identify

dead birds on sea-
surface and will
note this in survey
observation sheets
when identified.

12 RBe to provide timeline for TCE floating wind plan level HRA. RBe 16/11/2022 In progress

13 RW to confirm project position on authorisation to HiDef for RW 16/11/2022 In progress
sharing of dead bird data

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

ETG 4 PEIR comments TBC
Year 2 survey data (as available)
Mitigation requirements
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Marine ECOIogy ETG 3 - Morecambe Date:23/11/2022
Offshore Windfarm Time: 10:00-12:00

Location: MS Teams Call

Meeting called by:  Flotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting:  On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _

Attendees

Flotation Energy (FE)
. Consents Lead
. -ad Offshore Consenter
DHV (RHDHV
Project Manager
Fish & Shellfish Technical Lead
hysical Processes Consultant

Marine Water & Sediment Quality Technical Lead
Benthic Ecology Technical Lead

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
Marine Licensing Case Manager
arine Licensing Case Officer

Natural England (NE
° Marine Senior Advisor/ Response Officer for Morecambe

North West Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (NW IFCA)

Isle of Man Government (IOMG
enior Marine Environment Office

NoukwNPR

Cefas
enior Fisheries Specialist
oastal Processes Advice
Benthic Ecologist
Agenda
Welcome and project update RHDHV and FE
Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes RHDHV
Marine sediment and water quality RHDHV
Benthic ecology RHDHV
Fish and shellfish ecology RHDHV
HRA and MCZ screening RHDHV

7.1
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8. AOB RHDHV
9. Next steps and actions RHDHV
10. Date of next meeting All

Supporting papers:

HRA Screening - FLO-MOR-REP-0004 Generation Assets HRA Screening Report

MCZ Screening - FLO-MOR-REP-0018 Generation Assets MCZ Screening Report

Meeting Presentation - FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123 Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG3

Noise note - FLO-MOR-TEC-0008 Approach to noise impact assessment

Minutes
1. Welcome and project update
Presented slides 1-3 and 5-7 of FLO-MOR-PPT 20221123 Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG
2. Minutes from last meeting
Presented slide 4 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123 Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG3

3. AE - Explained Cefas noise specialists were not joining the call, but a written response to the
noise note ‘FLO-MOR-TEC-0008 Approach to noise impact assessment’ would be provided
following the call.

4. Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes — AS

Presented slides 8-15 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123 Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG3, covering
a recap of receptors, assessment findings and initial mitigation that has been identified.

SR - Confirmed that cable protection at this stage is assumed at 10% of cable length for inter array
and platform link cables and assessed on this basis within the PEIR

5. Marine Sediment and Water Quality — SR

Presented slides 16-21 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG3
covering a recap of receptors, assessment findings and initial mitigation that has been identified.

No comments made
6. Benthic Ecology — BH

Presented slides 22-28 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG3
covering a recap of receptors, assessment findings and initial mitigation that has been identified.

LB — Asked why reefs as part of the Lune Deep SAC were scoped out

BH — Highlighted that the mapped areas of Annex | reef are beyond the 15km Zone of Influence (Zol)
and so scoped out, sandbank features are scoped in as are within the Zol. This is fully justified within
the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) chapter.

JE — Asked if the removal of hard substrate in decommissioning was likely

BH — Confirmed that permanent effects were assessed which allowed for structures not being
removed (assessed in operation), and that decommissioning, while unlikely, considered the worst case
that all hard substrate was removed (in the decommissioning phase) including loss of any features
that had colonised structures.
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7. Fish ecology — EB

Presented slides 29-41 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology_ETG3
covering a recap of receptors, assessment findings, noise assessment and initial mitigation that has
been identified.

Discussion was had around the technical note (FLO-MOR-TEC-0008 Approach to noise impact
assessment) provided to the MMO and Cefas. A written response would follow but the advice from
Cefas is to include within the assessment all fish as stationary receptors and to include a 135db
threshold for herring. EB presented maps showing the 135db contours and showed a small overlap
with the herring spawning area around the Isle of Man for piling in the western corner of the
windfarm site. PD also highlighted the cumulative effect with Morgan and Mona offshore windfarms,
noting the seasonality of herring spawning. PD also asked if there will be a wider consideration of
noise in the Irish Sea across the industry. RW highlighted they were working closely with the Morgan
and Mona teams which would continue through the EIA process, but there is no established working
group specifically for noise at this stage.

ACTION — MMO to provide formal response to FLO-MOR-TEC-0008 Approach to noise impact
assessment, also to provide presentation to Cefas (noting that the contour maps provided are helpful
and are anticipated to be what Cefas would like to see).

PD — Asked if contact has been made with Irish Sea Herring Surveys.

EB — Confirmed that Irish Sea Herring Survey data was used, and we did reach out to them but did not
have a response.

ACTION - PD — Will provide contact details for the Irish Sea Herring Surveys.
8. HRA and MCZ screening — SR
Presented slides 42-44 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG3

It is proposed that due to the low level of contaminants that effects of contaminant remobilisation
would be scoped out. Cefas asked about the levels of mercury given it can bio accumulate. CP
highlighted levels were 0.15 mg/kg which is half of Cefas Action Level 1, at which would be considered
suitable for disposal at sea.

ACTION — Cefas team to review contaminant level data

PD — Highlighted that Isle of Man Marine Protected Area should be considered

SR - Highlighted Marine Protected Areas MPA’s are considered in the PEIR in relevant chapters
9. AOB

PD — Asked about target burial and what the process was when the target depth was unachievable, as
well as what cable protection looked like across the array site, in case of potential barrier effects.

SR — Confirmed that at a later stage there would be a cable burial risk assessment undertaken and at
this stage the layout was not developed

PD - Highlighted the network of cable protection should be considered, noting this may not be
possible at this stage but should be picked up at a later stage.

ACTION - RW to pass comments onto the engineering team for consideration in the cable burial risk
assessment

10. Summary and next steps — SR

Presented slide 45 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20221123 Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG3
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PEIR due to be submitted in March 2023
Actions listed below
11. Next meeting — All

It was discussed that consultation would continue and the need for meetings and sharing of
documents before PEIR submission will be reviewed, with the next main ETG 4 to be scheduled after
PEIR submission.
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Actions
1 Further justification for use of Awel y Mor DB 22/06/2022 Complete Further justification for use of Awel y Mor
numerical modelling numerical modelling will be provided in PEIR and in
future ETG meetings. This was presented and
discussed in ETG 2 meeting.
2 PSA sampling method to be added into CP/BH 22/06/2022 Complete Added to formal scoping report and will be further
marine sediment and water quality detailed in the PEIR
assessment chapter
3 Check decommissioning/ structure removal | KW 22/06/2022 Complete Will be considered in PEIR assessment based on

strategy — if any structures will be left in- understanding of worst case for decommissioning
situ they will need to be considered
permanent and then included in the
assessment for decommissioning

4 Information on epibenthic communities to BH 22/06/2022 Complete Will be further detailed in the PEIR
be considered and terminology of habitat
loss considered

5 Check Cefas noise team involved in future SR/MG /LT | 14/09/2022 Complete MMO to forward ETG 3 meeting invite to Cefas
meetings noise team.

6 Provide technical note to Cefas on approach | EB/MG /LT | 14/09/2022 Complete Technical note issued to MMO on 14/10/2022. To
to noise impact assessment on fish and be discussed at ETG 3 meeting.

shellfish receptors, to include justification
on use of Popper et al. 2014 paper for noise
thresholds, and the proposed approach in
relation to stationary and fleeing receptors.
MMO/Cefas to provide response to project
on technical note issued.
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7 Confirm date for ETG 3 All 14/09/2022 Complete ETG 3 meeting to be held: 23 November 2022
(10:00-12:00). Invites issued.

8 To provide formal response to FLO-MOR- MMO 23/11/2022 Complete Provided on the 5/12/2022. Following this FE has
TEC-0008 Approach to noise impact agreed to include within the assessment all fish as
assessment. stationary receptors and to include a 135db

threshold for herring.

9 Provide contact details for the Irish Sea PD 23/11/2022 In Progress
Herring Surveys.

10 RW to pass comments re network of cable | RW 23/11/2022 Ongoing

protection in the windfarm site onto the
engineering team for consideration in the
cable burial risk assessment
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EPP Steering Group 2-

Morecambe Offshore Date:28/09/2022
- Time: 10:00 — 12:00

W| ndfa rm Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _

Attendees:

Apologies:

Flotation Ener
. Morecambe OWF Consent Lead
) ommunications Manager

FE
Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV

RHDHV EIA Project Director
roject Manager / Offshore Lead
Onshore Lead

Historic England (HE
—Head of Marine Planning
arine Planning Unit Archaeological Officer

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
arine Licensing Case Officer
arine Licencing Case Manager

[ ]
bp (joined for Part 2 of meetin

Morgan OWF Consent Lead
Morgan Offshore Lead

Agenda
Welcome and introduction
Project update FE
Feedback from completed ETG meetings / scoping RHDHV

1
2
3
4, Welcome and introduction (part 2 — Morgan OWF team joined meeting) FE / bp
5 Background to Projects FE

6

Grid connection and consenting structure  FE



7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
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EPP Methodology and Terms of Reference FE

Approach to ETG and Transmission Steering Group bp
Cumulative impact approach bp
AOB Al

Next meeting date  FE

Supporting Documents

Meeting Presentation

FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

Minutes

1.

Welcome and introduction FE

Presented slides 1-4 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

2.

Project update FE

Presented slide 5 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

3

KW provided a summary update on status of various project related information
including submission of the generation assets Scoping Report in June 2022 and
Receipt of Scoping Opinion from PINS in August 2022. Update also included
status/progress of various surveys, modelling, expert topic group (ETG) meetings and
non-statutory public consultations plans.

KW also provided update on the outcome of the offshore transmission network review
(OTNR) process which confirms connection to the National Grid at Penwortham for
both the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm and Morgan Offshore Wind Project. Both
projects intend to collaborate and submit a single development consent order (DCO)
application covering the transmission assets of both projects (whilst remaining
electrically separate). This was discussed further in agenda items 5 and 6.

AE commented the MMO are still waiting on responses on the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) and Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) screening documents from
their advisers and will pass on to the project once received.

Feedback from completed ETG meetings / scoping RHDHV

Presented slides 6-8 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

SR updated on the four ETG groups established for the generation assets only
(including Marine Mammals, Ornithology, Seabed and Marine Ecology and Historic
Environment), which have held two rounds of meetings to date, focusing on
introduction to the project, specific issues around scoping, EIA methodology, and
survey and modelling approaches. Another round of meeting in November 2022 is
planned prior to Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) submission in
Q1 2023.

SR noted there is still an outstanding action to provide responses to the MMO on the
fish noise threshold data. To be supplied soon.

SR meeting minutes from the last ETGs held in September 2022 will be sent out
imminently. SR requested feedback on how the ETGs have been received to date by
participants and any feedback.

JC commented the ETG meetings have been useful and it's good to see feedback
provided by HE taken on-board.
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RW noted the project is keen on being efficient with engagement and therefore any
feedback on how the process could be improved would be welcomed.

SR highlighted that a SLVIA ETG group is planned to be setup, having consulted to
establish relevant participants with first meeting proposed in December 2022. The
project is also consulting with other topic groups (including human environment,
aviation, other marine users, commercial fisheries and shipping and navigation), with
key interested groups and receptors identified for targeted consultation.

SR noted a few key overarching comments from the Scoping Opinion, particularly
around the definition of durations in the assessment which were previously defined as
- short term (ST) = temporary and long term (LT) = permanent. These definitions
have been discussed in the ETGs and are now re-defined as ST = occurring during
part of the project implementation and LT = occurring throughout the life of the
project.

LB commented it would be useful to provide further clarity on what’s meant by ‘part of
the project’ e.g. for the generation area, the construction phase and the generation
duration — part of that would have a wide range. Defining temporary effects as the
construction phase only would align with what NE would expect. While an activity
taking place in the operational phase would still be long-term enough and therefore
permanent until undone.

AD agreed further definitions of the durations is required and this would be
undertaken. However, noted that there might be some elements which may not
necessarily fall into such definitions like activities during the operational phase
requiring a vessel to go out a few times during the operational phase — these would
need to be properly defined.

LB asked if operation and maintenance (O&M) activities would be captured under the
DCO as a whole or would that be a separate Marine licence.

AD responded that where it is possible (e.g. the big ticket items) to define and predict
the O&M activities to a reasonable level of certainty, the project would take that
approach for a robust EIA, however, it is possible that the project may also end up in
a marine licence position.

LB suggested it would be useful to have a reasonable worst-case approach. And if
definitions are robust enough during the EIA stage, it may potentially make the marine
licencing process easier.

SR pointed out that the project would not have that level of detail at the PIER stage
but certainly would look into how we define those O&M activities for the
Environmental Statement (ES). Agreed overarching definitions would be covered in the
EIA Methodology, however, the definitions would be covered within the topic chapters
too, particularly for Benthic and Fish Ecology.

SR asked if there was further insight into the NE Scoping Opinion query on the use of
“as built” parameters. Also clarified that the use of “as built” parameters was in
reference to the Ornithology topic which uses both “as built” and “consented”
parameters for collusion risk modelling. For PEIR, the consented parameters will be
used. However, once the two-years’ worth of aerial survey data have been gathered
and modelled, both the “as built” and “consented” parameters would be used. On the
other hand, the SLVIA standard practice uses “as built” parameters for PEIR.

LB confirmed the relevance of the NE query to all of the ecology topics with
Ornithology in particular (potentially the key issue) but also benthic impacts and
impacts to fish. Need to avoid situation whereby the “as built” assessment goes ahead
and does not match up with what is consented. This would throw up a difficult
situation as NE would not be in a position to say the assessment is satisfactory when it
is going to be different from what is consented.
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¢ SR raised the point on agreeing which plans and projects are to be included in the
cumulative assessment. The project will present a full list of the projects/plan
considered within PEIR and would look to agree these in advance of the ES, noting a
need for a cut-off time for the projects being considered.

e LB agreed on the CEA list approach and keeping conversation live in relation to
cumulative impacts and the projects being considered will be useful given size of the
project. Also, useful to ensure that method of how the cumulative projects are
considered is included within the PIER and if possible, with examples of ones that it is
known would be included in the in-combination assessment, just to give an idea of
how things might look but with a caveat that further discussions maybe required in the
future at ETGs.

e SR agreed that the process of screening the cumulative projects will be included in the
PEIR using the tier system of listing the projects with a justification on why it is
included or excluded from the project and also considering that the list may change
post PEIR. This will be discussed further.

e LB drew attention to the supplementary advice NE submitted as part of its opinion to
PINS on how the three parts of the Morecambe and Morgan OWF projects
(Morecambe generation assets; Morgan generation assets; plus, the Morecambe and
Morgan transmission assets) needs to be considered as one and the risk around
stranded assets. Noting that separating DCOs in situations like this has been
attempted previously and it did not go quite well.

¢ SR highlighted a change in terminology from “significance of impact” for the scoping
to “significance of effect” for the PEIR and beyond.

e LB notes that a qualification would be required if use of significance of effect is used.

e SR also raised the potential change of reference from Report to Inform Appropriate
Assessment and asked if the Steering Group are anticipating use of another reference
for this report.

e LB confirmed that the RIAA reference is fine as long as layout and contents conform
to what has been previously delivered and commented on.

4, Welcome and introduction Part 2 (Morgan OWF team joined meeting) FE
/ bp

Presented slide 11 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

5. Background to the Coordinated Projects FE

Presented slides 12-13 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

6. Consenting Strategy for Co-ordinated Grid Connection FE
Presented slides 14-19 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

7. EPP Terms of Reference bp

Presented slide 20 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

e VR posed a number of questions to the group in relation to setup of case managers
and invoicing arrangement.

e LT notes that from the MMO, AE and LT make up the case team for the Morecambe
project with a separate case team for the Morgan project. Therefore, will initiate an
internal discussion on whether either of the existing case teams would take on the
transmission assets project or there will be three separate case teams (bearing in
mind capacity and workload). Noted feedback on the position agreed will be provided
to the project in a fortnight.
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e LT asked if the projects will have three separate rounds of ETGs and steering groups —
one each for the generation assets and the coordinated transmission assets.

e GV responded that to confirm that was the scenario being considered however the
feedback the projects receive from the stakeholders will go a long way in making the
decision on whether to combine meetings where two of the projects are managed by
the same case teams or to schedule meetings back-to-back on the same days to
reduce the number of meetings in the diary or it may be that three meetings over
three different days are required. However, these would need to be scheduled to align
with points on the transmission programme where key information, feedback, outcome
of public consultation can be provided.

e LT noted there is no issue foreseen regarding working flexibly among the case teams
especially with key issues cross-cutting over the three projects, it makes sense to align
the meeting schedules.

e LB noted that from the perspective of NE, he would retain oversight of the three
projects and can be contacted for any planning related advice. Noted on the
scheduling of meetings, to be driven more by the project programme. NE would work
to be efficient in its responses especially for ETGs where specialist input is required for
habitats and species, particularly for offshore ornithology, NE looks to work
intelligently with the resource available within its organisation and therefore it will be
useful to know how the projects are planning to line those meetings up.

e LB explained that for invoicing, NE currently has two DAS contracts in existence
(Morecambe and Morgan/Mona) and asked if the preference would be to setup a third
and separate transmission DAS contract or whether it would be better to split the
hours evenly between the two existing contracts considering that as both projects are
working together on the transmission assets, it might be difficult to have a single
invoicing pathway.

e VR confirmed use of the 50/50 invoicing split on a different project which worked well,
and the Morgan project would welcome a 50/50 invoicing split if ok with Morecambe.

¢ RW noted keeping the invoicing arrangement simple, easy and transparent would be
ideal and would have an internal discussion with Flotation Energy and report back on
position.

e LB noted a 50/50 split would be the easiest arrangement. NE would need to be clear
and on top of the time recording to ensure the process is smooth — maybe that the
transmission assets time recording on the spreadsheets are highlighted in bright
colours to ensure clarity and for ease of comparison between the existing DAS to
ensure the split is accurately reflected as 50/50.

e LT noted on aggregate cases, the MMO does split billing either on a 50/50 or 60/40
basis depending on what the parties agree. An agreed split will need to be setup. Will
go away and check what is already in place (i.e. three different DCO codes to be billed
under), so if a 50/50 split is agreed for transmission then that could be applied.

e JC noted from an HE perspective that all correspondence will be through Christopher
Pater as JC is in-post only until 01 Feb 2023. HE will try as best to be as flexible as
possible within its capacity to accommodate the needs of the projects. On invoicing,
will take that away to discuss with CP and provide feedback if there’s any specific
arrangement that needs to be put in place from the HE side.

e AD noted that for the EPP Terms of Reference (ToR), a single set of ToR might be
that best way forward for the transmission assets project and should not pose any
problems.

e VR agreed that a single set of ToR will be best.

8. Approach to Transmission EPP bp
Presented slide 21 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx
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e LB asked for clarification on where the line is drawn between offshore and onshore
ecology — is everything above MHWS considered onshore and everything salty
considered offshore even if it is intertidal?

e GV explained that clarification would be provided at the first EPP steering group
meeting. However, there is a hybrid approach in consideration on a topic-by-topic
basis. Generally everything below MHWS is in the offshore barring a couple of
exceptions which the EIA lead is best placed to address where the general rule does
not follow.

e LB noted that Offshore and Coastal Ornithology would be fine within the Offshore
topic groupings. However, the Coastal Ornithology will tie-in very closely with Onshore
Ecology due to the particular nature of the marine and coastal SPA features (geese
use salt marsh and onshore grazing land). There will definitely be crossovers between
some of the offshore and onshore topics due to the ecological reality of the habitats
and species in consideration.

e GV noted LB's view on the separation and interface of offshore and onshore topics will
be fed back to the EIA team so that a view can be taken.

e RW noted that although the ecological topics may sit in separate buckets for the EPP
process, it does not mean that are not being considered across other relevant topics
however, the views are noted and will be clearly reflected in the documentation as to
how the topics have been considered.

e LB pointed out that the risk is that these topics may become very entangled along the
line that by default, they end up being combined topics. However, it is good to take
away and considered how best to treat the topics and report back. Highlighted risk of
not considering the projects in isolation as the two parts (generation and transmission)
are dependent on each other.

9. Cumulative Assessment bp
Presented slide 22 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20220928 Steering Group 2.pptx

e LB generally agreed/acknowledged the proposed Cumulative Effects Assessment
(CEA) approach for the three DCOs presented on slide 22. However, sought
clarification on the information that feeds into the three CEAs at PIER and Application
stage, noting that the transmission assets CEA will always have the most updated
information and then a risk that there is no mechanism to retrospectively close the
loop in the two generation assets CEAs.

e LB asked if the generation assets’ CEA will have to consider a fairly broad envelope for
the impacts/effects of the transmission assets based on information available at the
time?

e AD responded that might be probably the approach however, considering the novel
nature of this approach, key thing for the project is to work collaboratively via the EPP
process to ensure confidence in the assessment undertaken for the cumulative effects
of all three projects.

e LB agrees and understands that some of the effects may be narrowly scoped and
boxed away to enable more focus on the key areas of lower certainties for the CEA.

e GV and RW agrees keeping the steering group updated as the CEA progresses will be
key.

10. AOB Al

¢ RW notes that the projects are keen to consult efficiently and to work collaboratively
with all stakeholders in the process.

11. Next meeting date FE
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RW explained that the plan is to setup the first steering group meeting for the
transmission assets in November and will keep the organisations informed.

AE noted that Wednesdays work best for the MMO in terms of scheduling meetings.
LB noted NE would work with Wednesdays as first option and go from there.

JC confirms Wednesday'’s work for HE as well.

RW confirms the Wednesday scheduling would be looked into and revert accordingly.
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Actions

Ref Action

1

To check on the status of MMO responses on the
Morecambe generation HRA and MCZ screening
documents and pass these over to the
Morecambe project once received.

To provide responses to the MMO on the fish
noise threshold data.

To check whether either of the existing Morgan
and Morecambe MMO case teams would take on
the transmission assets project or there will be
three separate case teams. Feedback on the
MMO position agreed will be provided to the
project in a fortnight.

To check MMO billing arrangement in place (i.e.
three different DCO codes to be billed under),
and whether an agreed percentage split could be
applied to the generation assets code.

To discuss invoicing with CP and provide
feedback on specific arrangements required from
the HE side.

To confirm invoicing approach for EPP
organisations

Whom
AE

SR

LT

LT

JC

RW

(\?’i FLOTATION ENERGY

=,

When
28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

28/09/2022

EPP

Morecambe
generation

Morecambe
generation

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Morecambe
and Morgan
transmission

Progress Status
In

Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress

In
Progress
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Ornithology ETG 4 -

Date: 07/06/2023
M(_)recambe Offshore e
Wl ndfa rm Location: Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: Online Teams call

raico: [ o

Attendees:

Flotation Ener FE

Consent Lead
Stakeholder Lead

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV)

o roject Manager
o — Ornithologist
. Ornithologist

jsation (MMO)
Marine Licencing Case Manager

Marine Man

Natural Engl
o Senior Advisor

Royal Society of the Protection of Birds (RSPB)
o Ornithology Expert

Isle of Man Government

Agenda
1. Welcome and introductions
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting
3. Project update
4. Aerial survey data (Year 2)
5

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) and Draft Report to
Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) comments

6. Assessment approach for Environmental Statement (ES)
7. Review of agreement log

8. AOB, next steps and future meetings
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Supporting Documents

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 12 — Offshore Ornithology (FLO-
MOR-REP-0006-12)

Draft Report to Inform the Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) (FLO-MOR-REP-0005)

Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-
20230607_Morecambe_OWF_Offshore_Ornithology_ETG_4.pptx)
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Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

Presented slides 1-3 of meeting presentation.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
Presented slide 4 of meeting presentation, outlining open actions from previous ETG meetings.

AM - Action #5: Marine Scotland report on OWF lighting impacts on Manx shearwaters now
available (https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-inform-assessment-risk-collision-
displacement-petrels-shearwaters-offshore-wind-developments-scotland/pages/1/). RSPB
would wish to see this report considered within the assessment for Manx shearwater, although
there is unlikely to be information that could be used in the quantitative assessment.

RBo — Action #6: Data on kittiwake colonies on platforms in Irish Sea now available but not
yet received; RW has contacted Eni (the operator of Liverpool Bay oil and gas platforms) to
discuss provision of this data.

RBo — Action #9: Confirmed that White Cross windfarm will be included in cumulative/in-
combination assessment. Action #13: It was noted that Year 2 data showed low numbers of
dead gannet, kittiwake and auks recorded.

LB - Action #12: Project should request NE’s ornithologist team to provide further information
on the timeframe for The Crown Estate (TCE) plan level Habitats Regulations Assessment
(HRA) for floating wind.

3. Project update
Presented slides 5-7 of meeting presentation.

KC — Statutory consultation period now closed. The consultation closed at midnight on
04/06/2023 and ran for a period of 47 days. During this time, we held 19 in-person events
and 1 online webinar. Across the events, we had over 360 attendees.

Our consultation website had in excess of 1100 views. To date we have received approximately
170 pieces of feedback from stakeholders and members of the public. All comments are in the
process of being reviewed and considered, which will be used to develop our proposals further
as we prepare to submit our DCO next year

AE/LB - Extended consultation period appreciated due to parallel Morgan/Mona PEIRs. AE
noted internal extension given to Cefas.

RW - Confirmed that two years of surveys were completed in February 2023. Full datasets
obtained except for January 2023, due to bad weather/technical issues, therefore two surveys
were carried out in February 2023. UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing. UXO
identification survey (to inform geotechnical surveys) completed in May 2023, and deep
geotechnical surveys are proposing to start July 2023.

RW - Commencing modelling and analysis work to inform ES assessments; ES/DCO planned
submission in Q1 2024. Refined site boundary (from 125km? to around 86km?) will be taken
forward in assessments.


https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-inform-assessment-risk-collision-displacement-petrels-shearwaters-offshore-wind-developments-scotland/pages/1/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-inform-assessment-risk-collision-displacement-petrels-shearwaters-offshore-wind-developments-scotland/pages/1/
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RBo - Confirmed new boundaries proposed for ornithological analysis and assessment.
Apportioned data will be provided for red-throated diver in extended 10km buffer, where this
overlaps with Liverpool Bay SPA. Approach will be set out in a technical note to Natural
England, to seek formal confirmation that the proposed buffer boundaries are acceptable.

LB — Revised boundary appears sensible, queried whether anything useful could be done with
discarded data (but deferred to ornithologists to make decision).

4. Year 2 survey data

Presented slides 8 — 10 of meeting presentation.

RBo — Confirmed that apportioned data for revised boundary received from HiDef for both
Year 1 and Year 2 data. No significant changes identified in Year 2 data but some variation.
Guillemot remains the most abundant species. Red-throated diver recorded in similar numbers
in Year 2 and distribution maps indicate this species was recorded predominantly within the
10km buffer, i.e. outside the windfarm site, but within the SPA). RS noted an increase in gulls
in Year 2. RBo clarified that such fluctuations in numbers were to be expected from one year
to another.

AE — Asked if any work was done to identify cause of death for seabirds. RBo confirmed that
data was obtained from aerial surveys only. AM requested that information on dead birds is
submitted to RSPB and NE; RW confirmed acceptance of this.

5. PIER and draft RIAA comments
Presented slides 11 — 14 of meeting presentation.

RBo — Thanked consultees for comments and confirmed they would be taken into account
when developing the ES and RIAA.

LB — Potential vessel routes should be based on realistic worst-case criteria; to be discussed
further.

RBo — Acknowledged comments on lack of data for historical projects, and would need to
discuss further with NE, and same approach to be likely needed for the other R4 projects. LB
confirmed the same comment was given to Mona and Morgan windfarms.

RBo - Confirmed that the minimum rotor clearance height assessed in the PEIR is 22m above
high astronomical tide (HAT), which is equivalent to approximately 32m above low
astronomical tide (LAT).

RS - In relation to the Isle of Man (IoM) designated sites, for other projects a separate report
has been produced. RBo confirmed that all IoM sites (except the Ramsar site) would be dealt
within the ES chapter.

RBo — In response to RSPB comment, confirmed that Bowland Fells SPA will be dealt with in
the HRA. AM highlighted that tracking data represents only a sub-sample and research has
shown significant variation in foraging behaviour between individual lesser black-backed gulls.
AM also noted potential changes in foraging behaviour could occur during the project lifespan.

6. Assessment approach for ES

Presented slide 15 of meeting presentation.
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RBo — Confirmed that the ES will follow the structure set out in the PEIR, taking into account
consultee comments and the revised site boundary. Realistic worst-case scenario will be
redefined based on revised boundary. Population viability analysis (PVA) will be undertaken
where the windfarm is predicted to increase baseline mortality >1%.

RBo — Not enough data to allow red-throated diver model-based density estimates. A bespoke
approach (e.g. as used for the draft RIAA) will therefore be required. Discussion with NE
proposed to agree approach to red-throated diver assessment.

7. Review of agreement log

SR - High-level agreement already reached through previous ETG meetings and
correspondence on approach to impact assessment, potential impacts scoped in/out, species
parameters, realistic worst-case scenarios and projects to be included within the cumulative
assessment.

RBo — Queried when the finalised updated NE species parameter data (as used in the PEIR)
would be available. LB confirmed they are expected by next month. AM stated that RSPB
may take a different view to NE on some species parameters and are currently reviewing the
data.

RW - Proposed to confirm the cumulative project list and agree cut-off date for inclusion in
submission documents at an EPP Steering Group level as this covers all assessment topic
areas. RS — Noted the proposed IoM Windfarm and publication of project details may be
forthcoming. RW — Confirmed that the status of the IoM Windfarm was being monitored.

8. AOB, next steps and future meetings

SR — Confirmed a technical note in relation to survey area buffer areas for the ornithological
assessment to be issued for agreement with NE as soon as possible. A further technical note
with project responses to the PEIR/draft RIAA offshore ornithology consultation comments
will be issued by the end of June 2023 for formal response. Meetings with NE will be sought
for early August and September 2023, subject to confirmation of availability of NE technical
specialists.

AE — Paternity leave/holidays may affect MMO attendance at upcoming meetings. Alternative
cover will be arranged.
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Ornithology Actions

NE/MMO to provide information on any specific surveys or studies  NE / MMO 25/05/2022 Complete None identified

that may be relevant to the Morecambe EIA/HRA in addition to those

listed in method statement

Flotation Energy/ RHDHV will be in touch to arrange a CRM meeting RBo 25/05/2022 Complete Meeting held 7 July

with NE in 4-6 weeks.

NE (RB) will provide gradated rates of displacement out to 10k based RB 25/05/2022 Complete Provided 7 July

on Burbo Bank to use for Irish Sea OWFS.

NE (RB) will also seek views from NE marine ornithologists on CRM RB 25/05/2022 Complete Provided 7 July —

model guidance and report back. confirmed sCRM
favoured

To consider turbine lighting impacts on Manx shearwater in RBo 07/09/2022 In progress  MSS report now

assessment, including consideration of MSS report when this comes available for

available. consideration in ES
assessment

To provide further information on kittiwake colonies on platforms in RBe 07/09/2022 In progress  Operator contacted

Irish Sea to discuss provision
of Liverpool Bay
nesting kittiwakes
data.

Consider species by species basis for defining study area during RBo 07/09/2022 In progress  Noted for ES

breeding season
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10

11

12
13

14

15

Advise on timescale for returning HRA Screening comments

Include White Cross Windfarm within cumulative assessment when RBo
data is available.

Go directly to NE wildlife licencing to gain information on gull control RBo
licensing in place to inform cumulative assessment

To check with HiDef whether dead birds can be identified on sea RW
surface within aerial surveys (to aid information on avian flu)

RBe to provide timeline for TCE floating wind plan level HRA. RBe

RW to pass on authorisation to HiDef for data sharing of dead bird RW
data

Produce technical note on survey area buffers around the RHDHV

new site boundary (to be issued for agreement with NE)

Produce technical note with project responses to PEIR/draft RHDHV
RIAA comments (to be issued for formal response by ETG
members)

ETG members 07/09/2022

Complete

07/09/2022 In progress
07/09/2022 Complete
07/09/2022 Complete
16/11/2022 In progress
16/11/2022 In progress
07/06/2023 1In progress
07/06/2023 1In progress

Comments from
MMO and NE now
received.

Noted for ES

Confirmed the
windfarm will be
included

Hi-Def confirmed
that can identify
dead birds on sea-
surface and will
note this in survey
observation sheets
when identified.

Confirmed data is
available

All expected
consultation
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16

17

18

19

NE to confirm availability for technical meetings in early NE 07/06/2023
August and September 2023

Provide information on dead birds identified in the project FE/RHDHV 07/06/2023
site aerial surveys to RSPB and NE

Obtain data on kittiwake colonies on platforms in Irish Sea, FE 07/06/2023
where available

Confirm cumulative project list and agree cut-off date for FE 07/06/2023
inclusion in ES/DCO submission documents.

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

ETG5 TBC TBC

In progress

In progress

In progress

In progress

comments how
received.

Operator
contacted to
discuss provision
of Liverpool Bay
nesting
kittiwakes data.




e’cobrq FLOTATION ENERGY

Marine Mammals ETG 4 -

Date: 08/06/2023
M(_)recambe Offshore o e
Wl ndfa rm Location: Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: Online Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _

Apologies: Natural England

Attendees:

Flotation En

. Consent Lead, Generation Assets

. ffshore Consent Lead

o Stakeholder Lead

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV
o IA Project Manager
o Marine Mammal Specialist

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

ine Licencing Case Manager

MO Case Officer

arine Officer MMO

MMO Senior Marine Officer

efas Underwater Noise Specialist

% Head of Marine Planning

Isle of Man Government

NW Wildlife

Senior Marine Officer

Agenda
1. Welcome and introductions
Minutes and actions from last meeting

Project update

h WD

Aerial survey data (Year 2), species included in the assessment and approach
to the assessment going forward

5. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) and Draft Report to
Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) comments

6. Review of agreement log

7. AOB, next steps and future meetings
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Supporting Documents

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 11 — Marine Mammals (FLO-
MOR-REP-0006-11)

Draft Report to Inform the Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) (FLO-MOR-REP-0005)

Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-
20230608_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_4.pptx)
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Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

Presented slides 1-3 of meeting presentation.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

Presented slide 4 of meeting presentation.

PD — Action: #11: Offered a separate meeting to discuss available marine mammal data for
the Isle of Man. AS — Thankful of this and would look to arrange.

SR - Actions #10 and #12 confirmed to be closed.

3. Project update

Presented slides 5-6 of meeting presentation.

KC — Statutory consultation period now closed. The consultation closed at midnight on
04/06/2023 and ran for a period of 47 days. During this time, we held 19 in-person events
and 1 online webinar. Across the events, we had over 360 attendees.

Our consultation website had in excess of 1100 views. To date we have received
approximately 170 pieces of feedback from stakeholders and members of the public. All
comments are in the process of being reviewed and considered, which will be used to
develop our proposals further as we prepare to submit our DCO next year

AE — Noted the next official statutory consultation phase is ES and there will likely be time
constraints for statutory stakeholders, given the Morecambe, Morgan and Mona offshore
windfarms are in similar timeframes. If there is any way to extend consultation periods,
wherever possible, it would be appreciated.

RW - Confirmed that two years of surveys were completed in February 2023. Full datasets
obtained except for January 2023 due to bad weather/technical issues, therefore two surveys
carried out in February 2023. UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing. UXO
identification survey (to inform geotechnical surveys) completed in May 2023, and deep
geotechnical surveys are proposing to start in July 2023.

RW - Commencing modelling and analysis work to inform ES assessments; ES/DCO planned
submission in Q1 2024. Refined site boundary (from 125km? to around 86km?) will be taken
forward in assessments.

4. Year 2 survey data and assessment approach

Presented slides 7 — 10 of meeting presentation.

AS — Noted higher numbers of harbour porpoise across both years (sighted every month),
small numbers of grey seals and seal species most months, with other species less common.
Two new species identified in the second year of survey (common and bottlenose dolphin,
each in only one month).

AS - In relation to the proposed approach to the ES assessment, the following were outlined:

»= The species list for assessment
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» Highlighted that data for the original survey boundary (as used for PEIR) and the new
site boundary is available and will be processed to consider the most appropriate use of
the data in defining marine mammal densities

= A combined harbour seal reference population was used (North-west England and
Northern Ireland) given connectivity and noting that data for the NW England is 10 years
old

»  Waggitt et al. 2019 data was used for PEIR for cetaceans given it provide the worst-
case densities

» Updates to the underwater noise modelling approach for the ES

»= Noted cut off dates were required for inclusion of new baseline data and to freeze the
cumulative project list that will inform the ES.

PD - Recommend the project provides a deadline for baseline information to be supplied by
ETG members and provides phased reminders (e.g. three, two and one months prior to the
deadline).

SR - Noted that RHDHV would issue to the ETG members the proposed approach to
baseline data cut off.

5. PIER and draft RIAA comments
Presented slides 11 — 13 of meeting presentation.

AS - Thanked consultees for comments in relation to the marine mammal assessments and
ran through key themes. Requested any further information that could be used for the ES
and RIAA assessments.

GJ — Highlighted grey seal counts from South Walney Nature Reserve that could be
provided.

6. Review of agreement log

SR — Ran through the agreement log, noting additional detail that would need to be agreed
following PEIR and draft RIAA comments. This will include re-confirming densities and
providing the ETG with updated modelling results.

RF — Thanked the project for the information presented, including how the project proposes
to address the Cefas comments made on the PEIR and draft RIAA. Confirmed will look at
further information when provided for comment.

7. AOB, next steps and future meetings

SR — It was agreed that RHDHV would issue technical notes to the ETG for consideration and
formal response in relation to:

» Proposed approach for marine mammal densities to be used in the ES/RIAA assessments
= Project responses to the PEIR and draft RIAA consultation comments received

Follow up meetings should be held, as required, to discuss aspect specific areas.
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Actions

Ref Action

1 Check small unidentified cetacean terminology used in the
PEIR

2 Update the Marine Mammal Method Statement to include
- approach for generating seal density estimates from Carter
et al. (2020) and latest seal counts
- figure with relevant MU areas, including IoM and NI
- approach to assessment of TTS to be clarified
- clarification on barrier effects scoped in or out
- approach to UXO clearance assessments and separate
Marine Licence to be included
ensure consistent with approach in Scoping Document and
presentation for ETG1.

3 Separate Marine Licence for UXO - Email MMO (AE) and NE
(LB) to ensure the same case team is used after submission

4 Distribute table to select date for August ETG

5 Return comments on the Method Statement 27/05/2022

6 Agreement log for ETG1 to be completed and returned with
any comments on the minutes

7 Provide comments on the HRA screening report

8 Check if there are any updates on the horizon to the 2010
JNCC guidance used for magnitude sensitivity

9 Search on the MMO licencing portal for potential projects for
cumulative consideration.

9 Restore SharePoint access.

(O)) FLOTATION ENERGY

Whom
JL

JL

Project
Team
KW
LB/ all
ETG

All ETG

All ETG

OH
AS

KW

When
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
27/05/2022

31/08/2022
and

09/09/2022
09/09/2022

09/09/2022

Progress
Complete

Complete

Ongoing

Complete
Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete

In
Progress
Complete

Status
This will be addressed in the PEIR

Comments have been received and the
Method Statement updated accordingly.

Later stage action

No anticipated updates expected

Completed for PEIR but left open for ES
checks
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13

14

15
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FE to provide a summary of all ETG SharePoint links for
attendees to test
PD to provide marine mammal data held by the IoM

SR to provide plan of engagement and to re issue the
Evidence Plan Methodology (updated for generation assets

only)
Set up a call with PD to discuss sharing of IoM data

Request South Walney Nature Reserve — grey seal
counts from NW WT

Issue suggested cut of times for baseline data
provision and cumulative project lists, agree cut-off
date for inclusion in submission documents

Issue technical note/s to ETG for formal response
covering:

= Proposed marine mammal densities to be used in

the ES/RIAA assessments

= Key responses to PEIR and draft RIAA comments

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

September TBC

ETG5

PEIR comments in detail
Mitigation requirements

@ FLOTATION ENERGY

RW

PD

SR

AS

AS

AS

AS

09/11/2022
09/11/2022

09/11/2022

08/06/2022
08/06/2022

08/06/2022

08/06/2022

Complete

In
Progress
Complete

In
Progress
In
Progress
In
Progress

In
Progress

Separate meeting to be held (action
#13)
Provided with ETG3 minutes

Email sent and current data
supplied by the NW WT
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SLVIA ETG 2 - Morecambe Date: 13/06/2023
Offshore Windfarm Time: 09:30 — 10:30

Location: Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: Online Teams call
Facilitator: _ Note taker: _
Apologies:

Attendees:

Flotation E
. Consent Lead
. takeholder Lead

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV
EIA Project Manager
Optimised Environments (OPEN)
eascape, landscape, and Visual Impact Assessment

(SLVIA) lead

Blackpoo
Head of Enterprise Zone

Sefton Coynci
Principal Ecologist

Wyre Council

_Ianning Policy Manager

Agenda

—

Welcome and introductions
Minutes and actions from last meeting

Project update

h W N

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) findings and Section 42
comments

v

Approach for Environmental Statement (ES) and worst case scenarios

o

Agreement Log review

N

. AOB, next steps and future meetings

Supporting Documents

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 18 — SLVIA (FLO-MOR-REP-
0006-18)



C,CObI'O @ FLOTATION ENERGY

Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-20230613_Morecambe_OWF _SLVIA_ETG_2.pptx)
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Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

Presented slides 1-3 of meeting presentation.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

Presented slide 4 of meeting presentation.

It was noted that some attendees were not at the last meeting and a summary of the last
meeting was provided, as well as clarification provided between the generation and
transmission project structure. Action #4: to provide a list of other Expert Topic Groups
(ETGSs) for generation and transmission projects.

SR — Noted that viewpoints were provided for comment at the previous ETG as well as in the
scoping report and responses taken onboard. All visualisations were also provided as part of
the PEIR submission and that these can also be found on the project website (Visualisation
map - Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Limited and Morgan Offshore Wind Limited
(morecambeandmorgan.com). It was also noted that Arnside and Silverdale AONB was assessed
within the PEIR as requested in the last ETG.

AC — Asked if there would be a consultation report and also noted he would be in touch will
colleagues.

KC - Confirmed there would be a consultation report submitted as part of the DCO application
summarising the consultation and project responses.

3. Project update
Presented slides 5-7 of meeting presentation.

KC — The consultation closed at midnight on 04/06/2023 and ran for a period of 47 days.
During this time, we held 19 in-person events and 1 online webinar. Across the events, we
had over 360 attendees.

Our consultation website had in excess of 1100 views. To date we have received approximately
170 pieces of feedback from stakeholders and members of the public. All comments are in the
process of being reviewed and considered, which will be used to develop our proposals further
as we prepare to submit our DCO next year.

Visuals were also available at public events, with minimal comments received on visual
impacts.

RW - Confirmed that two years of surveys were completed in February 2023. Full datasets
obtained except for January 2023, due to bad weather/technical issues, therefore two surveys
were carried out in February 2023. UXO identification and geotechnical surveys ongoing. UXO
identification survey (to inform geotechnical surveys) completed in May 2023, and deep
geotechnical surveys are proposing to start July 2023.

RW - Commencing modelling and analysis work to inform ES assessments; ES/DCO planned
submission in Q1 2024. Refined site boundary (from 125km? to around 86km?) will be taken
forward in assessments.


https://morecambeandmorgan.com/morecambe/en/visualisations/
https://morecambeandmorgan.com/morecambe/en/visualisations/
https://morecambeandmorgan.com/morecambe/en/visualisations/
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4. PEIR responses/ 5. ES approach

Presented slides 7 — 8 of meeting presentation.

FR — Noted there is a large population at Cleveleys and asked why there was not a viewpoint
there.

SM - Clarified that Cleveleys is within the stretch of coastline where the Project would be
most visible, with 3 viewpoints selected along the coastline to represent the area. Views would
be expected to be similar to Blackpool where there is a viewpoint. Action #5 taken to review
the assessments and ensure Cleveleys is appropriately assessed.

SM - Noted consultation responses are being reviewed but initial analysis shows less that 20
comments from the public regarding SLVIA with no statutory consultee concerns raised.

SR - Notes there have been no comments on the selected viewpoint that aid the assessment.

SM - Explained that the assessments would be updated for the Environmental Statement (ES)
with the revised boundary and refined project design information, as well as updated
information on cumulative projects. The worst case for SLVIA would also be reconsidered,
considering the range of turbine numbers and sizes. A spread of turbines across the site will
also ensure the worst case is assessed but this will be based on an indicative layout. We would
be looking to agree a cut-off date for inclusion of cumulative projects included, so they can
be adequately assessed in the ES.

RG — Noted impacts to Blackpool Airport for larger turbines.
RW - Acknowledged this and will engage with the Airport further.
AC - Asked about engagement undertaken with statutory consultees.

SR — Explained the working groups established and feedback received on the PEIR, noting
this factored in comments on viewpoints and SLVIA. Action #6 to confirm with the MMO and
NE if their comments can be shared with AC.

5. Review of agreement log
Slide 9

SR — Reiterated there were no comments on viewpoints, but the assessment of Cleveley’s will
be considered to ensure its appropriately covered. Action #7 taken to share what the worst
case scenario for SLVIA will be for the ES.

6. AOB, next steps and meeting

SR — Noted the need for a further meeting would be considered in the autumn.
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Ornithology ETG 4 Actions

Sefton and NT requested to be sent the viewpoints most relevant to FE
them (including Formby Point, Southport, Crosby Beach, St Pauls
Chapel).

2 To consider Arnside and Silverdale AONB within the PEIR assessment SM

3 To provide a summary of all meetings and SharePoint sites FE
for all the technical topic areas and invite to the next
meetings.

4 To provide list of other Expert Topic Groups (ETGs) for FE
generation and transmission projects, and provide further
details for transmission meetings.

5 Review the assessments and ensure Cleveleys is RHDHV
appropriately assessed.

6 To confirm with the MMO and NE if their comments can be FE
shared with AC.

7 To share what the worst case scenario for SLVIA will be for RHDHV
the ES.

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

07/12/2022

07/12/2022

07/12/2022

13/6/2023

13/6/2023

13/6/2023

13/6/2023

Complete

In progress

In progress

In progress

In progress

In progress

In progress

Visuals provided via
SharePoint and also
provided in the
PEIR

Included in the
PEIR

To check everyone
has the list

ETG 3 ' ES assessment ' September TBC
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Historic Environment ETG 4 -

Date: 14/06/2023
Morecambe Offshore 00 1ais
Wl ndfa rm Location: Teams Call
Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: Online Teams call
Apologies:
Attendees:

Flotation Ener FE

Consent Lead
Stakeholder Lead

HV)

EIA Project Manager

arine Heritage Consultant
arine Heritage Consultant

Royal Haskonin

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
. arine Licencing Case Manager

Historic England (HE
o Head of Marine Planning

Agenda

1. Welcome and introductions

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting

w

Project update including site surveys (Geotechnical) and associated method
statement

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) comments
Assessment approach for Environmental Statement (ES)

Approach to site surveys of onshore heritage assets

N o v B

AOB, next steps and future meetings
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Supporting Documents

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 15 — Marine Archaeology and
Cultural Heritage (FLO-MOR-REP-0006-15)

Archaeological Method Statement Geotechnical Survey (FLO-MOR-MS-0014)

Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-
20230614 _Morecambe_OWF_Offshore_Historic_Env_ETG_4.pptx)
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Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

Presented slides 1-3 of meeting presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-
20230614_Morecambe_OWF_Offshore_Historic_Env_ETG_4.pptx

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting
Presented slide 4 of meeting presentation

o Clarification given on the last meeting and actions.

Discussed that the method statement for deep geotechnical surveys at the windfarm

site (planned for July 2023) had been issued (FLO-MOR-MS-0014) and HE comments

were received.

e The completed UXO survey (in May 2023) was just at the planned borehole locations
rather than a full UXO identification survey. No method statement was produced or
provided to HE.

o The UXO survey was used as part of the risk ALARP processes for the upcoming
survey in July 2023.

o It was noted there are no outstanding methods statements to date, with the next
needed to support the 2024 survey campaign. The scope of this survey will depend
on the results of the 2023 campaign.

e It was also clarified that the meeting was for generation assets only but did consider
onshore elements due to impacts to onshore assets as a result of the presence of the
turbines.

3. Project update
Presented slides 5-7 of meeting presentation

o Statutory consultation period now closed. The consultation closed at midnight on
04/06/2023 and ran for a period of 47 days. During this time, we held 19 in-person
events and 1 online webinar. Across the events, we had over 360 attendees. To
date we have received approximately 170 pieces of feedback from stakeholders and
members of the public.

o All comments are in the process of being reviewed and considered, which will be
used to develop our proposals further as we prepare to submit our DCO next year.

o UXO identification and geotechnical surveys are ongoing. UXO identification survey
undertaken at borehole locations were completed in May 2023, and deep
geotechnical surveys are proposing to start July 2023. Confirmed that the method
statement had been provided and commented on by HE for the July 203 survey as
discussed above.

o Analysis of the sub bottom profiler data was undertaken and provided with the
method statement.

o No further geophysical surveys planned until 2024 which would not be part of the
ES

e Modelling and analysis work has commenced to inform ES assessments; ES/DCO

planned submission in Q1 2024.

o A refined site boundary (from 125km? to around 86km?) will be taken forward in
assessments.

o The site boundary was refined due to density requirements as well as constraints
with other marine users such as oil and gas and shipping and navigation.

e Noted that the site was unique in that it contained oil and gas infrastructure.



"’CObrq @ FLOTATION ENERGY

e The new boundary no longer contains the Calder platform. DP3 is still within but
undergoing decommissioning.

e The transmission PEIR is due to be published for consultation in Q3 2023 and the DCO
planned to be submitted in Q3 2024.

4. PEIR comments
Presented slides 7 — 9 of meeting presentation

¢ Noted that the south Morecambe gas field, while overlapping the site, is not part of the
project and the decommissioning is being carried out interdependently.
o Outlined that the gas field operators are a key stakeholder, and they are in regular
contact, but they are different projects
e Regarding Archaeological Exclusion Zones (AEZs) it was noted that these are
precautionary exclusion zones where is has not been possible at this stage to exclude
archaeological interest.

o HE noted that AEZs should not be used for hazards, and while it is appreciated,
separate work is necessary to determine potential efforts should be focused where
there is archaeological interest and merits attention. It was also noted there may
also be a position to make a recommendation for designation

Action #15 Applied Temporary Exclusion Zones (ATEZ) to be reviewed in discussion with the
archaeological contractor.

e Regarding the perceived heritage importance of identified assets (PEIR Section 15.4.3),
it was clarified that the use of the word ‘perceived’ denotes professional judgement.
Cultural significance is not scaled, but articulates what is valued about it, which in turn
informs a professional judgement on importance. And the ‘perceived sphere of interest’
in which it is valued.

o Noted by HE that it is important to be consistent and clear, how a heritage asset
might be impacted, and the strategy of mitigation needed around that.

5. Assessment approach for ES

Presented slide 10 of meeting presentation

e A draft written scheme of investigation (WSI) would be produced, ideally including
geotechnical information. This will be tailored to the schedule of surveys.
o Outline WSI to be produced pre-consent (following The Crown Estate guidance),
followed by a pre-commencement Draft WSI. Final agreed WSI post-consent to be
followed by Method Statements for each works package.

6. Settings assessment

Presented slide 11 of meeting presentation.

e A setting assessment, which will include a coastal heritage asset setting assessment, of
the generation assets will inform the ES. Site visit will be undertaken this summer to
establish those assets which may be affected by the operation of the generation assets.
o Factors beyond visual will be considered, such as its design, positioning, key

relationships noting marine can be part of the design e.g. parks and gardens.
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Review of agreement log

High-level agreement already reached through previous ETG meetings and
correspondence on approach to impact assessment, potential impacts scoped in/out,
species parameters, realistic worst-case scenarios and projects to be included within the
cumulative assessment.

Proposed to confirm the cumulative project list and agree cut-off date for inclusion in
submission documents at an EPP Steering Group level as this covers all assessment topic
areas

Proposed Isle of Man (IoM) Windfarm and publication of project details may be
forthcoming. The status of the IoM Windfarm is being monitored.

AOB, next steps and future meetings

Date of next meeting discussed to be timed around draft WSI and results of the
geotechnical surveys.
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Actions

Ref Action

1 Confirm geotechnical work timing with engineers and if the
data will be used inn PEIR

2 To include initial audit and QA of the quality of the data

3 Use of Historic England Advisory Note for Commercial
Renewable Energy Developments

4 Engage with Lancashire Historic Environment Service, CADW
and Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Wales to be engaged once landfall confirmed

5 Issue notification in the EPP group that the final version of the
scoping report has been submitted

6 KW to follow up on MMO comments on the EPP steering group

7 CP to check records for comments for this steering group.

(o)

Discuss best approach to align with MMO and NRW

9 To check for any HE comments on the steering group call (as
per action 7 above).

10  To check if there will be 2 or 3 MMO teams supporting the

Morecambe generation DCO, Morgan generation DCO, and the

separate transmission DCO.

FLOTATION ENERGY

Whom
KW

GSP

GSP

GSP

KW

KW
CP

LOR
CP

When
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022
20/05/2022

20/05/2022
31/08/2022

31/08/2022

Progress
Complete

Complete

Complete
In
Progress
Complete

Complete
Complete

Complete
Complete

Complete

Status

Reconnaissance survey including
boreholes and vibrocores to be
undertaken in Q1/Q2 of 2023, with
detailed survey to commence is 2024.
These will not be completed in time to
be include in the PEIR, however, 2023
surveys may be included in the ES
This has been appended to Method
Statement FLO-MOR-MS-0004. This also
provides further information on data
coverage.

This will be used and added to the list
of guidance documents in the PIER
CADW have been engaged, further
engagement will be undertaken as part
of the transmission assets DCO
consultation (as relevant)

Scoping was submitted on the 23 June
to PINS

Response issued by email

Response provided by HE with
comments on ETG2 meetings minutes
NRW engaged

OPEN

Closed (correspondence received form
MMO on 28 October 2022 identifying
MMO case officers for the 3 DCOs)
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13

14

15
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To follow up with CADW on their position via in email in GSP
writing, and share this captured in the minutes

Approach to the HSC given the data available to date from the GSP
HSC programme supported by HE to be presented in future

ETG, including graphics as required.

Planning of consultation around Geotech surveys and GSP /FE

archaeological requirements

To provide presentation to HE onshore team for further GSP /FE
discussion and meeting if required

GSP

Applied Temporary Exclusion Zones (ATEZ) to be
reviewed in discussion with the archaeological

contractor.

Proposed Dates for Next ETG

‘Meetng ~ Topies  bates

ETG 5

' TBC ' TBC

31/08/2022

31/08/2022

14/11/2022

14/11/2022

14/6/2023

Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete

In
progress

Closed (provided below)

Discussed in ETG 3 and will be provided
in full in the PEIR

Method statement was provided
(28/04/23) and HE responded with
comments (16/05/23)

Presentation circulated and information
also provided in the PEIR
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Marine ECOIogy ETG 4 - Date:15/06/2023
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm  Tme oot

Location: MS Teams Call

Meeting called by: Fiotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _

Apologies: Natural England

Attendees

Flotation Ener FE

takeholder Lead
onsent Lead, Generation Assets
Offshore Consent Lead

EIA Project Manager
Offshore Lead
Fish & Shellfish Technical Lead
Benthic Technical Lead
Marine Water & Sediment Quality Technical Lead

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
o arine Licensing Case Manager

Royal Haskon

Cefas
) Cefas — Fisheries advisor
) efas — Fisheries advisor
) efas Lead fisheries advisor
o Cefas — UWN specialist
o efas — Benthic advisor
North West

Wildlife Trusts (NWWT)
Marine Conservation Officer

Isle of Man Government

. _ Senior Marine Environment Officer

North West Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (NWIFCA)

. _isheries and Conservation Advisor
Item Topic Led by

1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV

Agenda
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2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project update MOWL

4. Coastal Processes and Sediment and Water Quality - PEIR  RHDHV
comments and ES approach
5. Benthic Ecology — PEIR comments and ES approach RHDHV
6. Fish Ecology — PEIR comments and ES approach, including |RHDHV
Underwater Noise
7. Draft RIAA and MCZA reports, comments and approach for RHDHV

final reports
8. Review of Agreement Log RHDHV
9. AOB, next steps and future meetings RHDHV

Supporting papers:
HRA Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0004 Generation Assets HRA Screening Report
MCZ Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0018 Generation Assets MCZ Screening Report

Generation Assets Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) FLO-MOR-REP-
0006

Generation Draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment FLO-MOR-REP-0005
Draft Information for MCZ Report FLO-MOR-REP-0051
Meeting Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_4

Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions
Slides 1-3 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_4

Introductions from the attendees. Attendees presented with the agenda, confirming the
meeting will discuss the PEIR comments, draft RIAA/MCZ assessments, ES approach and
review the Agreement Log.

2. Minutes from last meeting
Slide 4 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG 4

Action #9 to be followed up further - for obtaining Irish Sea Herring data, as we have had no
response to date. SR/EB - Asked if PD has further contact details, EB to follow up with PD
by email after call to obtain contact details.

Action #10 — It was noted the layout design was ongoing and the inter array network is yet
to be finalised.

3. Project update
Slide 5 — 7 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_4

KC - Provided update on the consultation process so far. The statutory consultation closed
at midnight on 04/06/2023 and ran for a period of 47 days. During this time, we held 19 in-
person events and 1 online webinar. Across the events, we had over 360 attendees.
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Our consultation website had in excess of 1,100 views. To date we have received
approximately 170 pieces of feedback from stakeholders and members of the public. All
comments are in the process of being reviewed and considered, which will be used to
develop our proposals further as we prepare to submit our DCO next year.

KC - Asked if there were any further comments on the consultation period.

PD - Queried the strategy to run all three nearby windfarm consultation periods at the same
time, as this did cause a bottleneck of information coming in at once and may have resulted
in responses not being as detailed. KC — Clarified the consultation period was longer than
the standard to accommodate for this, and the cross over provided important information on
all three Projects together. RW - Added the project team were conscious of consultation
fatigue and so aligned events, as events run one after the other can potentially lead to a
drop in interest and responses. Acknowledged the volume of material to review at the same
time but were looking to strike a balance.

RW - Continued with updates on the project. Additional datasets have been gathered,
including the full two years of aerial data which were completed in February 2023. No
surveys were completed in January 2023 due to weather; however, two surveys were
completed in February 2023 instead (including one right at the beginning of the month). We
are now analysing data from surveys.

UXO identification & geotechnical surveys are ongoing in 2023. UXO surveys for the
Geotech campaign were completed in May 2023. Deep geotechnical surveys are
commencing in July 2023.

Environmental Statement (ES)/Development Consent Order (DCO) submission date is
planned for the back end of Q1 2024. The Preliminary Environmental Information Report
(PEIR) Transmission assets publishing date is planned for Q3 2023.

Based on ground conditions and interactions with other users, the windfarm site boundary
has been refined, and parameters for the Project Design Statement for ES are currently
being developed. RW - Presented a figure showing the original assessment
boundary/agreement for lease area, and the new boundary from refinement (a section of the
western area of the site removed). The revised boundary will be used for the ES
assessments. RW- Asked for any questions on this, none received.

4. Coastal process and sediment water quality
Slides 8 — 20 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_4

CM/CP presented the slides, section covers both coastal processes and sediment and
Water Quality.

MMO comment (Section 42 (S42) responses) referring to scoping comment on sediment
suspension changes during operation. MMO noted that the information provided in PEIR is
insufficient to scope this out. CM — Responded that all turbines will have scour protection
and so secondary scour is not considered to be an impact. The papers identified in the S42
responses will be considered, although it is noted that these relate to stratification. This
impact on operational suspended sediments was raised at cumulative level also and the
approach for the ES is being considered.

MMO and Natural England PEIR comment (S42 responses) on the use of modelling data
from Awel-y-Mor (AyM) as a proxy.CM - Responded that a new conceptual approach using
data from Mona and Morgan physical processes modelling is being looked at. An overview
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of this modelling is presented by CM. It is noted a lesser ‘worst case’ at Morecambe is
predicted, given Project parameters (e.g. number of turbines and foundation diameter).

The Mona/Morgan model has been calibrated with metocean data from the vicinity of the
Morecambe project. The conceptual approach on translating data from Mona and Morgan for
Morecambe would also use seabed substrate, to further narrow down like for like
comparisons. SR - Asked for comments on the approach at this stage. GE — Notes that there
no physical processes specialists are on the call. RHDHV action #11 to prepare a technical
note on this approach to modelling to be shared to allow for a formal response on this
approach.

CM - Clarified that UXO clearance will be covered by a separate Marine Licence and so not
fully included in the PEIR. Indentations from jack ups are included in the ES but UXO will be
covered in detail in a separate Marine Licence.

AE - Notes that the MMO are now requiring a detailed realistic worst-case scenario for UXO
to be included in in assessments and not high-level estimates of UXO numbers (experience
in North Sea).

CM - Presented the ES approach. The baseline and assessment will be updated using
modelling outputs from Mona and Morgan PEIRs. Cumulative effects assessment will also
be updated with information from Mona and Morgan PEIRs.

CM - Asked for any further comments, none received.

5. Benthic ecology

Slides 21 — 25 of FLO-MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG 4
BH - Presented comments received on the PEIR.

Natural England (NE) responses

e NE comments noted invasive non-native species (INNS) in operational phase,
recommended monitoring post construction. BH — Noted that this will be considered as
appropriate when developing post construction inspection surveys.

PD - Comments that there is potential that hard substrate can act as stepping-stones
for spread of INNS, PD adds support from Isle of Man’s perspective that monitoring is
important post-construction to add to future risk assessments. SR - Responds that this
will be considered for the outline In Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP), which will be
provided within the DCO application, although no commitment can be made at this
stage.

e NE comments noted the need to consider all impact pathways once the project is
refined. BH — Responded that all changes will be reviewed, as well as considering any
changes on physical processes information (as presented in slides 10 — 15 of FLO-
MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_4).

¢ NE comments noted survey data acquisition, comment that video survey limited in
number and concentrated in the east of the site, future surveys should examine
features such as megaripples. BH - Responded that the sites were selected due to the
potential presence of hard seabed features. The site boundary refinement has
removed the overlap with most of the megaripple features and that all 4 video
transects are within the revised site boundary. Pre-construction survey strategy will
take into account these comments and will be considered in the outline In Principle
Monitoring Plan.

NWWTs responses
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o NWWT comment noted that the management of cable corridors can lead to
enhancement of the seabed. BH - Responded cable protection will only be used
where cables cannot be buried. However, the project is not considering third-party
exclusion zones within the windfarm site.

e NWWT comment noted that the area of seabed disturbance of 3.5km? underplays the
significance by referring to it as ‘small’. BH - Responded that this is relative to the
affected habitat and the magnitude relates to this in context of the habitat types
identified, and their abundance in this area of the eastern Irish Sea.

e  NWWT comment for Fishing to be included in the CEA. BH - Responded this will be
revisited by EB in the fish section.

¢ NWWT comment on shifting baseline syndrome and net gain expectations. BH -
Responded this is noted, but it is considered outside the scope to include pre-
industrialisation baseline in the assessment. Net gain legal requirements will be
monitored for the marine environment.

Isle of Man Government (IoMG) responses

¢ |oMG noted Manx wildlife should be considered in the assessment. BH - Responded
impacts are outside the footprint for benthic features as they will be limited to
sediment and hydrodynamic changes and have evidence these will not extend to
Manx waters and MNRs.

BH - Asked for any further comments/questions. None received.

SR - Confirmed that there were no MMO comments on the benthic chapter. SB noted the
PEIR was reviewed and confirmed there were no comments on benthic ecology.

6. Fish and Shellfish

Presented slides 26 — 33 of FLO-MOR-PPT-
20230615 _Morecambe_ OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG 4

EB — Noted noise modelling locations required updates based on the site boundary
refinement. Previous had three locations for modelling. NW point no longer in the boundary
and so remodelling required and is ongoing.

EB - Outlined noise modelling update has also increased worst case monopile hammer
energy to 6,600kJ from 5,500kJ to account for potential development in hammer energy
technology. SR adds that there was reference to this higher hammer energy in the PEIR that
was provided for information and now assessment would be fully based on modelling
6,600kJ.

EB - Outlined sequential piling has been updated to 3 sequential piles per day. Pin piles
remain as 4 pin piles in 24-hour period. It was confirmed that there will be no concurrent

piling.

EB - Noted the cumulative list would be updated and the cut-off date is yet to be decided but
is under discussion.

EB - Asked for further comments. RF - Commented that this change in modelling is
appreciated, and interested to see the results from a 6,600kJ hammer.

Natural England (NE) responses to PEIR:
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NE queries data sources and potential need for site specific monitoring. EB -
Responded that no new data was collected as discussed during previous ETGs.
Older data is used alongside more recent data and further herring data will be
presented in the ES. EB - noted there are no significant effects identified for
diadromous fish in the PEIR, but assessments will be updated for the ES. Currently it
is not proposed that monitoring is required.

NE note both shad species were omitted from PEIR (Alosa alosa and Alosa fallax).
EB - Responded there are no spawning areas, but adults may be present, and these
will be included in the ES.

NE comment to add additional sites to the RIAA and MCZA. EB - Responded these
will be considered in the MCZA and RIAA.

NE noted clarification was needed on how UXO removal is assessed. EB -
Responded impact ranges for UXO were included for information only in the PEIR
but will be assessed in a separate Marine Licence application.

NE comment to clarify if fish were classed as stationary or fleeing — EB - Responded
that all fish will be considered as stationary.

EB - Asked for further comments. None received.

MMO responses to PEIR:

MMO recommend that MarineSpace 2013 method be used for spawning suitability
heat mapping. EB - Responded that discussions are ongoing on how this would be
considered, noting this would require NI herring spawning data for 10 years. EB to
contact PD on this as per Action #9.

MMO suggest not to use percentage overlap for assessment to herring spawning
ground. EB - Responded noise remodelling will alter the results and no longer
suggest overlap

MMO recommend a detailed assessment for the impacts of underwater noise from
piling is undertaken, using the most recent evidence for Atlantic cod, and including
the potential impacts to eggs and larvae. EB — Noted evidence would be reviewed for
the ES and asked for specific papers to be reviewed. Action #12 ETG attendees to
share any specific papers. EB - Asked for further comments. GE - Adds that,
regarding cod, the comment is more about the state of the stock in the Irish sea, and
they are happy with the Popper et al. thresholds.

Notes for the inclusion of the loM OWF in CEA — EB - Responded this will be
included insofar as information is available.

MMO noted that queen scallop should be included. EB - Responded this will be
included.

NWWT responses

NWWT notes assessments should include fishing in-combination/cumulative. EB —
Responded that we can’t predict future trends for fishing, and fishing pressures
predicted to remain at current pressures. If pressures increase in future —
responsibility may lay on competent bodies to regulate. Fishing by-laws will be
included as plans within the in-combination assessment.

Herring spawning impacts in loM. Recommend further mitigation if impact remains.
EB — Responded that based on refined boundary this will be considered and
reassessed at ES, but initial modelling indicates that with the boundary changes
there is no overlap with the loM herring spawning ground.

IoMG responses



@Cobrq ((U)) FLOTATION ENERGY

o Life cycle connectivity. loMG recommend further consideration of connectivity
between differing life stages. EB — Responded it is appropriate to assess separately
as a first step due to different sensitivities. Where significant impacts are predicted on
any life stage/species, this will be considered.

e Suggestions from IoMG to include Manx Whale & Dolphin for basking shark and
NBM Atlas. EB - Noted this would be done.

e Herring — loMG noted empirical monitoring was not included. EB — Responded that a
precautionary worst case is considered appropriate, without empirical monitoring.

EB - Asked for further comments and questions. None received. SR added that IFCA
comments covered fish and shellfish and commercial fisheries and further meetings on
commercial fisheries are planned.

7. Agreement Log review

SR presented log with general agreements from previous ETGs. See slides 34 — 37 of FLO-
MOR-PPT-20230615_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_4 or the end of these
minutes for Agreement Log.

e Noted that no significant comments on the approach to EIA presented in ETG 1.

e Use of desk-based sources only for fish and shellfish was clarified. GE — Noted this
was common to use desk-based sources for fish and is generally acceptable.
Limitation needs to be acknowledged in the assessments. For example, when using
past survey or fisheries data, limitations around the gear types and that timing of the
survey may not align with seasonality. Action #13 to include the limitations around
using desk-based data in the ES.

e Cumulative use of 30km buffer — no comments thus far on projects or plans missing
from the CEA.

¢ AyM modelling — as discussed, the alternative modelling from Morgan and Mona will
be used and a technical note will follow for comment.

¢ HRA approach — additional sites to be included for fish.

PD - Asks for clarification on HRA and loM protected sites, as IoM is not in the EU or
covered under HRA. SR — Notes these will be considered in the ES where there is
connectivity, but not in the HRA due to differing legislation. Action #14 to include detail on
assessment and approach to assessing these sites, presented clearly in the ES. Noting
some topics are more relevant to loM sites and need to ensure consistency on approach.

SR — Notes a draft site characterisation report will be shared with MMO when available.
Action #15 to give MMO an estimate of when this may be available.

SR — Confirms the scoping out of the remobilisation of contaminants (as presented in the
PEIR) given low levels shown in surveys.

SR - Asked for further comments on the agreement log. GE - Added that without the coastal
processes team present, full comment can’t be given. Low levels of contaminants are
expected not to be an issue from fisheries perspective but requires review by coastal
processes representative. Action #16 to request agreement of scoping out of suspended
sediments remobilisation to the technical note.

8. AOB, next steps and future meetings

Technical note on coastal processes conceptual approach to be provided with a meeting
likely held in September 2023.



Actions

A cobra

@ FLOTATION ENERGY

1 Further justification for use of Awel y | DB 22/06/2022 Complete Further justification for use of Awel y Mér
M&r numerical modelling numerical modelling will be provided in
PEIR and in future ETG meetings. This
was presented and discussed in ETG 2
meeting.
2 PSA sampling method to be added | CP/BH 22/06/2022 Complete Added to formal scoping report and will be
into marine sediment and water further detailed in the PEIR
quality assessment chapter
3 Check decommissioning/ structure KW 22/06/2022 Complete Will be considered in PEIR assessment
removal strategy — if any structures based on understanding of worst case for
will be left in-situ they will need to be decommissioning
considered permanent and then
included in the assessment for
decommissioning
4 Information on epibenthic BH 22/06/2022 Complete Will be further detailed in the PEIR
communities to be considered and
terminology of habitat loss
considered
5 Check Cefas noise team involved in | SR/IMG 14/09/2022 Complete MMO to forward ETG 3 meeting invite to
future meetings /LT Cefas noise team.
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Provide technical note to Cefas on
approach to noise impact
assessment on fish and shellfish
receptors, to include justification on
use of Popper et al. 2014 paper for
noise thresholds, and the proposed
approach in relation to stationary
and fleeing receptors.

MMO/Cefas to provide response to
project on technical note issued.

EB/MG
ILT

14/09/2022

Complete

Technical note issued to MMO on
14/10/2022. To be discussed at ETG 3
meeting.

Confirm date for ETG 3

All

14/09/2022

Complete

ETG 3 meeting to be held: 23 November
2022 (10:00-12:00). Invites issued.

To provide formal response to FLO-
MOR-TEC-0008 Approach to noise
impact assessment.

MMO

23/11/2022

Complete

Provided on the 5/12/2022

Minute action from ETG3 to request
to provide details for Irish Sea
Herring — SR/EB asked if PD has
details for a contact, action for EB to
follow up with PD by email after call.

EB/PD

23/11/2022

In progress

Minute action from ETG3 to request to
provide details for Irish Sea Herring —
SR/EB asked if PD has details for a
contact, action for EB to follow up with PD
by email after call.

10

RW to pass comments re network of
cable protection in the windfarm site
onto the engineering team and
consideration in the cable burial risk
assessment

RW

23/11/2022

In progress

Cables would be buried as preference;
layout is still being defined

11

To prepare a technical note on the
approach to a new conceptual
approach using data from Mona and
Morgan physical processes
modelling to allow comment on this
approach.

CP/CM

15/06/2023

In
progress

12

ETG attendees to share any specific
papers that should be referenced

All

15/06/2023

In
progress
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13 Action to include the limitations EB 15/06/2023 In
around using desk-based data progress
regarding fish in the ES.
14 Include loM MNRs in the ES where | ES tech 15/06/2023 In
there is connectivity leads progress
15 Site sediment characterisation RL/SR 15/06/2023 In
report to be provided to the MMO for progress
review, and advance notification of
when this is to be shared when
nearing completion
16 To request confirmation on the CP/CM 15/06/2023 In
scoping out of remobilisation of progress

contaminated sediments as coastal
processes representative from
Cefas not present on the call
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Steering Group Meeting -

Morecambe Offshore Wind Date: 20/06/2023
Time: 10:30-11:30
Farm Location MS Teams Call
Meeting called by: Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Type of On-line Teams call
meeting:
Facilitator: _ Note taker: _
Attendees:

Flotation Ener FE

Stakeholder Lead
- Consents Lead
Offshore Consenter

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV)
EIA and HRA Project Manager

Historic England (HE

Head of Marine Planning

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

o Marine Licensing Case Manager

Planning Inspectorate (PINS)

Senior EIA Advisor
EIA Advisor

Agenda

Introductions

Feedback from consultation

Project EIA update

Update on Expert Topic Groups post Preliminary Environmental Information Report
(PEIR)

5. Agreement logs

hwn =

Minutes
1. Introductions and actions from last meeting
All parties introduced themselves and their role on the Project.

All previous actions were closed out, however, an action (Action #1) was taken for FE to
check invoicing from HE were being processed, as required.

2. Feedback from consultation
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Slides 5-6 of Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT- 20230620 Steering Group 3

Summary provided of the statutory consultation that has been undertaken on Morecambe
generation project.

Feedback was provided by HE and the MMO:

MMO - Noted that early warning and extended consultation period allowed additional
flexibility of internal deadlines, but there were still pressures given all the projects at the
same timescales. It was also noted that there are other projects across the UK also on
similar timescales that also impact on resourcing.

HE — Echoed the points made by the MMO, with the large number of projects consulting at
the same time, noting that forewarning is welcomed. Noted that the PEIR did have some
generic information and needed to be focused on just assessing generation assets.

3. Project EIA update
Slides 6-7 of Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT- 20230620 Steering Group 3
Overview provided of the Project EIA process post PEIR publication and feedback.

It was noted and presented that the site boundary has been refined and will be used for
assessments going forward.

It was clarified that deep geotechnical surveys are planned for the July and the intention is
for information to be included in the ES but that reporting timescales and survey timings
needed to be checked before this could be confirmed.

4, Update on Expert Topic Groups post PEIR
Slides 9-10 of Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT- 20230620 Steering Group 3

Overview provided on meetings held to date and plans going forward. It was noted that
technical notes would be used to seek formal feedback where necessary. Action #2 to
provide the MMO a list of expected technical notes.

5. Agreement logs
Slide 10 of Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT- 20230620 Steering Group 3

Key areas where further discussions were outlined, as well as the process that will now start
to develop Statements of Common Ground (SoCG).

It was noted that the Project would like to agree a reasonable cut off for projects to be
included in the cumulative assessment.

6. AOB and next meeting

No meeting date set, but discussed timing would be considered, once further technical
meetings and assessments have been developed.



Actions

——

Ref Action

1

2

To check HE invoices are being processed

To provide the MMO a list of expected technical notes.

Whom
RW

SR

4
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When Status
Following In progress
the

meeting

Following Complete
the

meeting
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Marine Mammals ETG 5 -
Morecambe Offshore e
Windfarm: Generation Assets Location: Teams Call

Meeting called by: Flotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: QOnline Teams call
Facilitator: _ Note taker: _
Apologies:

Attendees:

Flotation Eng

Consent Lead, Generation Assets
ore Consenter

Stakeholder Lead

onsent Lead, Transmission Assets

Royal HaskoningDHV (RHDHV
° —EIA Project Manager
. —Offshore Lead for Generation Assets
. —Marine Mammal Specialist

Natural England (NE

Senior Advisor

[ ]
. arine Mammal Specialist

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

arine Licencing Case Manager
MMO Case Officer

Cefas
. _efas Underwater Noise Specialist
Isle of
Senior Marine Officer

Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service (MEAS)
Environmental Project Manager

Agenda
Item ‘ Topic ‘ Led by
1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

3. Project update FE




/‘f MORECAMBE

—
4, Approach to assessment RHDHV
5. Summary of technical note for further discussion RHDHV
6. Summary of assessment for ES RHDHV
7. Review of agreement log RHDHV
8. Next steps and date of next meeting RHDHV
9. AOB and next steps and meeting All

Supporting Documents

e Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 11 — Marine Mammals
(FLO-MOR-REP-0006-11)

e Draft Report to Inform the Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) (FLO-MOR-REP-0005)

¢ Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-
20231011 Morecambe OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_5.pptx)

e Technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0012 Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation
Assets marine mammal assessments

Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

SR presented slides 1-2 of meeting presentation. Attendee introduction and agenda
presented.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

SR presented open actions from previous ETGs as per slide 3. The action on IoM data
sharing was confirmed as complete. Suggested six-month cut-off (as per technical note
FLO-MOR-TEC-0012) for baseline data and cumulative projects which will be discussed
later in the call.

3. Project update
RW Presented slide 4 of meeting presentation.

o Development Consent Order (DCO)/ Environmental Statement (ES) application for the
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets (the Project) planned for Q2 2024

e Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) consultation responses for the
Project are being considered, and assessments are being updated based on this,
alongside any additional data

o Project design envelope has been refined for the ES, and the windfarm site boundary
has been reduced, as communicated in the Project newsletter in September 2023, this
newsletter is also available on the Project website

¢ Maximum number of wind turbine generators (WTGSs) has reduced to 35
Geotechnical surveys are ongoing at the Project and due to finish in October 2023

e The PEIR for the Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms Transmission Assets
was published on 12" October, with consultation closing on 23 November 2023.

KC asked for any further questions on consultation for the Transmission Assets project,
none received.
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4. Approach to ES assessment — noise modelling

AS presented slide 5 of meeting presentation.

AS shared the updates on the noise modelling undertaken to inform the ES. Hammer
energy modelled has increased (from 5,000kJ at PEIR) to 6,600kJ for piling
(monopiles) which is 120% of the potential hammer energy. A new modelling location
for the North West boundary has been identified to accommodate the reduced site
boundary.

No concurrent piling on the Project is being considered but the assessment considers
scenarios of three sequential monopiles occurring within 24 hours, and also four
sequential pin piles occurring within 24 hours.

After a driveability study undertaken by the Applicant, a further scenario with a new
strike rate is proposed which involves a shorter duration, lower starting energy but
with a higher number of strikes per minute during Ramp-up (but lower strike rate at
full energy).

Overall, this new scenario produced the worst-case cumulative impact ranges for
marine mammals that will be carried forward to the assessments at ES.

The SW location of site is the worst case (due to increased water depths) and will be
used in the modelling and subsequent ES assessment.

AS checked for further comments, none received.

5. ES assessment update

AS presented slide 6 of meeting presentation.

iPCOD modelling is to be used for the ES cumulative assessment. PEIR information
from neighbouring developments is also to be used in the cumulative assessment.
The project is currently finalising the baseline description and list of projects to inform
the cumulative assessment.

6. Summary of technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0012

AS presented slide 7 of meeting presentation.

Key technical discussions regarding Section 42 comments have been facilitated
through a marine mammal technical note provided to Natural England and MMO.
Key points covered within the technical note were summarised including
management units and reference populations; densities; dose response approach;
and cumulative projects.

It was noted that OSPAR region Il will be considered in the baseline information but
will not be applied to the assessments.

AS presented slide 8 of meeting presentation.

Isle of Man (loM) grey seals — Noted that the population will be increased from 50 to
400 (as per Howe, 2018) in response to IoM PEIR comments. AS clarified in
response to a question on correction factors, that the values take account of seals at
sea, but the information in Howe (2018) classified this as a population estimate, not a
count and therefore there is no need for a correction factor.

OH stated that the approach addressed the query.

AS presented slide 9-10 of meeting presentation.

Harbour seal MUs — NE advise to assess on the core NW England MU reference
population of 7 seals, and the wider population to include the NW England + NI MU
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seals. AS notes the NW England hasn’t had a count survey in 10 years and as it's so
small it needs some connectivity to be viable.

AS notes in the wider area a review of the Carter et al. 2022 data and connectivity
between the nearest Special Area of Conservation (SAC) has been undertaken,
noting the Project is within foraging range for harbour seals and Strangford Lough
SAC.

AS presents a wider region graphic from the Strangford Lough SACs. This shows the
lower harbour seal densities overlapping with the wider NE region (although not
overlapping with the site) highlighting that there is likely connectivity with the NI MU.
From the Project site specific aerial survey only one harbour seal was seen over the
two years of survey. Agrees it is not large numbers but believe evidence is strong
enough to show a level of connectivity with the SAC.

OH noted NE could not agree with the approach to use the combined NW and NI
MUs in the meeting, and noted that the foraging range in Carter et al. 2022 is the
maximum of 273km and is still not typical of the foraging range.

AS noted the site is only 153km away from the SAC so not close to the maximum
range and would expect some connectivity. AS noted that assessments can present
a worst-case assessment based on the NW England MU reference population, but
considers this would be unrealistic.

OH noted the benefit of a side-by-side approach, of worst-case scenario using the
NW England MU reference population, as well as the wider population (the NW
England MU and NI MU). OH noted the context would help reach a pragmatic level of
the likely risk and both approaches would be taken into account.

Dose response for harbour porpoise

AS presented slide 11 of meeting presentation.

AS highlighted a figure showing the potential disturbance range for harbour porpoise
from monopiling (noting this is to be updated with all new modelling results). The
range is based on the modelling for the SW location of the windfarm site which is
considered worst-case. The figure showed the contours of 5bB and their extents.

AS noted that a 1.62 animals/km? harbour porpoise density would be applied in the
assessment as derived from the Project site-specific survey (survey data including
custom 10km buffer). AS proposed to apply that site-specific density up to 10km
around the Project. Locations of the Awel y Mor (AyM) and Mona and Morgan
windfarms were added for reference on the figure, noting these have a much lower
density than Morecambe. AS proposed to draw densities from the Evan and Waggitt
blocks beyond the 10km buffer and asked whether this is an acceptable approach.
OH notes the useful graphic but concern remains about how to explain the big
difference between the densities as there isn’t evidence to explain the boundary.

AS notes the 10km buffer is bordering Mona which then has a 0.97 animals/km?
density in their site which very different from 1.62 animals/km?. AS proposes to use
Evans and Waggitt outside the 10km buffer noting that this is more representative of
the wider area and gathered over a longer period and recently released. AS notes
that would typically have proposed to use Evans and Waggitt this across the Project
site but as our site-specific survey density is higher it would not be appropriate.

OH notes the reasoning, but states the Evans and Waggitt data is from 20 years of
data, but the recent site-specific data may show more recent data within the site and
may capture the recent changes in populations. OH notes the benefits and limitations
for both datasets.

OH asks if SCANS 1V data is used. AS notes SCANS IV could be used instead of
Evans and Waggitt. AS notes the drawback if this data provides just two block values
across the site but can be taken into account and used instead of Evans and Waggitt.
OH notes SCANS 1V is higher than Evans and Waggitt and so closer to the
Morecambe density (although not >1 animals/km?). OH notes that Natural England’s
response to the technical note has not changed, but noted the need for continued
discussion around the SCANS |V data.



- MORECAMBE

~

SR adds we now have the first year of data from Mona and Morgan windfarms (within
their respective PEIRs) showing they did not have as many harbour porpoises.
ACTION 17: AS and LL to consider the comments from the ETG on the dual density
approach to dose response considering SCANS |V data and find the best approach
to present to Natural England.

CEA project densities

AS presented slide 12-13 of meeting presentation.

AS notes for cumulative Irish projects densities will be used from ObSERVE as
appropriate.

AS notes for other UK projects without specific densities available from their ES or
PEIR, the approach is to apply average density from either SCANS IV or Evans and
Waggitt 2023 or Waggitt 2019.

Asked for further comments.

OH noted NE would be interested to see how SCANS IV compares to other data. AS
notes there is a table later in the presentation.

AS addressed a remaining question around what is meant by projects being ‘undertaken at
the same time at the Project.’

AS highlighted the projects that would be considered in the cumulative assessment
(as per slide 13)

AS noted quantitative assessments would be undertaken for projects with
construction periods overlapping with the worst-case scenario (piling) for the Project.
The projects with piling windows overlapping are presented and would be assessed
on worst-case together.

AS also noted which projects may overlap with the Project’s construction phase but
piling was not known to be scheduled at the same time as the Project for some
projects. For these, the cumulative assessment would consider other construction
activities overlapping with Project piling. Operational windfarms, after the baseline
surveys, are also considered in the CEA (overlapping Project piling) as presented on
the slide.

AS noted the cumulative assessment will also consider separately cumulative
activities such as geophysical surveys, and collision risk and vessel movements
looking at qualitative and quantitative assessments where information is available.
OH asked how this related to population modelling being undertaken. Noted that
NRW population modelling advice has been issued in which the relevant reporting
window is six years (which is linked to habitats directive reporting of population status
every six years). Six years is noted as a wider timeframe during which cumulative
impacts may occur.

OH suggests reviewing this advice when looking at population modelling and the
need to look at all projects within six years as although they may not overlap, these
can act additively. NRW can provide more advice. OH asks if NRW is still engaged
with the Project.

SR confirms the technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0012 was issued to NRW and will
review the needs for further discussion with NRW.

AS adds population modelling was not in the PEIR and so comments would not
reflect this.

ACTION 18: AS to review the cumulative projects list with regards to the population
modelling and NRW guidance and discuss with NRW if required.

Summary of species densities

AS presented slide 14 of meeting presentation.

AS stated the Applicant has examined data across the SCANS IV block area. Slide
14 shows species densities calculated from various data sources. Options calculated
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are mean summer densities using Waggitt et al. 2019 and Evans and Waggitt 2023
data. Calculated average density across the previous SCANS block F and SCANS IV
block CS-E. The highest densities for each species are highlighted in bold on slide
14.
AS notes the addition of Evans and Waggitt 2023, as requested in Natural England
PEIR comments, calculated for species for the Project site plus a 4km buffer (apart
from harbour porpoise which is based on site-specific density on the full survey area,
i.e., the original site plus a 10km buffer).
Average densities from Carter et al. 2022 are being used in the assessment for grey
and harbour seals. The densities have been compared with site-specific densities
which will be presented in a baseline appendix for ES.
SCANS IV shows two species with higher level of presence, bottlenose dolphin and
minke whale. No other densities for white beaked dolphin.
Harbour porpoise assessments will apply the site-specific data. OH notes the SCANS
block is 0.5153 for harbour porpoise which is higher than Morgan, Mona and AyM
windfarms densities for the wider area, this is something NE can review when looking
at the dose response approach.
AS asks if NE's preference is to use the highest densities from each population for
the quantitative assessments. OH noted if the highest density estimates are used
across the difference sources this would represent the most precautionary approach.
Each dataset has limitations, going with most precautionary does prevent any
disagreement on why one is better than the other. Happy with average density or
site-specific density.
AS had originally used Waggitt 2019 based for the site location plus a 4km buffer, but
has now looked at the entire area of the SCANS block so it is the wider area rather
than site-specific to allow the populations to be compared. SR notes site-specific
densities are as shown in the fifth column of the table on slide 14.
The third and fourth columns are those datasets with the average over the SCANS
block F to make this more comparable across the datasets, as there is no way to
calculate for the site individually. AS noted the slide makes comparison more even
across the datasets.
OH when comparing the information presented, the SCANS Block F is the most
precautionary for some species and NE are unlikely to have issue with this.
AS confirms the density numbers which are to be used for the assessments:

o Harbour porpoise (HP) - site-specific survey density for summer season
Bottlenose dolphin (BND) - SCANS |V as worst-case
Risso’s dolphin (RD) - Waggitt et al. 2019 calculated for area of scans block
Common dolphin (CD) - Waggitt et al. 2019 over the scan block
Minke whale (MW) - scans SCANS IV
White-beaked dolphin (WBD) - only provided in the Waggitt 2019 data with
worst case calculated for SCANS block

o Seals - Carter et al., 2022 (although it is noted that survey data for seals is

being reviewed, it is not expected this would present as worst-case)

OH agrees with this approach, noting the dose response curves for harbour porpoise
needs more discussion. OH noted that the presented extent of noise contours in the
proposed dose response curves approach helps the justification that the wider scale
population is representative outside of surveyed area.

O O O O O

Baseline updates

AS presented slide 15 of meeting presentation.

Reference grey seal populations were presented. Updates for grey seal population
have been done according to latest SCOS reports (SCOS, 2022). Core reference
population is noted as 1,193 (NW England MU). The wider reference population
includes SW Scotland as requested in PEIR comments and has been updated as per
slide 15. The total wider reference population is noted as 13,283.
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AS presented slide 16 of meeting presentation.

o Reference harbour seal populations were presented. Updates for harbour seal
populations have been made from SCOS reports (SCOS, 2022). NW England MU
remains the same (7) and NI MU has reduced to 1,136 to provide a wider refence
population of 1,143.

SR asks for any other questions, none received.
7. Review of agreement log

SR presented slide 17 of meeting presentation — noted that the Project is seeking agreement
on:

e Six month (ahead of DCO submission) cut-off date for new baseline and cumulative
project information is proposed to allow the time required for the assessment

¢ Modelling scenario (high strike rate) used as worst case

e Species densities used as discussed in this ETG

o Reference populations as per PEIR chapter, with updates as discussed in this ETG
for grey and harbour seal

e SR notes further discussion needed on the proposed dual density methodology for
harbour porpoise for dose response and asked for any further comments on the
points above, none received, and agreements reflected in the agreement log below.

SR presented slide 18-21 of meeting presentation.

e Agreement log from all ETGs to date was reviewed.

e Characterisation of the baseline and the species assessed at PEIR have not altered.

¢ Densities have been updated with the new information. No further comments from
ETG members on the approach to the impact assessments.

¢ SR notes action across all ETGs (ACTION 19) to send Natural England a table on
the definitions of significance that have been amended slightly based on PEIR
comments.

e Through scoping and the PEIR the impacts scoped in and out remain as per the
PEIR. The additional scenario considered in underwater noise modelling was noted.
ACTION 20: To add agreement of worst-case scenario to the agreement log.

¢ Cumulative assessment — noted that the projects listed in this presentation would be
considered, but this would also be reviewed for population modelling.

e Swim speeds were agreed in ETG3, no further comments received.

8. Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
SR presented slide 22 of meeting presentation.

The agreement logs will be used to draft SOCG with each organisation including for marine
mammals and other technical topics as relevant. The draft SoCG will be mainly based on the
PEIR and technical notes and then updated through the DCO process. SR asked for any
further comments, none received.

9. AOB, next steps and future meetings

e Early 2024 for next ETGs.

o RF and OH add that slides in advance of the meeting is a help, and if there is a need
for any further discussions calls can be set up as needed.

o LB asks if any items from today’s call require written responses, such as using the
worst-case across the densities. SR notes the densities will be shared in the ETG
meeting minutes and slides, and can be responded to by ETG members.
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Action Progress Status
1 Check small unidentified cetacean terminology used in the JL 20/05/2022 Complete This will be
PEIR addressed in the
PEIR
2 Update the Marine Mammal Method Statement to include JL 20/05/2022 Complete Comments have
- approach for generating seal density estimates from Carter been received and
et al. (2020) and latest seal counts the Method
- figure with relevant MU areas, including loM and NI Statement updated
- approach to assessment of TTS to be clarified accordingly.
- clarification on barrier effects scoped in or out
- approach to UXO clearance assessments and separate
Marine Licence to be included
ensure consistent with approach in Scoping Document and
presentation for ETG1.
3 Separate Marine Licence for UXO - Email MMO (AE) and NE | Project Team | 20/05/2022 Ongoing Later stage action
(LB) to ensure the same case team is used after submission
4 Distribute table to select date for August ETG KW 20/05/2022 Complete
5 Return comments on the Method Statement 27/05/2022 LB/all ETG | 27/05/2022 Complete
6 Agreement log for ETG1 to be completed and returned with AllETG Complete
any comments on the minutes
7 Provide comments on the HRA screening report AllETG 31/08/2022 Complete
and
09/09/2022
8 Check if there are any updates on the horizon to the 2010 OH 09/09/2022 Complete No anticipated
JNCC guidance used for magnitude sensitivity updates expected
9 Search on the MMO licencing portal for potential projects for AS 09/09/2022 In Progress | Completed for
cumulative consideration. PEIR but left open
for ES checks
9 Restore SharePoint access. KW 09/09/2022 Complete
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Ref Action " Whom ' When Progress Status

10 FE to provide a summary of all ETG SharePoint links for RW 09/11/2022 Complete
attendees to test

11 PD to provide marine mammal data held by the oM PD 09/11/2022 Complete Separate meeting

to be held (action
#13)

12 SR to provide plan of engagement and to re issue the SR 09/11/2022 Complete Provided with
Evidence Plan Methodology (updated for generation assets ETG3 minutes
only)

13 Set up a call with PD to discuss sharing of loM data AS 08/06/2023 Complete Separate meeting

held

14 Request South Walney Nature Reserve — grey seal counts AS 08/06/2023 Complete Email sent and
from NW WT current data

supplied by the NW
WT

15 Issue suggested cut of times for baseline data provision and AS 08/06/2023 Complete Six months agreed
cumulative project lists, agree cut-off date for inclusion in suitable by NE
submission documents

16 Issue technical note/s to ETG for formal response covering: AS 08/06/2023 Complete Provided to MMO
= Proposed marine mammal densities to be used in the and NE (responses

ES/RIAA assessments received)
= Key responses to PEIR and draft RIAA comments

17 Consider the comments on the dual density approach to RHDHV 11/10/2023 In progress
dose response considering SCANS IV data and define the
best approach to present to Natural England.

18 Review NRW advice for cumulative assessment RHDHV 11/10/2023 In progress
population modelling and update the list of cumulative
projects and discuss with NRW if required.

19 Share the table of ES definitions of significance with RHDHV 11/10/2023 In progress
Natural England
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Action Progress Status
20 Include in ETG minutes the progress of RHDHV 11/10/2023 In progress | Added as item
agreements/disagreements on noise modelling worst- 4.1in ETG5

case in the agreement log agreement log
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Agenda

Iltem ‘ Topic Led by
1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project update FE

4 Physical Processes and Sediment and water quality — Update and RHDHV

Environmental Statement (ES) approach

5. Benthic Ecology — Update and ES approach RHDHV
6. Fish Ecology — Update and ES approach including underwater noise RHDHV
7. Cumulative projects RHDHV

8 Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Marine Conservation Zone RHDHV
' (MCZ) update and approach for final reports

9. Review of agreement log and Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) RHDHV

10. AOB, next steps and date of next meeting All

Supporting papers:

e HRA Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0004 Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation
Assets HRA Screening Report

e MCZ Screening FLO-MOR-REP-0018 Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation
Assets MCZ Screening Report

¢ Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Draft Report to Inform
Appropriate Assessment FLO-MOR-REP-0005

e Draft Information for MCZ Report FLO-MOR-REP-0051

¢ Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) FLO-MOR-REP-0006

¢ Meeting Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-
20231011 _Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_5

e Technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0011 Approach to physical processes assessment

Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

Introductions from the attendees. Attendees presented with the agenda and SR asks for any
guestions to be raised as the call progresses.

2. Minutes from last meeting and actions

SR shared slide 3 of meeting presentation. Actions outstanding from last meeting were
presented and status updates provided as shown.

e Action #9: Irish sea herring survey contact details have been shared and data obtained.
e Action #10: Cable layout is still being defined.
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Action #11: The technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0011 on the conceptual approach on
data was shared with the MMO and NE in response to their PEIR comments and will
be discussed later in the call.

3. Project update

RW Presented slides 4-6 of meeting presentation.

Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
Generation Assets (the Project) planned for Q2 2024

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) consultation responses for the
Project are being considered, and assessments are being updated based on this,
alongside any additional data

Project design envelope has been refined for the ES, and the windfarm site boundary
has been reduced, as communicated in the Project newsletter in September 2023, this
newsletter is also available on the Project website

Maximum number of wind turbine generators (WTGSs) has reduced to 35
Geotechnical surveys are ongoing at the Project and due to finish in October 2023
Cumulative project layouts have also been established for the ES

The PEIR for the Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms Transmission Assets
was published on 121" October, with consultation closing on 23 November 2023.

RW asked for any comments, none received.

4. Physical processes and sediment water quality

AS Presented slide 7 and 8 of meeting presentation.

Presented key PEIR responses and the preliminary responses.

AS addresses comment from MMO regarding ground truthing during pre-construction
surveys. LB appreciates that changes in windfarm boundary have occurred since the
comment was made and that the site is outwith designated sites. LB checks that the
survey effort is within the footprint regarding benthic sampling. SR confirmed that
benthic surveys were of the original site which encompasses the refined site, and that
all four drop down camera transect locations are within new the boundary. The
Applicant is determining which surveys are required from this point but note there is no
identified cause for additional pre-construction benthic surveys. LB noted a more
complete habitat map is preferable, but this is likely over and above the minimum
required.

AS notes that a discussion about the vertical redistribution of sediment plumes will be
presented in the ES. SW added that this response is appreciated but without seeing
the data can’t say any more.

AS outlines that addition of physical processes modelling from Mona and Morgan
offshore windfarms as well as Awel y Mor offshore windfarm into the conceptual
assessment approach was welcomed by both MMO and NE in their responses to the
technical note (FLO-MOR-TEC-0011).

AS raises the PEIR consultation response from NE regarding placement of disposed
sediment ‘up or downstream of WTG’. AS confirms that sand disposal will be within
the windfarm site, around turbine foundations, and will be allowed to redistribute over
the site and resettle. It is noted that there are no identified sandwaves in the refined
site boundary. SW confirms happy with this approach.
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AS Presented slide 9 of meeting presentation.

AS notes LIDAR data was not relevant offshore, LB agrees, comment was from when
generation and transmission were not separated and no longer relevant.

AS discusses use of 30km to screen in designated sites and that there were no further
comments on the list of sites or features during statutory consultation on the PEIR. AS
checked no further comments on this for ES, none received.

AS checked for confirmation on adequacy of baseline or additional baseline sources,
none received.

SR added that the key additional information for ES is the Mona and Morgan offshore
windfarms physical processes modelling that is available in the PEIRs for these
projects.

AS Presented slide 10 and 11 of meeting presentation.

AS presents a conceptual map of sediment transport for the cumulative effects
assessment (CEA) in response to comments from the MMO. The zone of influence
(Zol) for the Project, Morgan, Mona, AyM and the Morgan and Morecambe
Transmission Assets projects are presented on a figure, showing the expected extent
of sediment plumes and whether there is potential to overlap. AS asks for feedback
from MMO.

SW confirms this was what was expected and recommends adding how the sediment
pathways generally move in the area (noting the impacts are not just around
overlapping plumes). Highlights that the ES should consider a qualitative assessment
of the effects to the natural systems within the region.

AS confirms both additions will be incorporated into the ES.

AS asked for any other comments, none received.

AS presented slide 12 of meeting presentation

AS discusses response to MMO clarification in their response to the technical note
(FLO-MOR-TEC-0011)

AS disagrees that suspended sediment concentrations (SSCs) are ‘much’ higher at
the Project (Morecambe) and that SSCs for all three sites are relatively low and doesn’t
believe that hydrodynamic forces are greater at Morecambe than at Morgan and Mona,
as evidenced by the table in the technical note which presents similar tidal currents,
wave directions (for Morgan and Mona) and mean annual wave heights between the
sites. AS has updated the text within the ‘SSCs’ row of the analysis table to reflect this
better (noting that this does not go against the previous assessment). Text will be
updated to account for this in the ES.

AS asked for any comments

SW notes the MMO comment was less about deposition, more about explaining the
higher level of SSCs in the region of the Project and that it was more a water quality
issue. Physical processes influence suspension of sediment around turbines (caused
by wakes), so we need to understand the impact and where in the water column the
sediment is. This feeds into primary productivity and the overall water quality. Also,
this is quite a dynamic area with lots of low level bedforms near to shore. The Project
needs to establish why the development won’t impact flows near shore, for example.
AS adds that the technical note was more a justification of why we can use Morgan
and Mona physical processes modelling to inform the conceptual assessment
approach, but noted the ES will go into more detail on assessments of impacts,
including suspended sediments and where they are in the water column.
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SW noted the comment wasn’t saying anything wrong with the information, just to add
more justification.
SR noted this will be addressed in the sediment and water quality chapter as well.

AS presented slide 13 of meeting presentation

AS provides overview of the approach to ES, including that the physical processes
assessment will be updated with physical processes modelling conducted for the Mona
and Morgan Offshore Wind Projects to provide a further developed conceptual
assessment. Additionally, information from the PEIRs for the Mona and Morgan
windfarms and the Morgan/Morecambe Transmission Assets will inform the cumulative
assessment.

AS checked for further questions on physical processes and it was noted that there
would not be another formal review stage before ES submission. SW notes there are
no further recommendations on the conceptual model approach but highlights this
information should be outlined in the ES with as much detail as possible. RW notes we
can use SoCG as a mechanism for further discussion if needed.

5. Water quality

AS presented slide 14 of meeting presentation

It was agreed by ETG attendees that the information presented in the water quality
PEIR chapter allows for the effect of ‘remobilisation of contaminated sediments’ in all
phases of ES assessment, on other receptors (e.g. benthic, fish and marine mammals)
to be scoped out.

It was also noted there were no additional data sources recommended by attendees
to be used. SR checked for further comments and none received.

6. Benthic ecology

SR presented slide 17 of meeting presentation

Short update was provided as the comments from PEIR were discussed at the last
ETG meeting (ETG 4), noting the Project is further considering Invasive non-native
species (INNS) monitoring and net gain requirements.

SR asked for any other comments, none received.

7. Fish and Shellfish

SR presented slides 20 - 22 of meeting presentation.

SR noted underwater noise modelling for ES has been completed on a 6,600kJ
hammer for monopiles at three locations. Drivability studies undertaken for the Project
has also identified a different piling schedule with a shorter duration and faster strike
in ramp up. This scenario has been modelled at the worst case location (deepest SW
location).

SR noted as fish are treated as stationary receptors, the ranges have not changed
much with no identified overlap with herring spawning ground around the oM.

SR checked for further questions clarifying that the Applicant has modelled two
scenarios; a) faster strike and b) longer duration.

SR noted the Project is still not planning concurrent piling operations, but that four pin
piles within 24-hours and up to three monopiles within 24-hours are considered. PW
stated no comments and using the deeper location as worst-case clarifies any



- MORECAMBE

~

guestions he had. RF noted need for realistic piling profiles and worst-case scenarios
seems ok.

SR presented slide 23 of meeting presentation.

SR outlined the approach to herring spawning heatmapping. The approach uses
herring larval data over a 10-year period, and the ES will present a heat map usings
kernel density interpolation. Early results show that this maps well onto the published
spawning ground data. The heatmap will be presented with herring spawning habitat
suitability based on the Particle Size Analysis (PSA) data from the site-specific benthic
survey and sediment data maps.

SR checked for further comments.

GE notes the approach sounds reasonable and similar to the approach being taken for
the Morgan and Mona Offshore Wind Projects which is approved. Having looked at the
Mona and Morgan maps they are happy with the heat range used.

SR commented that since the last ETG there have been face to face fisheries
meetings. There were some comments relating to commercial fisheries and fish and
shellfish ecology (for example effects to bass fisheries). The Applicant will ensure
chapters appropriately address the impacts, including consideration of bass tracking
data from Cefas identified at consultation meetings.

8. Cumulative approach

SR presented slide 25-26 of meeting presentation.

SR noted a screening area of 30km is used to identify other plans and projects for the
cumulative assessment for benthic ecology, sediment/water quality and physical
processes. This is extended to a 50km screening area for noise for fish.

List of projects to be included in the cumulative assessment was presented, noting that
only oil and gas infrastructure immediately around the Project windfarm site were
included. The approach is as per PEIR but updated with further information from other
plans and projects now in the public domain (e,g, the PEIRs for Morgan & Mona
Offshore Wind Projects and the Morgan/Morecambe Transmission Assets are now
available). It was clarified that the loM windfarm was included.

SR checked for further comments, none provided.

9. HRA and MCZA

SR presented slide 27 of meeting presentation.

SR noted no major comments on the Project Report to Information the Appropriate
Assessment (RIAA) and the Marine Conservation Zone Assessment (MCZA) in
relation to benthic ecology and fish were received during the statutory consultation
period, but noted that additional designated sites identified in comments for fish have
been considered/added as appropriate.

LB noted both shad species had been omitted from diadromous fish, noting there are
records of the species in the region (but likely non spawning) and would like to see
them in the assessed or justify why excluded. ACTION #17 - RHDHV to ensure
consideration of shad species in the ES/RIAA as appropriate.

10. Seeking agreement on

SR presented slide 29 of meeting presentation.
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SR — Summarised the areas of agreement based on discussion/information presented
in the meeting presentation slides, and noted that these would be expected to be
presented in the SoCGs.

SR noted that some amendments to the ‘minor’ significance definition had been made
in response to a NE comment that highlighted that if issues are identified as local then
they could still be important for decision making. ACTION #18 for RHDHV to distribute
a copy of the revised ‘minor’ significance definition.

No further comments received.

11. Agreement Log review

SR presented slide 30-33 of meeting presentation.

SR — presents previous agreements and noted the further points of detail/clarification
and agreement (as presented in below agreement log).
Agreements arising from this ETG 5 meeting are captured in the agreement log below.

12. Statements of Common Ground (SoCG)

SR presented slide 34-35 of meeting presentation.

SR notes the Applicant has SoCG templates that will be separate for each
organisation, and will also include potential points of agreement and disagreement.
SoCG will progress through examination process. An example of a layout for the SoCG
was shared on slide 35. It is intended that initial SOCGs would be submitted with the
DCO application for further finalisation during the examination process.

LB notes NE are keeping their own issues logs which would be used to cross reference
the SoCG. SR notes agreement logs to date will be provided in the ETG minutes and
that the draft SoCG, informed by agreement logs, will be shared with NE and MMO
this year for review/response.

13. AOB, next steps and future meetings

SR noted the planned Q2 2024 date for DCO submission and that the next ETG
meetings will be in early 2024. SR asked for comments on schedule, none received.
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‘ Ref Action Whom When ‘ Progress Status

1 Further justification for use of Awely | DB 22/06/2022 Complete Further justification for use of

M&r numerical modelling Awel y Mér numerical modelling
will be provided in PEIR and in
future ETG meetings. This was
presented and discussed in ETG
2 meeting.

2 PSA sampling method to be added | CP/BH 22/06/2022 Complete Added to formal scoping report
into marine sediment and water and will be further detailed in the
quality assessment chapter PEIR

3 Check decommissioning/ structure KW 22/06/2022 Complete Will be considered in PEIR
removal strategy — if any structures assessment based on
will be left in-situ they will need to be understanding of worst case for
considered permanent and then decommissioning
included in the assessment for
decommissioning

4 Information on epibenthic BH 22/06/2022 Complete Will be further detailed in the
communities to be considered and PEIR
terminology of habitat loss
considered

5 Check Cefas noise team involved in | SR/IMG 14/09/2022 Complete MMO to forward ETG 3 meeting
future meetings /LT invite to Cefas noise team.
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‘ Ref Action Whom When ‘ Progress Status
6 Provide technical note to Cefas on EB/MG 14/09/2022 Complete Technical note issued to MMO on
approach to noise impact /LT 14/10/2022. To be discussed at
assessment on fish and shellfish ETG 3 meeting.
receptors, to include justification on
use of Popper et al. 2014 paper for
noise thresholds, and the proposed
approach in relation to stationary
and fleeing receptors.
MMO/Cefas to provide response to
project on technical note issued.
7 Confirm date for ETG 3 All 14/09/2022 Complete ETG 3 meeting to be held: 23
November 2022 (10:00-12:00).
Invites issued.
8 To provide formal response to FLO- | MMO 23/11/2022 Complete Provided on the 5/12/2022
MOR-TEC-0008 Approach to noise
impact assessment.
9 Minute action from ETGS3 to request | EB/PD 23/11/2022 Complete Minute action from ETGS to
to provide details for Irish Sea request to provide details for Irish
Herring — SR/EB asked if PD has Sea Herring — SR/EB asked if PD
details for a contact, action for EB to has details for a contact, action
follow up with PD by email after call. for EB to follow up with PD by
email after call.
10 RW to pass comments re network of | RW 23/11/2022 In progress | Cables would be buried as
cable protection in the windfarm site preference; layout is still being
onto the engineering team and defined
consideration in the cable burial risk
assessment
11 To prepare a technical note on the CP/CM 15/06/2023 Complete Technical note provided to the

approach to a new conceptual
approach using data from Mona and
Morgan physical processes

MMO and NE on 07/08/2023.
Comments received.




Action

modelling to allow comment on this
approach.

Progress
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Status

12

ETG attendees to share any specific
papers that should be referenced

All

15/06/2023

Complete

No further information provided

13

Action to include the limitations
around using desk-based data
regarding fish in the ES.

EB

15/06/2023

Completed

Included in ES

14

Include IoM MNRs in the ES where
there is connectivity

ES tech
leads

15/06/2023

Completed

Included in ES

15

Site sediment characterisation
report to be provided to the MMO for
review, and advance notification of
when this is to be shared when
nearing completion

RL/SR

15/06/2023

In progress

16

To request confirmation on the
scoping out of remobilisation of
contaminated sediments as coastal
processes representative from
Cefas not present on the call

CP/CM

15/06/2023

Completed

Request made to the MMO and
NE. Comments received by NE
and MMO to confirm scoping out
of this impact.

17

To consider both shad species as
appropriate in the fish ecology
ES/RIAA

RHDHV

11/10/23

In
progress

18

Distribute the proposed revision
of ‘minor’ significance definition

RHDHV

11/10/23

In
progress
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Agenda

Item ‘ Topic Led by

1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project update FE
4, Summary of survey data — key species RHDHV
Population estimates for displacement analysis RHDHV
6. Flight densities and approach to collision risk modelling RHDHV
7. Outcomes of NE meeting on 25/09/23 RHDHV
8. Responses to loM Government comments RHDHV
9. Responses to National Resources Wales (NRW) comments RHDHV
10. Cumulative / in-combination assessment RHDHV
11. Key areas of agreement / disagreement / to be agreed RHDHV
12. Review of agreement log / Statements of Common Ground (SOCG) | RHDHV
13. AOB, next steps and next meeting All

Supporting Documents

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 12 — Offshore Ornithology (FLO-MOR-REP-0006-
12)

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Draft Report to Inform the
Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) (FLO-MOR-REP-0005)

Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-
20231012 _Morecambe_ OWF_Offshore_Ornithology ETG_5.pptx)

Technical note regarding ornithology assessment buffers (FLO-MOR-TEC-009)

1. Welcome and introductions

SR Presented slides 1-2 of meeting presentation: Attendee introduction and agenda
presented.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

SR Presented slides 3-4 of meeting presentation: Updates on the open actions from the
previous ETGs were discussed, with some key points arising:

Action #12: RBe will update when possible on the Crown Estate floating wind plan
level HRA timescales, which is not available currently.

Action #14: SR confirmed a technical note on survey area buffers around the new site
boundary was issued for agreement with NE in June 2023, and that NE had responded
to confirm acceptance of the approach. See also section 4 below.
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Action #15: SR noted a technical note with responses to the PEIR has not been
provided but the ETG forums are used instead as means of discussing items of note.
Action #17: RW confirms HiDef year 2 aerial survey data is now available.

No further comments were provided on actions discussed.

3. Project update

RW Presented slides 5-6 of meeting presentation.

Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
Generation Assets (the Project) planned for Q2 2024

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) consultation responses for the
Project are being considered, and assessments are being updated based on this,
alongside any additional data

Project design envelope has been refined for the Environmental Statement (ES), and
the windfarm site boundary has been reduced, as communicated in the Project
newsletter in September 2023, this newsletter is also available on the Project website
Maximum number of wind turbine generators (WTGSs) has reduced to 35
Geotechnical surveys are ongoing at the Project and due to finish in October 2023
Cumulative project layouts have also been established for the ES

The PEIR for the Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms Transmission Assets
was published on 12" October, with consultation closing on 23 November 2023.

RW asked for any comments, none received.

4. Summary of survey data — key species

RBo Presented slide 7 of meeting presentation

RBo shared a figure with new displacement buffers to be used in the ES and HRA
based on the new boundary (as included in the technical note (FLO-MOR-TEC-009)
shared with NE earlier this year).

Figure comprises a 2km buffer, 4km buffer and 10km hybrid buffer (4km around
majority of site but extending to 10km buffer where it overlaps with Liverpool Bay
Special Protection Area (SPA)).

The 10km hybrid buffer is used exclusively for red-throated diver (RTD) in the Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA). The 4km buffer is used for RTD (in the ES) and
common scoter, and the 2km buffer is used for other species sensitive to
disturbance/displacement effects, such as auks.

The full two years of aerial survey data is now received. HiDef have undertaken
analysis based on the new buffers for the ES and HRA assessments.

WS presented slide 8-14 of meeting presentation: A summary was shared regarding the two
years of aerial survey data for key species.

WS noted there were two surveys in February 2023 due to bad weather in January
2023.

Guillemot - noted as the most abundant species across both years. Density distribution
plan was shown highlighting the months with greatest abundance in the first year. Peak
populations occurred in the main breeding season in August 2021. There was no clear
pattern of distribution.

Common scoter - predominantly recorded within the 4km buffer in the Liverpool Bay
SPA (no flight records within the site).
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Little gull - greater numbers were recorded in second year of the surveys. Mean peak
populations were recorded in December 2022 and February 2023 surveys, with
records spread across the site and the buffer zones. Numbers were low outside of
these months.
RTD - similar numbers were recorded in year one and year two, and were
predominantly recorded within the 10km buffer (i.e. outside the site but within the SPA).
RBe comments that you would not expect RTD in May, June & July. WS noted the
data shown is the output from HiDef report which shows the peak month (March 2022)
alongside other months with few/no records. RBo adds there were a small nhumber
recorded in May 2022 outside the SPA. Assumed that these are passage or non-
breeding birds, and not associated with the wintering population in the SPA.
Lesser black-backed gull (LBBG) — whilst not a Liverpool Bay SPA species there is
potential for cumulative and in-combination effects on other SPAs on the Lancashire
coast (primarily Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA). LBBG were recorded in
highest numbers at the end of breeding season and at the beginning of the autumn
migration period. Lower numbers present in year 2, with peak months from year 1
shown in slide figures. Records concentrated along northern boundary and to east of
site within the 4km buffer.
Kittiwake — recorded in highest numbers near the end of the breeding season and at
the beginning of the autumn migration season, peaking in September 2021. No clear
pattern of distribution but larger aggregations within the site and along the northern
boundary.

5. Population estimates for displacement analysis

WS presented slide 15 of meeting presentation.

Seasonal mean peak population estimates were shared.

Manx shearwater was recorded in quite high numbers but not considered at collision
risk and has a low risk of displacement. However, potential displacement to this
species will be assessed and will take into account the Marine Science Scotland (MSS)
lighting report.

RTD -- generally low numbers recorded in individual seasons within site +4km buffer
and site +10km buffer.

WS asked for any comments, none received.

6. Flight densities and approach to collision risk modelling

WS presented slide 16 and 17 of meeting presentation.

An assessment for gannet will be undertaken within the ES with and without a 70%
macro avoidance correction. It was noted that little gull showed higher densities in
December and slightly lower densities in February. WS noted that an identified issue
with little gull flight height distribution in the SCRM model has been resolved by
uploading flight height data separately (rather than using embedded values). AMC
confirmed having both assessments (i.e. with and without macro-avoidance) for gannet
is welcomed by RSPB.

WS confirmed that the calculation of standard deviation and confidence intervals (CIs)
is being undertaken using NE’s preferred approach. This was raised in consultation
comments on another OWF with two years of data in the PEIR (not the Project PEIR,
where one year of data was included). This method pulls all bootstrap samples into a
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single pool and calculates standard deviation and Cls from these. RBo confirmed this
was discussed in previous meeting. RBo explained that previously, standard deviation
and confidence intervals were calculated taking means of the two year data.
Avoidance rates — a recent review presented specific avoidance rates from gulls,
previous avoidance rates had an ‘all large gulls’ rates. The Applicant will use the same
avoidance rates as the Project PEIR and these are the same as a soon to be published
SNCB guidance note. CRM assessment will be undertaken for gannet, kittiwake, little
gull, common gull, herring gull, lesser black-backed gull and great black-backed gull.
WTG parameters have been refined and the worse-case scenario for collision risk will
be used in CRM - reflecting the more numerous smaller WTGs.

7. NE meeting 25/09/2023 outcomes

An update was provided to the wider ETG group on issues discussed/agreed with NE.

RBo presented slide 18 of meeting presentation

Cumulative/in-combination assessments

A number of historic OWF projects have poor or no quantitative data on collision risk
and displacement mortality. At PEIR, ‘zero’ values for these projects were used. NE
has advised that the assessment presented at DCO should include values for these
projects. RBo noted RBe’s email sent shortly before the meeting, which sets out a NE
proposed approach for addressing historic projects with zero values. RBe confirmed
that there was a delay in a NE commissioned piece of work which had aimed to
address this. The proposed draft approach (requested by NE to be implemented by
developers) has been agreed between NE and NRW. The approach set out by NE in
the email had not yet been shared by NE with the Mona and Morgan Offshore Wind
Projects. RBe suggested that the ‘gap filling’ for the historic OWF projects could be
taken on between the projects to reduce the burden and reduce the risk of discrepancy.
RBe added that NE will share the same draft methodology with the Mona and Morgan
projects imminently and recommended this should be discussed between the projects.
RBo noted that the proposed approach looks like a significant amount of work, but
noted the point around potential for sharing between the projects. RBe agreed but
reiterated that NE considers that this work is required. RBe added this should have
been included in the Round 4 plan level HRA.

ACTION #20: Applicant to review the suggested data ‘gap filling’ approach for the
historic OWF projects and discuss with Morgan and Mona Offshore Wind Projects.

Apportioning methodology

RBo confirmed that breeding season populations of SPA species will be apportioned
using the NatureScot tool. NE prefer use of ORJIP AppSaS tool (in production), but
this is very unlikely to be available in time for submission. Therefore, the Applicants
preferred approach is to continue to use the NatureScot tool.

RBe confirmed NE is in agreement with this approach.

RBo presented slide 19 of meeting presentation

Air gap

A 22m air gap (above Highest Astronomical Tide (HAT)) was used for collision risk
modelling at PEIR, and this air gap remains at this time. RBo noted that this air gap is
22m above HAT (and not 22m above mean high water spring (MHWS) which is the
required minimum for shipping and navigation purposes).
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e A 22m air gap above HAT is equivalent to a 31.56m air gap above Lowest Astronomical
Tide (LAT) at the windfarm site location.

¢ RBo confirmed that the Applicant is considering whether an increase in air gap would
be possible, taking into account other constraints.

Breeding season reference populations
e Approach at PEIR used breeding populations within mean-max foraging range +1SD,
added to the immature birds from the preceding BDMPS population. NE have a
provided a draft methodology which advises use of the largest seasonal BDMPS as
the reference population and RBo confirmed that this will be used for ES.

RBo presented slide 20 of meeting presentation

RTD displacement

¢ NE have now confirmed that a 4km buffer for RTD displacement is acceptable for EIA
(and that the hybrid 10km buffer remains appropriate for HRA).

e The Applicant had applied a displacement gradient in the draft RIAA to the affected
area of displacement as proxy for loss of habitat within the SPA. NE has stated that it
does not agree with approach (and considers that the total buffer area (up to 10km
from the windfarm site) should be considered the displacement area). However the
Applicant maintains that the use of a displacement gradient is reasonable, to reflect
diminishing effect. RBo notes that both approaches will be presented in the DCO to
enable NE to form its position.

Derogation compensation

e The Applicant considers that there will be no adverse effect on integrity for LBBG at
Morecambe and Duddon Estuary SPA, however, it is recognised that NE may take a
different position on this issue. The Applicant is therefore investigating the possibility
of presenting a ‘without prejudice’ derogation and compensation case with the DCO
application.

¢ RBo explained that the Applicant is looking at a range of potential compensation
measures similar to other east coast OWFs, e.g. predator management within LBBG
colonies (inside and outside of the SPA), and also potential captive rearing of chicks
from LBBG eggs removed under Licence, for re-release.

o RBo asked for comments. RBe noted a potential plan to implement predator fencing
at Banksmarsh in the Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA. Managers are RSPB (Wes Davis).
ACTION #21 RBo/WS to look at RSPB plans for fencing at Banksmarsh.

8. PIER and draft RIAA comments — loM Government

RBo presented slide 21 of meeting presentation

Comments from oM have been taken onboard and will be addressed in the ES. Key issues
were highlighted at the meeting:

Designated sites
e Ballaugh Curragh Ramsar were not included in draft RIAA and will be added for the
RIAA. All other oM sites will go into the ES to be considered under transboundary
impacts.
Colony count data
e |oM Government has recommended making contact with Manx National Heritage
(MNH) to obtain most recently available colony data. WS confirmed that contact has
been made and response from MNH on data availability and costs is expected soon.
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e PD asked if contact Manx Birdlife was also proposed. RBo noted that most of their
data is on SMP database. ACTION #22 RHDHYV to check Manx Birdlife is appropriately
considered.
Manx shearwater
e Assessment at PEIR focused on the operation and maintenance phase with no
detailed assessment of construction based on low susceptibility of this species to
construction effects. RBo confirmed that construction phase assessment for Manx
shearwater will be included in the ES.
Common gull
e Low numbers recorded have not changed significantly with the second year data. RBo
confirmed that common gull collision risk is being assessed, but there are unlikely to
be significant effects on loM populations.
Great black backed gull
e This species will be considered in the transboundary assessment in the ES. RBo
checked for any more comments from PD, who notes he will pass this back to Richard
Selman who will be in touch. RBo noted he would happy to discuss further.

9. PEIR and draft RIAA comments - NRW

RBo presented slide 22 of meeting presentation

RBo noted that the majority of NRW comments reflect those from NE.

¢ Manx shearwater construction phase displacement — RBo confirmed that this would
be addressed in the ES.

o RTD affected area of displacement and displacement gradient — RBo referred back to
discussion with NE under Item 7.

e Vessel routes have been discussed with NE. More detail will be provided in the ES
than at PEIR, but full detail (i.e. confirmation on the ports) will not be available. A ‘worst
case’ will be assumed and embedded mitigation included to minimise of effects from
construction/operational vessels.

e Lighting effects on Manx shearwater. RBo confirmed that the MSS report had been
received and will be referenced in the assessment.

e Collision risk modelling for migratory seabirds. RBo confirmed that the Applicant is
looking at this and considering how to incorporate this into the assessment, potentially
using the approach used by MSS.

o RBe commented regarding construction displacement and supports the NRW
comment asking for construction effects to be considered for Manx shearwater. NE
has recommended use of 50% of operational effects for the construction phase. RBo
confirmed that this approach will be used in the DCO application.

10. Cumulative/in-combination projects

RBo presented slide 23 of meeting presentation

e Projects to be included in the cumulative/in-combination assessment were presented.
PD commented that the loM OWF project was not included. RBo confirmed that
mortality values from collision and displacement are required for the cumulative
assessment, which are generally only available once PEIR has been submitted. PD
confirmed that the Scoping Report for loM OWF was due to be issued shortly, but
acknowledged that this information would not be in the Scoping Report. However, PD
stated that he would seek to exert some pressure for the loM OWF project to
collaborate with existing OWFs where possible. From |oM perspective, if the data
exists but not released, it would be in the IoM best interests to share this with other
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OWFs. SR added that the loM OWF project is included in the cumulative list, however
it is not possible to include guantitative assessment without data. PD stated that Orsted
undertook preliminary studies some time ago (2015-17 or 2017-19) so data is
potentially available, and further discussion may be needed to share the data. RW
stated that balance is needed, given the need to progress the assessments for
submission and what is in the public domain.

11. Key areas of agreement / disagreement / to be agreed

SR presented slide 24-25 of meeting presentation and summarised the areas for agreement.

It was noted there is a point of disagreement with NE on RTD displacement area of
effect, but the Applicant agrees to present its preferred approach as well as the NE
preferred approach.

It was noted that updates to apportioning methodology will not likely to be available for
submission so the Applicant will use NatureScot. RBe confirmed NE’s agreement.

SR presented slide 26 of meeting presentation

SR noted initial drafts of Statements of Common Ground (SOCG) for each organisation
will be shared and updated throughout the DCO process reflecting agreements in the
ETGs and other relevant consultation.

LB noted it is important that SOCG cover agreements and outstanding issues — this
will help focus on key areas for the application and examination. LB welcomed any
drafts of SOCG prior to DCO submission and will cross check these against NE’s own
project issues logs.

12. Review of agreement log

SR presented slide 27 of meeting presentation

SR noted agreement logs will be updated and issued with the meeting minutes.
SR ran through the agreement logs from the previous ETGs.

13. AOB

Next meetings aimed for early 2024.
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Ornithology Actions

Ref |Action Date when Progress Status

action
raised

1 [NE/MMO to provide information |[NE/MMO [25/05/2022 |Complete [None identified
on any specific surveys or studies
that may be relevant to the
Morecambe EIA/HRA in addition
to those listed in method
statement

2  |Flotation Energy/ RHDHV will be [RBo 25/05/2022 |[Complete |Meeting held 7 July
in touch to arrange a CRM
meeting with NE in 4-6 weeks.

3 INE (RB) will provide gradated RB 25/05/2022 |[Complete |Provided 7 July
rates of displacement out to 10k
based on Burbo Bank to use for
Irish Sea OWFS.

4  INE (RB) will also seek views from |RB 25/05/2022 |Complete |Provided 7 July — confirmed sCRM favoured
NE marine ornithologists on CRM
model guidance and report back.

5 [To consider turbine lighting RBo 07/09/2022 |In progress |MSS report now available for consideration in ES assessment
impacts on Manx shearwater in
assessment, including
consideration of MSS report when
this comes available.

6 [To provide further information on [RBe 07/09/2022 [Complete [2022 and 2023 nesting kittiwake survey reports provided by Eni
kittiwake colonies on platforms in and meeting held with Spirit Energy but no data identified to date
Irish Sea




Ref Action

Date when
action
raised

Progress
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Status

7 |Consider species by species RBo 07/09/2022 |In progress |Noted, study area for each species is considered appropriate at
basis for defining study area mean maximum foraging range +1SD
during breeding season
8 |Advise on timescale for returning [ETG 07/09/2022 |Complete |Comments from MMO and NE now received.
HRA Screening comments members
9 |Include White Cross Windfarm RBo 07/09/2022 |In progress |Noted for ES and White Cross is included
within cumulative assessment
when data is available.
10 |Go directly to NE wildlife licencing |RBo 07/09/2022 |[Complete |Confirmed the windfarm will be included
to gain information on gull control
licensing in place to inform
cumulative assessment
11 |[To check with HiDef whether RW 07/09/2022 |Complete |Hi-Def confirmed that can identify dead birds on sea-surface and
dead birds can be identified on will note this in survey observation sheets when identified.
sea surface within aerial surveys
(to aid information on avian flu)
12 |RBe to provide timeline for TCE |RBe 16/11/2022 |In progress
floating wind plan level HRA.
13 |RW to pass on authorisationto  |RW 16/11/2022 |Complete [Superseded by action 17
HiDef for data sharing of dead
bird data
14 |Produce technical note on survey RHDHV 07/06/2023 |Complete [Technical note issued June 2023. NE confirmed acceptance of

area buffers around the new site

approach.




Ref Action

boundary (to be issued for
agreement with NE)

Date when
action
raised

Progress
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Status

15 |[Produce technical note with RHDHV 07/06/2023 |Complete |All consultation comments now received. Technical meeting held
project responses to PEIR/draft with NE and as summarised in these slides. Technical note not
RIAA comments (to be issued for required
formal response by ETG
members)

16 [NE to confirm availability for NE 07/06/2023 |Complete |Meeting held on 25 August 2023
technical meetings in early
August and September 2023

17 |Provide information on dead birds [FE/RHDHV |07/06/2023 |In progress| To be provided
identified in the project site aerial
surveys to RSPB and NE

18 |Obtain data on kittiwake colonies [FE 07/06/2023 [Complete (2022 and 2023 nesting kittiwake survey reports provided by Eni
on platforms in Irish Sea, where and meeting held with Spirit Energy but no data identified to date
available

19 |[Confirm cumulative project list FE 07/06/2023 |In progress |List included in FLO-MOR-PPT-
and agree cut-off date for 20231012 _Morecambe OWF_Offshore_Ornithology ETG_5.pptx
inclusion in ES/DCO submission presentation for agreement
documents.

20 |Review NE draft approach on |FE/RHDHV [12/10/2023 |In
proposed method for ‘gap progress

filling’ for historic projects for

cumulative assessment
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Ref |Action Date when Progress Status
action
raised
21 |Review potential RSPB FE/RHDHYV [12/10/2023 |In
predator fencing project at progress
Banksmarsh in Ribble and Alt
Estuaries SPA
22 |Confirm data from Manx RHDHV 12/10/2023 |In
Birdlife is appropriately progress
considered.
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Agenda

Item | Topic Led by
1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2 Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project update RHDHV
4 Approach for Environmental Statement (ES) OPEN

e Worst-case scenario

e Zone of visual influence

e Viewpoints

e Cumulative assessment
5. Agreement log review and Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) RHDHV
6. AOB, next steps and date of next meeting All

Supporting papers:

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) FLO-MOR-REP-0006
Meeting Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20231017_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA ETG_3

Minutes

1. Welcome and introductions

Introductions from the attendees. Attendees presented with the agenda and SR asks for any
guestions to be raised as the call progresses.

2. Minutes from last meeting and actions

SR presented slide 3 of meeting presentation. Actions outstanding from last meeting were
presented and status updates provided as shown.

Action #5: ‘Review the assessments and ensure Cleveleys is appropriately assessed’
— justifications covered in presentation and provided in Environmental Statement (ES)
chapter.

Action #7: ‘To share what the Worst-Case Scenario (WCS) for SLVIA will be in the ES’
—the WCS for ES is covered in this meeting presentation.

3. Project update

SR presented slides 4-5 of meeting presentation.

Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
Generation Assets (the Project) planned for Q2 2024

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) consultation responses for the
Project are being considered, and assessments are being updated based on this,
alongside any additional data

Project design envelope has been refined for the ES, and the windfarm site boundary
has been reduced, as communicated in the Project newsletter in September 2023, this
newsletter is also available on the Project website
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Maximum number of wind turbine generators (WTGSs) has reduced to 35
Geotechnical surveys are ongoing at the Project and due to finish in October 2023
No notable comments on SLVIA were received from ETG stakeholders through
Section 42 consultation feedback on the PEIR

SLVIA visualisations have been updated since PEIR and will inform the ES
Cumulative project layouts have also been established for the ES

The PEIR for the Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms Transmission Assets
was published on 12" October, with consultation closing on 23 November 2023.

SR asked for any comments, none received.

4. SLVIA ES approach

SM Presented slide 6-18 of meeting presentation.

Worst case scenario

SM showed map of spatial extent of the Project, explaining the reduction in the western
boundary of the windfarm site and a narrower spread of turbines in some views. SM
notes that the Worst-Case Scenario (WCS) for SLVIA is 30 WTGs with a maximum tip
height of 310m. Noted that differences between the smaller and larger WTGs in the
design envelope were less marked at ES, compared to the scenarios assessed in the
PEIR.

LB asks about maximum blade tip height (310m) and if it is related to the specific
design of the turbines or is within the reasonable maximum envelope? SR confirms
the blade tip height is not based on a specific turbine, but on an envelope of reasonable
blade tip heights. LB questions how much wiggle room there is in the design and
whether the upper limit is based on aviation restrictions? SM responds that 22m above
High Astronomical Tide (HAT) is the minimum air gap, but noted that there is more
flexibility in the design envelope in terms of what the rotor diameter and air gap would
be.

Zone of Visual Influence and Viewpoints

SM shows a comparison of the maps of Zones of Visual Influence (ZTV) in PEIR and
ES. SM notes the spatial extent of ZTV has reduced due to the reduction in the western
extent of the offshore windfarm site boundary and that Isle of Man (IoM) is not within
the ZTV. Viewpoints are noted throughout study area. SM presents wirelines, which
show reduction in apparent scale and spread of WTGs compared to those presented
in the PEIR.

SM shows viewpoints from north Wales and Cumbria coastlines — showing the Project
is located behind operational windfarms which are closer to coastline at these coasts.
Viewpoints from Fleetwood, Blackpool and Lytham St Annes were also presented,
which show the windfarm site to be more visible, due to the closer proximity of this
section of coastline to the east, however this is still located around 30km from the
windfarm site at its closest point. Viewpoints were also presented from the Sefton coast
from Formby Point. A slight reduction in turbine scale will occur in these views, due to
the reduced turbine height, compared to that presented and assessed in the PEIR.

Cumulative Assessment

SR explains that the PEIRs for the Mona and Morgan offshore windfarms are being
used to inform the ES cumulative assessment, with key turbine parameters for Mona
and Morgan being 68 WTGs x 324m (above Lowest Astronomical Tide (LAT) blade tip
height. Other updates include Awel y Mor windfarm gaining consent and that oM
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windfarm is likely to be at scoping stage when Morecambe DCO application is
submitted. A Morgan booster station which forms part of the Transmission Assets
project will also be located in the vicinity of the Project.

LB explains that from a Natural England perspective, landscape designations are the
key receptors. LB asks if there are viewpoints at the Forest of Bowland and Arnside
and Silverside Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

SM explains these were assessed in PEIR, but due to limited visibility because of
distance, there are not representative viewpoints in the PEIR/ES (although AONBs are
assessed).

LB comments that it would have been useful to see viewpoints from AONBs and can
see this being an issue that could potentially arise in the DCO application and in
examination from other parties.

SM acknowledges concern from LB and reassures that OPEN will have a look at this.
The assessment does include some heritage specific points but will need to check if
these fall within AONBs (however, it was felt that they were so far away and that
viewpoints were not required for the assessment to be made).

LB explains that Arnside Knott viewpoint is low lying, and it would be useful to do a
representative viewpoint from here.

SM notes the closest point of an AONB is 53km from the windfarm site boundary.
Forest of Bowland is on the 50km range. Although there are areas where the ZTV
would cover more elevated hills, the ZTV doesn’t pick up diminishing effect with
distance. At this distance, the visibility conditions have a lot of bearing on how much
you can see the turbines at such long range (limited portions of the year).

LB notes it would feed into worst-case scenario approach (i.e. presenting what the
Project could look like on the clearest day and the longest view and tallest design
envelope - acknowledging that it’s not going to look like that all the time).

SM asks LB which location at Forest of Bowland would be the recommended? LB
could not recall but notes that there are a few peaks in the westernmost part of the
forest of Bowland where you get a good sea view.

SM notes the suggestion will be looked at further and see whether we can rely on other
forms of visual assessment for these areas. We hadn’t specifically been asked to
include viewpoints from those AONBSs in previous meetings or in PEIR comments.
SR asked for any other comments, none received.

Cumulative approach

SR presented slide 19 of meeting presentation.

SR presents the study area of 60km used to identify other plans and projects. SR
shows map of other offshore windfarms included in ES assessment, including Morgan,
Mona, Walney offshore windfarm projects and the north Wales offshore windfarm
projects, including Gwynt y Mor and Burbo Bank. The approach is as per PEIR but
updated with further information from other plans and projects now in the public domain
(e,g, PEIRs for Morgan & Mona projects and the Morgan and Morecambe Wind Farms
Transmission Assets, and ES for the Awel y Mor windfarm). It was clarified that the
loM windfarm was included.

SR checked for further comments, none provided.

5. Agreement Log review

SR presented slide 20 of meeting presentation.
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¢ SR presented previous agreements, noting that viewpoints were discussed and agreed
in the first ETG for PEIR, but that the Applicant will review LBs comments around
viewpoints for the ES [ACTION #8]

e SR asks whether there are any further comments on approach to worst-case definition.
LB confirms no further comment on WCS.

6. AOB, next steps and future meetings

SR noted the Applicant plans to submit the DCO application in Q2 2024. The next main ETG
meeting is proposed for early 2024. SR asked for comments on schedule, none received.
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Actions

Ref [ Progress |Status

1 Sefton and NT requested to be sent the viewpoints most |FE 07/12/2022 Complete  |Visuals provided via
relevant to them (including Formby Point, Southport, SharePoint and also
Crosby Beach, St Pauls Chapel). provided in the PEIR

2 To consider Arnside and Silverdale AONB within the SM 07/12/2022 Complete |Included in the PEIR
PEIR assessment and ES

3 To provide a summary of all meetings and SharePoint FE 07/12/2022 Complete  [Check all received
sites for all the technical topic areas and invite to the next
meetings.

4 To provide list of other Expert Topic Groups (ETGs) for |FE 13/06/2023 Complete  [Check all received

generation and transmission projects, and provide further
details for transmission meetings.

5 Review the assessments and ensure Cleveleys is RHDHV 13/06/2023 Complete  Justifications provided
appropriately assessed. in ETG 3 presentation
and will be provided in
ES chapter
6 To confirm with the MMO and NE if their comments can |FE 13/06/2023 Complete |Issued to AC
be shared with AC.
7 To share what the worst-case scenario for SLVIA will be |RHDHV 13/6/2023 Complete  |Provided in ETG3
for the ES. presentation
8 Review the need for viewpoints within Forest at OPEN 17/10/2023

Bowland and Arnside and Silverside Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty
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Seascape, Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment

(SLVIA) ETG 4 — Morecambe
Offshore Windfarm: Generation

Date: 12/01/2024

14:00 - 15:00
Assets Location: MS Teams Call
Meeting called by: Flotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call
Apologies:

Sefton Council

rincipal Ecologist
Ecologist

Blackpool Council/ Blackpool Enterprise Zone

ead of Enterprise Zone
roject Manager

[ ]
[ ]
Wyre Council

o -Ianning Policy Manager
[ ]

Lancashire County Council/ Forest of Bowland

o-ational Landscape, Forest of Bowland
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Attendees

Flotatio
[ )

Stakeholder Lead
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ElA Project Manager
ssistant Project Manager
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Natural
o enior Advisor
Optimis ' . (OPEN)
) Associate Director & Technical Lead on Seascape, Landscape

and Visual Impact Assessment (SLVIA)

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

o Marine Licencing Case Officer
o Marine Licencing Case Manager

Fylde Council

. _ Development Manager

Blackpool Council

. _ Development Manager

Arnside and Silverdale

o _ National Landscape Manager Arnside & Silverdale AONB

Agenda
Item \ Topic Led by
1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2 Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project update RHDHV
4 Environmental Statement (ES) OPEN
e Worst-case scenario
e Zone of visual influence
e Viewpoints
e Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
e Summary — Project-alone Effects
e Cumulative assessment
Agreement log review and Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) RHDHV
AOB, next steps and date of next meeting All

Supporting papers:
e Meeting presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-20240123_SLVIA_ETG_final

Minutes
1. Welcome and introductions

Introductions from the attendees. Attendees presented with the agenda and SR asks for any
guestions to be raised as the call progresses.

2. Minutes from last meeting and actions
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SR presented slide 3 of meeting presentation. Actions outstanding from last meeting were
presented and status updates provided as shown, including:

More information has been provided for Cleveleys assessment — justifications provided
in previous ETG and reflected in Environmental Statement (ES) Seascape, Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment (SLVIA) chapter.

RHDHV have provided Natural England (NE) and MMO comments to Andrew Clark
(Sefton Council).

OPEN have provided further information on the assessment of AONBs at Forest of
Bowland and Arnside and Silverdale — to be covered later in the presentation.

3. Project update

SR presented slides 4-6 of meeting presentation.

Project awarded via Crown Estate Round 4 Leasing Round, with a nominal generating
capacity of 480MW. The Project will consist of up to 35 fixed foundations. Generation
Assets consists of wind turbine generators (WTGs), offshore substation platforms
(OSPs), inter-array and platform link cables.

Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
Generation Assets (the Project) planned for Q2 2024.

Project design envelope (PDE) has been refined for the ES, and the windfarm site
boundary has been reduced since PEIR (125km? to 87km?), as communicated in the
Project newsletter in September 2023. This newsletter is also available on the Project
website.

Geotechnical surveys (Phase 2) were completed last year. There are plans for further
geotechnical surveys this year / into 2025. Dates have yet to be confirmed.

No notable comments on SLVIA were received from ETG stakeholders through section
42 consultation feedback on the PEIR.

SLVIA visualisations have been updated since PEIR and have informed the ES.
Cumulative project layouts have also been established for the ES.

SR asked for any comments, none received.

4. Environmental Assessment

SM presented slide 7-30 of meeting presentation.

ES Approach — PDE Parameters & worst-case scenario (WCS)

SM presents table showing smaller WTG and larger WTG parameters of the PDE.
SM showed map of spatial extent of the Project, explaining the reduction in the western
boundary of the windfarm site and a narrower spread of WTGs in some views. SM
notes that the worst-case scenario (WCS) basis for the SLVIA is 30 of the larger WTGs
with a maximum tip height of 310m above High Astronomical Tide (HAT). Other
assumptions factored into the WCS includes locating the two OSPs on the eastern
boundary of the windfarm site, and two lines of orientation layout for the site.

Zone of Visual Influence and Viewpoints

SM shows a comparison of the maps of Zones of Theoretical visibility (ZTV) in PEIR
and ES. SM notes the spatial extent of ZTV has reduced since the PEIR assessment
due to the reduction in the western extent of the offshore windfarm site boundary and
notes that the Isle of Man (loM) is not within the ZTV for the ES assessment.
Viewpoints are noted throughout study area.
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SM clarifies that the focus on this ETG and presentation is the impact of the
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets on the shoreline and not the impact
of the Transmission Assets (which is covered under a separate Evidence Plan Process
for the Transmission Assets DCO). AS leaves the meeting as is interested in
Transmission Assets.

SM shows viewpoints from North Wales and Cumbria coastlines — showing the Project
is located behind operational windfarms which are closer to coastline at these coasts.
Wirelines presented from viewpoints, showing a reduction in lateral spread of WTGs
which reduces magnitude of change within the ES, compared to the PEIR. Viewpoints
were also presented from the Sefton coast from Formby Point. A slight reduction in
WTG scale will occur in these views, due to the reduced WTG height, compared to
that presented and assessed in the PEIR. Viewpoints from Fleetwood, Blackpool and
Lytham St Annes were also presented, which show the windfarm site to be more
visible, due to the closer proximity of this section of coastline to the east, however this
is still located around 30km from the windfarm site at its closest point.

SM shows a map of the distance of the Project windfarm site to closest AONBs (50km
for Forest Of Bowland, and 52.7km for Arnside and Silverdale), noting the effect of the
Project on these AONBs is assessed within the ES. SM notes Natural England have
suggested a further viewpoint is taken from these AONBs and SM asks the opinion of
LuB [Arnside and Silverdale National Landscape Manager] and whether Arnside and
Silverdale are happy with the proposed approach or whether these AONBs would need
a representative viewpoint? LuB thanks SM for being consulted. Clarifies that the legal
name of the designation is still Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, but all AONBs are
generally known as National Landscapes as of November 2023. The assessment is
new to LuB and she would like to review it in more detail and respond further once
information is reviewed. ACTION#9 RHDHYV to send LuB the ZTV mapping and links
to the PEIR chapter.

SR notes that the Project has reached out to Forest of Bowland AONB but had no
response, so any help with this would be helpful. LuB also notes that in the Levelling
up and Regeneration Act there’s a goal to enhance and conserve natural beauty, so
this would need to be demonstrated. SM notes this point and comments that typically,
at this distance, the impacts are not likely to be significant on the National Landscape.
SM shows a summary of the Project-alone Effects. It is noted that the highest
magnitude of change on seascape character was found in Marine Character Area
(MCA) 34. SM comments that OPEN have assessed the impact of the Project on the
special qualities of the Lake District National Park (LDNP). Given the size of the
study area, the assessment is done via region. SM presents viewpoints from North
Wales, however generally the effects are not significant at this distance (45km and
beyond). SM notes that significant visual effects are concentrated along the Fylde
coast between Fleetwood, Blackpool and Lytham St Annes, which is the closest
coastline (but still 30km away), given the Project will introduce a separate offshore
wind influence on the sea skyline in a new part of the view to the south of the existing
offshore windfarm grouping..

ES Approach - Cumulative Effect Assessment (CEA)

SM shows a map (slide 26) of the projects considered in the CEA, noting that the CEA
has assessed projects categorised by Tiers (as per the Planning Inspectorate advice
note seventeen) .

SM presents wirelines and photomontage of Viewpoint 21 (Rhos Point) with Tier 1
projects (Awel y Mor Offshore Windfarm). Clarifies that the Morecambe Project are the
red WTGs. Potential impacts of the Project have limited potential to interact with
changes associated with Awel y Mor, due to the distance of the Project off the North
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Wales and NW England coasts (45-60km), and its position in the background to
existing windfarms and Awel y Mér.

e SM presents wirelines and photomontage of Viewpoint 9 (Blackpool) with Tier 2
projects (Mooir Vannin (Isle of Man) Offshore Wind Farm, the Mona Offshore Wind
Project, the Morgan Offshore Wind Project (Generation Assets) and the Morgan and
Morecambe Transmission Assets). SM notes the cumulative effect is concentrated on
Fylde coast between Lytham St Annes and Fleetwood but assessed as not significant
(moderate). The Morecambe Project will extend the offshore wind developed sea
skyline across wider part of the view with Mona and Morgan, but the effect will be
moderated by distance, i.e. Mona (>45km) and Morgan (>49km). Effects will generally
be a ‘Project alone’ effect resulting from Morecambe at closer range (30km) rather than
a cumulative effect, noting Morgan and Mona will rarely contribute to the cumulative
effect at such long range.

e SM presents the CEA of the Project with the Morgan and Morecambe Transmission
Assets, which is assessed in full in the ES. Considering the ZTV there is little potential
for combined or sequential visibility with the Generation Assets and the onshore
substation, but some interactions with the Morgan booster station and at landfall.

e SM presents Tier 3 projects (including the Carbon Capture Storage Area (EIS Area 1),
Gateway Gas Storage Project, HyNet North-West Project). It is noted that that these
were not assessed further in CEA as no project design information is available for
these projects and as such they are not well-defined to the point that their cumulative
impacts can be assessed.

5. Agreement Log review
SR presented slide 31-32 of meeting presentation.

e SR presented previous agreements, noting that viewpoints were discussed and agreed
in the first ETG for PEIR, but that the Applicant will review comments from Natural
England regarding additional viewpoints from the AONBs [ACTION #8]

¢ SR asks whether there are any further questions, none received.

6. AOB, next steps and future meetings
SR presented slide 33 of meeting presentation.

¢ SR notes the Applicant plans to submit the DCO application in Q2 2024. Notes that
the Project is looking to develop Statements of Common Ground (SoCG).

e SR notes that no further ETG meetings expected pre-submission. SR asked for
comments on schedule, none received.
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Status

Sefton and NT requested to be sent the viewpoints most |FE 07/12/2022 Complete  |Visuals provided via

relevant to them (including Formby Point, Southport, SharePoint and also

Crosby Beach, St Pauls Chapel). provided in the PEIR

To consider Arnside and Silverdale AONB within the SM 07/12/2022 Complete  [Included in the PEIR

PEIR assessment and ES

To provide a summary of all meetings and SharePoint FE 07/12/2022 Complete [Check all received

sites for all the technical topic areas and invite to the next

meetings.

To provide list of other Expert Topic Groups (ETGs) for |FE 13/06/2023 Complete  |Check all received

generation and transmission projects, and provide further

details for transmission meetings.

Review the assessments and ensure Cleveleys is RHDHV 13/06/2023 Complete  |[Justifications provided

appropriately assessed. in ETG 3 presentation
and will be provided in
ES chapter

To confirm with the MMO and NE if their comments can |[FE 13/06/2023 Complete  [Issued to AC

be shared with AC.

To share what the worst-case scenario for SLVIA will be |RHDHV 13/6/2023 Complete  |Provided in ETG3

for the ES. presentation

Review the need for viewpoints within Forest of OPEN 17/10/2023 In progress

Bowland and Arnside and Silverside Area of

Outstanding Natural Beauty

Provide SLVIA PEIR chapter and ZTVs to Forest of RHDHV/OPEN, [23/01/2024 In progress

Bowland and Arnside and Silverdale AONB contacts |LuB

for feedback on the assessment and to request the
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Ref  Action Progress  Status

information is also shared with the Forest of Bowland
landscape managers.
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Location MS Teams Call

Meeting called by:  Flotation Energy (FE) Type of meeting: On-line Teams call

Facilitator: _ Note taker: _
Apologies: _ Historic England

Attendees:

Flotation Ener

— Consent Lead
Stakeholder Lead
Consents Team
Offshore Consenter
—Principal Town Planner
Principal Town Planner

—EIA Project Manager

Marine Heritage Consultant
Principal Environmental Consultant

— Senior Environmental Consultant

Historic England (HE
° Head of Marine Planning

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)

ine Licensing Case Officer
Marine Licensing Case Manager

Agenda

1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project recap RHDHV
4, Project update RHDHV
5. ES key findings RHDHV
6. Phase 2 Geotechnical survey campaign (2023) RHDHV
7. ES Summary RHDHV
8. Setting Assessment RHDHV
9. Next steps All

10. Questions and AOB All

Supporting Documents
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Meeting presentation: FLO-MOR-PPT-20241801_Morecambe_Historic Env ETG5

Minutes

1.
2.

4.

Welcome and introductions (Refer to slide 3)

Project recap (Refer to slide 4)

Short project update was provided, showing a figure of the Morecambe
Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets (the Project) with the Morgan and
Morecambe Transmission Assets, plus the Morgan and Mona Offshore Wind
Projects.

Project was awarded via Crown Estate Round 4 Leasing Round, with a
nominal generating capacity of 480MW. The Project will consist of up to 35
fixed foundations. Generation Assets consists of wind turbine generators
(WTGSs), offshore substation platforms (OSPs), inter-array and platform link
cables.

Minutes and actions from last meeting (Refer to slide 5)

Summary of outstanding action from previous meeting regarding the number
of Temporary Exclusion Zones (TEZs).

Majority of TEZs are now outside the windfarm site, given the reduction of the
windfarm site area since PEIR. One within the windfarm site relates to a large
magnetic anomaly with no visible surface feature. TEZ will be applied as a
precautionary measure.

Project update (Refer to slides 6-7)

Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the Project planned for Q2
2024.
Project Design Envelope (PDE) has been refined for the Environmental
Statement (ES), and the windfarm site boundary has been reduced since
PEIR (125km? to 87km?), as communicated in the Project newsletter in
September 2023. This newsletter is also available on the Project website.
Phase 2 geotechnical survey was conducted in July-October 2023 and a
further Phase 3 geotechnical survey is planned for 2024/2025 (date TBC).
Configuration of WTGs in the windfarm site is still being determined. The
maximum number of WTGs has been reduced from 40 at PEIR to 35.
The PDE encompasses a larger number of smaller WTGs (35) and smaller
number of larger WTGs (30).
The Transmission Assets PEIR statutory consultation period was held
between 12 October — 23 November 2023.
Works completed since ETG4 include:

o Phase 2 geotechnical survey

o Ongoing consultation, analysis and assessment work

o Drafting of ES chapters and outline plans to support the DCO

application, including outline Written Scheme of Investigation.

RW noted in response to CP question that the reconfiguration of the grid
network around the UK will not have any bearing on the Morecambe
Generation project, noting that the Project has already been provided its grid
connection via the Offshore Transmission Network Review (OTNR) and will
connect to the grid at Penwortham in Lancashire. Noting the Transmission
Assets are covered in a separate DCO, and that export cables are not part of
the Project (Generation Assets) ES/DCO scope.
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5. ES Key Findings (Refer to slides 9-11)
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21 seabed features of potential archaeological interest identified within the
windfarm site (four medium and 17 low potential) following archaeological
assessment of geophysical data— this has reduced since PEIR due to the site
refinement

45 magnetic anomalies identified within the windfarm site that do not correlate
with known features or infrastructure within the site.

The seabed features and magnetic anomalies were assessed alongside
historic environment records, however, none were identified that relate to any
know historic environment records.

As such, these seabed features and magnetic anomalies are considered
‘unknown/new’ features.

This information would be further clarified through the archaeological
assessment of high-resolution pre-construction geophysical data and
Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) led Remotely Operated Vehicle (ROV)
investigations.

Within the windfarm site there are four Archaeological Exclusion Zones
(AEZs) and one Temporary Exclusion Zone (TEZ) which relates to one large
magnetic anomaly with no surface expression (Slide 10).

ACTION#16 RHDHYV to send ETG more information on the TEZ. (Figure
below is provided to provide clarity on the size of the anomaly). Size of the
TEZ (50m radius) reflects this.

Project
Morecambe Offshore Wind Farm

Titie Praicction
Magnetic Anomaly MC22_MAG_0254 WGS 1984 UTM Zone 30N Marine

ale T

MSDS

Archaeological mitigation measures to be adopted by the Project such as
AEZs, TEZs, avoidance by micrositing will be outlined in a Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI).
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6. Phase 2 Geotechnical survey campaign (2023) (Refer to slide 12 - 16)

Geotechnical data for the windfarm site was acquired by Gardline Limited
between July and October 2023.

The original scope of the survey comprised of 38 Cone Penetration Tests
(CPTs) and 15 sampling boreholes. This included the relocation on BH112 to
target channelised features.

In total 16 cone penetration tests with pore water pressure measurement
(CPTU) borehole locations (+3 bump over) were completed during the survey
(including BH112), along with 11 sampling boreholes (+5 bump overs) during
the site investigation (see next slide). It was clarified that ‘bump overs’ occur if
recovery is not possible and the borehole needs to be slightly relocated to
achieve recovery.

The borehole logs were provided to RHDHV’s geoarchaeologist for review.
Based on this review two boreholes BH109 and BH118 contained sediments
of possible archaeological interest (see slide 14 for summary of review).
Photos of the borehole cores were also provided to RHDHV’s
geoarchaeologist and these were reviewed to corroborate the logs. Black
staining in photographs of BH109 and BH118 is more likely geochemical
rather than in-situ detrital organic matter.

Based on review of photos, the samples were shown to be of low
archaeological potential and no further subsamples were needed to be
reviewed by RHDHV’s geoarchaeologist (see slide 16 for summary of
photograph review). It was noted that BH112 contained no sediments of
archaeological potential.

While deposits of archaeological interest were not identified during the
geoarchaeological review, the results were useful for testing hypotheses
about deglaciation of the Irish Sea in relation to potential for sub-aerial
exposure and for ground truthing of geophysical data. The information has
advanced baseline understanding of submerged landscapes in the Irish Sea
which will inform future work, with appropriate and proportionate
recommendations for further work set out in the WSI. CM and CP discussed
the importance of this work.

A Stage 1 geoarchaeological assessment report will be provided to Historic
England detailing this work.

A Phase 3 geotechnical survey is planned for 2024/25 for which a method
statement will be developed and provided to Historic England.

Foundation type for the Project WTGs and OSPs will be determined post-
consent following the acquisition of geotechnical data. As such, a number of
WTG/OSP foundations are being taken forward by the Project and these are
incorporated in the PDE assessed in the ES.

7. ES summary (Refer to slide 17)

ES findings — with the implementation of mitigation measures, no residual
effects greater than minor adverse (not significant in EIA terms) are identified.

8. Setting Assessment (Refer to slide 18 — 22)

An initial Screening Assessment was carried out in support of the PEIR and
this has informed the detailed Setting Assessment undertaken as part of the
ES/DCO application. Assets that had views out to sea or have a relationship
to the sea which contribute to their setting were focused on in the Setting
Assessment.

73 designated onshore coastal heritage assets whose significance may be
affected by changes to their setting were identified in the initial Screening
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Assessment. Following further consideration of those assets that had views
out to sea or a relationship to the sea, this was reduced to 36 assets to be
assessed in the Setting Assessment.

o The Setting Assessment was supported by the use of viewpoints,

photomontages and wireframes and site visit.

e The assessment determined that while there would be some minor change to

the setting of several of the 36 identified assets, this would not result in a
change to their cultural heritage significance.

¢ Blackpool Tower is one of the closest assets assessed and is included in the

presentation as an example (slides 21-22). From Blackpool Tower, while
there are views out to the windfarm site from the top of the tower, general
views of the seascape, rather than specific views of a particular area,
contribute to its setting. Similarly, views along the contemporary promenade
towards contemporary buildings and structures are more important
contributors to its setting. Ultimately the significance of Blackpool Tower is its
architectural and historic interest as an iconic Victorian landmark.

e Cadw have confirmed in response to the PEIR Welsh assets would not be

affected.

9. Next Steps

As discussed with Historic England, an outline WSI will be submitted alongside
the ES and DCO application. This will form the basis for the Draft WSI.

An archaeological method statement will be produced and provided to Historic
England for the Phase 3 geotechnical surveys.

Draft Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) have not been provided to HE at
this stage but noted that the Applicant would like to discuss further. CP noted
that Historic England usually deal with SoCGs during the examination phase so
that the final ES/DCO submission can be reviewed beforehand and would
encourage the ES to be as targeted as possible.

10. Questions and AOB

DCO submission is aiming for mid-quarter (May) Q2 2024.
No other meetings proposed between now and submission.

Historic England will be updated on the Phase 3 geotechnical investigations as
the planning progresses.



Actions

Ref Action

1

Confirm geotechnical work timing with engineers and if the
data will be used inn PEIR

To include initial audit and QA of the quality of the data

Use of Historic England Advisory Note for Commercial
Renewable Energy Developments

Engage with Lancashire Historic Environment Service, CADW
and Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical
Monuments of Wales to be engaged once landfall confirmed

Issue natification in the EPP group that the final version of the
scoping report has been submitted

KW to follow up on MMO comments on the EPP steering
group

CP to check records for comments for this steering group.

Discuss best approach to align with MMO and NRW

Whom
KW

GSP

GSP

GSP

KW

KW

CP

LOR

When
20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

20/05/2022

Progress
Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete
Complete
Complete

Complete

" MORECAMBE

Status

Reconnaissance survey including
boreholes and vibrocores to be
undertaken in Q1/Q2 of 2023, with
detailed survey to commence is 2024.
These will not be completed in time to
be include in the PEIR, however, 2023
surveys may be included in the ES

This has been appended to Method
Statement FLO-MOR-MS-0004. This
also provides further information on
data coverage.

This will be used and added to the list of
guidance documents in the PIER
CADW have been engaged but noted
that effects in Wales would be limited
and there was no need for further
consultation. Further engagement with
other organisations, including local
planning authorities is being undertaken
as part of the Transmission Assets DCO
consultation (as relevant)

Scoping was submitted on the 23 June
to PINS

Response issued by email

Response provided by HE with
comments on ETG2 meetings minutes
NRW engaged



Ref Action

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

To check for any HE comments on the steering group call (as
per action 7 above).

To check if there will be 2 or 3 MMO teams supporting the
Morecambe generation DCO, Morgan generation DCO, and
the separate transmission DCO.

To follow up with CADW on their position via in email in
writing, and share this captured in the minutes

Approach to the HSC given the data available to date from the
HSC programme supported by HE to be presented in future
ETG, including graphics as required.

Planning of consultation around Geotechnical surveys and
archaeological requirements

To provide presentation to HE onshore team for further
discussion and meeting if required

Applied temporary exclusion zones (TEZS) to be reviewed in
discussion with the archaeological contractor

RHDHV to send ETG more information on the TEZ

Whom
CP

LT

GSP

GSP

GBS/FE

GBS/FE

GSP

GSP

When
31/08/2022

31/08/2022

31/08/2022

31/08/2022

14/11/2022

14/11/2022

14/6/2023

18/01/2024

Progress
Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete

Ongoing

Complete

Complete

Complete

' MORECAMBE

Status
OPEN

Closed (correspondence received form
MMO on 28 October 2022 identifying
MMO case officers for the 3 DCOS)

Closed (provided below)

Discussed in ETG 3 and will be
provided in full in the PEIR

Surveys going forwards to be
communicated with HE, with method
statements provided as required.
Provided with minutes and survey plan
for settings assessment also circulated

Discussed with sub-contractor and
determined best to leave these as TEZ.
TEZs will be investigated, as required,
using an ROV during UXO investigation
and clearance operations. TEZs will
either be removed or upgraded to an
AEZ depending on the perceived level
of archaeological significance the object
have.

Clarifications included in these
minutes.
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Isle of Man (loM) Government
° Senior Marine Environment Officer

Agenda

Item | Topic [=Tole)Y

1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

3. Project update FE

4 Physical Processes and Sediment and Water Quality — Environmental RHDHV
Assessment (ES) results

5. Benthic Ecology — ES results RHDHV

6. Fish Ecology — ES results RHDHV

7. Cumulative assessment results RHDHV

8. Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Marine Conservation RHDHV
Zone (MCZ) assessment results

9. AOB and next steps All

Supporting papers:

e Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Draft Report to Inform
Appropriate Assessment FLO-MOR-REP-0005

e Draft Information for MCZ Report FLO-MOR-REP-0051

e Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) FLO-MOR-REP-0006

e Technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0011 Approach to physical processes assessment

¢ Meeting Presentation FLO-MOR-PPT-
20242301_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Ecology ETG_6

Minutes

1. Welcome and introductions

Introductions from the attendees. Attendees presented with the agenda.
2. Minutes from last meeting and actions

SR presented slide 4 of meeting presentation. The following points were noted regarding key
aspects covered in the last meeting (ETG5):

¢ Inrelation to herring spawning further assessment (via a heatmap) has been added to
the ES. Further information to be presented later in this meeting.

e More detailed assessment has been added to the ES regarding turbine wake effects.

¢ Both shad species have been added to the ES as part of diadromous fish assemblage
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Regarding ACTION #15: Site sediment characterisation report is being drafted for the DCO
submission - ALF asked for the draft to be share before submission.

No further comments were received.

3. Project update

SR presented slides 5-6 of meeting presentation.

e Project update — Development Consent Order (DCO) application is to be submitted in
Q2 2024

o Refinement of site boundary as shared in previous Expert Topic Groups (ETGS)
Transmission Assets assessed separately with consultation on the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report (PEIR)

o Phase 2 geotechnical survey completed in October 2023

e Phase 3 geotechnical planned for 2024, RW added the Applicant would be in touch
regarding the surveys required.

Works since ETG5

o Drafting of Environmental Statement (ES), Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment
(RIAA), Marine Conservation Zone Assessment (MCZA) Schedule of Mitigation and In
Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) remain ongoing.

¢ Drafted Statements of Common Ground (SoCGs) and issued to Natural England and
MMO

SR asked for any comments, none received.

4. Physical processes
AS presented slides 8-11 of meeting presentation.

AS presented summary of the ES assessment results, for Project-alone impacts from
construction phase, operation and maintenance and decommissioning. No changes in
assessment conclusions noted since the Preliminary Environmental Information Report
(PEIR) but further assessment has been added in line with responses on the PEIR.
Assessments supported with modelling from Morgan Offshore Wind Project and Mona
Offshore Wind Project to support the conceptual assessment approach. This has been shared
in technical note ‘FLO-MOR-TEC-0011 Approach to physical processes assessment’ issued
to the MMO and NE.

Mitigation and monitoring summary shared. Key embedded mitigation planned include turbine
spacing, cable burial where possible (with installation of cable protection where burial not
possible) and scour protection built into the design of each foundation. SR added that layout
and spacing is defined around engineering requirements, but parameters like turbine spacing
also limit interaction between turbines.

Monitoring of scour protection through engineering surveys to identify the extent, volume and
integrity of any scour protection is proposed alongside pre and post bathymetric surveys.

LB — asked when bathymetric surveys are scheduled. SR noted there is not a schedule set
currently but the In Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) will detail the engineering surveys and
how these provide information on seabed changes.

AS asked for any comments, none received.
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5. Marine sediment and water quality

AS presented slide 13-14 of meeting presentation, sharing a summary of the ES assessment
results for Project-alone impacts from construction, operation and maintenance and
decommissioning phases. There has been no change in the significance of effects since
PEIR.

SR added that the refinement in the windfarm boundary is the main difference between PEIR.
Contaminants recorded at the windfarm site are very low, and as discussed in previous ETGs
scoping out indirect impacts from sediment contamination on fish and benthic receptors is
carried through in the ES.

Mitigation and monitoring summary shared. Key embedded mitigation planned for the Project
is the production of a Project Environmental Management Plan (PEMP). No monitoring
proposed in relation to marine water and sediment quality given the level of effects. JP asked
if the PEMP will include any proposed chemical use. SR added that an Outline PEMP will be
submitted with the DCO and will include the required framework, to then be agreed post
consent.

AS asked for any further comments, none received.

6. Benthic ecology

AS presented slides 16-18 of meeting presentation, sharing summary of the ES assessment
results for Project-alone impacts from construction, operation and maintenance and
decommissioning phases. There has been no change in significance of effects since PEIR .

SR noted, as for water quality, the sample sites from the baseline benthic survey within the
refined boundary are highlighted in the ES but the full survey area results are still presented.

AS noted key embedded mitigation includes the PEMP, and cable burial and scour protection
(as per section 5 above).

AS outlined the monitoring proposed. As no Annex | reef features or sensitive habitats were
identified within the site or nearby, no further benthic surveys or monitoring is proposed.
Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS) monitoring of hard substrate is however proposed as part
of post construction inspection of hard substrate. SR added this would be reflected in IPMP
and PEMP and asks for any further monitoring requirements or comments. PMI asked about
amounts/depths of scour protection and cable burial. AS noted the 1.5m burial target for
cables, with a range of 0.5m — 3m, noting the ES assesses 50% of the length buried to 3m
and the rest to 1.5m. Cable protection is assumed as being required along 10% of cable due
to ground conditions. SR also added protection would also be required at cable crossings and
the entrance point to foundations.

SR continued that an Outline Scour and Cable Protection Plan is planned to be submitted with
the DCO application, and cable installation methodology and burial risk assessments would
be carried out post-consent. Baseline conditions do not show large areas of sandwaves so it
is believed the amount of projection used as the worst case is precautionary considering the
conditions.

LB asked regarding cumulative assessment, noting that NE had a comment previously on the
impact of UXO clearance. AS noted that UXO clearance activities for the Project would be
covered in a separate marine licence. SR noted marine mammals and fish chapters provide a
high-level assessment of UXO clearance for information in the ES and notes the benthic
chapter would be checked so some context of the impact is provided. ACTION#19 to consider
UXO clearance assessment within the benthic chapters. LB noted the coverage in fish and
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marine mammal chapters, noting the need for consideration of this more for sediment
disturbance.

PD noted for INNS monitoring the key is reporting to the jurisdiction affected. Discussion on
whether there are standardised reporting that could come through the Non-Native Species
Secretariate for example, noting industry wide monitoring reporting could be shared.
ACTION#20 PD to share contact details for these groups to allow the Project to consider how
data could be reported.

7. Fish and shellfish ecology
EB shared presentation slides 20-25.

Additional analysis using Cefas tracking of European seabass in the Celtic and Irish seas has
been brought into the ES baseline and used to inform the assessment.

Two shad species considered in the draft Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA).
Whilst the zone of influence (Zol) of noise didn’t overlap with any sites designated for shad,
but it is acknowledged that there are adult shad in the region and are therefore included in the
fish assemblage as part of the ES assessment.

Herring Spawning - the PEIR the assessment used Coull et al 1998 maps to understand
herring spawning grounds. In the ES, a heatmap approach based on spawning suitability and
using 10 years of data (as discussed in pervious ETGs) will be presented.

Broadscale habitat maps and site-specific grab sample data have been used to present a
herring spawning habitat suitability map, this showed there is no preferred spawning habitat
within the windfarm site.

With regard to piling noise, a worst-case impact range for single strike 135dB SELss was
shown on herring spawning heatmaps alongside Coull et al mapped areas. It was noted there
was alignment between the larval data and the Coull et al area and the behavioural change
contours do not overlap with the historical spawning ground. This hasn’t changed the outcome
of the assessment but strengthened the assessment.

EB asked for any comments. GE appreciated the heatmap and asks what the high and low
abundances are, noting the abundances in the Celtic Sea are lower than the North Sea. ED
noted that the range is tailored to the Irish sea region so high density (in the context of the
Irish sea) can be seen.

Sandeel habitat — similar process as for herring spawning habitat suitability has been
undertaken for sandeel habitat suitability baseline. Grab sample analysis data and broadscale
sediment data show that there was a small area of preferred habitat in the west of the windfarm
site.

EB asked for any comments, none received.

ES impact summary was shared for all project phases. No change in significance since PEIR
has been identified, but some assessments have been further detailed. Majority of effects are
minor adverse.

EB asked for any comments, none received.

Key mitigations were outlined — those embedded mitigation identified above for benthic
ecology and sediment/water quality will also mitigate fish and shellfish effects. In addition soft
start ramp up of pile driving is a mitigation commitment for marine mammals, and may lead to
sensitive fish species fleeing from the immediate vicinity of piling. 24h working practices to
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reduce time periods over which noisy activities occur. Vessel collision risk mitigation (e.qg.
vessel management protocols) to be applied for marine mammals would also apply to basking
shark.

Monitoring was discussed — as no significant impacts in EIA terms have been identified no fish
or shellfish monitoring is proposed. However, the Project plan to maintain dialogue with
stakeholders, including nearby projects, and remain open to conversations around strategic
projects that may assist in verifying ES conclusion. The ES commercial fisheries assessment
chapter findings outline the need for post construction monitoring to examine change in fishing
behaviour. Monitoring of VMS fishing data during construction, operation and maintenance
would also be appraised in terms of fish and shellfish ecology, as relevant. SR added that this
is reviewing existing data sources for fishing activity.

EB asked for any comments. PD noted the availability of Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)
data is sometimes restricted and added that the scope of VMS data usage should be as wide
as it can be. As it is long term monitoring, as new technology develops it may be useful to
bring in wider scope of data to ensure covering off receptors. SR noted the fishing data
monitoring is proposed on a site by site basis to see how fishing changes pre-construction and
then post. PD added fish respond to a lot of different elements, so data used should be as
inclusive and as flexible as possible. SR added the methods proposed would be presented in
the IPMP (at DCO submission) and would be finalised post-consent alongside further
consultation, looking at most suitable data at the time.

GE asked if noise assessments and contour mapping in the ES will be presented with regards
to cod spawning grounds. EB takes an ACTION#21 to include piling noise contours overlayed
with cod spawning grounds in the ES.

8. Cumulative Results
AS presented slide 27-31 of meeting presentation.

Cumulative assessment has been undertaken for the Project (Generation) alongside
Transmission for all marine ecology topics. Results did not find effects higher than Project-
alone due to limited interactions and additive effects.

AS checked for further comments, none provided. SR added that this extra cumulative step
has been added within the ES for all marine ecology topics to consider where the combined
impacts of the Project and Transmission Assets interact and determine if any of

EB added for fish and shellfish that cumulative impacts include worst cases, and there is an
additive effect for impacts such as habitat loss and suspended sediments, but the scale still
has not led to a significant impact. A PEMP would be implemented for both the Project and
the Transmission Assets to mitigate some effects. Given the additional monopiles from
transmission there is also no significant cumulative effect regarding noise.

EB asked for any comments, none received.

Cumulative assessments for all plans and projects were summarised and figure shared on
slide 30 showing all projects included. The list of cumulative plans and projects has been re-
assessed since PEIR with the addition of maintenance activity on the IoM interconnector
project. No significant cumulative effects have been identified and the cut-off period for
considering new information for other plans and projects within the ES has now been reached.

AS asked for any comments, none received.
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SW asked if areas mapped are the site boundaries of cumulative plans and projects not the
impact areas, noting if the impact areas for all projects were shown it would cover a large area
and asked what would qualify as significant cumulative effect. SR noted many of these projects
are already existing, ongoing activities beyond the baseline are relatively minimal and
intermittent in nature in some cases. SW asked if the impact ranges of the projects are
assessed. SR added the assessment looked at the scale of effects from screened-in projects
and the contribution made by the Project, noting that there is not a set limit to what is
significant. SW added the cumulative assessment should not just be concerned with
overlapping impacts but consider impact ranges and additive effects. SR noted the
assessment has considered in more detail where impacts with larger impact ranges occur in
a similar timeframe to the Project. SW noted the difficulty in an assessment of this kind and
the changes to physical processes may not be evident until years down the line.

EB shared the CEA findings for fish and shellfish ecology on slide 31.

Similar screening process has been undertaken as done for the other topics, undertaken
considering impact ranges (noting noise and sediment impact ranges in particular) and
additive effects. Overall, assessments have not identified significant cumulative effects. For
effects to herring spawning grounds the assessments acknowledge the other projects in closer
proximity to the Isle of Man and additive effects. Given noise contours and distance of Project
from the spawning grounds it was found that there is minimal contribution to effects from the
Project.

EB asked for any comments. GE noted the overlap for piling impacts between projects and
asks what the approach was for establishing the worst case if Morgan, Mona and Morecambe
are piling at once. Are noise modelling scenarios being discussed across whole region. SR
noted Mona and Morgan noise modelling results are shared in their PEIRs to provide more
information for all the cumulative assessment. GE noted the noise overlap can be shown but
this does not show the additive effect. EB noted a rough rule of thumb metric can be used to
add decibels together but there are limitations and does not think a quantitative assessment
can be done. RF added this often depends on distance between the piles. Distance between
piles should be included but there is not an easy answer to how to assess as interactions are
complex. It is a case of examining the piling and the distance between them.

9. HRA and MCZA results
AS shared slide 34-35 figures with MCZ sites

Assessment found conservation objectives of MCZs would not be hindered, alone or with other
plans and projects.

LB asked about the cumulative effects for MCZs in relation to the Transmission Assets, which
goes through the Fylde Coast MCZ and possibly the Ribble estuary MCZ. Asks, as Natural
England hasn’t ruled out impacts on them yet, how the assessment reaches no cumulative
impacts. SR noted assessments from the Transmission PEIR were used and given the of from
the windfarm site to the MCZ there is no contribution to the effects.

LB understands the assessment approach but notes cumulative assessments must include
effects of the other projects as well. The Generation Assets project can’'t exist without
Transmission Assets and so both projects should be assessed together in the cumulative
assessment. Suggests to state that the assessment doesn’t fully consider the impact of
Transmission Assets project.
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SR added there needs to be caution to this approach because if there is no contribution to
effects on the MCZ there can be no contribution to cumulative effects and as such each
projects’ cumulative assessments stand alone, based on impact ranges. We do not think there
is a link as impacts don't interact in the MCZ, same can be said for example for ornithological
collision risk as there is no contribution from the Transmission Assets project and effects are
just related to the Generation Project. LB understands this should not set that precedent for
every single receptor and suggests the conclusions can be updated to explain this more,
noting it’'s not a regular cumulative assessment as Generation and Transmission are
fundamentally linked. SR noted the slide text doesn’t fully explain how this is reflected in the
ES and MCZA. RW added this would be clarified in submission documents.

SR asked for further comments, none received.

AS shared benthic RIAA results on slide 34. Only the Shell Flat and Lune Deep are screened
into the RIAA, with no adverse effects on site integrity during any phase.

EB presented the fish RIAA results on slide 35, with no adverse effects on site integrity either
alone or in combination identified. The RIAA does assess impacts on migratory species as
they may pass through the site (lamprey species, salmon). Sensitivity for these species and
the interaction with piling events were all considered. The Solway Firth SAC has been added
based on consultation comments.

SR asked for further comments and added that NRW had commented in agreement with the
findings of the draft RIAA for benthic and fish.

10. AOB, next steps and future meetings
¢ SR noted the planned Q2 2024 date for DCO submission
o Statements of Common Ground (SoCGs) are drafted and will be discussed with
stakeholders individually, the aim is to submit SoCGs with the DCO application where
possible.
e The next ETG meetings will be held after DCO submission.
e SR asked for comments, none received.
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Actions

Ref Action Whom When Progress Status

1 Further justification for use of DB 22/06/2022 Complete Further justification for use of
Awel y Mér numerical modelling Awel y Mér numerical

modelling will be provided in
PEIR and in future ETG
meetings. This was presented
and discussed in ETG 2
meeting.

2 PSA sampling method to be CP/BH 22/06/2022 Complete Added to formal scoping report
added into marine sediment and and will be further detailed in
water quality assessment chapter the PEIR

3 Check decommissioning/ KW 22/06/2022 Complete Will be considered in PEIR
structure removal strategy — if any assessment based on
structures will be left in-situ they understanding of worst case
will need to be considered for decommissioning
permanent and then included in
the assessment for
decommissioning

4 Information on epibenthic BH 22/06/2022 Complete Will be further detailed in the
communities to be considered PEIR
and terminology of habitat loss
considered

5 Check Cefas noise team involved | SR/IMG 14/09/2022 Complete MMO to forward ETG 3
in future meetings /LT meeting invite to Cefas noise

team.




- MORECAMBE

~Z
Ref Action Whom When Progress Status
6 Provide technical note to Cefas EB/MG 14/09/2022 Complete Technical note issued to MMO
on approach to noise impact ILT on 14/10/2022. To be
assessment on fish and shellfish discussed at ETG 3 meeting.
receptors, to include justification
on use of Popper et al. 2014
paper for noise thresholds, and
the proposed approach in relation
to stationary and fleeing
receptors.
MMO/Cefas to provide response
to project on technical note
issued.
7 Confirm date for ETG 3 All 14/09/2022 Complete ETG 3 meeting to be held: 23
November 2022 (10:00-12:00).
Invites issued.
8 To provide formal response to MMO 23/11/2022 Complete Provided on the 5/12/2022
FLO-MOR-TEC-0008 Approach
to noise impact assessment.
9 Minute action from ETG3 to EB/PD 23/11/2022 Complete Minute action from ETGS3 to
request to provide details for Irish request to provide details for
Sea Herring — SR/EB asked if PD Irish Sea Herring — SR/EB
has details for a contact, action asked if PD has details for a
for EB to follow up with PD by contact, action for EB to follow
email after call. up with PD by email after call.
10 RW to pass comments re network | RW 23/11/2022 In progress Cables would be buried as

of cable protection in the
windfarm site onto the
engineering team and
consideration in the cable burial
risk assessment

preference; layout is still being
defined




j MORECAMBE

/_

Ref Action Whom When Progress Status

11 To prepare a technical note on CP/CM 15/06/2023 Complete Technical note provided to the
the approach to a new conceptual MMO and NE on 07/08/2023.
approach using data from Mona Comments received.
and Morgan physical processes
modelling to allow comment on
this approach.

12 ETG attendees to share any All 15/06/2023 Complete No further information provided
specific papers that should be
referenced

13 Action to include the limitations EB 15/06/2023 Completed Included in ES
around using desk-based data
regarding fish in the ES.

14 Include lIoM MNRs in the ES ES tech 15/06/2023 Completed Included in ES
where there is connectivity leads

15 Site sediment characterisation RL/SR 15/06/2023 In progress Report being drafted, and will
report to be provided to the MMO be supplied as soon as
for review, and advance possible
notification of when this is to be
shared when nearing completion

16 To request confirmation on the CP/CM 15/06/2023 Completed Request made to the MMO
scoping out of remobilisation of and NE. Comments received
contaminated sediments as by NE and MMO to confirm
coastal processes representative scoping out of this impact.
from Cefas not present on the call

17 To consider both shad species | RHDHV 11/10/2023 Complete Added to the ES/RIAA

as appropriate in the fish
ecology ES/RIAA
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Ref Action Whom When Progress Status
18 Distribute the proposed RHDHV 11/10/2023 Complete Provided in MMO/NE update
revision of ‘minor’ significance meetings
definition
19 Check the benthic chapter RHDHV 23/01/2024 In progress Consideration to UXO
provides sufficient information clearance given in physical
on UXO clearance, and ensure processes and benthic
chapters are consistent chapters in addition to
marine mammals and fish
20 PD to share contact details for | PD 23/01/2024 In progress E mail provided
Non-Native Species
Secretariate
21 Noise impact map to be added | RHDHV 23/01/2024 In progress Figured added to the ES

to the ES for cod spawning
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Marine Ecology ETG 2

ID Topic Natural Environment Cefas  The
England Wildlife
Trusts
4.2 | Agreement approach to Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
scope out “Physical presence present 20220914 Morecambe OWF_Mari
of infrastructure” from ne_Ecology ETG2

decommissioning phase by
treating physical presence of
infrastructure during the
operational phase as a
permanent impact

4.3 | Agreed approach to scoping | Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
out remobilisation of present 20220914 Morecambe OWF_Mari
contaminated sediments ne_Ecology ETG2

during construction, operation
and decommissioning phases

4.4 | Agreed approach to the Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
cumulative assessment present 20220914 Morecambe_ OWF_Mari
ne_Ecology ETG2

Fish and shellfish ecology

5.1 | Agreement approach to Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
scope out “Physical presence present 20220914 Morecambe_OWF_Mari
of infrastructure” from ne_Ecology_ETG2

decommissioning phase by
treating physical presence of
infrastructure during the
operational phase as a
permanent impact
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Marine Ecology ETG 2

ID Topic Natural Environment Cefas  The
England Wildlife
Trusts
5.2 | Agreed to scope out re- Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
suspension of contaminated present 20220914 Morecambe OWF_Mari
sediment from assessment ne_Ecology ETG2

during construction, operation
and decommissioning phases

5.3 | Agreed to approach to Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
basking shark collision risk to present 20220914 Morecambe_OWF_Mari
assess qualitatively based on ne_Ecology ETG2

expert judgement and best
practices related to similar
collision assessments for
marine mammals

Natural MMO Environment North The

England Agency Western  Wildlife
IFCA Trusts

Marine Ecology ETG 1

Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes

1 Approach to EIA | Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-
MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and
Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation and
FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Method Statement. Noting




Natural

England

MMO

Environment
Agency

North
Western

The
Wildlife
Trusts

J‘f MORECAMBE

Marine Ecology ETG 1

IFCA

expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.

Further justification for use of Awel y Mér
numerical modelling will be provided in
PEIR and in future ETG meetings.

Marine Sediment and Water Qu

ality

2 Approach to EIA

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-
MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and
Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation and
FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Method Statement. Noting
expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.




Natural

England

MMO

Environment
Agency

North
Western
IFCA

The
Wildlife
Trusts
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Marine Ecology ETG 1

Benthic ecology

3 Approach to EIA

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-
MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and
Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation and
FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Method Statement. Noting
expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.

Fish and shellfish ecology

4 Approach to EIA

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-
MOR-PPT-20220426 Seabed and
Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation and
FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology
ETG 1 Method Statement. Noting
expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.

4.1 Fisheries
assessment will
be based on
desk-based
sources

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-
MOR-PPT-20220426Seabed and Marine
Ecology ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-
MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology ETG 1
Method Statement. Noting expectation of
comments on the scoping report once
formally submitted.
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Apologies:

o The Royal Saociety for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)
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Attendees
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Morecambe Consent Team

Amos Consultin

rlncipal Town Planner

Royal DHV)

roject EIA Lead

- EIA Offshore Lead
Principal Ornithologist

Senior Ornithologist

Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
Case Officer

Marine Licencing Case Manager

Natural England (NE)

Senior Marine Advisor
enior Marine Ornithologist
Marine Ornithologist

f the Protection of Birds (RSPB)
Head of Casework

Roy |

Isle of Man (loM) Government
o Ornithologist

McArthur Green - In Principle Derogation team
rnithologist

Ornithologist
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Agenda

Item ‘ Topic Led by

1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project update FE
4, ES - Findings: RHDHV
o Disturbance and displacement — seasonal assessment and
annual summary
¢ Key seabird collision risk — monthly estimates and annual
summary
5. RIAA — Findings: RHDHV
e Liverpool Bay SPA - red throated diver, common scoter and
little gull
o Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA — lesser black-
backed gull
Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA — lesser black-backed gull
o Potential derogation compensation — lesser black-backed gull
Manx shearwater, gannet, guillemot, razorbill and kittiwake
6. Mitigation and monitoring RHDHV
Review of agreement log / Statements of Common Ground (SOCG) | RHDHV
AOB, next steps and next meeting All

Supporting Documents

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 12 — Offshore Ornithology (FLO-MOR-REP-0006-
12)

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation Assets Draft Report to Inform the
Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) (FLO-MOR-REP-0005)

Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-

20242501_Morecambe_ OWF_Offshore_Ornithology ETG_6.pptx)

1. Welcome and introductions

SR presented slides 1-3 of meeting presentation: Attendee introduction and agenda
presented.

2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV

SR shared slide 4-5 of meeting presentation.

Open actions shared with update on progress on those not complete.

The Crown Estate floating wind plan level Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) —
RBe noted no updates on this, so likely too late to be used in this DCO application.
Regarding approach to historical projects, discussions have been undertaken with
other Round 4 projects and a combined technical note to be issued imminently to the
ETG.
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SR asked for any comments. AD queried on the ownership of the predator fencing project at
Banks Marsh (also referred to as the Megafence) in the Ribble and Alt Estuaries Special

Protection Area (SPA), and whether it was RSPB or Natural England. It was confirmed as a
RSPB led project.

3. Project update

SR shared slide 6 with project update:

¢ Development Consent Order (DCO) application submission planned for Q2 2024.

e Air gap has been increased from 22m to 25m above Highest Astronomical Tide (HAT)
(equivalent to 29.82m above mean sea level) in response to consultation feedback,
providing further reduction of potential collision risk.

e Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) issued to the MMO and NE.

¢ Phase 3 geotechnical surveys planned for 2024/25.

Works completed since ETG 5:

e Collision risk modelling and displacement assessment completed for Project alone.

e Morgan Offshore Wind Project and Mona Offshore Wind Project PEIRs reviewed and
discussions ongoing with the Mona and Morgan project teams regarding historical
cumulative/in-combination projects.

o Drafted Schedule of Mitigation and In Principal Monitoring Plan (IPMP).

SR asked for any comments, none received.

4. ES -Findings
Disturbance and displacement - slides 7-11

e WS shared Project alone results for disturbance and displacement seasonal
assessment for different species, comprising gannet Manx shearwater, guillemot,
razorbil, common scoter and red-throated diver. Predicted annual increase in
background mortality is predicted to be below 1% for all species (project alone).

e Annual summary for operation and maintenance disturbance and displacement
shared. The EIA/HRA assessment will include construction-phase disturbance and
displacement effects for Manx shearwater (as requested by NRW and NE), but
inclusion of gannet (as requested by NRW) is not proposed, due to its low sensitivity
to construction disturbance and displacement.

SR asked for any comments, none received.
Key seabird collision risk - slides 12-14

WS presented results:

e Seabird collision risk monthly estimates were shared for a range of species (gannet,
little gull, kittiwake, common gull, herring gull, lesser black-backed gull, great black-
backed gull).

e Gannet collision estimates were presented both with and without 70% macro-
avoidance applied.

e Annual summary of key seabird collision risk was shared. Project alone mortality for
all species is low, with background mortality increase less than 0.1% for all species
(<0.01 for gannet) except little gull (0.26%).

e It was confirmed that avoidance rates based on Ozsanlav-Harris et al (2023) review
(as advised by NE) had been used for all species.
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It was confirmed that reference populations used for the breeding season assessment
were the largest Biologically Defined Minimum Population Scales (BDMPS) as advised
by NE. Furness (2015) does not include a BDMPS population for little gull, so the
minimum EU wintering population has been used as the reference population.

SR asked for any comments, AR flagged the monthly collision table totals for the upper
Confidence Interval (Cl) looked incorrect. WS noted ACTION#23 to correct the upper
Cl the monthly collision table totals. [Post-meeting update: the upper CI values
presented in the table were correct, but the table incorrectly referred to ‘Total’ for the
annual values. The annual values are estimated separately within the SCRM tool, so
do not necessarily match the sum of the seasonal values, as might be expected].

Slide 15 Summary of ES impacts shared.

This confirmed that effects for all impact pathways/ornithology features would be minor
adverse and not significant, and that no additional mitigation (above existing
embedded mitigation) is proposed or required.

Cumulative residual significance yet to be confirmed, following approach being
developed regarding historical projects.

WS asked for any comments, none received.

5. Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) — Findings

RBo shared slides 16- 20 outlining key context to the RIAA assessment

Key SPA & Ramsar sites screened into the RIAA were shown on Slides 17 and 18.
The agreed buffers used in the assessment were presented, shown against the revised
windfarm site boundary which has been assessed in the RIAA

Red-throated diver (RTD) displacement bands were also shared. It was noted that the
10km buffer around the Project site predominantly overlaps the post-2017 extension
area, which was designated primarily for little gull, and therefore less relevant to the
RTD population assessment.

RBo asked for any comments, none received.

Liverpool Bay SPA

Liverpool Bay RTD Project alone displacement results shared (slide 21-22) with
current and pre-2017 SPA boundaries. It was noted that an updated count for the SPA
population is now available (from HiDef surveys of the pre-2017 SPA boundary), which
will be used as the reference population for the assessment. Data from these HiDef
surveys show an increased population, which will slightly reduce the predicted RTD
mortality increase.

Presented Project alone values in terms of gross effect on the SPA, the total effective
area is 229km? (9% of the SPA). Applying the displacement gradient to those areas
reduces the effective area to 4.63% of the SPA. RBo noted that NE do not agree with
the approach to apply the gradient, but that both approaches (with and without
application of the gradient) will be presented in the RIAA. The same calculations based
on the pre-2017 SPA area were also presented, showing a reduced effective area of
the pre-2017 boundary.

Common scoter Project alone displacement mortality estimates (slide 23) would result
in a negligible effect (<0.1% increase in background mortality) on the SPA population.
It was noted that the assessment of increase to background mortality was based on
the recent HiDef population estimates for the SPA.

For little gull (slide 23) RBo noted that it is difficult to find a realistic estimate for the
reference population. The RIAA identifies a theoretical Project alone increase of 4.57%
in background SPA mortality due to collision risk. This is in excess of 1% population
threshold, but it is considered likely that the SPA population of 309 used in the
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assessment is not appropriate. This is because the SPA population is likely is part of
a wider population in the Irish Sea, which may be 1,500 birds or more. It was also
noted that birds recorded within the windfarm site are outside of the SPA, and could
therefore be assumed to be separate to the Liverpool Bay SPA population. On face
value the increase is above the 1% threshold where an adverse effect may be possible,
but the Applicant’s view is that the small number of potentially impacted birds would
not lead to an Adverse Effect on Integrity (AEol) on Liverpool Bay SPA.

RBo asked for any comments on this

RBe noted the points made sounded reasonable but will familiarise himself with the
data before full comment, noting this may not be agreed before submission. RBo noted
that the Project’s case would be set out within the RIAA. LB noted as this is the final
ETG it leaves limited amount of scope for further engagement around this. NE will
develop position in time for the start of examination period, possibly with time for an
informal correspondence. Views will go into the written representations and if
appropriate principal areas of disagreement.

RW noted it would be good to have some level of response with initial thoughts. If a
conclusive opinion hasn’'t been determined, then will provide an idea of what to do
further.

RBo noted that no collision mortality to Liverpool Bay SPA little gulls from other
projects is predicted, and therefore in-combination values would be unchanged for
Project alone. The Applicant has considered whether there is value in running
Population Viability Analysis (PVA) for little gull, but uncertainties around demographic
and reference populations mean it is unlikely that useful PVA values could be obtained.
RBe agreed with this opinion on the value of PVA and asked for the source of the EU
wintering populations - RBo ACTION#24 to send NE a link to EU webpage with little
gull population information. [Post-meeting update: RBo provided link to these data
immediately after the meeting].

RBe noted there is a huge variation in the little gull populations present in North Sea.

Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary SPA, and Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA - Project
alone collision risk results (slide 24 and 25).

RBo noted the RIAA will present two different data values for lesser black backed gull
(LBBG) due to the PEIR comment around connectivity to Bowland Fells SPA. The
position was that tracking data from Bowland Fells showed it was unlikely breeding
birds will interact with the windfarm site. This was questioned at PEIR, so data have
been apportioned in two ways: (i) on the basis that only coastal colonies interact with
the windfarm sites, and (i) that all birds from all colonies could occur in the windfarm
site during the breeding season. This forms part of the case that there will be no AEol.
Results for Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary, and Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPAs
were presented. For the latter, a larger SPA population would result in greater
mortalities, but a small increase in background mortality rate. RBe welcomed the
approach bringing out inland colonies in this way. Tracking does suggest that marine
environment is not used by these birds and asked if the colony populations used for
apportioning are presented in the RIAA. RBo ACTION#25 to check that these data are
included in the ES technical appendix. RBe suggested to sense check the outputs and
check for very large or small distant colonies that could skew apportioning values. This
may not be needed for all species but suggested that at a minimum LBBG tables are
included as an appendix. [Post-meeting update — the sites used in apportioning
estimates have been reviewed and are considered appropriate. It is confirmed that full
details of the colony populations used will be presented in the ornithology technical
appendix to accompany the submission.

RBo asked for any further comments, none received.

Without prejudice derogation compensation - slides 26-28
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McArthur Green joined the call. RBo noted that in light of the proximity to Ribble and Alt
Estuary SPA and Morecambe and Duddon Estuary SPA and potential for in-combination

effects for Lesser Black Backed Gull ' without prejudice
derogation case and compensation. shared an initial

review of compensation options by McArthur Green:

Presenting slide 27, it was highlighted that an initial review drew up a long-list for six
compensation measures, four of which are less likely to be successful: (i) closure of
sandeel and sprat fisheries (unlikely to be effective as LBBG don’t rely on these
species); (i) reducing by-catch (bycatch is not a significant pressure on LBBG); (iii).
End to culling LBBG (this is no longer undertaken to a significant extent); and (iv)
release of captive-reared chicks (unsuitable due to uncertain feasibility).

Two potential compensatory measures have been brought forward for the short list.
These are (i) eradication and exclusion of mammal predators at colonies and (ii) habitat
management to improve breeding success.

NG outlined that there is evidence of predation by fox and badger on LBBG and
therefore are looking at any site where fencing would be productive.

It was noted that habitat management may be useful as an adaptive management
technique. This could include planting/vegetation management to achieve optimum
cover, and reduction in flood risk.

NG asked NE/RSPB whether they agree that exclusion of mammalian predators at colonies
should be primary focus for in-principle compensation for the Project.

RBe agreed and also noted that release of captive reared chicks inspired debate in
NE as interesting to see something new. It was agreed that it was correct to not take
captive rearing forward for this project.

AD - noted that the RSPB policy is that, depending on the project, where a measure
is to restore a colony within an SPA this is not considered by the RSPB to be
compensation, as it would be considered SPA site management.

NG identified some suitable sites where LBBG breeding success is suppressed (Slide 28)

South Walney (Morecambe and Duddon SPA) has lots of predation. Electric fencing
has been used at gull sites in South Walney and LBBG nesting success within the
fence was significantly increased, so could do something similar in another part of
South Walney gull meadow.

Barrow Gas Terminal is located just outside the Morecambe and Duddon SPA. Not an
operational site, however understood to be plans to redevelop terminal. Adults ringed
at South Walney have been shown to be breeding there in the past.

Hesketh Out Marsh (Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA) — RSPB has some plans to erect
fencing and feasibility study is being undertaken.

NG requested t North West England gull project. ACTION#26 RBe to be
set up call withW{NE) who is involved in the gull project.

RBe noted that regarding Hesketh Out Marsh, NE had provided RSPB a letter of
support for the installation of 10km of fencing protecting 1600ha of saltmarsh. RW
noted that Morecambe has had discussions with RSPB and the Morgan and Mona
projects in relation to the potential fencing project, with a lot of effort undertaken on
feasibility. RSPB were producing a further feasibility study for the fencing project and
planning to discuss further internally. AD noted that he would follow up internally to
provide clearer RSPB position regarding compensation. AD also noted in respect of
the Hesketh Outer Marsh West part of the RSPB reserve, that this was provided (in
part) as compensation for damage to the Morecambe Bay SAC and SPA/Ramsar sites
from flood defence works. Therefore, in line with Government planning policy it is likely
that it should be treated as if it were SPA.

LB added different parts of Hesketh Out Marsh West re-alignment were created as
compensation for loss of intertidal mud and saltmarsh, as qualifying features of
Morecambe Bay SAC. Whilst there is some potential for complication (as the land has
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already been provided as compensation, albeit for a different designated site, it should
still be feasible to use it for other compensation.

NG asked if any views for which site would be suitable for compensation, noting still
early stages. AD stated Barrow Gas Terminal would be best for RSPB as outside the
SPA network.

RBe confirmed that the advised first step would be to speak to - given his

knowledge of local sites ( tion #26). The best approach may be clearer
following discussions with ut collaboration with Morgan and Mona is
recommended.

NG added there is risk of development at the Barrow Gas Terminal. LB noted there
were 3m high security fences at the gas terminal which were more successful at
keeping out predators than most other sites, however predators have since returned
due to gate being left open.

RBe noted that while not compensation, there were discussions on supplementary
feeding which could be future adaptive management.

MT noted that RSPB considered sites outside the SPA network are preferred, but NE
wouldn’t rule out sites within the SPA. RBe noted there is risk that NE may run into the
same issues around eligibility within SPAs as RSPB. There is uncertainty on
additionality and are waiting for DEFRA guidance, noting the desire for pragmatic
approach to compensatory measures to deliver serious conservation benefits.

MT asked for other thought or comments, RBo noted that for the gas terminal, given
the uncertainties of the site, the Project will evaluate land adjacent to the gas terminal
and the potential to relocate the LBBG colony to adjoining agricultural land. LB noted
that adding similar level of predator protection to land adjacent could be effective
without the risk associated with potential development at the terminal itself.

McArthur Green left the call.

Summary of impacts on SPAs (Project alone) - Slide 29-31

Assessed in respect of SPAs as listed on slide 29. Predicted mortality levels
apportioned to those SPA indicate non-significant effects.

It was noted that Isle of Man designated sites are assessed in the ES rather than the
HRA. The Calf of Man Manx shearwater colony is smaller than others in the area, and
so effects on populations would be proportionally smaller.

RS — asked regarding Manx shearwater if it be a proportionately large effect on a small
population. RBo confirmed that this would not be the case, as apportioning would
mean that relatively few birds present at the windfarm site would be expected to come
from the Calf of Man colony, ACTION#27 to confirm the apportioning of impacts to the
IoM colony. WS - windfarm area is unlikely to be of particular importance for Manx
shearwaters compared to other areas of the Irish Sea (such as the Irish Sea Front SPA
area).

Gannet displacement and collision for SPAs was presented in slide 29. The key site
considered in the assessment is Ailsa Craig SPA as birds from here are most likely to
be foraging at the Morecambe site during breeding season, due to partitioning of birds
from different colonies. Overall, low increases in potential mortality are predicted.
Slide 30 showed guillemot and razorbill impacts, with apportioned impacts to SPAs.
The largest mortality increase shown for Canna and Sanday SPA, but realistic mortality
increase (i.e. assuming 50% displacement and 1% mortality of displaced birds) would
be below 1% increase in background mortality, i.e. below the threshold where an
adverse effect could occur.

Slide 31 showed low background mortality increase for kittiwake - less than 0.01%
increase.

RBo asked for any comments, none received.
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6. Mitigation and monitoring

Slide 32 was presented, which confirmed the approach to mitigation and monitoring for the
Project:

Air gap increased to 25m above HAT (from 22m at PEIR) in response to consultation
feedback, providing further reduction of potential collision risk. Collision model
conducted with these parameters.

Best practice vessel management for minimising RTD disturbance for construction and
operation phases.

No additional mitigation identified for Project alone impacts.

An In-Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) will be submitted with the DCO.

Potential monitoring measures e.g. further surveys will be further developed and
agreed with stakeholders prior to construction.

RS appreciated increase in air gap and asked why not increased further. RW stated that the
Project have looked at this, but other impacts on site such as aviation, technical requirements
for installation and vessel availability mean that the 25m above HAT gap is appropriate. RBo
added that the large tidal range also impacts the logistics of further increasing air gap.

SR asked for any comments, none received.

7. Review of agreement log

SR presented slide 33-34 of meeting presentation.

Agreement logs were shared, but not in detail, noting agreements made for PEIR apply
to the ES, with additional points of agreements logged through previous meetings. The
key agreement area as part of this ETG 6 meeting related to the ‘without prejudice’
derogation case, and agreement on the shortlisted options for compensation
measures. SR asked for any comments, none received.

AD added regarding RSPB's stance on compensation that it depends on requirements
of the colony and its position on SPA site management (the additionality point).

8. AOB

SR noted that a technical response regarding historic projects and cumulative projects
would be shared to the ETG soon. RBe noted that NE will await the note to be shared
before commenting.

Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) will be progressed as far as possible, between
now and the DCO submission and through examination.

Not proposing another Offshore Ornithology ETG ahead of DCO submission in Q2
2024, but further meetings around potential derogation compensation options would
be progressed.

SR asked for any comments, none received.
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Ornithology Actions

Ref |Action Date when Progress Status

action
raised

1 [NE/MMO to provide information |[NE/MMO [25/05/2022 |Complete [None identified
on any specific surveys or studies
that may be relevant to the
Morecambe EIA/HRA in addition
to those listed in method
statement

2  |Flotation Energy/ RHDHV will be [RBo 25/05/2022 |[Complete |Meeting held 7 July
in touch to arrange a CRM
meeting with NE in 4-6 weeks.

3 |INE (RB) will provide gradated RB 25/05/2022 |Complete |Provided 7 July
rates of displacement out to 10k
based on Burbo Bank to use for
Irish Sea OWFS.

4  INE (RB) will also seek views from |RB 25/05/2022 |Complete |Provided 7 July — confirmed sCRM favoured
NE marine ornithologists on CRM
model guidance and report back.

5 [To consider turbine lighting RBo 07/09/2022 |Complete |MSS report (Deakin et al 2022) reviewed and included in ES
impacts on Manx shearwater in assessment.

assessment, including
consideration of MSS report when
this comes available.

6 [To provide further information on |RBe 07/09/2022 |Complete [2022 and 2023 nesting kittiwake survey reports provided by Eni
kittiwake colonies on platforms in and meeting held with Spirit Energy but no data identified to date
Irish Sea




Ref Action

Date when
action
raised

Progress
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Status

7 |Consider species by species RBo 07/09/2022 |[Complete |Noted, study area for each species is considered appropriate at
basis for defining study area mean maximum foraging range +1SD
during breeding season
8 |Advise on timescale for returning [ETG 07/09/2022 |[Complete |Comments from MMO and NE now received.
HRA Screening comments members
9 |Include White Cross Windfarm RBo 07/09/2022 [Complete |Noted for ES and White Cross is included
within cumulative assessment
when data is available.
10 |Go directly to NE wildlife licencing |RBo 07/09/2022 |[Complete |Confirmed the windfarm will be included
to gain information on gull control
licensing in place to inform
cumulative assessment
11 |[To check with HiDef whether RW 07/09/2022 |Complete |Hi-Def confirmed that can identify dead birds on sea-surface and
dead birds can be identified on will note this in survey observation sheets when identified.
sea surface within aerial surveys
(to aid information on avian flu)
12 |RBe to provide timeline for TCE |RBe 16/11/2022 |N/A Agreed in ETG 6 this is too late for use in assessment
floating wind plan level HRA.
13 [RW to pass on authorisationto  |RW 16/11/2022 |Complete |Superseded by action 17
HiDef for data sharing of dead
bird data
14 |Produce technical note on survey RHDHV 07/06/2023 |Complete [Technical note issued June 2023. NE confirmed acceptance of

area buffers around the new site

approach.




Ref Action

boundary (to be issued for
agreement with NE)

Date when
action
raised

Progress
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Status

15 |[Produce technical note with RHDHV 07/06/2023 |[Complete |All consultation comments now received. Technical meeting held
project responses to PEIR/draft with NE and as summarised in these slides. Technical note not
RIAA comments (to be issued for required
formal response by ETG
members)

16 |NE to confirm availability for NE 07/06/2023 |[Complete [Meeting held on 25 August 2023
technical meetings in early
August and September 2023

17 |Provide information on dead birds [FE/RHDHV |07/06/2023 |In progress| This information is included within the Two Year Aerial Survey
identified in the project site aerial report that will accompany the DCO submission.
surveys to RSPB and NE

18 |Obtain data on kittiwake colonies |FE 07/06/2023 [Complete (2022 and 2023 nesting kittiwake survey reports provided by Eni
on platforms in Irish Sea, where and meeting held with Spirit Energy but no data identified to date
available

19 [Confirm cumulative project list FE 07/06/2023 |[Complete [List included in FLO-MOR-PPT-
and agree cut-off date for 20231012 Morecambe OWF_Offshore_Ornithology ETG_5.pptx
inclusion in ES/DCO submission presentation for agreement
documents.

20 |Review NE draft approach on FE/RHDHV [12/10/2023 |Complete |Response approach provided following ETG 6

proposed method for ‘gap filling’
for historic projects for cumulative

assessment




Ref Action

Date when
action
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21 |Review potential RSPB predator |[FE/RHDHV |12/10/2023 |In progress |Discussions ongoing to consider whether this is a suitable
fencing project at Banksmarsh in potential option for LBBG ‘without prejudice’ derogation case
Ribble and Alt Estuaries SPA compensation.

22 |Confirm data from Manx Birdlife isRHDHV 12/10/2023 |Complete |Data from Manx Birdlife has been received and will be considered
appropriately considered. in the ES.

23 |Correct the upper Confidence |RHDHV 25/01/2024 |Complete |Updated in slides sent with ETG 6 minutes
Intervals (Cls) the monthly
collision table totals in the
presentation slides

24 Send NE a link to EU webpage [RHDHV 25/01/2024 |Complete [Provided post ETG 6
with the source of the EU
wintering populations of little
gull

25 |RIAA -include full apportioning RHDHV 25/01/2024 |In
information (population sizes) progress
in the ES technical appendix

26 initial call with - RHDHV 25/01/2024 |Complete |Completed post ETG 6

f NE to discuss /RBe
possible compensation sites.

27 |Include Manx shearwater RBe 25/01/2024 |In
apportioning data in the ES progress

technical appendix
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Agenda

Item ‘ Topic Led by

1. Welcome and introductions RHDHV
2. Minutes and actions from last meeting RHDHV
3. Project update FE
4, Summary of ES assessment assumptions RHDHV
- Species densities
- Baseline reference populations
- Underwater noise modelling update
5. Summary of indicative findings of the Environmental Statement RHDHV
(ES), Cumulative Effects Assessment (CEA) and Report to Inform
Appropraite Assessment (RIAA)
6. Mitigation and monitoring RHDHV
7. Final summary RHDHV
8. Agreement log RHDHV
9. Next steps All

Supporting Documents

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Chapter 11 — Marine Mammals
(FLO-MOR-REP-0006-11)

Draft Report to Inform the Appropriate Assessment (RIAA) (FLO-MOR-REP-0005)
Technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0012 Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Generation
Assets marine mammal assessments

Meeting presentation (FLO-MOR-PPT-

20243101_Morecambe OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_6.pptx)

Minutes

1.

Welcome and introductions

SR presented slides 1-3 of meeting presentation: Attendee introduction and agenda
presented.

2.

Minutes and actions from last meeting

Actions were shared and all are updated as complete as relevant.

Noted a separate update was provided to NE and MMO on the definition of minor
effect significance definition following comments on the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR). This definition has now been agreed.

SR asked for any questions, none received.
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Project update (slide 4)

Project update — Development Consent Order (DCO) application is to be submitted in
Q2 2024

Refinement of site boundary as shared in previous Expert Topic Groups (ETGS)
Transmission Assets assessed separately with consultation on the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report (PEIR)

Phase 2 geotechnical survey completed in October 2023
Phase 3 geotechnical planned for 2024

Works since ETG5

4.

Two year marine mammal and ornithology survey report finalised.

Underwater noise modelling (UWN) complete.

Drafting of Environmental Statement (ES), Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment
(RIAA), Draft Marine Mammal Management Protocol (MMMP), Schedule of Mitigation
and In Principle Monitoring Plan (IPMP) remains ongoing.

Summary of ES assessment assumptions

Species densities and reference populations (slide 5-6)

Table with summaries of species densities used in the ES assessment shared for all
species. Worst case densities have been used as shown in red.

Reference populations used were also shown, including wider populations as
relevant.

LL asked for any questions, none received.

Underwater noise modelling recap (slide 7)

5.

Maximum strike rate scenario has been used in the ES as the worst-case with
maximum hammer energy of 6,600kJ for monopile, noting that this faster strike rate
scenario presents the largest impact ranges for all species. Single piling and
sequential piling for both monopile and pin-piles were modelled, showing similar
results.

Summary of indicative findings of the ES, CEA and RIAA (slides 8-11)

Indicative ES findings summary (slide 8)

Project-alone ES summary was shown with impacts, significance of effect, mitigation
and residual significance.

Auditory injury (Permanent Threshold Shift (PTS)) for harbour porpoise was
assessed with the high (1.621 animals/km?) density for harbour porpoise. This has
led to major effects for this species before mitigation.

For grey seals (GS) due to the smaller reference population (1,593 seals) this has led
to major auditory injury (PTS) effects before mitigation. For the wider population,
however, effects were not significant.

The adoption of a Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocol (MMMP) reduces the injury
risk of these species to minor (residual minor adverse effect significance).

Increase in potential collision risk was assessed as moderate adverse for the small
reference population of 7 harbour seals (HS); but not significant for the wider
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reference population. Project Environmental Management Plan (PEMP) includes best
practice measures to reduce collision risk and effects are mitigated to minor adverse.

LL asked for any questions. OH — noted the NE cannot provide detailed comments without
seeing the mitigation in detail. OH suggested drawing out key mitigation measures in the ES
and PEMP. For the MMMP the MMO are advising all projects to use noise abatement at
source and measures to displace animals outside the impact zone, noting the MMMP only
applies to the construction phase so other project stages should be considered elsewhere.
AS noted that the annex in the MMMP which refers to best practice measures is included in
the PEMP so is available for cross reference. Noise abatement measures are listed as
options in the MMMP, but no commitment made at this stage.

CEA plans and projects and piling overlap

Projects with overlap of piling and construction were shown as well as projects with

an overlap in operation which were assessed qualitatively.

Mooir Vannin Offshore Wind Farm now has a scoping report in the public domain.

Offshore construction is stated as 2031 and 2032 and therefore outside the expected

Project piling window and not included in the piling assessment.

Piling overlap CEA

o Worst case assessment for common dolphin (CD) and Risso’s dolphin (RD) shows
all projects would disturb 2.7% of the CD population, with and without the Project.
For RD all projects would disturb 2.5% of the population and this would be 2.3%
without the Project.

o Interims Population Consequences of Disturbance (iPCoD) modelling was used
for the assessment of all other species (harbour porpoise (HP), bottlenose dolphin
(BND), minke whale (MW), GS and HS) where biological parameters are available
for the model.

o Project specific parameters were used from available PEIRS/ESs of other projects
(e.g. estimated piling schedule and number of animals affected by PTS and
disturbance).

o Significance of disturbance was applied using the threshold of an additional 1%
annual decline of population.

Population modelling outcomes

Graphs of model outputs shown on slide 11 (blue line represents the population
without piling (unimpacted), red line shows the population with piling (impacted).

All species have <1% decline over the first 6 years, and 25 years. BND has very
small population (293), results showed a 1.4% decline in one year but an average
<1% decline over first six years and 25 years.

MW showed a 3.2% decline over 25 years of modelling but less than 1% annually.
HP modelling showed that the population will continue on the same stable trajectory
two years after the Project piling.

GS showed a marginal increase in population.

HS was assessed used the wider reference population as the seven seal population
was considered too small for the model. *Update added post ETG: iPCoD modelling
was however conducted for both populations.

LL asked for any questions. OH asked if the reference populations used were those as
defined elsewhere, as iPCoD uses populations that are closed without connections. AS
noted that grey seal population modelling was undertaken using both the smaller (North
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West England and oM population) and the wider reference population (as defined in slide 5
of the presentation), of which neither showed a significant level of decline. For HS, the
modelling was also undertaken on both the small and the wider reference population. The
graph on slide 11 for the small seal population was, however, uninformative due to the
number of errors during the modelling, thus the graph for the wider reference population was
shown in slide 11. BND was modelled on the population of 293 animals from the Irish Sea
(IS) MU, HP on the population of 62,617 animals from the CIS (Celtic and Irish Sea) MU,
and MW on the population of 20,118 animals from the CGNS (Celtic and Greater North Sea)
MU.

CEA summary (slide 12)

Cumulative effects assessment results were shared. Highest significance level was identified
for increased vessel collision risk (moderate to minor adverse), but with best practice
measures used as mitigation this would reduce to minor residual effects.

LL asked for any further questions, OH enquired on the mitigation proposed which will be
addressed later in the presentation.

Preliminary RIAA results (slide 13-14)

¢ RIAA results considered the Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) within the CEA
screening area.

o Five SACs for HP were included, noting none are within the 26km disturbance radius
recommended by SNCBs. BND closest site is 110km away.

e No direct overlap of any effects on HP or BND SACs were identified and No Adverse
Effects on Integrity (AEol) identified.

e SAC specific population modelling has been completed for BND from Cardigan Bay
SAC. The in combination assessments shows a <1% decline in the first six years and
25-year modelling.

e Strangford Lough SAC for HS has shown a continuous decline for three decades but
the Project assessment shows no AEol identified for Project alone or in combination.

e GS assessed at Welsh sites, and no AEol identified for Project alone or in
combination. Reference populations were suggested by Natural Resources Wales
(NRW).

OH asked how the assessment defined ‘no AEol’ - was it over a 1% additional decline? LL
noted a SAC specific assessment was conducted and a 1% population decline threshold for
PTS was used and a 5% population decline threshold for disturbance. Seal densities were
calculated using SAC densities from Carter et al. (2022). OH clarified whether the RIAA
assessment is based on number of animals disturbed, rather than the population modelling?
AS confirmed PTS has been assessed separately and both PTS and disturbance for piling
apply the 1% threshold for the population modelling. OH added, for English sites that are in
decline, no additional decline at all is accepted; OH suggests the Applicant checks with
Department for Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (DEARA) to see if this is the case
for Northern Irish sites. ACTION#21- Applicant to contact DEARA regarding Strangford
Lough assessment.

IoM transboundary effects (slide 15 - 17).
¢ |oM Marine Nature Reserves (MNR) do not fall into the Habitats Directive so are not

in the RIAA, but they are assessed in the transboundary section of the ES. Summary
shared with the assessment details on slide 16.
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No adverse effects were identified on loM sites. The assessment assumed GS from
Welsh sites use the loM waters.

Mitigation and monitoring

Mitigation - Soft start and ramp up mitigation during piling is set out as embedded
mitigation in the ES and Draft MMMP. Best practice measures for collision risk are
also included in the MMMP and PEMP.

LL highlighted the new National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-3 has a new paragraph
with reference to a site integrity plan (SIP) or alternative assessment.

LL noted that as the Project is not in a SAC, no SIP is considered necessary. It was
noted there are potential additive effects of underwater noise (UWN) with other
projects that may be piling at the same time. The Applicant is open to discussing the
development of a noise management plan taking into account the other Irish Sea
OWF projects when more details on construction timings and final project design are
known.

SR asked for thoughts on the approach. As the Project is not in a SAC, and SACs do
not overlap Project noise contours, the Project did not feel a SIP was needed. The
Project has also committed to no concurrent piling of its foundations. The Project is
therefore not proposing to provide anything beyond the MMMP at DCO application
submission.

OH can understand why a SIP is not needed and this would be the approach for
English waters. The alternative assessment for cumulative impacts of UWN will be of
interest for NE and Welsh colleagues. It may be useful in the ES to make an
acknowledgement and outline of the approach at high level and cover the NPS has
been addressed. SR noted as we don’t know construction plans for other projects
there is limited details that would be committed to at this stage. AS added that the
pre-construction wildlife licence would look at cumulative effects but may be too late
at that stage to add further mitigation. Guidance for example during consultation on
the MMMP will be sought for between DCO and construction and trying to avoid
issues down the line. OH agreed at the wildlife licence stage it’s too late to change
piling schedules. It would be useful to show an outline of timeline of where extra
measures would be considered and that options are still feasible. OH added it is
reasonable to not have detail at this stage but an outline of measures in the DCO
may be useful. RW noted ACTION#22 to add outline of the process for additional
cumulative noise assessment, and any additional mitigation, to the DCO application.
Monitoring — LL noted the In Principal Monitoring Plan (IPMP) includes measurement
of noise during the initial piling period.

SR continued, at this stage further commitments on monitoring are to be confirmed.
The IPMP has some options but aware there may be options more suitable at a wide
scale regionally rather than at a Project level.

OH added potential options in the IPMP should give an understanding where the
evidence gaps and assumptions are as well as significant potential impacts and
those that rely on mitigation, noting the IPMP for the Sheringham Shoal and
Dudgeon Extension Projects (SEP and DEP) gives an idea of expectations for IPMP.
RS added, she agrees about adding options for consideration for the IPMP.
Monitoring benefits developers’ long term as information feeds into other baseline
studies.
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Summary of Draft MMMP (Slide 18).

The MMMP is split to unexploded ordinance (UXO) clearance and piling activities.
Low order disposal would be the preferred UXO clearance method. Acoustic
Deterrent Device (ADD) would also be used prior to clearance and piling.

Both piling and UXO clearance would require JINCC qualified Marine Mammal
Observers (MMODbs). Passive acoustic monitoring (PAM) was also identified.
Optional mitigation methods are also listed in the MMMP, for example noise
abatement systems and scheduling of piling/clearance activities.

SR added that the MMMP identifies potential other options at this stage, to be
developed further when construction details of other projects, alongside the final
design of the Project, are known.

LL asked if this covers the question OH asked earlier on cumulative effect mitigation.
AS added we are aware of updates from JNCC on UXO clearance. OH asked if UXO
impacts are assessed in the RIAA, AS noted an assessment is provided in a
separate ES appendix and referenced in the RIAA, noting there is no site survey data
yet on potential UXOs but the assessment used worst case parameters from desk
study (number, types and sizes of UXO and high order clearance techniques). The
appendix provides an indicative assessment of potential auditory injury and
disturbance impacts on marine mammals during UXO clearance at the Project for
information purposes. UXO clearance activities will be consented separately post
DCO consent once detailed information on the locations and extent of UXO required
to be cleared is known

OH asked if the indicative assessment includes conclusions on the likely significance
of impacts, AS confirms that assessments are made using the ES methodology to
derive effect significance.

OH noted most measures committed to in the MMMP are aimed at injury rather than
disturbance. Optional measures aimed at disturbance are options rather than a
commitment. Preference is to remove MMMP as a mitigation tool for cumulative
disturbance whilst the measures have not been committed to, noting that reliance is
not needed given there are no significant disturbance effects identified. AS confirmed
this will be the case in the ES, with an ACTION#23 to check this is presented
correctly in the ES summary tables.

Final summary (slide 19)

It was summarised that the results from the ES and RIAA presented were based on
worst case species densities and hammer energies. Disturbance assessments used
dose-response curve and Effective Deterrence Ranges (EDR) as appropriate.
Between now and construction there will be refinements in design parameters and
the MMMP will be updated based on this.

Long term population modelling based on precautionary disturbance assessments
have determined that Project-alone and cumulatively would have negligible impacts
for the next 25 years.

RS asked if a UXO EDR has been applied to the assessments. AS adds a 26km
EDR for high order clearance and 5km EDR for low order clearance has been used,
PTS and TTS are carried through to assessment.

LL checked for final questions, none further.
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Agreement log (slides 20 to 28)

Agreement log has been shared in the slides and distributed with minutes to
stakeholders.

Next steps (slide 29)

SR asked for any other questions, none received.

This is the last Marine Mammal ETG ahead of submission.

SoCGs are being developed and being pick up individually with each organisation.
TS acknowledged there are some updates to the SoCG with the MMO and these will
be reissued. SR added this would be picked up at SoCG discussions at the next
Steering Group Meeting.
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Action Progress Status
1 Check small unidentified cetacean terminology used in the JL 20/05/2022 Complete This will be
PEIR addressed in the
PEIR
2 Update the Marine Mammal Method Statement to include JL 20/05/2022 Complete Comments have
- approach for generating seal density estimates from Carter been received and
et al. (2020) and latest seal counts the Method
- figure with relevant MU areas, including loM and NI Statement updated
- approach to assessment of TTS to be clarified accordingly.
- clarification on barrier effects scoped in or out
- approach to UXO clearance assessments and separate
Marine Licence to be included
ensure consistent with approach in Scoping Document and
presentation for ETG1.
3 Separate Marine Licence for UXO clearance - Email MMO Project Team | 20/05/2022 Ongoing Later stage action
(AE) and NE (LB) to ensure the same case team is used after
submission
4 Distribute table to select date for August ETG KW 20/05/2022 Complete
5 Return comments on the Method Statement 27/05/2022 LB/allETG | 27/05/2022 Complete
6 Agreement log for ETG1 to be completed and returned with AllETG Complete
any comments on the minutes
7 Provide comments on the HRA screening report AllETG 31/08/2022 Complete
and
09/09/2022
8 Check if there are any updates on the horizon to the 2010 OH 09/09/2022 Complete No anticipated
JNCC guidance used for magnitude sensitivity updates expected
9 Search on the MMO licencing portal for potential projects for AS 09/09/2022 In Progress | Completed for ES
cumulative consideration.
9 Restore SharePoint access. KW 09/09/2022 Complete




| MORECAMEBE

Progress  Status

Ref  Action " Whom ' When

10 FE to provide a summary of all ETG SharePaoint links for RW 09/11/2022 Complete
attendees to test

11 PD to provide marine mammal data held by the loM PD 09/11/2022 Complete Separate meeting

to be held (action
#13)

12 SR to provide plan of engagement and to re issue the SR 09/11/2022 Complete Provided with
Evidence Plan Methodology (updated for generation assets ETG3 minutes
only)

13 Set up a call with PD to discuss sharing of loM data AS 08/06/2023 Complete Separate meeting

held

14 Request South Walney Nature Reserve — grey seal counts AS 08/06/2023 Complete Email sent and
from NW WT current data

supplied by the NW
WT

15 Issue suggested cut of times for baseline data provision and AS 08/06/2023 Complete Six months agreed
cumulative project lists, agree cut-off date for inclusion in suitable by NE
submission documents

16 Issue technical note/s to ETG for formal response covering: AS 08/06/2023 Complete Provided to MMO
= Proposed marine mammal densities to be used in the and NE (responses

ES/RIAA assessments received)
= Key responses to PEIR and draft RIAA comments

17 Consider the comments on the dual density approach to dose | RHDHV 11/10/2023 Complete Shared through the
response considering SCANS |V data and define the best ETG 5 meeting
approach to present to Natural England. minutes and the

ETG 5 slides (and
also discussed at a
NE update
meeting)

18 Review NRW advice for cumulative assessment population RHDHV 11/10/2023 Complete NRW guidance
modelling and update the list of cumulative projects and considered within
discuss with NRW if required. population

modelling
methodology
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Ref  Action " Whom ' When Progress  Status
19 Share the table of ES definitions of significance with Natural RHDHV 11/10/2023 Complete Table shared with
England MMO and NE
during update
meetings
20 Include in ETG minutes the progress of RHDHV 11/10/2023 Complete Added as item 4.1
agreements/disagreements on noise modelling worst-case in in ETG 5
the agreement log agreement log
21 Applicant to contact DAERA regarding Strangford Lough | RHDHV 31/01/2024 Complete E-mail
assessment. communication
sent to DAERA,
and specific
population
modelling now
undertaken
showing no
decline for
Strangford Lough
population
22 To add outline of the process for additional cumulative RHDHV 31/01/2024 Complete | Applied to the ES
noise assessment, and any additional mitigation, to the
DCO application in line with NPS requirement.
23 Update ES summary tables and ES assessment such that | RHDHV 31/01/2024 Complete | Applied to the ES
reliance is not made on mitigation for disturbance where
measures have not been committed to in the MMMP.
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Minutes

1. ETG summary and feedback (slides 4 and 5)

SR provided a short overview of the ETGs that have taken place so far, adding
that additional targeted consultation has been undertaken for human
environment, aviation, other marine users, commercial fish and shipping and
navigation (with local authority engagement focused on the Transmission
Assets). ETG have ranged from four to six meetings over the pre application
period covering ornithology, marine mammals, marine seabed and ecology,
historic environment and seascape, landscape and visual impact assessment
(SLVIA).

SR noted discussions undertaken and key areas of agreement including study
areas, baseline information and assessment methodologies.

SR asked for any feedback on the process and the level of discussion thus far?
CP responded that he is conscious the Morecambe Generation ETG meeting for
Historic Environment has recently occurred, but in terms of technical information
presented he has found these very useful. CP asked if this is the last EPP
meeting for Morecambe Generation before submission? SR confirmed it is.

LB commented that through the process we have generally been able to resolve
/ cover all issues around various protected sites and environmental receptors
that Natural England (NE) is interested in (noting there are some points still to be
confirmed i.e. offshore ornithology, but that this will be picked up as necessary).
Acknowledged that we would ideally have everything resolved by the final ETG,
but this is not realistic. LB commented that there has been a fairly good provision
of material ahead of ETGs, however in some instances (due to survey timings)
NE did not get sufficient advanced time to allow advanced view but did
acknowledge that surveys are a difficult scheduling task. SR responded that it's
been helpful to have the relevant advisors e.g. Cefas and NE specialists at each
meeting. RW added that the technical notes have been useful to follow up on key
topics discussed at meetings but did acknowledge some short turnarounds.

Technical notes/other documents (slide 6)

SR presented a list of documents that have been used to support discussions/
agreements during the EPP. LB commented that this Project (and others across
the Irish Sea) have had ambitious timescales for the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) and that a lot of advice provided has been ‘In
Principle’ or ‘Without Prejudice’ given that the full evidence base was not
available at PEIR for some areas, for example due to the time taken to gather 24
months of bird and marine mammals aerial survey data (but acknowledged that
this is the reality of the situation).

2. Project update (slide 7)

SR gave a short Project update. Highlights that the 2024 National Policy
Statements (NPS) (November 2023 versions, adopted as of January 2024) are
being used as the main reference within the Environmental Statement (ES). RW
commented that although these have been published, they are still in a judicial
review period but that they should be the versions we progress on.

SR noted the Project is working towards a DCO submission of Q2 2024, aiming
for May 2024. KK mentioned that submission timing was raised in the recent
Project update meeting with PINS (noting that school holidays fall in May) and



asked that any updates to submission date should be notified as soon as
possible to allow planning. Any updates to submission to be noted. May half term
falls around the 23 May 2024. RW confirmed that everyone will be updated in
due course.

SR continued with the Project update. Further geotechnical surveys are planned
for 2024. 1t was noted that the Transmission Assets PEIR was published in Q4
2023. The approach to alleviate concerns raised by the MMO around the whole
project impacts (considering Generation Assets (the Project) and associated
Transmission Assets) has been addressed by the Applicant through the addition
of a combined assessment in the cumulative and in-combination assessments
(using the PEIR published for the Transmission Assets to inform assessments) in
the ES and the MCZA and RIAA. The combined assessment considers the
Project plus the Transmission Assets, considering additional effects and impact
interactions. Following this, the Project is assessed cumulatively/in-combination
with the Transmission Assets and all other scoped in cumulative projects. A
summary document is also supplied within the ES to provide an outline of
impacts from both Generation and Transmission Assets as a whole. KK asked if
the summary document will be part of ES or separate as she would prefer it all
within the ES. SR confirmed that it would be part of the ES.

3. Agreements and SoCG (slide 8)

SR outlined some key areas of agreement reached through the EPP as well as
some key areas for ongoing discussion which include the ‘Without Prejudice’
derogation case and site selection for potential compensation sites. SR thanked
LB for setting up meetings with NE regarding potential compensation sites.

LB responded that NE is happy with most of the ‘key areas of agreement’ and
noted some of the finer points around methodologies will be reviewed within the
ES. The cumulative assessment will be looked at again in the final ES. It was
also noted that as UXO clearance activities would be in a separate licence, that
this aspect will stay live as an issue that is connected to this Project.

ALF asked if there will be final agreement logs and if these will be circulated
afterwards? SR responded that these are circulated with ETG meeting minutes
and have been combined in the SoCGs but will also be contained within the
Evidence Plan Report as part of the consultation report in the DCO submission.
ALF asked if the MMO will receive one ‘combined’ SoCG document detailing
NE'’s responses? RW responded that the agreement logs sit per topic. There will
be one SoCG with each relevant organisation and is up to each organisation to
progress — but there won’t be a combined SoCG with different stakeholders.

CP asked if the without prejudice derogation case and compensation site will be
featured as part of the Development Consent Order (DCO) limits? SR confirmed
that any potential compensation sites (expected to be terrestrial (coastal)) would
not be part of the DCO order limits.

KK asked if there has been agreement in terms of the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) methodology? SR and LB confirmed there has been
discussions on assessment methods, with some additional sites screened in
following section 42 consultation responses on the PEIR. LB commented that
the more that’s known pre-submission the better in terms of compensation sites.
Additionally, depending on the apportionment for the species of concern, it may
be a mixture of mitigation and compensation. KK noted with HRA its best to
come in as prepared as possible and have some certainty pre-Examination.

KK asked if NE had any opinions regarding attendance at Examination hearings
in person? LB responded that there is high-level work going on in NE around



engagement principles for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPSs).
Themes emerging is focusing NE’s input on areas that matter in terms of impacts
to protected sites and features and less attendance at every single hearing due
to resource pressure. ALF confirmed the MMOs approach would be similar to
NE — looking to prioritise hearings that are integral to MMO advice (particular
where Cefas advisors are due to be in attendance).

LB mentioned NEs position to SoCGs with the intent going forward to be
focussed more on the information that’s already going to be produced (i.e.
agreement logs, Principal Areas of Disagreement (PAD)) rather than going back
and forth on SoCG and fine turning wording. KK asked if this approach will be
taken by MMO and Historic England (HE)? ALF confirmed the MMO will be
reviewing SoCG pre-submission. CP confirmed HE will also review SoCGs and
will not attend hearings if not required. KK confirmed relevant people will only be
called upon if needed.

KK asked if NE are more likely to produce PAD? LB responds that NE expects
that PADs will be limited or absent for this Project compared to other projects as
risks are relatively low due to position of array site. Most likely the areas to be
further discussed will be about the overall process of assessing a ‘whole’ project
(i.e. considering both the Generation Assets and Transmission Assets). KK
noted this is helpful for PINS to know and understands resourcing issues.

SR continued with presentation slide 7 and noted that the cut-off had now been
reached for inclusion of baseline data and plans and projects within the ES
cumulative assessment and RIAA in-combination assessment.

KK discussed NSIP reform and that it would be useful to know the situation of
SNCBs so PINS can timetable Examinations better. Feedback to PINS as early
as possible is preferable. LB said that a more succinct rationale will be provided
in due course from NE. RW asked whether NE’s internal risks and agreement log
will be made available? LB confirmed that it will be submitted with the intent to
keep the log up to date for each deadline and therefore can track each issue.
SR asked if there are any other questions? LB and KK commented that the
meeting had been very helpful. LB adds that the avenue for continued
discussion outside of the statutory process is through the Discretionary Advice
Service (DAS) which needs to be renewed with the Applicant. RW confirmed this
is with the commercial team and will be provided ASAP.

RW asked about NSIP Reform process timelines? KK responded there is no
update on timings. She encouraged feedback from the Project in terms of
hearing timings.
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Ref Action Whom  When Status
1 To check HE invoices are being processed RW Following the meeting  In progress

2 To provide the MMO a list of expected technical notes. SR Following the meeting  Complete
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Annex 2 Expert Topic Groups consultation
logs and agreement logs



Marine Ecology Agreement Log

Marine Ecology ETG 5

NWIFCA

Notes

ETG 5 — | Agreement with the Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As presented in ETGs to date, the
1 justification provided for the technical note FLO-MOR-TEC-0011
conceptual assessment and the PEIR.
approach for physical
processes.
ETG 5 — | Study areas and baseline Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As presented ETGs to date and the
2 information used for PEIR.
assessments.
ETG 5 — | EIA methodologies and Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As presented ETGs to date and the
3 definitions. PEIR.
ETG 5- | Scoping out of Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As presented ETGs to date, the
4 ‘remobilisation of technical note FLOMOR-TEC-0011
contaminated sediments’ in and the PEIR.
all phases of ES
assessment for benthic and
fish receptors.
ETG 5- | Approach to updated Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As presented in Meeting Presentation
6 underwater noise modelling FLO-MOR-PPT

to ensure the worst case
scenario(s) are included.

20231011_Morecambe_ OWF_Marine
_Ecology ETG 5




ETG5-

The list of ES cumulative
and RIAA incombination
projects being considered.

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

As presented ETGs to date and the
PEIR.

Marine Ecology ETG 3

ID

ETG 3 -
7.1

Topic

Scoping out of the impact
‘remobilisation of contaminants’
given low levels recorded in the
windfarm site

Natural

England

TBC

MMO

TBC

TBC

TBC

The
Wildlife
Trusts

Not present

To be confirmed upon review of
data.

Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes

concentration (SSC) profiles
would be disproportionate.

3.1 Confirmed use of 30km buffer forl Agreed | Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present | As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
screening for other _ 20220914_Morecambe_OWF _
plans/projects to be included in Marine_Ecology ETG2
the cumulative assessment. - -

3.2 Agreement that suspended solid | Agreed | Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present | As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-

20220914 _Morecambe OWF _
Marine_Ecology ETG2




3.4

the HRA.

Agreement on the approach to

Agreed

Agreed

Not present

Agreed

Not present

As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-

20220914 Morecambe OWF _
Marine_Ecology ETG2

Marine Ecology ETG 3

ID

3.5

Topic

Agreement on the use of the
Awel y Mor modelling
approach in the Morecambe
assessment, justified by the
PSA results.

Natural
England

Agreed

MMO

Agreed

Environment

Agency

Not present

Cefas

Agreed

The
Wildlife
Trusts

Not present

As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-

20220914 _Morecambe OWF_Mari
ne_Ecology ETG2

Marine Sediment and Water Quality

out remobilisation of
contaminated sediments
during construction, operation

and decommissioning phases.

4.1 Agreed approach regarding Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present| As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
sampling. 20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Mari
ne_Ecology ETG2
4.2 Agreed approach to scoping Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present| As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-

20220914 _Morecambe OWF_Mari
ne_Ecology ETG2




Marine Ecology ETG 3

ID

4.3

Agreement on the approach to
the cumulative assessment
regarding buffers for search
and types of project/plans to
include.

Natural

Agreed

MMO

Agreed

Environment

Not present

Cefas

Agreed

The
Wildlife
Trusts

Not present

As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-

20220914 _Morecambe OWF_Mari

ne_Ecology ETG2

Benthic ecology

out “Physical presence of
infrastructure” from
decommissioning phase by
treating physical presence of
infrastructure during the
operational phase as a
permanent impact.

4.1 Agreed with the baseline Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present| As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
datasets used for the PEIR 20220914_Morecambe_OWF_Mari
assessment. ne_Ecology ETG2

4.2 Agreement approach to scope | Agreed Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present| As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-

20220914 Morecambe OWF _
Marine_Ecology ETG2




Marine Ecology ETG 2

ID

Topic

Natural
England

MMO

Environment Cefas

Agency

The Wildlife

Trusts

Notes

assessment.

4.3 Agreed approach to scoping out Agreed | Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present As outlined in FLO-MOR-
remobilisation of contaminated PPT-
sediments during construction, 20220914 Morecambe
operation and decommissioning OWF_MarT -
phases. ne_Ecology ETG2

4.4 Agreed approach to the cumulative | Agreed | Agreed | Not present Agreed | Not present As outlined in FLO-MOR-

PPT-

20220914 _Morecambe
OWF_Mari
ne_Ecology ETG2

Fish and shellfish ecology

contaminated sediment from
assessment during construction,
operation and decommissioning
phases.

5.1 Agreement approach to scope out Agreed | Agreed Not present Agreed | Not present As outlined in FLO-MOR-
“Physical presence of infrastructure” PPT20220914_Morecam
from decommissioning phase by be OWF_ Mari
treating physical presence of ne_Ecology ETG2
infrastructure during the operational
phase as a permanent impact.

5.2 Agreed to scope out resuspension of | Agreed | Agreed Not present Agreed | Not present As outlined in FLO-MOR-

PPT-

20220914 Morecambe
OWF_Mari
ne_Ecology ETG2




Marine Ecology ETG 2

ID Topic Natural MMO

England Agency
5.3 Agreed to approach to basking shark
collision risk to assess qualitatively
based on expert judgement and best
practices related to similar collision

assessments for marine mammals.

Agreed | Agreed

Environment Cefas

Not present

The Wildlife
Trusts

Agreed | Not present | As outlined in FLO-MOR-

PPT-

20220914 _Morecambe_
OWF_Mari
ne_Ecology ETG2

Marine Ecology ETG 1

ID Topic Natural

England

MMO Environment North

Agency

The
Wildlife
Trusts

Western
IFCA

Marine geology, oceanography and physical processes

Approach to
EIA.

Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed Agreed

As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-
20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation
and FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology ETG 1 Method
Statement. Noting expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.

Further justification for use of Awel y Mér numerical

modelling will be provided in PEIR and in future ETG
meetings.




Marine Ecology ETG 1

ID

Topic

Natural

England

MMO

Marine Sediment and Water Quality

Environment North

Agency

Western

IFCA

The

Wildlife

Trusts

Notes

2 Approach to | Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed Agreed | As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-
EIA. 20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation
and FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology ETG 1 Method
Statement. Noting expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.
3 Approach to | Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed Agreed | As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-
EIA. 20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation
and FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology ETG 1 Method
Statement. Noting expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.
Fish and shellfish ecology
4 Approach to | Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed Agreed | As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-
EIA. 20220426 Seabed and Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation

and FLO-MOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology ETG 1 Method
Statement. Noting expectation of comments on the scoping
report once formally submitted.




MORECAMBE

-

Marine Ecology ETG 1

ID Topic Natural MMO Environment North The
Agency Western  Wildlife
Trusts
4.1 | Fisheries Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed Agreed | As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLOMOR-PPT-20220426
assessment Seabed and Marine Ecology ETG 1 Presentation and
will be based FLOMOR-MS-0002 Marine Ecology ETG 1 Method
on desk- Statement. Noting expectation of comments on the scoping
based report once formally submitted.
sources.

SLVIA Agreement Log

National Sefton Blackpool MMO
Council  Council

ETG1 Agreement of Agreed Agreed Agreed Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-
2 viewpoints for PPT-

the PEIR. 20221207_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA_ETG_1
ETG 1 Agreement in Agreed Agreed Agreed Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides for the
and ETG | approach to PEIR in FLO-MOR-PPT-
4 worst case 20221207_Morecambe_OWF_SLVIA_ETG_1
3 definition. and for the ES in presentation FLO-MORPPT-

20240123_SLVIA_ETG_final




Offshore Ornithology Agreement Log

Offshore Ornithology ETG 6

ID

ETG 6
5.1

Topic

Agreement that the LBBG Agreed
compensation measures short
list appropriately reflects:

e Predator
exclusion/eradication

e Habitat management to
improve breeding success

MMO
NA

RSPB
NA

loM
NA

As presented in the ETG slides FLO-MOR-PPT-
20242501_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology ETG 6

j MORECAMBE

Offshore Ornithology ETG 5

Topic RSPB MEAS IoM
ETG 5 | Mean SDs and Cls derived from Year 1 | Agreed | NA NA NA NA As presented in the ETG slides FLO-MOR-
6.1 and 2 bootstrap data for PPT-
CRM/displacement (NE’s preferred 20231012_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology E
approach). TG 5
ETG 5 | NE maintains the position that the total | Not NA NA NA NA Both methods (use of displacement gradient
71 buffer area (up to 10km from the agreed and without) will be presented in the ES.
windfarm site) should be considered as
the displacement area and continues to
disagree with use of displacement
gradient to estimate the effective
displacement area.




Offshore Ornithology ETG 5

MORECAMBE

-

Topic
ETG 5 | Buffer areas for red-throated diver Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | As presented in the ETG slides FLO-MOR-
7.2 displacement differ between EIA and PPT-
HRA (EIA using 4km buffer and HRA 20231012_Morecambe_ OWF_Ornithology E
using 10km buffer within Liverpool Bay TG 5
SPA).
ETG 5 | Apportioning methodology (ORJIP Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | As presented in the ETG slides FLO-MOR-
7.3 AppSasS tool) will not likely be available PPT-
for submission so the Project will use 20231012_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology E
NatureScot tool. TG 5
ETG 5 | Impacts scoped into construction, Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | ES scoped in impacts will be as presented in
111 operation and maintenance and PEIR. Noting the additional inclusion of
decommissioning phase of construction related effects on Manx
development. shearwater in response to comments from
NRW on PEIR
ETG 5 | Buffer areas for CRM and displacement| Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | As presented in the ETG slides FLO-MOR-
11.2 assessment (based on revised PPT20231012_Morecambe_OWF_Ornitholo
boundary). gy_ETG_5 and in the technical note FLO-
MOR-TEC-0009 for ornithology buffer areas
shared with NE.
ETG 5 | Species considered for CRM and Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | As presented in PEIR.
11.3 displacement assessment.
ETG 5 | Species parameters for CRM (including | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | As presented in the ETG slides FLO-MOR-
114 avoidance rates). PPT-




Offshore Ornithology ETG 5

ID

Topic

MMO

RSPB MEAS

j MORECAMBE

loM

20231012_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology E
TG_5

Offshore Ornithology ETG 2

ETG 2 | Agreement on use of ‘worst | Agreed Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-

4.1 case scenario’ for PEIR 20220709_Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology ETG_2; 40 x
assessment. turbines to be used for ornithological assessment.

ETG 2 | Agreement on use of species | Agreed Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-

4.2 input parameters for sCRM. 20220709 _Morecambe OWF_Ornithology ETG_2; species
input parameters provided by NE on 7/7/2022 will be used for
the sCRM.

ETG 2 | Agreement on OWF projects | Agreed Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-

71 to be included in the 20220709 _Morecambe_OWF_Ornithology ETG_2; list will be
cumulative/in-combination reviewed and updated for ES/DCO. Other (non-OWF) projects
assessment for PEIR. to be agreed separately.

ETG 2 | Agreement on use of ‘worst | Agreed Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-

4.1 case scenario’ for PEIR 20220709 _Morecambe_ OWF_Ornithology ETG_2; 40 x
assessment. turbines to be used for ornithological assessment.




Offshore Ornithology ETG 1

J‘f MORECAMBE

ETG 1 Agreement of potential Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3.1 impacts gcoped in for Offshore Ornithology ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-MS-001
construction. Ornithology EIA Method Statement. Comments received on the
scoping report have been discussed in ETG2.
ETG 1 Agreement of potential Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3.2 impacts scoped in for Offshore Ornithology ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-MS-001
operation and maintenance. Ornithology EIA Method Statement. Comments received on the
scoping report have been discussed in ETG2.
ETG 1 Agreement of potential Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3.3 impacts scoped in for Offshore Ornithology ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-MS-001
decommissioning. Ornithology EIA Method Statement. Comments received on the
scoping report have been discussed in ETG2.
ETG 1 Agreement of approach to Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3.4 impact assessment. Offshore Ornithology ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-MS-001

Ornithology EIA Method Statement. Comments received on the
scoping report have been discussed in ETG2.
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Marine Mammal Agreement Log
Marine Mammal ETG 5

ID Topic Natural MMO Cefas MEAS IoM
England Government

ETG 5 | Noise modelling approach has been Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As per FLO-MOR-

4.1 updated with the new boundary and PPT20231011_Morecambe_
increased hammer energy (6,600KJ) as OWF_Marine_Mammals
well as a faster strike rate scenario. ETG_5.pptx

Worst case assessment is based on
three sequential monopiles within 24
hours and four sequential pin piles in 24-
hours.

Agreement that this ES modelling
encompasses the worst case

ETG 5| Confirmation that a correction factor for | Agreed NA NA NA Agreed As per FLO-MOR-

6.1 the Isle of Man (loM) grey seal PPT20231011_Morecambe__
population does not need to be applied OWF_Marine_Mammals
as the loM grey seal population change ETG_5.pptx and

from 50 to 400 is a population estimate

technical note FLO-
and not a count.

MOR-TEC-0012

ETG 5| Harbour seal MUs — It is proposed to In NA NA NA NA It is noted that in response to
6.2 use the NW England MU and NI MU as | piscussion this approach not being
the reference population. agreed, a dual approach will

be used to present both the

assessment based on a NW
England MU and well as an

assessment considering the
combined NW England and

NI MUs.




Marine Mammal ETG 5

ID

Topic

Dose response approach for harbour

Natural

England

MMO Cefas MEAS

loM

Government

ot

MORECAMBE

ETG In NA NA NA NA AS per FLO-MOR-

5 porpoise to use dual densities. discussion PPT20231011_Morecambe

6.3 OWF_Marine_Mammals
_ETG_5.pptx
As discussed during ETG 5,
with further information to be
provided to NE.

ETG | CEA project densities to be used Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed AS per FLO-MOR-

5 where there is no project specific data PPT20231011_Morecambe_

6.4 are. OWF_Marine_Mammals

e Irish projects — ObSERVE data

UK projects:

e Average density for HP, WBD,
CD, RD, MW using the relevant
SCANS block area if available

The average density for the SCANS

block area from will be compared

from SCANS |V, 2023; Evans &

Waggitt, 2023 or Waggitt et al., 2019.

Average density across the IS MU for
BND (using Evans & Waggitt, 2023).

_ETG_5.pptx and technical
note FLOMOR-TEC-0012
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Marine Mammal ETG 5

ID Topic Natural MMO Cefas MEAS loM
England Government
ETG | Marine mammal species density Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed Agreed AS per FLO-MOR-
5 estimates used in the assessments PPT20231011_Morecambe
6.5 are confirmed: OWF_Marine_Mammals
e Harbour porpoise - aerial site- _ETG_5.pptx
specific density for summer
season.
e Bottlenose dolphin - SCANS IV as
worst case.

e Risso’s dolphin - Waggitt et al.
2019 over the scan block. o
Common dolphin - Waggitt et al.
2019 over the scan block.

¢ Minke whale scans — SCANS IV

o White-beaked dolphin - Waggitt
2019, with worst-case calculated
for SCANS block

e Seals - Carter et al. 2022

ETG | Six-month cut-off date ahead of DCO | Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed Agreed As per FLO-MOR-

5 submission for new baseline PPT20231011_Morecambe

7.1 information and cumulative project OWF Marine Mammals
status. . "

_ETG_5.pptx and technical
note FLO-MOR-TEC-0012
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Marine Mammal ETG 5

ID Topic Natural MMO Cefas MEAS loM
England Government
ETG | Reference populations applied as per | Agreed Agreed | Agreed | Agreed Agreed AS per FLO-MOR-
5 PEIR and updated with SCOS reports PPT20231011_Morecambe_
7.2 for harbour and grey seal. SW OWF_Marine_Mammals
Scotland will also be included for grey _ETG._5.pptx and technical
seals (see agreement 6.2 re. harbour note FLO-MOR-TEC-0012

seal reference populations).

Marine Mammal ETG 3

ID Topic MMO The loM
Wildlife Government
Trusts
ETG 3- | Agreement of | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As per FLO-MOR-PPT
3 proposed swim 20221107_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG_3
speeds used in
underwater

noise modelling.

ETG 3- | Agreementon | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed | Agreed As per FLO-MOR-PPT

4 proposed 20221107_Morecambe_OWF_Marine_Mammals_ETG
search area of
cumulative

projects.
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Marine Mammal ETG 2

ID Natural MMO The
England Wildlife
Trusts
ETG 2 | Agreement of proposed approach to the Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed As per FLO-MOR-PPT
cumulative impact assessment. 20220831 Morecambe OWF
2.4 Marine_Mammals_ETG_2
ETG 2 | Agreement on proposed modelling approach. | Agreed Agreed | Agreed Agreed As per FLO-MOR-PPT
20220831 _Morecambe OWF_Ma

25 rine_Mammals_ETG_2




Historic Environment Consultation Log

Historic Environment ETG 5

ID

Topic

Historic

England
(HE)

/‘f MORECAMBE

ETG 5 Agreement in approach to | Agreed Agreed As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
8.1 onshore setting 20240118 _Morecambe_OWF_Historic Env_ETG5
assessment for the ES (as
provided in the PEIR and
discussed in ETGs 3, 4 and
findings presented in ETG
5).
ETG 5 Agreement in approach to | Agreed Agreed As discussed in ETG 5
10.1 provide an outline WSI for
DCO submission, that will
be reviewed by Historic
Environment at that point.
3.1 Agreement to scope out Agreed Agreed As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-
transboundary impacts. 20220831_Morecambe_OWF _Historic Env_ETG2 and in the
Scoping Opinion
3.2 Agreement in approach to | Agreed Agreed As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-

onshore setting
assessment for PEIR, as
applied to the ES as
discussed in ETG 3, 4 and
5.

20220831_Morecambe OWF_Historic Env_ETG2
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Historic Environment ETG 1

ETG1 Agreement to EPP Agreed Agreed As outlined in FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore Historic Environment
11 approach and involvement ETG 1 Presentation.
in offshore historic
environment ETG.
ETG 1 Agreement of data sources | Agreed Agreed ETG meetings will be scheduled following completion of key milestones.
2.1 for the EIA.
ETG 1 Agreement of in offshore Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426 Offshore
2.3 historic environment Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-MS-001 Offshore
baseline information and Historic Environment ETG 1 Method Statement. Noting the comments on
approach. the scoping report as shared during ETG2.
ETG 1 Agreement to include initial | Agreed Agreed As attached to FLO-MOR-MS-001 Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1
24 audit and QA of the quality Method Statement.
of the data.
ETG1 Agree to use Historic Agreed Agreed To be used and referred to within the PEIR and subsequent assessments.
25 England Advisory Note for
Commercial Renewable
Energy Developments.




j MORECAMBE

Historic Environment ETG 1

ID Topic
ETG 1 Agreement of the Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
26 methodology sources for Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-
EIA. MS-001 Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Method Statement.
Noting the comments on the scoping report as shared during ETG2.
ETG 1 Agreement of approach to | Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3 impact assessment. Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-

MS-001 Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Method Statement.
Noting the comments on the scoping report as shared during ETG2.

ETG 1 Agreement of potential Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3.1 impacts scoped in for Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-
Construction. MS-001 Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Method Statement.
Noting expectation of comments on the scoping report once formally
submitted.
ETG1 Agreement of potential Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3.2 impacts scoped in for Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-
operation and maintenance. MS-001 Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Method Statement.

Noting the comments on the scoping report as shared during ETG2.

ETG 1 Agreement of potential Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
3.2 impacts scoped in for Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation and FLO-MOR-
decommissioning. MS-001 Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Method Statement.

Noting the comments on the scoping report as shared during ETG2.




Historic Environment ETG 1

ID

Topic

/‘f MORECAMBE

ETG 1 Agreement to Term of Agreed Agreed As outlined Terms of Reference FLO-MOR-PRO-0002 Morecambe
4 Reference (ToR) for OWF Evidence Plan Process Methodology.
steering group.
ETG 1 Agreement to the proposed | Agreed Agreed As outlined in ETG meeting slides FLO-MOR-PPT-20220426
5 structure of upcoming ETG Offshore Historic Environment ETG 1 Presentation.

meetings and the addition
of new meetings as
required.




j MORECAMBE
i

Appendix B1
Notification Email to Stakeholders
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Partners in UK offshore wind

Non-statutory consultation on proposed wind farms in the Irish Sea
Good morning

The developers of the Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind projects have
launched a consultation on their proposals to develop two offshore wind
projects in the Irish Sea.

Renewable energy is central to supporting the UK’s ambitions to lead the world
in combatting climate change, reducing our reliance on fossil fuels and
embracing a future where renewable energy powers our homes and
businesses.

Together, these two wind farms have the potential to power more than two
million households with clean energy. Combined with EnBW and bp’s Mona
offshore wind farm(also in the Irish Sea), the trio will help the UK to achieve its
target of generating 50GW of power from offshore wind by 2030.

These wind farms are being developed by separate joint venture companies,
working towards a common goal of helping the UK to achieve its net zero
ambitions and, specifically, of reaching offshore wind generation goals.
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Limited (Morecambe OWL), a joint venture
between Cobra Instalaciones y Servicios, S.A. and Flotation Energy Ltd, is
developing the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm. Morgan Offshore Wind Limited
(Morgan OWL), a joint venture between bp and Energie Baden-Wurttemberg
AG (EnBW), is developing the Morgan Offshore Wind Project. The two joint
venture companies are collaborating to connect the wind farms to the electricity
transmission network.



Location

Iel 30km

d from the coast

Water depth

& 18-40m

~300km?

Penwortham
Morecambe

@ Liverpool

>1.5million
homes

~125km?

>500,000

homes

The two wind farms and their joint transmission assets will form three separate
applications for development consent which will all be determined by the
Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy. At this stage, a
single non-statutory consultation is being held on all three projects to help
communities and other stakeholders understand how the three projects will be
integrated with each other.

The consultation launches today and runs for six weeks, from 2 November to
13 December 2022. The aim of the consultation is to introduce our projects,
share our early plans and give stakeholders and members of the public the
opportunity to have their say. The feedback we receive will help influence the
detailed design of the projects and help us develop the best possible
proposals.

You can view all of our consultation materials, see our full calendar of online
and in-person events, and submit feedback on the consultation
website: http://www.morecambeandmorgan.com/.

We would be happy to welcome you to any of our events to discuss our
projects in more detail. We can also arrange for our team to provide a briefing
about the projects if this would be of interest to you.

In the meantime, should you have any questions please don’t hesitate to get in
touch via email at info@morecambeandmorgan.com or by calling 0800 915
2493.




We look forward to receiving your feedback.

Communications Manager (Flotation Energy), Morecambe Offshore Windfarm

Ltd

Stakeholder Engagement Advisor (bp and EnBW), Morgan Offshore Wind Ltd
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Appendix B2
Non-Statutory Consultation Brochure



Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
Morgan Offshore Wind Project

Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms:
Transmission Assets

2 November — 13 December 2022
Non-statutory consultation

bp

l”.l

Partners in UK offshore wind
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This brochure sets out information relating
to three separate projects that will all be
the subject of their own applications for
development consent:

o Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
(generation assets)

e Morgan Offshore Wind Project
(generation assets)

e Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind
Farms: Transmission Assets (known as the
Transmission Assets)

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Limited
(Morecambe OWL), a joint venture between
Cobra Instalaciones y Servicios, S.A. (Cobra)
and Flotation Energy Ltd., is developing the
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.

Morgan Offshore Wind Limited (Morgan OWL),
a joint venture between bp and Energie Baden-
Wirttemberg AG (EnBW), is developing the
Morgan Offshore Wind Project.

Both projects were awarded licences during
The Crown Estate’s Offshore Wind Leasing
Round 4 bidding process.

These two wind farms, situated in the Irish Sea,
will together generate almost 2GW of energy,
and the two joint venture companies are
collaborating to connect the wind farms to the
electricity transmission network.

The wind farms will be located approximately
20km — 30km from the coast and be
operational by 2030. Together, they have the
potential to power more than two million UK
households with clean energy. Combined with
EnBW and bp’s Mona offshore windfarm (also
in the Irish Sea), the trio will help the UK to
achieve its target of generating 50GW of power
from offshore wind by 2030.

A coordinated approach

Both the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm and

the Morgan Offshore Wind Project have been

scoped into the Pathways to 2030 workstream
under the Offshore Transmission

Network Review.

As part of this review, National Grid has
assessed options to improve the coordination
of offshore wind generation connections and
transmission networks. In July 2022, the UK
Government published the Pathway to 2030
Holistic Network Design documents, which
set out the approach to connecting 50GW of
offshore wind to the UK electricity network.

Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind projects | Introduction

The output of this process concluded that

the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm and the
Morgan Offshore Wind Project should work
collaboratively in connecting the wind farms to
the national grid at Penwortham in Lancashire.
The developers were involved in this process
and agree with this output.

Therefore both projects intend to submit a
single application for the transmission assets,
comprising offshore export cable corridors to
landfall and onshore export cable corridors to
onshore substation(s), and onwards connection
to the electricity transmission network at
Penwortham, Lancashire.

The collaboration between the projects is
intended to provide an opportunity for the
projects to align on a consistent approach to
environmental assessments and mitigation,
including robust consideration of cumulative
impacts, as well as providing a more
streamlined process for all stakeholders.

The consenting process

The Government classifies major energy
projects as Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Projects (NSIPs). Permission is granted in line
with the national policy guidance set out in the
Planning Act 2008.

The generation assets for the Morecambe
Offshore Windfarm and the generation assets
for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project are each
considered to be NSIPs in their own right and
will be the subject of separate applications for
development consent.

An application for development consent will
therefore be made for the generation assets of
each offshore wind farm, one for Morecambe
and one for Morgan. A third application for
development consent will be made for both
projects’ joint transmission assets.

Applications for development consent are
submitted to, and examined by, the Planning
Inspectorate and decisions are made by the
relevant Secretary of State, in this case the
Secretary of State for Business, Energy and
Industrial Strategy.

On page 18 you can find out more about the
upcoming indicative timeline for the projects’
consenting stages.

03
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The Crown Estate’s seabed
leasing process

In 2021, The Crown Estate announced that it
had selected six proposed new offshore wind
projects in the waters around England and
Wales, through a process known as Offshore
Wind Leasing Round 4.

Combined, these Round 4 sites represent just
under 8GW of potential new offshore wind
capacity, offering the opportunity to deliver
clean electricity for more than seven million
homes and create employment opportunities
across the country.

EnBW and bp were selected together as the
preferred bidder for two major seabed leases
in the Irish Sea — these are the sites that

will become the Morgan and Mona offshore
wind farms. Joint venture partners Cobra
and Flotation Energy (who have now formed
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd.) were
selected together as the preferred bidder for
a separate seabed lease in a different area of
the Irish Sea, on the site that will become the
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.

The leases are in an area that boasts strong
wind resources and shallow water depths.

The leases cover an area of around 900km? of
the seabed and will have a lifespan of up to 60
years. Our wind farms will enter operations

by 2030.

You can find out more about the offshore
leasing process on The Crown Estate website
www.thecrownestate.co.uk

The importance of renewable energy

Renewable energy is central to supporting the
UK’s ambitions to lead the world in combatting
climate change, reducing our reliance on fossil
fuels and embracing a future where renewable
energy powers our homes and businesses.

At the centre of this drive is a commitment to
reducing UK greenhouse gas emissions and
reaching net zero by 2050.

Figures released by the Department for
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy
(BEIS) for the second quarter of 2022 show
that the UK now has more than 13GW of
installed offshore wind capacity.

To achieve our climate goals as a country,

we need to quadruple our offshore wind
generation — that means having 50GW of
generating capacity installed and operating by
2030.

There is some way to go to meet the target.
This means our Morecambe and Morgan
projects have a critical role to play — both

in helping the UK to achieve its net zero
ambitions and, specifically, in reaching offshore
wind generation goals.

Your chance to take part

Ouir first round of consultation on the
Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind farms
and their transmission assets is running for six
weeks, from 2 November to 13 December 2022.

The aim of the consultation is to introduce our
three projects, share our early plans and give
you the opportunity to have your say.

The proposals are in the very early stages and
many details are still to be finalised, such as the
size and number of turbines, the offshore and
onshore infrastructure, and the cable

landfall location.

We will consider all comments we receive,
alongside further technical and environmental
surveying work. Your feedback will help
influence the detailed design of the projects and
help us develop the best possible proposals.

® Douglas
Morgan

o

Morecambe

® Holyhead

Key:
Morecambe Offshore
™ Windfarm: generation assets
Morgan Offshore Wind:
generation assets

()
Penwortham

Offshore Transmission Assets
Scoping Boundary

Onshore Transmission Assets
Scoping Boundary

(Cobra)
Jaime Altolac

"With the potential to power more
than half a million homes, Morecambe
Offshore Windfarm will play an
essential part in the UK journey to
net zero.

Our commitment to care for the
environment and consideration of
other marine users is shown by the
windfarm's location on a previously
developed seabed.

By collaborating with- Morgan to deliver
the first industry-led-coordinated
transmission infrastructure we can
continue to reduce our impact on others
through co-location. This will make it
easier for communities to engage

with us."”
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- bp Project-Direc
“Richard Haydock

"With the potential to power more
than two million UK households,
Morgan and Morecambe will play
a key role in delivering secure, low
carbon energy to the UK.

I’'m absolutely committed to making sure
we deliver this in a way. that works for
people that live and work in the areas
where they are located. That’s why bp
and EnBW are collaborating with Cobra
and Flotation Energy to ensure that as we
develop both projects, we minimise-our
impact whilst delivering 1.5GW of home-
grown energy to UK households.

Your feedback will help us develop the
best possible plans and I look forward to
working with the community and

our partners."

EnBW Project

Director o
Céline Combé

“EnBW and bp jointly succeeded in a
highly competitive field of bidders.

Since the-construction of the first German
offshore wind farm in 2010 by EnBW,

we have become a major player in
offshore technology.

We are very pleased to contribute our
experience of developing and operating
technically demanding offshore wind
projects to our partnership with bp, Cobra
and Floatation Energy.

The projects’in the Irish Sea are amongst
the largest developments in offshore wind
for our company, and we are proud to
contribute significantly to a sustainable
energy future with our activities in the UK.

We are encouraging the local
communities to get to know us and look
forward to working together in making the
projects become a reality.”




\
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Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd —
about Cobra

Cobra is a worldwide leader with more than
75 years of experience in the development,
construction and management of industrial
infrastructure and energy projects. Cobra has
an international presence in Europe, Asia,
Africa and the Americas. In recent years the
company has focused on renewable energy
projects, including onshore & offshore wind
and solar power including a specialised
floating windfarm business. Cobra has a
business culture that is focused on quality and
excellence stemming from its greatest asset;
it's employees.

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd —
about Flotation

Flotation Energy has been a significant
contributor to building a strong offshore wind
industry in the UK and beyond. Flotation
Energy has a growing project pipeline of
offshore wind projects with 10GW in the UK,
Ireland, Taiwan, Japan and Australia; and plans
to expand into many more key markets. The
expertise of the Flotation Energy team lies in
the project and engineering management of
large infrastructure projects. Flotation Energy
have developed their own projects but also
recognise the benefits of collaboration and
working in partnership with other developers to
deliver proven, cost-effective solutions.

Morgan Offshore Wind Ltd —
about EnBW

EnBW Energie Baden-Wirttemberg AG is
one of the largest energy supply companies in
Germany and supplies electricity, gas, water,
energy solutions and energy industry services
to around 5.5 million customers.

We have a workforce of more than 23,000
employees. Half of the EnBW generation
portfolio will be comprised of renewable
energies by 2025.

Further expanding renewables in Germany
and selected European markets is a central
element of EnBW’s growth strategy.

Since the beginning of its corporate
transformation in 2013, EnBW has successfully
invested nearly €5 billion in its renewable
energies segment.
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Around another €4 billion is to be invested by
2025, primarily in further expanding wind and
solar energy, meaning that a good 50 per cent
of EnBW'’s generation portfolio will consist

of renewables.

EnBW was among the pioneers in offshore
wind power with its Baltic 1 offshore wind
farm in the Baltic Sea. In January 2020, the
company took into operation Germany’s
largest offshore wind power project, EnBW
Hohe See and Albatros, with a combined
capacity of 609 megawatts (MW).

The He Dreiht offshore wind farm with a
capacity of around 900MW is planned to be
connected to the grid in 2025. He Dreiht will
operate without any state subsidies.

Morgan Offshore Wind Ltd —
about bp

bp's purpose is to reimagine energy for people
and our planet.

bp has set out an ambition to be a net zero
company by 2050, or sooner, and help the
world get to net zero.

This strategy will see bp transform from an
international oil company producing resources
- to an integrated energy company providing
solutions to customers.

bp already has a significant onshore wind
business in the US with a gross generating
capacity of 1.7GW, operating nine wind assets
across the country as well as a 5.2GW net
offshore pipeline.

You will see us using the
term ‘generation assets’ —
this refers to the elements
of our projects that are
responsible for generating
electricity.

This includes the
proposed offshore

wind turbines, offshore
substation platform(s) and
cabling within the wind
farm site.

Similarly, 'transmission
assets' are the proposed
offshore substation
platform(s) and booster
station, offshore and
onshore offshore

export cables, onshore
substation(s) and onward
connection to the grid.

When we use the word
‘'onshore' we're referring
to the elements of our
projects that will be
constructed and located
on the land. In technical
terms this means the area
of the proposed projects
that are landward of the
mean high water (MHW)
point, which overlaps
with the intertidal area
down to the mean low
water (MLW) point. This
includes cables and

the substations which
are often referred to as
'transmission assets'
because they enable us
to transmit the renewable
energy we generate into
the national grid.

07
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The fight against climate change

Climate change is one of the biggest
challenges the world faces. It is affecting every
country and we must all play a role in helping to
combat it.

In 2015, representatives from the international
community met in Paris to agree a global
response to the changing climate. In total, 197
countries signed the Paris Agreement to keep
temperature rises “well below” 1.50¢ to avoid
the worst impacts of climate change.

The delegates met again in Glasgow in 2021,
where they agreed that more action was
needed to achieve the 1.50°C aim and pledged
to make the 2020s a decade of climate action
and support.

In the UK, the government has committed to
ambitious plans that will put the country at the
forefront of the fight for a greener future.

As part of these plans, we will need to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2050.

To achieve this, we will need to change how
we heat our homes, power our vehicles and,
importantly, how we generate our electricity.

UK Government policies
and offshore wind

The commitments the UK has made to
achieving net zero are enshrined in law.

To reach our climate goals, the UK government
has adopted a number of strategies for
achieving net zero — most notably the 10-point
Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution and the
Net Zero Strategy: Build Back Greener.

These plans recognise the importance of
offshore wind in achieving net zero goals in the
UK. In fact, ‘advancing offshore wind’ is point
one in the UK government’s 10-point plan.

The UK is already a world leader in offshore
wind and the seas around Britain are ideal for

To achieve our climate goals, we need to
quadruple our offshore wind generation — that
means having 50GW of generating capacity
installed and operating by 2030. This is why
projects such as Morecambe and Morgan are
so important.

What we are doing

To achieve the UK’s commitment to
achieve Net Zero by 2050, offshore wind
has a vital role to play. Our 480 MW
project will be operational by 2028/9
leading the way in decarbonisation of the
UK economy.

You can find out more by searching
‘Morecambe Offshore Windfarm’ in
your internet browser.

bp — In February 2020 bp set out our
ambition to be a net zero company by
2050 or sooner and to help the world get
to net zero. This ambition is supported by
10 aims: five to help us become a net zero
company, and five to help the world meet
net zero.

You can find out more by searching ‘bp
getting to net zero’ in your
internet browser.

EnBW — At EnBW, our long-term business
success is based on the achievement

of economic, environmental and social
targets. Under our EnBW 2025 Strategy,
we are transforming into a sustainable
and innovative infrastructure provider.

We have the ambitious aim of reducing
the company’s CO? emissions to net zero
by 2035.

You can find out more by searching
‘Sustainability at EnBW’ in your
internet browser.

What is net zero?

Greenhouse gases
such as carbon dioxide
(CO?) and methane are
created when we burn
fossil fuels, such as

oil, gas or coal. These
gases are trapped in the
atmosphere and cause
global warming.

Achieving net zero
means not increasing the
amount of greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere.
The best way to do

this is to move towards
technologies such as
renewable energy, which
do not create

harmful emissions.

The point of interconnection

The Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind
farms are expected to connect to the electricity
transmission network via an existing National
Grid substation at Penwortham in Lancashire.

This is known as the point of interconnection
(PQI) and was identified through a site
selection process undertaken by National Grid,
which manages the electricity transmission
network.
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The onshore substations

To connect to the electricity transmission
network we will need to construct new
substations. These new substations are
needed to transform the power generated by
the offshore wind turbines and to provide a
connection to the grid.

To maintain electrical independence, one
substation will be required for the Morgan
Offshore Wind Project and one for the
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.

We will conduct a thorough site selection
process, taking into account factors such as
proximity to homes, environmental constraints
and technical constraints.

Further engagement will be planned and
further details will be available as this process
progresses.

We would like you to provide us with any
feedback or local information for consideration
in the site selection process.

You can find out more about our offshore
infrastructure, and how we typically construct
an offshore wind farm, on page 12.

Transmission & Generation Assets

This diagram illustrates which parts of the projects are classified as generation assets (Morecambe Offshore Windfarm and
Morgan Offshore Wind Project) and which parts are classified as Transmission Assets. The offshore substation platforms will
be considered as part of the generating assets and will be included in the consent applications for both the generation and

transmission assets.

Onshore
substations

Transmission
Assets 400kV
cable corridor

Transmission Assets

. i : Existing Transmission Offshore Offshore : Generation :
harnessmg wind power. : overhead Existing Assets onshore substation substation | Assets
' line P cable corridor platform platform
The UK already generates around 13GW of National Grid | | |
i i i i substation Interconnector
its power from offshore.wmd, which is more ; Transition Transmission | cable
than any other country in the world. It plays an Joint bays ResEb isliEne

f . . . . cable corridor
|ncreasmg|y |mp0rtant role in our energy mix —

for a period on 29 Jan 2022, offshore wind was
providing 66 per cent of our total energy output.
But we need to go a lot further.

-

-
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Ke

S

Cable route options
Landfall options
Onshore substation options

National grid Point of
Interconnection (POI)

Turbine array

Offshore substation(s)

For illustrative purposes.
Not to scale.

How does the electricity get from the wind farms to
homes and businesses?

Electricity generated from the offshore wind farms is transported
to the existing national electrical transmission network — which is
usually called the national grid — using export cables.

When they are offshore, these export cables typically run under
the seabed wherever possible and once they reach the shore
they are usually buried underground.

The point where offshore export cables and onshore export
cables meet is called the landfall point.

g
L
e

Next, there needs to be a connection to the national grid. Above
ground infrastructure in the form of onshore substation(s) will be
required to allow the energy to feed in to the grid.

The power that Morecambe and Morgan will generate will go directly
into the national grid; the large ‘pot’ of energy that is then distributed
to our homes and businesses across the UK.

You can read about the offshore and onshore infrastructure we are proposing on pages 9 and 12.

You can find out more about how the ‘national grid’ operates at: www.nationalgrideso.com/who-we-are

1 https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/media/3994/the-crown-estate-cable-route-identification-leasing-guidelines.pdf

How do we choose a cable route?

The route planning and site selection process
for the onshore cable corridor route involves
the identification of a range of engineering,
commercial, environmental, land interest and
community related principles and constraints.
These are then used to identify potential
onshore cable corridor route options

for consideration.

Engineering considerations will include
aspects such as technical feasibility and the
identification of the shortest and most direct
route, wherever practicable.

Examples of environmental constraints will
include consideration of designated sites,
protected species, landscape and cultural
considerations.

® Blackpool

A
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Other constraints that will also be considered
include the location of existing utilities and
other local infrastructure.

During the process we will also be seeking
feedback from landowners, local communities
and bodies such as local planning authorities,
the Environment Agency and Historic England,
to help us refine our proposals.

We invite you to provide feedback or
information for our consideration based on the

Scoping Boundary presented in the map below.

M6

Broughton e

) Ki[kham

® Preston

o o<l
Lytham e Warton Freckiston Penwortham
St Annes i
Lytham substation
Mé5
A59 M6
Leyland ®
Banks @ Tarleton ®
A565
® Southport “<
Rufford @
A59
@ Burscough e
A570
® Ormskirk
® Formby

A565

M58

Key:

Offshore Transmission Assets
Scoping Boundary

® Skelmersdale

M58

Onshore Transmission Assets
Scoping Boundary

You can find out how
to take part in our
consultation, or how to
ask us any questions,
see pages 16 and 17.
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About Morecambe and Morgan —
our offshore infrastructure

How we construct an
offshore wind farm

We are currently developing and refining
details around how our offshore infrastructure
will be constructed, operated and maintained.
Typically this would include the following broad
activities:

e Prior to installation, some seabed
preparation activities may be required
such as removing sand and boulders to
clear a route for the offshore cable and
the turbine foundations;

e The wind turbine and offshore substation
foundations are then installed, before
the wind turbine tower, blades and the
substation structure are installed on top of
the foundations. The offshore substation
platforms and booster station are also
installed;

e |Inter-array cables will be installed into
the seabed between each wind turbine,
between the wind turbines and the offshore
substations; and between the offshore
substations and the shore. This will involve
a number of different types of vessels
including those with cranes installed,
support vessels and cable vessels;

e At the landfall, the offshore export cables
will be brought ashore before being
connected to the onshore export cables.
The exact methodology or methodologies
are being developed and will be presented
via future engagement.

® Douglas

Infrastructure associated with transmission
assets is not limited to cables, this also
includes offshore substation platforms

and offshore booster stations. Where the
Offshore Transmission Assets Scoping
Boundary overlaps with the scoping search
areas for the windfarms, offshore substation
platforms will be included in both generation
and transmission Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) Scoping Reports. More
information on scoping reports can be found
on page 13.

We would welcome comments on this scoping
search area that may help us as we determine
factors to be considered when deciding where
our offshore infrastructure should be located.

These could be comments on anything from
marine ecology to shipping routes or seascape
visual impact.

Turbines and other
infrastructure

At this current stage it is
too early in the process
to know the size and
number of turbines
required, along with

the size and location of
offshore substations, or
the location of inter-
array cables, but we are
working to develop that
information for our next
stage of consultation.

Due to the nature

of each wind farm,
Morecambe and Morgan
infrastructure won't
necessarily look

the same.

As a part of the development process, a range of Environmental
Impact Assessments (EIA) will be undertaken to assess the
potential impacts of the construction, operation and maintenance,
and decommissioning of the projects.

The identification and assessment of potential environmental
impacts has and will continute to be undertaken in consultation
with statutory bodies such as the local planning authorities, the
Environment Agency, the Wildlife Trust, Natural England, the
Marine Management Organisation (MMO), and will be specific
to the local environmental and social context and baseline.

Separate EIA Scoping Reports have been submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project
generation assets and the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
generation assets respectively. Scoping Opinions have been
provided by the Planning Inspectorate (on behalf of the Secretary
of State) for both projects.

The Scoping Reports - including the one recently published for the
Morgan and Morecambe transmission assets - can be accessed
via www.morecambeandmorgan.com

A consultation period follows the submission of the Scoping
Reports, after which a Scoping Opinion is provided to the projects
by the Planning Inspectorate.

ical assessments

_ Environmental Impact
— Assessments

Each PEIR will contain any mitigation and potential management
that may have been identified, as a result of the environmental
assessments at that stage.

Once each PEIR has been submitted a formal, or statutory,
consultation will be held on its contents.

At this point, we will again be seeking feedback from statutory
consultees, local communities and those with any interest in the
land, on our more refined proposals.

Further details on this will be communicated as the programme
and projects progress.

All feedback we receive on the PEIRs will then be reviewed
and, where possible, will be used to shape and refine the final
applications for development consent.

Final consultation reports and supporting annexes outlining
all consultation undertaken will be submitted with the three
final applications.

These reports will include records of all feedback received by
each project, with record sof responses and potential resultant
changes that were made to the projects.

For more information on the DCO planning process, please
visit: www.gov.uk/guidance/guidance-on-procedural-

Moraan Morecambe Offshore This opinion collates and incorporates feedback from consultees, requirements-for-major-infrastructure-projects
- 9 Windfarm: generation as well as the Planning Inspectorate, related to the scoping of the
K assets Environmental Impact Assessments.
) » ///??Z/’////W 4 Morgan Offshore The projects will review and consider the feedback, which will
”%WZW/%’///M - | VR R then form the basis of the more detailed assessments to be
/'////,/////%/ ////?/Z/ZWW/ S provided in the Preliminary Environmental Information Report
my T - (PEIR) that will be produced for of each of the three applications
il o /) Offshore Ti p pp
/////;////ﬁ////é/é///%/?WW ~ Penwortham /////% A ssset‘;rgco’;,f,’,zm’ss"’” for development consent.
Morec é / Boundary

. Onshore Transmission

EIA Scoping Report
Assets Scoping

Boundary These documents are submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for consideration.

They set out the information that we intend to consider and assess as part of our Environmental Impact Assessments. They ensure
the Planning Inspectorate and other important stakeholders understand and agree with the areas we will be assessing. More
information about EIA Scoping Reports can be found here: www.gov.uk/guidance/environmental-impact-assessment

@ Holyhead
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Our proposals for Morecambe and Morgan will
unlock significant economic benefits, both in
terms of the jobs we will create and the supply
chain opportunities that will be on offer for
businesses across the UK.

Jobs

As we develop our plans in more detail, the
scale of this economic boost will become
clearer — but we already know that we will
create and support thousands of jobs during
the different phases of our projects.

For example, for Morgan this breaks
down to*:

350

jobs during planning and design, worth around
£8.75 million per year

1000

jobs during construction, worth around
£37.4 million each year

295

jobs during operations, worth around
£13.8 million each year

Supply chain

We know that offshore wind projects bring
significant benefits to their local communities
and we think it’s incredibly important the local
supply chain contributes to this project too.

Using the information on our project websites,
local companies can pair their skills with the
projects’ needs the portals provide access for
companies of all sizes to register their interest
for future work.

These projects encourage UK-based suppliers,
particularly those with connections across North
Wales and the north west of England, to register
their interest.

We have portals open for Morecambe
and Morgan respectively:

www.morecambeoffshorewind.com/#supply

www.enbw-bp.com/suppliers

Ports and harbours

We are engaging with ports and harbours
around the Irish Sea that could support
construction activities and then eventually
operations and maintenance for the wind farms.

*Source: Oxford Economics, figures
represent a pro rata share of projected
economic impact of EnBW and bp’s
Morgan and Mona projects
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Early consultation with local communities and
consultees is a key part of this process, so that
feedback on potential social and environmental
impacts, opportunities and potential mitigation
measures can be considered in advance of an
application being made.

This consultation represents the first
opportunity for local communities and other
stakeholders to understand the collaboration
between the two projects and broad details
of how each will be developed. We welcome
feedback on any aspect of the information
we're sharing on the projects.

To help us develop our proposals further we're
asking for your feedback on our early plans.

We’re carrying out lots of our own technical and
environmental assessments but people living
near to the proposals have local knowledge we
would really value.

These could include thoughts on:

e Potential environmental or community
constraints to onshore and offshore
transmission assets;

e Potential environmental or community
constraints that could inform our substation
site selection process;

e Community benefits;

e Information that could help us plan for
construction;

e How we can help support jobs.

You can share feedback by:

Using our project website:
www.morecambeandmorgan.com

our online feedback form and interactive
map. The mapping tool allows you to leave
comments at specific locations.

Sending an email to:
info@morecambeandmorgan.com

We welcome all feedback and any
questions you might have about
the projects.

Sending written feedback
to our freepost address:
Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

You can write us a letter or send hard
copy feedback forms, which will be
available at events or by request.
You don’t need a stamp.

You can download the consultation
materials here:

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

Following the conclusion
of this first stage of
consultation, we will
analyse the feedback
we have received,
along with conducting
further technical
impact assessments
and design work to
develop our proposals
ahead of further public
consultation.

Comments we receive
from future consultations
will also be used

to develop our final
proposals.

All the comments we
receive during these
consultations will

be reviewed so the
subjects raised — and
our responses — can
be included in our
Consultation Reports.
These reports will form
part of our applications

for development consent.
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Meet the team

As part of the consultation, we are holding a series of public
events. These are a great way to meet our team, find out about
the projects and ask any questions you might have.

Consultation events

3 Nov 3pm- Douglas Borough Council,
7pm Town Hall, Ridgeway Street, Douglas,
Isle of Man IM99 1AD

19 Nov 2.30pm- Morecambe War Memorial Hall
6.30pm  Church St, Morecambe LA4 5PR

21 Nov 3pm- Lytham Assembly Rooms

7pm Dicconson Terrace, Lytham FY8 5JY
23 Nov 3pm- Hutton Village Hall

7pm Moor Ln, Hutton, Preston PR4 5SE

24 Nov 3pm- The Gild Hall
7pm Church Rd, Formby, Liverpool L37 3NG

Alongside our public exhibitions, members of our team will also
be out and about in the communities, to provide information on
the projects and answer any questions you may have.

18 Nov 10am- Barrow-in-Furness Leisure Centre
1pm Greengate St, Barrow-in-Furness
LA13 9DT
22 Nov 10am - Fleetwood YMCA Leisure Centre,
1pm Fleetwood FY7 6HF
22 Nov 2:30pm - Blackpool Tourist Information Centre,

4:30pm  Promenade, Blackpool FY1 1AP

23 Nov 10am- Preston Fishergate Shopping Centre,

1pm Preston PR1 8HJ
24 Nov 10am- Southport Eco Centre

1pm Esplanade, Southport PR8 1RX
30 Nov 10am- Amlwch Town Hall

1pm Amlwch LL68 9EN

Online events

10 Nov 6.30pm- We are also holding a webinar,
8pm to register to attend visit:
www.morecambeandmorgan.com

17



18 Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind projects | What's next?

After this stage of consultation closes, we will
consider all the feedback we have received
and, together with our ongoing technical
studies, use that feedback to help us shape
our proposals.

There will be further phases of consultation
with local communities and consultees which
will represent further opportunities for people
and organisations to have their say on the
plans as they develop.

Indicative timeline
(as of publication 2022)

® 2022

Autumn 2022
Ongoing technical and environmental
survey work

Non-statutory consultation on
Morecambe and Morgan offshore
wind farms

2023

Statutory consultations on Morecambe
and Morgan offshore wind farms

2024

Applications submitted for
Development Consent (DCOs)

2026

Earliest anticipated commencement
of construction

2028/29

Expected start — Commercial
Operations Dates (CODs)

Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind projects | What's next?
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Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

bp

MORECAMBE eniBW

Partners in UK offshore wind

"



j MORECAMBE
i

Appendix B3
Non-Statutory Consultation Feedback Form
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Morecambe and Morgan Offshore Wind Farms

Non-statutory consultation
Feedback form

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Limited (Morecambe OWL), a joint venture between
Cobra Instalaciones y Servicios, S.A. (Cobra) and Flotation Energy Ltd., is developing the

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.

Morgan Offshore Wind Limited (Morgan OWL), a joint venture between bp and Energie
Baden-Wurttemberg AG (EnBW), is developing the Morgan Offshore Wind Project.

The two proposed Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind
farms will be comprised of three separate applications for
development consent:

® An application to consent the generation assets for the
Morgan Offshore Wind Project;

® An application to consent the generation assets for the
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm; and

® An application to consent the offshore and onshore

transmission assets for both the Morgan Offshore Wind
Project and Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.

We are now consulting on these projects. Please complete
this feedback form or go online to find out more and share
your thoughts: www.morecambeandmorgan.com

Your chance to take part

This first round of consultation is running from 2 November
to 13 December 2022.

The aim of the consultation is to introduce our projects, share
our early plans and give you the opportunity to have your say.

We will consider all comments we receive, alongside further
technical and environmental surveying work.

We value your feedback and will use it to help us develop
and refine our proposals.

You can share feedback by:

® Using our project website:
www.morecambeandmorgan.com
Submit feedback on our website using our online feedback
form and interactive map. The mapping tool allows you to
leave comments at specific locations.

® Sending an email to: info@morecambeandmorgan.com
We welcome all feedback and any questions you might have
about the project.

® Sending written feedback to our freepost address:
Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN
Send this feedback form or write a letter. You don’'t need a stamp.

Your details

Title: First name:
Date: Surname:

Company/Organisation, where applicable (optional):

Address:

Postcode: E-mail address:

Please refer to the privacy notice on this form for details of how we will handle your data.



02 Morecambe and Morgan Offshore Wind Farms | Feedback form

Q1 The proposed Morecambe and Morgan transmission assets infrastructure will include an onshore cable

corridor route within which the onshore export cables will be buried.

Do you have any comments or feedback related to the routing and site selection of the onshore cable corridor within the
Scoping boundary? For example, this may relate to ecology, cultural heritage, residential properties or land use.

Does your feedback relate Morecambe Offshore Morgan Offshore Wind Morecambe and Morgan Wind
to (please tick all that apply): Windfarm (generation assets) Project (generation assets) Farms: Transmission Assets

Q2 The proposed Morecambe and Morgan transmission assets infrastructure will comprise two

onshore substations.

Do you have any comments or feedback that could help inform the site selection for the onshore substations? For example,
this may relate to ecology, cultural heritage, residential properties or land use.

Does your feedback relate Morecambe Offshore Morgan Offshore Wind Morecambe and Morgan Wind
to (please tick all that apply): Windfarm (generation assets) Project (generation assets) Farms: Transmission Assets

Q3 The proposed Morecambe and Morgan generation assets will comprise wind turbines and associated

infrastructure within the array areas.

Do you have any comments or feedback that could help inform our proposals for developing the generation assets at the two
wind farm sites?

Does your feedback relate Morecambe Offshore Morgan Offshore Wind Morecambe and Morgan Wind
to (please tick all that apply): Windfarm (generation assets) Project (generation assets) Farms: Transmission Assets




Morecambe and Morgan Offshore Wind Farms | Feedback form 03

Q4 The proposed Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind farms will include an offshore cable corridor route(s)

within which the offshore export cables will be located.

Do you have any comments to make about the offshore cable corridor route(s)?

Does your feedback relate Morecambe Offshore Morgan Offshore Wind Morecambe and Morgan Wind
to (please tick all that apply): Windfarm (generation assets) Project (generation assets) Farms: Transmission Assets

Q5 As we develop our proposals, we are looking for opportunities to manage and mitigate potential impacts

resulting from the construction, operation and maintenance of the projects, on local residents and
communities, where practicable.

Do you have any comments that could help us as we develop and refine our proposals? For example, this may relate to the
use of the local road network or areas prone to flooding.

Does your feedback relate Morecambe Offshore Morgan Offshore Wind Morecambe and Morgan Wind
to (please tick all that apply): Windfarm (generation assets) Project (generation assets) Farms: Transmission Assets

Q6 Do you have any comments on this consultation? For example, feedback on the process, events,

supporting materials or methods of engagement.

Does your feedback relate Morecambe Offshore Morgan Offshore Wind Morecambe and Morgan Wind
to (please tick all that apply): Windfarm (generation assets) Project (generation assets) Farms: Transmission Assets
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Q7 Do you know if there are any local events or areas of cultural, heritage or environmental significance that

we should be aware of?

Does your feedback relate Morecambe Offshore Morgan Offshore Wind Morecambe and Morgan Wind
to (please tick all that apply): Windfarm (generation assets) Project (generation assets) Farms: Transmission Assets

PRIVACY STATEMENT Your privacy matters to us and we are transparent about how we use your data.
Why are we collecting this data? ® With relevant government bodies, such as the Planning
® \We value your feedback to help us develop our proposals E:gred;r:;el:SL?sttr:iZIDSEiE;:metr:soL]: Buosrltn tehses, lannin
for the Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind farms; .gy . 9y PP P 9
application process.
® To allow us to ke.ep you up to date as the pro;ects. How long we will keep that information?
progress and to inform you of any future consultations.
Who are we sharing this information with? ® We will keep the |nformgt|on for the time required to fulfil
the purposes of the project.
® Our contrgctors and suppherg with whom we have How do | update my data or find out more?
contracts in place to support in the development of
the projects. For example Camargue, RPS and Royal If you wish to update your information or make any requests,
HaskoningDHV who act on behalf of Cobra and Flotation please contact:
SRl el Sl L ® Email: info@morecambeandmorgan.com

® Phone: 0800 915 2493

o Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN
www.morecambeandmorgan.com

or use this QR code

info@morecambeandmorgan.com 0800 915 2493
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Non-Statutory Consultation Website
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Our proposals w»

Jobs and skills

The process s Have your say s Contact

Environment and technical
assessments

As a part of the development process, a range of
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) will be
undertaken to assess the potential impacts of the
construction, operation and maintenance, and
decommissioning of the projects.

The identification and assessment of potential environmental impacts has
and will continue to be undertaken in consultation with statutory bodies
such as the local planning authorities, the Environment Agency, the Wildlife
Trust, Natural England, the Marine Management Organisation (MMO), and
will be specific to the local environmental and social context and baseline.

Separate EIA Scoping Reports have been submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project generation assets and
the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm generation assets respectively. Scoping
Opinions have been provided by the Planning Inspectorate (on behalf of the
Secretary of State) for both projects.

A consultation period follows the submission of the Scoping Reports, after
which a Scoping Opinion is provided to the projects by the
Planning Inspectorate.

This opinion collates and incorporates feedback from consultees, as well as
the Planning Inspectorate, related to the scoping of the Environmental
Impact Assessments.

The projects will review and consider the feedback, which will then form the
basis of the more detailed assessments to be provided in the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report (PEIR) that will be produced for of each
of the three applications for development consent.

EIA Scoping Report

These documents are submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
for consideration.

They set out the information that we intend to consider and assess
as part of our Environmental Impact Assessments.

Downloads

Find copies of our Scoping Reports on our downloads page.

POWERED BY Camargm
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The application process

The Government classifies major energy projects
as Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects
(NSIPs). Permission is granted in line with the
national policy guidance set out in the Planning
Act 2008.

The generation assets for the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm and the
generation assets for the Morgan Offshore Wind Project are each
considered to be N5SIPs in their own right and will be the subject of separate
applications for development consent.

An application for development consent will therefore be made for the
generation assets of each offshore wind farm, one for Morecambe and one
for Morgan. A third application for development consent will be made for
both projects’ joint transmission assets.

Applications for development consent are submitted to, and examined by,
the Planning Inspectorate and decisions are made by the relevant
Secretary of State, in this case the Secretary of State for Business, Energy
and Industrial Strateqgy.

Our proposals w»

The process w Jobs and skills Have your say s Contact

Separate projects

This website sets out information relating to three separate projects that will
all be subject of their own applications for development consent:

« Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets)
« Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets)

» Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms: Transmission Assets
(known as the Transmission Assets)

The diagram below illustrates which parts of the projects are classified as
generation assets (Morecambe Offshore Windfarm and Morgan Offshore
Wind Project) and which parts are classified as Transmission Assets.
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Feedback form

Onshore Section 1 of 5

1. The proposed Morecambe and Morgan transmission assets infrastructure will include an
onshore cable corridor route within which the onshore export cables will be buried. @ Offshore

Do you have any comments or feedback related to the routing and site selection of the onshore cable
corridor within the Scoping boundary? For example, this may relate to ecology, cultural heritage,
residential properties or land use.

Construction

Consultation
Does your feedback relate to (please tick all that apply):

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets) . Local
Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets)
Morecambe and Morgan Wind Farms: Transmission Assets ° Yolir details Heminad

Character Count; 7000

a R

Enter your feedback

Contact us

You can get in touch with us here.

A ,4

2. The proposed Morecambe and Morgan transmission assets infrastructure will comprise two
onshore substations.

Do you have any comments or feedback that could help inform the site selection for the onshore
substations? For example, this may relate to ecology, cultural heritage, residential properties or
land use.

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets)
Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets)
Morecambe and Morgan Wind Farms: Transmission Assets

Character Count: 7000

4 )

Enter your feedback

. .

FOWERED BY Ca margm
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Feedback form

_.EI OffSh ore Section 2 of 5

3. The proposed Morecambe and Morgan generation assets will comprise wind turbines and
associated infrastructure within the array areas. @ Offshore

Do you have any comments or feedback that could help inform our proposals for developing the

; : : Construction
generation assets at the two wind farm sites?

Does your feedback relate to: Consultation

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets)

Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets) . Local
Morecambe and Morgan Wind Farms: Transmission Assets
Character Count: 7000 ° Your details BEG e

4 )

Enter your feedback

Contact us

You can get in touch with us here.

-9 ,

4. The proposed Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind farms will include an offshore cable
corridor route(s) within which the offshore export cables will be located.

Do you have any comments to make about the offshore cable corridor route(s)?
Does your feedback relate to:

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets)
Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets)
Morecambe and Morgan Wind Farms: Transmission Assets

Character Count: 7000

4 R

Enter your feedback

N ,

=2
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Feedback form

Feedback sections
@ Construction Section 3 of 5

5. As we develop our proposals, we are looking for opportunities to manage and mitigate

potential impacts resulting from the construction, operation and maintenance of the projects, @ Offshore
on local residents and communities, where practicable.

: Construction
Do you have any comments that could help us as we develop and refine our proposals? For example,

this may relate to the use of the local road network or areas prone to flooding.

Consultation
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets)

Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets)
Morecambe and Morgan Wind Farms: Transmission Assets . Local

Character Count: 7000 ° Your details Required

4 N

Enter your feedback

Contact us

\ / You can get in touch with us here.
A

=N

Got it!
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Feedback form

@ Consultation Section 4 of 5

6. Do you have any comments on this consultation? For example, feedback on the process,
events, supporting materials or methods of engagement. @ Offshore

Does vour feedback relate to: :
y Construction

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets)
Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets)

Consultation
Morecambe and Morgan Wind Farms: Transmission Assets

Character Count; 7000 . Local

/ \ ° Your details Required

Enter your feedback

\_ ) Contact us

You can get in touch with us here.

POWERED BY Camargm
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Feedback form

Section 5 of 5

7. Do you know if there are any local events or areas of cultural, heritage or environmental
significance that we should be aware of? @ Offshore

Does vour feedback relate to: :
y Construction

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm (generation assets)
Morgan Offshore Wind Project (generation assets)

Consultation
Morecambe and Morgan Wind Farms: Transmission Assets

Character Count; 7000 . Local

/ \ ° Your details Required

Enter your feedback

\_ ) Contact us

You can get in touch with us here.

POWERED BY Camargm
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Feedback form

Feedback sections

v Your details

Title

@ Offshore
( ) Construction
First name

( ) Consultation

Last name

( > ° Your details Required

Address

¢ )

Postcode

¢ )

Phone

¢ )

Email

¢ )

Are you responding on behalf of an organisation?

Contact us

You can get in touch with us here.

Yes No

Organisation

( If yes, which one? )

Please keep me informed of the project’s progress

[ Go back ] Review your feedback )

FOWERED BY ca margm
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Feedback form

Feedback sections
ACVEUNERIREERRECL SN Review your feedback

. Onshore
This page shows the feedback you have entered so fz

. ar for
Question : . 3 . @ Offshore
your review. When satisfied with your response, complete

¥
r

your details to submit your feedback at the bottom of this
)age ¥,y Construction

Close i .
- . Consultation

Please complete your details to submit y |

° Your details Required

Contact us

You can get in touch with us here.

FOWERED BY Camargm
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Successful feedback

Contact us

Your feedback has been submitted You can get in touch with us here.

Thank you for submitting your feedback. We will review all your comments alongside other feedback
and take them into account as we prepare our planning application.

Back home

POWERED BY camargm
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What's next

Indicative timeline (as of publication 2022)

@ 2022

Autumn 2022
= Ongoing technical and environmental survey work

«  Non-statutory consultation on Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind farms

@ 2023

Statutory consultation on Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind farms

@ 2024

Applications submitted for Development Consent (DCOs)

2026

Earliest anticipated commencement of construction

2028129

Expected start — Commercial Operations Dates (CODs)
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You can contact the community relations team by:
Calling: 0800 915 2493
Email: info@morecambeandmorgan.com

Post: Freepost MORECAMEE AND MORGAN
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Non-Statutory Consultation Event Panels



Welcome to our event

Today you'll be able to learn about proposals for
two new wind farms, Morecambe and Morgan,
which are being developed in the Irish Sea.

These displays set out information relating to The purpose of the consultation is to introduce
three separate projects that will all be the our projects, share our early plans and give you
subject of their own applications for the opportunity to have your say.

development consent:
Your feedback will help influence the detailed

e Morecambe Offshore Windfarm design of the projects and enable us to develop
(generation assets) the best possible proposals.

e Morgan Offshore Wind Project
(generation assets)

e Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind
Farms: Transmission Assets (known as @ Douglas
the Transmission Assets) Morgan

These two wind farms, situated in the Irish Sea,

will together generate almost 2GW of energy,
and the two joint venture companies are % °
collaborating to connect the wind farms to Morecambe reneren

the electricity transmission network.

® Holyhead

Key:
,,t'% Morecambe Offshore Offshore Transmission

MM Windfarm: generation Assets Scoping
assets Boundary

Morgan Offshore Wind: . Onshore Transmission
generation assets Assets Scoping
Boundary
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Who are we — Morecambe

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Limited, a joint venture between
Cobra Instalaciones y Servicios, S.A. (Cobra) and Flotation Energy
Ltd, is developing the Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.

About Cobra

Cobra is a worldwide leader with more than

75 years of experience in the development,
construction and management of industrial
infrastructure and energy projects. Cobra has
an international presence in Europe, Asia, Africa
and the Americas. In recent years the company
has focused on renewable energy projects,
including onshore & offshore wind and solar
power including a specialised floating windfarm
business. Cobra has a business culture that is
focused on quality and excellence stemming from
its greatest asset; it's employees.

MORECAMBE

—

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

info@morecambeandmorgan.com

About Flotation

Flotation Energy has been a significant
contributor to building a strong offshore wind
industry in the UK and beyond. Flotation
Energy has a growing project pipeline of
offshore wind projects with 10GW in the UK,
Ireland, Taiwan, Japan and Australia; and plans
to expand into many more key markets.

The expertise of the Flotation Energy team lies
in the project and engineering management of
large infrastructure projects. Flotation Energy
have developed their own projects but also
recognise the benefits of collaboration and
working in partnership with other developers
to deliver proven, cost-effective solutions.

bp
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Who are we — Morgan

Morgan Offshore Wind Limited, a joint venture between bp and
Energie Baden-Wurttemberg AG (EnBW), is developing the Morgan

Offshore Wind Project.

About EnBW

EnBW Energie Baden-Wurttemberg AG is one of
the largest energy supply companies in Germany
and supplies electricity, gas, water, energy
solutions and energy industry services to around
5.5 million customers.

We have a workforce of more than 23,000
employees. Half of the EnBW generation portfolio
will be comprised of renewable energies by 2025.

Further expanding renewables in Germany and
selected European markets is a central element
of EnBW’s growth strategy.Since the beginning
of its corporate transformation in 2013, EnBW
has successfully invested nearly €5 billion in its
renewable energies segment.

Around another €4 billion is to be invested by
2025, primarily in further expanding wind and
solar energy, meaning that a good 50 per cent
of EnBW’s generation portfolio will consist of
renewables.

EnBW was among the pioneers in offshore wind
power with its Baltic 1 offshore wind farm in the
Baltic Sea. In January 2020, the company took into
operation Germany’s largest offshore wind power
project, EnBW Hohe See and Albatros, with a
combined capacity of 609 megawatts (MW).

The He Dreiht offshore wind farm with a capacity
of around 900MW is planned to be connected to
the grid in 2025. He Dreiht will operate without
any state subsidies.

MORECAMBE

—

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

info@morecambeandmorgan.com

About bp

bp’s purpose is to reimagine energy for people
and our planet. bp has set out an ambition to be
a net zero company by 2050, or sooner, and help
the world get to net zero.

This strategy will see bp transform from an
international oil company producing resources
- o an integrated energy company providing
solutions to customers.

bp already has a significant onshore wind
business in the US with a gross generating
capacity of 1.7GW, operating nine wind assets
across the country as well as a 5.2GW net
offshore pipeline.
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How will energy reach homes
and businesses?
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For illustrative purposes. Not to scale.

Electricity generated from the offshore wind farms is transported
to the existing national electrical transmission network — which is
usually called the national grid — using export cables.

When they are offshore, these export cables

. . Key:
typically run under the seabed wherever possible
and once they reach the shore they are usually a Cable route options Q Onshore substation options
buried underground 9 Landfall options e National Grid Point of
' Interconnection (POI)
The point where offshore cables and onshore O Turbine array © offshore substation

cables meet is called the landfall point.

Next, there needs to be a connection to the
national grid. Above ground infrastructure in the
form of onshore substation(s) will be required to
allow the energy to feed in to the grid.

The power that Morecambe and Morgan will
generate will go directly into the national grid; the
large ‘pot’ of energy that is then distributed to our
homes and businesses across the UK.
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Our onshore infrastructure

The point of interconnection

The Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind
farms are expected to connect to the electricity
transmission network via an existing National
Grid substation at Penwortham in Lancashire.

This is known as the point of interconnection
(POI) and was identified through a rigorous
site selection process undertaken by
National Grid, which manages the electricity
transmission network.

The onshore substations

To connect to the electricity transmission network
we will need to construct new substations. These
new substations are needed to enable us to
transform the power supplied from the windfarms
to connect into the grid.

To maintain electrical independence, one
substation will be required for the Morgan
Offshore Wind Project and one for the
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm.

We will conduct a thorough site selection
process, taking into account factors such as
proximity to homes, environmental constraints
and technical constraints.

Further engagement will be planned and
further details will be available as this
process progresses.

We would like you to provide us with any
feedback or local information for consideration
in the site selection process.

How do we choose a cable route?

The route planning and site selection process
for the onshore cable corridor route involves
the identification of a range of engineering,
commercial, environmental, land interest and
community related principles and constraints.

These are then used to identify potential onshore
cable corridor route options for consideration.

Engineering considerations will include
aspects such as technical feasibility and the
identification of the shortest and most direct
route, wherever practicable.

Examples of environmental constraints will
include consideration of designated sites,
protected species, landscape and cultural
considerations.

Other constraints that will also be considered
include the location of existing utilities and other
local infrastructure.

During the process we will also be seeking
feedback from landowners, local communities
and bodies such as local planning authorities,
the Environment Agency and Historic England,
to help us refine our proposals.
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Our offshore | *™* Morgan
Infrastructure

L 4

Penwortham

Our offshore infrastructure Morecambe
will include the turbines,
offshore substations and
cables. We also need to
identify the cable landfall
location (the point at
which cables carrying the
electricity being generated
reach the shore).

® Holyhead

Morecambe Offshore Windfarm: Offshore Transmission
generation assets Assets Scoping Boundary

Morgan Offshore Wind: . Onshore Transmission
generation assets Assets Scoping Boundary

The area that we are currently evaluating for
where our offshore cable route could be located
is known as the Offshore Transmission Assets
Scoping Boundary, shown on the map above.

We would welcome comments on this Offshore
Transmission Assets Scoping Boundary that
may help us as we determine factors to be
considered when deciding where our offshore
infrastructure should be located.

These could be comments on anything from
marine ecology to shipping routes or seascape

visual impact. Turbines and other infrastructure

It is too early in the process to know the size
and number of turbines required, along with
the size and location of offshore substations,
or the location of interarray cables, but we
are working to develop that information for
our next stage of consultation.

Due to the nature of each windfarm,
Morecambe and Morgan infrastructure won't
necessarily look the same. This will form
part of the information shared at the next
consultation.

bp
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Supporting the local, regional
and national economy

Our proposals for Morecambe and Morgan will unlock significant
economic benefits, both in terms of the jobs we will create and
the supply chain opportunities that will be on offer for businesses
across the UK.

T S ey

As we develop our plans in more detail, the
scale of this economic boost will become clearer
— but we already know that we will create and
support hundreds of jobs during the different
phases of our projects.

For example, for Morgan this breaks down to:

350

jobs during planning and design, generating
wages worth around £8.75 million per year

1000

jobs during construction, generating wages
worth around £37.4 million each year

295

jobs during operations, generating wages
worth around £13.8 million each year

MORECAMBE

—

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

info@morecambeandmorgan.com

Supply chain

We know that offshore wind projects bring
significant benefits to their local communities
and we think it's incredibly important the local
supply chain contributes to these projects too.

Using the information on our project websites,
local companies can pair their skills with the
projects’ needs.

The projects are encouraging UK-based
suppliers, particularly those with connections
across North Wales and the north west of
England, to register their interest.

We have portals open for Morecambe and
Morgan respectively:
www.morecambeoffshorewind.com/#supply
www.enbw-bp.com/suppliers/

Ports and harbours

We are engaging with ports and harbours
around the Irish Sea that could support
construction activities and then eventually
operations and maintenance for the wind farms.

bp
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What's next

After our first stage of

Indicative timeline

consultation closes, we will (as of publication 2022)

consider all the feedback we

have received and, together e 2022

with our ongoing technical
studies, use that feedback to
help us shape our proposals.

Have your say

To help us develop our proposals further
we’re asking for your feedback on our
early plans.

These could include thoughts on:

e Potential environmental or community
constraints to onshore or offshore
cable routes

e Potential environmental or community
constraints that could inform our
substation location

e Community benefits

e Information that could help us plan
for construction

e How we can help support jobs

MORECAMBE

—

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

info@morecambeandmorgan.com

Autumn 2022
Ongoing technical and environmental
survey work

Non-statutory consultation on
Morecambe and Morgan offshore
wind farms

2023

Statutory consultations on Morecambe
and Morgan offshore wind farms

2024

Applications submitted for Development
Consent Order (DCOs)

2026

Earliest anticipated commencement
of construction

2028/9

Expected start — Commercial Operations
Dates (CODs)

bp

EnBW | 1%

Partners in UK offshore wind

Freepost
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Have your say — Morecambe and Morgan
Offshore Wind Farms

® Douglas
Morgan

Consultation open from 2 November to 13 December 2022

Morecambe and Morgan are two new offshore wind farms
being developed in the Irish Sea. The Morecambe project
is being led by Cobra and Flotation Energy, while Energie
Baden-Wiirttemberg AG (EnBW) and bp are leading the

Morgan project. Morecambe

()
Penwortham

We are now consulting on the proposals for these two wind farms,
along with their shared connection to the electricity network.

Get in touch

We are asking for your feedback on our proposals at a very

early stage in our planning. We will consider all the comments ® Holyhead
we receive, alongside our further technical and environmental

surveying work.

Meet the team

As part of the consultation, we are holding a series of public 18 Nov 10am- Barrow-in-Furness Leisure Centre
events. These are a great way to meet our team, find out about 1pm Greengate St, Barrow-in-Furness
the projects and ask any questions you might have. LA13 9DT

22 Nov 10am- Fleetwood YMCA Leisure Centre,
1pm Espalande, Fleetwood FY7 6HF

Consultation events 22 Nov 2:30-

Blackpool Tourist Information
4:30pm  Centre, Promenade, Blackpool

3 Nov 3pm- Douglas Borough Council,
FY1 1AP

7pm Town Hall, Ridgeway Street, Douglas,

Isle of Man, IM99 1AD . .
23 Nov 10am- Preston Fishergate Shopping

19 Nov 2.30pm- Morecambe War Memorial Hall Tpm Centre, Preston PR1 8HJ 23RD
6.30pm  Church St, Morecambe LA4 5PR 24 Nov 10am- Southport Eco Centre
1pm Esplanade, Southport PR8 1RX
21 Nov 3pm- Lytham Assembly Rooms
7pm Dicconson Terrace, Lytham FY8 5JY 30 Nov 10am-  Amiwch Town Hall
1pm Amlwch LL68 9EN
23 Nov 3pm- Hutton Village Hall
7pm Moor Ln, Hutton, Preston PR4 5SE
24 Nov 3pm- The Gild Hall : :
7pm Church Rd, Formby, Liverpool L37 3NG 10 Nov 6.30pm- We are also holding a webinar,

8pm to register to attend visit:
www.morecambeandmorgan.com

You can provide your www.morecambeandmorgan.com Freepost
feedback to us by: - gan. MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

Find out more here
info@morecambeandmorgan.com 0800 915 2493
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Have your say —
Morecambe

bp
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Partners in UK offshore wind

die Morgan
and Morgan
Offshore P
Wind Farms Morecarmbie

Consultation open from 2 November to 13 December 2022

Morecambe and Morgan are two new offshore wind farms
being developed in the Irish Sea. The Morecambe project
is being led by Cobra and Flotation Energy, while Energie
Baden-Wiirttemberg AG (EnBW) and bp are leading the
Morgan project.

We are now consulting on the proposals for these two wind farms,
along with their shared connection to the electricity network.

Get in touch

We are asking for your feedback on our proposals at a very
early stage in our planning. We will consider all the comments
we receive, alongside our further technical and environmental
surveying work.

You can provide your
feedback to us by:

Find out more here

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

info@morecambeandmorgan.com

Meet the team

As part of our consultation, we are holding an event on the
Isle of Man. This is a great way to meet our team, find out
about the projects and ask any questions you might have.

Consultation events

3 Nov 3pm- Douglas Borough Council,
7pm Town Hall, Ridgeway Street, Douglas,

Isle of Man, IM99 1AD

Online events

10 Nov 6.30pm- We are also holding a webinar,
8pm to register to attend visit:

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

Freepost
MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

0800 915 2493
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Have your say — Morecambe and
Morgan Offshore Wind Farms

® Douglas
Consultation open from 2 November to 13 December 2022 Morgan

Morecambe and Morgan are two new offshore wind farms being
developed in the Irish Sea. The Morecambe project is being led by
Cobra and Flotation Energy, while Energie Baden-Wiirttemberg
AG (EnBW) and bp are leading the Morgan project. 4

£ 4

We are now consulting on the proposals for these two wind farms,

along with their shared connection to the electricity network. Morecambe Penwortham

We are writing to you as you may be interested in our projects.
This consultation is your chance to find out more about our early
plans and give us any information that you think could help improve
our projects’ design.

Get in touch

We are asking for your feedback on our proposals at a very early ® Holyhead
stage in our planning. We will consider all the comments we receive,

alongside our further technical and environmental surveying work.

You can provide your
feedback to us by: www.morecambeandmorgan.com Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

Find out more here

info@morecambeandmorgan.com 0800 915 2493



Meet the team

As part of the consultation, we are holding a series of public
events. These are a great way to meet our team, find out about
the projects and ask any questions you might have.

Consultation events

3 Nov 3pm- Douglas Borough Council,
7pm Town Hall, Ridgeway Street, Douglas,
Isle of Man, IM99 1AD

19 Nov 2.30pm- Morecambe War Memorial Hall
6.30pm  Church St, Morecambe LA4 5PR

21 Nov 3pm- Lytham Assembly Rooms

7pm Dicconson Terrace, Lytham FY8 5JY
23 Nov 3pm- Hutton Village Hall

7pm Moor Ln, Hutton, Preston PR4 5SE

24 Nov 3pm- The Gild Hall
7pm Church Rd, Formby, Liverpool L37 3NG

Online events

10 Nov 6.30pm- We are also holding a webinar,
8pm to register to attend visit:
www.morecambeandmorgan.com
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Have your say — Morecambe and
Morgan Offshore Wind Farms

Consultation open from 2 November to 13 December 2022

Morecambe and Morgan are two new offshore wind farms being
developed in the Irish Sea. The Morecambe project is being led by
Cobra and Flotation Energy, while Energie Baden-Wiirttemberg
AG (EnBW) and bp are leading the Morgan project.

We are now consulting on the proposals for these two wind farms,
along with their shared connection to the electricity network.

We are writing to you as you may be interested in our projects.
This consultation is your chance to find out more about our early
plans and give us any information that you think could help improve
our projects’ design.

Get in touch

We are asking for your feedback on our proposals at a very early
stage in our planning. We will consider all the comments we receive,
alongside our further technical and environmental surveying work.

You can provide your
feedback to us by:

Find out more here

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

info@morecambeandmorgan.com

bp
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® Douglas

Morgan

£ 4

Penwortham

Morecambe

® Holyhead

Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

0800 915 2493



Meet the team

As part of our consultation, we are holding an event on the
Isle of Man. This is a great way to meet our team, find out
about the projects and ask any questions you might have.

Consultation events

3 Nov 3pm- Douglas Borough Council,
7pm Town Hall, Ridgeway Street, Douglas,
Isle of Man, IM99 1AD

Online events

10 Nov 6.30pm- We are also holding a webinar,
8pm to register to attend visit:
www.morecambeandmorgan.com




j MORECAMBE
i

Appendix B8
Non-Statutory Consultation Advertisements



bp

MORECAMBE —€EnBW | 1%

—— ) )
Partners in UK offshore wind

Have your say — Morecambe and Morgan Offshore Wind Farms

Consultation open from Meet the team

2 November to 13 December 2022
¥ d As part of the consultation, we are holding a series of Barrow-in-Furness Leisure Centre

public events. These are a great way to meet our team, 1pm Greengate St, Barrow-in-Furness
Mf?rzcamb_e Z"fd Moria'j a"z tWOI "e"‘(’j ) find out about the projects and ask any questions you LA13 9DT
offshore wind farms being developed in miaht have. .
the Irish Sea. The Morecambe project is gave 10am- Fleetwood YMCA Leisure Centre,
being led by Cobra and Flotation Energy, Tpm Espalande, Fleetwood FY7 6HF
while Energie Baden-Wiirttemberg AG Consultation events 2:30- Blackpool Tourist Information Centre,
(EnBW) and bp are leading the Morgan 4:30pm  Promenade, Blackpool FY1 1AP
project. 3 Nov 3pm- Douglas Borough Council,

We are now consulting on the proposals 7pm Town Hall, Ridgeway Street,
for these two wind farms, along with their Douglas, Isle of Man, IM99 1AD

shared connection to the electricity network. i ; 10am-  Southport Eco Centre
2.30pm- Morecambe War Memorial Hall 1pm Esplanade, Southport PR8 1RX

10am- Preston Fishergate Shopping
1pm Centre, Preston PR1 8HJ 23RD

This consultation is your chance to find out 6.30pm  Church St, Morecambe LA4 5PR

more about our early plans and give us 10am-  Amlwch Town Hall

3pm- Lytham Assembly Rooms
any information that you think could help 7gm D)i,cconson Terracey Lytham 1pm Amlwch LL68 9EN

improve our projects’ design. FYS 5JY

Get in touch 3pm- Hutton Village Hall Online events

We are asking for your feedback on our 7pm Moor Ln, Hutton, Preston PR4 5SE

proposals at a very early stage in our . 10 Nov 6.30pm- We are also holding a webinar,
planning. We will consider all the comments 3pm- The Gild Hall, Church Rd, Formby, 8pm to register to attend visit:

we receive, alongside our further technical 7pm Liverpool L37 3NG www.morecambeandmorgan.com
and environmental surveying work.

You can provide your
feedback to us by: www.morecambeandmorgan.com Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

Find out more here
info@morecambeandmorgan.com 0800 915 2493
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Have your say —
Morecambe and
Morgan Offshore
Wind Farms

eEnBW

Partners in UK offshore wind

@ Douglas

Morgan

¢

Morecambe

J
Penwortham

@ Holyhead

Consultation open from 2 November to 13 December 2022

Morecambe and Morgan are

two new offshore wind farms
being developed in the Irish
Sea. The Morecambe project is
being led by Cobra and Flotation
Energy, while Energie Baden-
Wiirttemberg AG (EnBW) and bp
are leading the Morgan project.

We are now consulting on the
proposals for these two wind farms,
along with their shared connection
to the electricity network.

Meet the team

As part of our
consultation, we are
holding an event on
the Isle of Anglesey.
This is a great way to
meet our team, find out
about the projects and
ask any questions you
might have.

You can
provide your
feedback to
us by:

Find out
more here

30 Nov

This consultation is your chance to find
out more about our early plans and give us
any information that you think could help
improve our projects’ design.

Get in touch

We are asking for your feedback on our
proposals at a very early stage in our
planning. We will consider all the comments
we receive, alongside our further technical
and environmental surveying work.

10am- Amlwch Town Hall, Amlwch
1pm  LL68 9EN

Online events

10 Nov  6.30pm- We are also holding a

8pm webinar, to register to attend

visit: www.morecambe
andmorgan.com

www.morecambeandmorgan.com

info@morecambeandmorgan.com

Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

0800 915 2493
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Have your say — Morecambe and Morgan Offshore Wind Farms

Consultation open from Meet the team

2 November to 13 December 2022 . .
As part of our consultation, we are holding an event on

the Isle of Man. This is a great way to meet our team,
Morecambe and Morgan are two new find out about the projects and ask any questions you ® Douglas M
offshore wind farms being developed in might have. Organ
the Irish Sea. The Morecambe project is
being led by Cobra and Flotation Energy,
while Energie Baden-Wiirttemberg AG
(EnBW) and bp are leading the Morgan Consultation events

project. .
3 Nov 3pm- Douglas Borough Council,

We are now consulting on the proposals 7pm Town Hall, Ridgeway Street, § -
for these two wind farms, along with their Douglas, Isle of Man, IM99 1AD enwortham
shared connection to the electricity network. Morecambe

This consultation is your chance to find out
more about our early plans and give us
any information that you think could help

improve our projects’ design. 10 Nov 6.30pm- We are also holding a webinar,
Get in touch 8pm to register to attend visit:

We are asking for your feedback on our www.morecambeandmorgan.com
proposals at a very early stage in our

planning. We will consider all the comments

we receive, alongside our further technical

and environmental surveying work.

Online events

@ Holyhead

You can provide your
feedback to us by: www.morecambeandmorgan.com Freepost MORECAMBE AND MORGAN

Find out more here
info@morecambeandmorgan.com 0800 915 2493
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Morecambe Offshore Windfarm
Morgan Offshore Wind Project
Morgan and Morecambe Offshore Wind Farms: Transmission Assets

2 November — 13 December 2022

Non-statutory consultation

| MORECAMEBE

/ Partners in UK offshore wind

November 2022
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How to take part

*This webinar is being recorded — your personal details will not be visible

*Technical issues? Let us know via the Q&A box at the bottom of your screen

*Questions? Use the Q&A box to ask any questions you might have — we’ll answer as
many of these as we can.

THIS WEBINAR IS BEING RECORDED



V.

MORECAMBE

Today's webinar

Welcome — project overview
Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd
Morgan Offshore Wind Ltd

Offshore wind in the British Isles
Onshore infrastructure — substations
Onshore infrastructure — cable routes
Offshore infrastructure

The consenting process
Environmental Impact Assessments
Fishing, shipping and ferries
Supporting the local, regional and national economy
Our consultation — how to take part
What's next

—EnBUW

Partners in UK offshore wind

bp
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Partners in UK offshore wind

Morecambe and Morgan

Location

30km

from the coast

Water depth

/& 18-40m

~300km?

Penwortham
Morecambe

@ Liverpool

>1.5million
homes

~125km?

>500,000

homes
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Morecambe Offshore Windfarm Ltd

About Cobra About Flotation

+ Cobra Instalaciones y Servicios, S.A. (Cobra) is a * Flotation Energy has been a significant contributor to building a
worldwide leader with more than 75 years of experience in strong offshore wind industry in the UK and beyond.
the development, construction and management of * Has a growing project pipeline of offshore wind projects with
industrial infrastructure and energy projects. more than 12GW in the UK, Ireland, Taiwan, Japan and

» Cobra has an international presence in Europe, Asia, Australia; and plans to expand into many more key markets.
Africa and the Americas. * The expertise of the Flotation Energy team lies in the project and

* Inrecent years the company has focused on renewable engineering management of large infrastructure projects.
energy projects, including onshore & offshore wind * Flotation Energy have developed their own projects but also

* Focused on quality and excellence stemming from its recognise the benefits of collaboration and working in
greatest asset; it's employees. partnership with other developers to deliver proven, cost-

effective solutions.
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Morgan Offshore Wind Ltd

About EnBW About bp

«  EnBW Energie Baden-Wurttemberg AG (EnBW) is one of bp’s purpose is to reimagine energy for people and our

the largest energy supply companies in Germany. planet.

« Half of the EnBW generation portfolio will be comprised * bp has set out an ambition to be a net zero company by

of renewable energies by 2025. 2050, or sooner, and help the world get to net zero.
* EnBW has successfully invested nearly €5 billion in its * This strategy will see bp transform from an international oil
renewable energy segment. to an integrated energy company providing solutions to
«  EnBW was among the pioneers in offshore wind power customers.
with its Baltic 1 offshore wind farm in the Baltic Sea. * bp has a significant onshore wind business in the US

operating nine wind assets across the country as well as a

5.2GW net offshore pipeline.
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Offshore wind and the British Isles

« The UK has a target of the of generating 50GW of power
from offshore wind by 2030.

« The UK already generates around 13GW of power from
offshore wind, more than any other country in the world.

 Electricity generated from the offshore wind farms will
feed into the national electrical transmission network.

* This is essentially a large ‘pot’ of energy that is then
distributed to our homes and businesses across the
UK, including to the Isle of Man via the Isle of Man

Interconnector Cable.

—EnBUW

Partners in UK offshore wind

bp
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Onshore infrastructure — substations

« The Morecambe and Morgan offshore wind farms are expected to connect to the electricity transmission network via an
existing National Grid substation at Penwortham in Lancashire.

« To connect to the electricity transmission network, we will need to construct new substations.

» To identify sites for these substations we will conduct a thorough site selection process, taking into account factors such

as proximity to homes, environmental constraints and technical constraints.

substations

Transmission

Assats QD0kY

cable t?l'ridur

i Transmission Oftshore Offshore Ganaration
Existing Assets onshore substation substation Assels
Penwortham | cable cormidor 