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INTRODUCTION

1.1 Responses to the Examining Authority’s question Eon 2.5 on the potential impacts on
the coastal grazing marsh field known as Field 6 / Site E were submitted by the
Applicant, Natural England and the Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust (LWT) at Deadline 4. In
addition the land owner J E Spence & Sons Ltd provided a response focused on Field
6 / Site E at Deadline 4. The responses received highlight the differing views of the
parties and some inconsistency in position with regard to the desired mitigation. In
order to provide the Examining Authority (ExA) with clarity, it is considered necessary
to put these views into context by describing the site, the route selection, the potential
impacts and mitigation, outline the details of construction practices and biodiversity
enhancement for coastal grazing marsh habitats.
1.2 Further to the positions reached at Deadline 4, it was highlighted at the Onshore
Impacts – Issue Specific Hearing held on 19th January 2016 that the information held
by the Applicant with regard to the habitat creation techniques used to create grazing
marsh habitat on Field 6 / Site E was incorrect. This clarification note provides a
discussion of this issue and how it relates to the impact assessment.
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2. BACKGROUND
2.1 It is important to note that Field 6 / Site E is not designated as a European site, a Site
of Special Scientific Interest, a Local Nature Reserve or a Local Wildlife Site. It is
however a field that supports a habitat of principal importance in England. The notable
inclusion of coastal grazing marsh on the list of habitats of principal importance in
England (known as the Section 41 list) ensures that the Secretary of State must, where
reasonably practicable, take steps to further the conservation of this habitat when
exercising his duties. The current discussions between the parties (LWT, Mr Wardle
and Mr Spence) regarding Field 6 / Site E relate to the conservation of this field, both in
itself and also as a class of habitat which is actively supported for conservation.
2.2 The cable route occupies approximately 1.78 ha or 36% of Field 6 / Site E. This field
was in arable production until the end of 2009, and was being disturbed by regular
ploughing and the installation and maintenance of field drainage prior to management
measures being implemented to create grazing marsh habitat. Field 6 / Site E is part of
the 35 ha of land within the LCGM project Burgh le Marsh target area that has attracted
74 pairs of breeding lapwing within 3 years of conversion from arable land to grazing
marsh habitat (information published by LWT); 3 pairs of lapwing are known to breed
regularly in Field 6 / Site E. The characterisation of the habitat within this field, reported
in the Ecology Baseline Report (Document Reference 6.2.5.4.1) was undertaken from
satellite imagery and ground-truthed from the public highway adjacent to the field,
following the refusal of survey access.
2.3 Until the Onshore Impacts – Issue Specific Hearing held on 19th January 2016, it was
the understanding of the Applicant that the habitat was created by impeding the flow of
water (entering as rainfall) into the drainage ditches that surround the site. This, it was
understood, was achieved through the compaction of soil around the fields perimeter
and the breaking of the existing drainage infrastructure. This information was provided
to Triton Knoll Offshore Wind Farm Ltd by Mr Roger Wardle (a consultant who had
previously been employed by the Lincolnshire Coastal Grazing Marsh project to design
the habitat creation techniques used) in a meeting held on 12th October 2015. This
information was used, in part, in the development of the updated mitigation measures
discussed with LWT and Mr Wardle on 3rd December 2015.
2.4 It became clear at the Onshore Impacts – Issue Specific Hearing that the land owner
(Mr Spence) had used a different technique to raise the water table level in the field. Mr
Spence (who undertook the habitat creation works directly) is now known to have
installed a water control mechanism in the adjacent ditch system allowing the water to
be impounded, thereby providing the ability to prevent or slow down water loss from the
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adjacent field. In addition the field drains that had been operational when the field was
in arable production were removed or broken.
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3. CONSULTATION
3.1 Triton Knoll Offshore Wind Farm Limited has undertaken a range of consultation
meetings and telephone conferences with stakeholders with an interest in the
Lincolnshire Coastal Grazing Marsh (LCGM) project. These consultations are outlined
in Table 1 below.
Table 1. Dates and activity summary for consultations focused on LCGM

Date

Body*

Form of
consultation

Activity/Summary

July 2012

LWT

Meeting

Onshore and offshore cable route
discussion

December 2012

LWT

Meeting

Onshore and offshore cable route
discussion

15-Jul-2013

NE

Meeting

Scoping report and project update

December 2013

LWT

Meeting

Onshore cable route discussion

09-Apr-2014

NE

Meeting

Terrestrial Ecology Meeting

15-May-2014

NE and
LWT

Review Panel
Meeting

Triton Knoll Evidence Plan kick-off
meeting

03-Jul-2014

NE

Telephone
conference

EIA Evidence Plan Ecology Review
Panel meeting

29-Jul-2014

NE and
LWT

Review Panel
Meeting

Terrestrial Ecology Review Panel

10-Sep-2014

NE

Meeting

EIA Evidence Plan steering group
meeting

28-Jan-2015

NE, LWT
and RW

Lincolnshire
Coastal Grazing
Marsh Meeting

Discussion of LCGM cable route
construction methodologies

03-Aug-2015

NE

Meeting

Relevant Representation and SoCG

10-Aug-2015

LWT

Meeting

Discussion of LCGM mitigation
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23-Sep-2015

NE

Teleconference

Discussion of outstanding matters on
SoCG

23-Sep-2015

LWT

Meeting

Discussion of LCGM mitigation and
SoCG

22-Oct-2015

NE

Teleconference

Discussion of outstanding matters on
SoCG

22-Oct-2015

LWT

Teleconference

Discussion of LCGM mitigation and
SoCG

12-Oct-2015

RW

Meeting

Discussion of LCGM mitigation
(specifically Field 6 / Site E)

6-Nov-2015

LWT

Teleconference

Discussion of TKOWL and LWT
positions at time of first Issue Specific
Hearing

3-Dec-2015

LWT/RW

Meeting

Discussion of LCGM mitigation and
SoCG

17-Dec-2015

LWT

Teleconference

Discussion of LCGM mitigation and
SoCG

15-Jan-2016

LWT

Teleconference

Discussion of Deadline 4 positions

28-Jan-2016

LWT

Teleconference

Discussion of biodiversity
enhancements and cable routeing

*NE = Natural England; LWT = Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust; RW = Roger Wardle
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4. ROUTE SELECTION
4.1 It is acknowledged by the Applicant that LWT, Mr Wardle and Mr Spence have all
expressed a desire for the onshore cable route to avoid Field 6 / Site E. They have also
all noted that if avoidance (via alternative route selection or a trenchless crossing) is
not acceptable to the Applicant that there would be a preference to realign the cable
route to follow the field edge.
4.2 The selection process for the cable route in the vicinity of the LCGM project target area
of Burgh Le Marsh area began following the selection of the Intermediate Electrical
Compound in close proximity Skegness Stadium, close to the village of Orby (see
paragraphs 4.129 – 4.174 of ES, Volume 1, Chapter 4 Site Selection and Alternatives).
This constrained the cable route area of search to 3 options (see paragraph 4.178 and
Figure 4.9, ES, Volume 1, Chapter 4 Site Selection and Alternatives). Of these three
routes two were discounted due to potential impacts on the environment and for
technical reasons.
4.3 Cable route area of search 1 (as shown in Figure 4.9 of ES, Volume 1, Chapter 4 Site
Selection and Alternatives) was rejected due to the need to cross the Lincolnshire
Wolds AONB and AGLV, the presence of the National Trust’s Gunby Hall Estate and
the extra cable length that would be required (paragraph 4.181 of ES, Volume 1,
Chapter 4 Site Selection and Alternatives), with area of search 3 rejected due to the
technical and environmental issues associated with the crossing of the Haven (a river
flowing from Boston to the Wash) as it is both technically challenging and supports
birds linked to the Wash SPA such as redshank, shelduck and oystercatcher
(paragraph 4.183 of ES, Volume 1, Chapter 4 Site Selection and Alternatives).
4.4 When determining the route from the IEC to the substation, it was apparent that the
LCGM project target area of Burgh Le Marsh could not be avoided, however it was
noted that cables could co-exist with grazing marsh habitat (paragraph 4.182 of ES,
Volume 1, Chapter 4 Site Selection and Alternatives). Co-existence between electrical
infrastructure and grazing marsh habitats has been demonstrated elsewhere in the UK
(Appendix 6 of the Applicant’s response to Deadline 2), as has the ability to
create/restore grazing marsh habitat successfully and rapidly.
4.5 It is acknowledged by the Applicant that the final route of the cable through the Burgh
Le Marsh target area crosses areas of grazing marsh priority habitat and other
grassland. However, it is apparent from the map in Appendix 1 of the LWT written
representation submitted at Deadline 1 that avoidance of all these areas would not be
possible without considerably increasing the length of the cable route (see Appendix 1
of the LWT’s Written Representation submitted for Deadline 1). Any route that avoided
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Priority Grazing Marsh Habitat completely in the Burgh Le Marsh area (and avoided the
National Trust’s Gunby Hall Estate) would need to head almost directly south of the
IEC, prior to heading west to rejoin the cable alignment to the south of the LCGM target
area. This would considerably lengthen the cable route (by several kilometres, resulting
in further disruption of arable farmland) and was not considered to be justified given the
high potential to mitigate the impacts on LCGM habitats (see below).
4.6 This conclusion is supported by agreements in SoCG noting that the site selection and
alternatives process has resulted in an appropriate location for the onshore cable route
(paragraph 4.26 of Natural England’s SoCG at Appendix 18 of the Applicant’s response
to Deadline 2, paragraph 5.7 of ELDC’s SoCG at Appendix 20 of the Applicant’s
response to Deadline 2, paragraph 4.22 of LCC’s draft SoCG at Appendix 30 of the
Applicant’s response to Deadline 1).
4.7 The routeing of the cable through Field 6 / Site E (and sections on either side) has
been designed to minimise cable length, reduce tension on the cables when being
pulled through the ducts (i.e. the straightest route is preferred in this respect), reduce
potential issues associated with working in close proximity, and parallel to, the drainage
network (e.g. loss of fines from stored soil) and to minimise the potential for the
creation of drainage pathways from the field into the adjacent ditch network.
4.8 The realignment of the cable route preferred by LWT, Mr Wardle and Mr Spence would
not markedly alter the areas of habitat affected by the construction works. The
Applicant’s proposed cable route and the suggested realignment overlap considerably
with 1.3 ha (73%) of the proposed cable route being shared with the suggested
realignment (see Figure 1). It should also be noted that the realignment requires
disturbance of a greater area (an increase of 12%) of land than the proposed cable
route (1.99 ha vs. 1.78 ha). This level of overlap is the minimum possible, when
imposing a 10 m stand-off to the ditch network that runs parallel to the public highway.
This stand-off is in line with the Environment Agency’s Pollution Prevention Guidelines
(works and maintenance in or near water) and also ensures that the operation of plant
could be carried out safely (i.e. set back from bank sides). It is acknowledged that the
Environment Agency Pollution Prevention Guidance was withdrawn on 14th December
2015 – however the guidance still remains valid in terms of good practice and is yet to
be replaced.
4.9 It should also be noted that the realignment preferred by LWT, Mr Wardle and Mr
Spence would not alter the need to undertake works across the same foot drains as
those crossed by the current cable route.
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5. POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
5.1 The potential impacts associated with the installation and operation of cables in Field 6
/ Site E are:
1. Potential disturbance of breeding birds (most notably lapwing) during the construction
phase due to visual and aural stimuli and temporary habitat loss;
2. Potential disturbance of wintering birds (most notably waders and wildfowl) during the
construction phase due to visual and aural stimuli and temporary habitat loss;
3. Potential temporary loss of coastal grazing marsh habitat (this can be considered as
indirect disturbance);
4. Potential long term degradation of grazing marsh habitat in the event of failed
restoration creating new drainage pathways and lowering water table levels.
5.2 In order to address these potential impacts, effective mitigation measures were
developed by the Applicant in discussion with LWT and Roger Wardle. The mitigation
measures were refined following further discussions in December 2015 and submitted
to the Examining Authority at Deadline 4 within a signed Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) with LWT (Appendix 34 of the Response to Deadline 4). Further discussion of
the mitigation measures is provided in Appendix 13 of the Applicant’s Response to
Deadline 4.
5.3 Within this SoCG (paragraph 4.33) the following statement is agreed:
5.4 “It is agreed that all potential impacts, following mitigation, are predicted to be Minor
Adverse or below, as summarised in Table 4-33 of Volume 3, Chapter 4 of the ES and
are therefore Not Significant.”
5.5 Although it is recognised, including in the SoCG, that LWT would prefer Field 6 / Site E
to be avoided entirely, crossed by trenchless means or crossed on a different
alignment there appears to be a contradiction between the position taken in the SoCG
(final version agreed on 18th December 2015) and the subsequent response of LWT, at
Deadline 4, submitted less than 3 weeks later. The Applicant discussed this issue with
LWT on 15th January 2016 to ensure that the position of both parties was clear. LWT
have confirmed that:
1. The position laid out within the SoCG remains current;
2. The wording of the LWT response at Deadline 4 is not meant to contradict the
SoCG;
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3. Any perceived discrepancies in position are due to the use of the term
“significant” in its colloquial context as opposed to its meaning with regard to
Environmental Impact Assessment.
5.6 LWT also provided the Examining Authority with a letter on 18th January 2016
clarifying this position, and reiterated the point in the Onshore Impacts – Issue Specific
Hearing.
5.7 The Applicant’s position with regard to the potential impacts and the efficacy of the
mitigation proposed is outlined below.

Disturbance of Breeding Lapwing
5.8 The breeding season for lapwing runs between mid-March and mid-August.
Disturbance of birds during this time could result in productivity rates falling through:
1. Nest abandonment;
2. Prolonged bouts of alert behaviour reducing chick feeding time;
3. Prolonged bouts of flight behaviour exposing eggs / chicks to increased
predation rates;
4. Displacement of adults and young to less favourable feeding areas reducing
fitness;
5. Displacement of adults in to areas less favourable for nesting.
5.9 In order to avoid these impacts three types of mitigation were recommended by LWT
(answer to question Eon 2.5 submitted at Deadline 4) and by Roger Wardle in a written
representation submitted at Deadline 3. These measures were:
1. Trenchless crossing of Field 6 / Site E (e.g. thrust bore, horizontal directional
drilling etc.);
2. Realignment of the cable route along the field boundary (and a reduction in
working width to 40m);
3. Avoidance of construction activity during the breeding season.
5.10 The responses also suggest that scheduling of construction activity could be used
alongside both trenchless crossing and realignment to provide a suitable outcome.
5.11 The Applicant met with LWT and Roger Wardle on 3rd December 2015 to discuss the
mitigation measures for Field 6 / Site E. At this meeting and in subsequent
correspondence the wording of the mitigation was amended to restrict the installation of
cable ducts to between August and October (i.e. adopting one of the mitigations
suggested by Mr Wardle). This timing was discussed and agreed as being most
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appropriate as it ensures that direct disturbance of breeding lapwing is avoided, it also
avoids construction during the wettest period of the year and enables the site to be
restored (as described in the updated mitigation) prior to the following breeding season.
5.12 Therefore, the Applicant has adopted one of the suggested mitigation options put
forward by LWT and Roger Wardle (Appendix 22 of the Response to Deadline 4) in
order to avoid potential direct disturbance of breeding lapwing.
5.13 The restoration of Field 6 / Site E will see the current layout of foot drains reinstated (as
described in the updated mitigation - Appendix 22 of the Response to Deadline 4), and
allows for re-wetting of the area should this be necessary (i.e. if there is a dry winter)
on the reasonable assumption that the Environment Agency would grant a temporary
abstraction licence. It is probable that the vegetation cover at the start of the breeding
season following trenching works will be patchy and still becoming established.
However, it should be noted that:
1. Vegetation will have been retained across the majority of the working width (i.e.
under the temporary soil storage areas and under the temporary haul road the
surface will have been retained);
2. The working width at the crossing of the foot drains will be reduced to 40m through
the storage of excavated soil to either side, thereby reducing habitat disturbance;
3. Lapwing are known to nest and feed on areas of bare ground and patchy vegetation
(e.g. they will nest in spring sown crops) which means that a high level of vegetation
is not required; and
4. The other parts of the field outside the working area (64% of the currently available
area) will have remained as grassland throughout.
5.14 This demonstrates that the potential disturbance (i.e. displacement) through temporary
habitat degradation can therefore be discounted due to the impacts on breeding
lapwing being negligible.
5.15 It is the Applicant’s view that the updated mitigation (Appendix 22 of the Response to
Deadline 4) provides robust actions that reduce the potential direct (i.e. construction
activity) and indirect (i.e. temporary habitat degradation) disturbance of breeding
lapwing (and other breeding birds) to negligible levels.
5.16 The Applicant considers that there is no justification to increase the scheduling or
engineering risks associated with a trenchless crossing of this field as the impacts on
breeding lapwing have been negated.
5.17 It is also noted that the realignment of the cable route along the edge of Field 6 / Site E
does not provide mitigation that would reduce impacts on breeding lapwing. This is
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because the scheduling restriction would still be required to avoid direct disturbance of
birds (i.e. the construction activity would still be overlapping with or in close proximity to
potential nesting locations). Further the temporary disturbance of habitats would be to
the same scale, be in the same field and largely occupy the same area as that within
the proposed cable route (i.e. there is a 73% overlap of area).

Disturbance of Wintering Waders and Wildfowl
5.18 Disturbance of wintering birds could occur if construction works take place during the
period mid-August through to March. Wintering waders and wildfowl are relatively
tolerant of disturbance due to construction work, as evidenced by research undertaken
on the Humber Estuary showing maximum stand-offs to sheet piling, excavation and
other activities of approximately 250 m (Cutts, Phelps and Burdon 2009). As wintering
wildfowl and waders tend to move large distances regularly, measured in kilometres,
both within and between days to exploit local feeding opportunities and there are
abundant feeding opportunities for this group in the surrounding area the level of
potential disturbance is considered negligible (i.e. disturbance is considered unlikely to
reduce energy intake and therefore over-winter survival or future productivity).
Therefore, the imposition of specific mitigation measures to lessen the potential
impacts is not required.

Temporary Loss of Grazing Marsh Habitat
5.19 The proposed construction works will temporarily reduce the amount of grazing marsh
habitat within Field 6 / Site E by approximately 1.78 ha. This habitat loss does
represent a short-term reduction in a habitat of principal importance. However, it is
necessary to understand that the impact will be temporary and that no lasting impacts
in the medium to long term are predicted; especially as the updated mitigation
measures allow for the foot drains currently present on site to be restored on their
original alignments (Appendix 22 of the Response to Deadline 4). The Lincolnshire
Coastal Grazing Marsh project has already demonstrated that the successful creation
of grazing marsh habitats across areas of disturbed ground in the Burgh le Marsh area
is entirely possible and rapid. Therefore, there is no reason to suggest that impacts on
habitats will be anything other than short term (see discussions regarding hydrology
below with regard to long term impacts). Further evidence in support of this conclusion
was submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2 (Appendix 6 of the Response to Deadline
2).
5.20 It is the Applicant’s view that the temporary loss of grazing marsh habitat, is at most, a
minor adverse effect that will reduce to negligible or nil over time. It is acknowledged
that a trenchless crossing of the site would eliminate this potential impact. However, as
the effect is not considered to be more than minimally adverse in the short term and
Not Significant the Applicant does not consider the scheduling or engineering risks
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associated with this option to be warranted. It is noted that the realignment of the cable
route to the field edge would result in the same level of temporary habitat disturbance
and is therefore not considered by the Applicant to be credible alternative mitigation.

Restoration Failure and Drainage
5.21 LWT in their Written Representation submitted at Deadline 1 raised concerns that the
installation of the cables may impact on the hydrology of Field 6 / Site E. The updated
mitigation table details the measures that will be taken to avoid the infilled excavations
becoming preferential drainage pathways. Following the consultation undertaken with
LWT and Mr Wardle in December 2015 the mitigation was altered to include trenchless
crossings across both the drainage ditches that border the site (Appendix 22 of the
Response to Deadline 4); the minor scale of these trenchless crossings making them a
substantially different engineering risk to that posed by a much longer installation. This
was included by the Applicant as it was understood that the measures taken by the
LCGM project to raise the water table level in the field at the time of conversion from
arable land included the compaction of soils and breaking of field drains around the
field edges. This mitigation measure was included as it allowed the field perimeter to
remain undisturbed. Following the Onshore Issues – Issue Specific Hearing it has
become apparent that this mitigation measure would no longer operate in the way
foreseen at the time of development. However, this mitigation continues to provide
extra comfort that a preferential drainage pathway leading to the adjacent drainage
ditches will not be created. Therefore, the Applicant remains content including this
measure within the suite of mitigations.
5.22 It is the Applicant’s view that the mitigation package outlined to ensure drainage
characteristics of Field 6 / Site E are maintained will ensure that the rate of water loss
from the field will not be increased by the proposed construction works. Indeed, as it is
now apparent that the water is controlled by the impounding of the drainage ditches it
can be assumed that the risk has been negated further. This is because the bottom of
the trenches are likely to remain under the level of the water table for the majority of the
year (i.e. the water level in the ditches can be maintained at a level above that of the
cable ducts).
5.23 It is reassuring to note that issues regarding drainage are not the focus of later
submissions from either LWT or Roger Wardle (other than in regard of short term
recharge), with disturbance of breeding lapwing becoming the major focus. However,
LWT do note in their Deadline 4 submission that the realignment of the cable route, if a
trenchless crossing would not be possible, would reduce the impact on the site’s
hydrology. It is the Applicant’s view that any realignment of the cable route would make
no difference (as compared to construction on the proposed cable route) to the
potential impacts on the hydrology of the site. It is acknowledged that a trenchless
crossing of the whole site would mitigate for hydrological impacts, however as the
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proposed mitigation is considered to address the potential impacts, the Applicant does
not consider the scheduling or engineering risks associated with this option to be
warranted.
5.24 The Applicant has engaged fully and diligently with LWT and other stakeholders. It
considers that the mitigation proposals, as reviewed further above, represent an
approach which gives full recognition to the importance of Field 6 / Site E. It also
believes that the proposed approach and mitigations are appropriate and consistent
with the long term stewardship and preservation of this habitat.
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6. CONSTRUCTION TECHNIQUES
6.1 Mr Spence, in his submission to Deadline 4, requested specific information on
construction techniques. The four topics covered by Mr Spence’s Deadline 4
submission were:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Type of temporary road;
De-watering of excavations;
Burial depth;
Trench supports.

6.2 At this stage of the development the detailed design and procurement has not taken
place. Therefore, it is not currently possible to detail exact construction techniques.
However, it is possible to provide some general information on each point.
6.3 The temporary haul road is likely to be created from one of three main types of
material; these being high density polyethylene (HDPE) panels (e.g. Dura-base,
Tufftrak), aluminium panels or timber bog mats. Each of these solutions has been used
previously by statutory undertakers (e.g. National Grid) to provide access solutions
through sensitive sites such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest. It is acknowledged
that each solution has certain drawbacks; for example aluminium panels require a 24
hour security presence due to their value as scrap metal and timber bog mats are
heavy and tend to degrade with extended use. During the procurement process
contractors will be asked to provide tenders based on the most appropriate solution. If
consent is granted, the type of surface and the methods required to install it safely will
be detailed in the Construction Method Statement (secured through Requirement 14 of
the draft DCO) and the Ecological Management Plan (secured through Requirement
13).
6.4 Where the ground undulates there are a variety of solutions to ensure that the
individual panels can fix together and provide a safe road way. These include the use
of sandbags, the use of soil/aggregate (sometimes with a pipe to enable water flow)
wrapped within a geo-textile membrane, temporary bridges or localised grading. Again
the best solution will be determined during the detailed design and procurement
process and secured through Requirements 13 and 14.
6.5 Excavations may need to be de-watered depending on the conditions encountered.
Water would be pumped from the trenches only and directed to the adjacent drainage
ditches or to scrapes elsewhere on the field (as detailed in the agreed mitigation
measures – Appendix 22 of the Applicant’s Response to Deadline 4). Fine material
would be removed from the water prior to its discharge. It should be noted that the de-
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watering operation for the excavations would again be covered in the Construction
Method Statement and the Ecological Management Plan. It is not considered
necessary to dewater the entire field. Further, timing of the excavations to take place at
the end of summer should ensure that the driest conditions are encountered during the
trenching operation.
6.6 Burial depth will be determined following detailed design, using information gathered
during site investigations and topographical survey. The cable ducts will be buried at a
sufficient depth to ensure that normal field management can continue, including the
management of the foot drains that are present across Field 6 / Site E.
6.7 Trench supports are likely to be required during the construction to ensure that
excavations do not collapse. These supports can take a number of forms including
trench boxes and walers. Trench support systems are used regularly throughout the
UK, ensuring that their supply and usage will not result in any need to develop a novel
approach.
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7. BIODIVERSITY
AREAS

ENHANCEMENT

FOR

LCGM

PROJECT

TARGET

7.1 Funding to aid capital projects aimed at restoring, improving or creating areas of
grazing marsh would be provided to the Lincolnshire Coastal Grazing Marsh (LCGM)
project. The funds would be held by East Lindsey District Council (or another
appropriate body identified by the LCGM project partners) and ring fenced for capital
projects within the LCGM project target areas only. The funds would be provided at the
commencement of construction and would be required to be spent within 5 years of
allocation, or as a minimum, highlighted to be spent as part of a larger project whose
delivery is guaranteed within 10 years of allocation.
7.2 The level of funding proposed by the Applicant has been calculated based on the cost
of capital works undertaken by the RSPB to create grazing marsh in a number of areas
across England. The sum has been calculated to be proportional to the level of impact
on ecological receptors within the proposed development boundary, with specific
reference to the extent of grazing marsh temporarily lost in the Burgh Le Marsh LCGM
project target area (5.59 ha). The funding is not required as mitigation (i.e. it is not
required to counter an identified significant effect), rather it is provided as a biodiversity
enhancement as described in The National Planning Policy Framework (paragraph
109) and the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) (paragraph
5.3.18).
7.3 Although the Applicant considers that the policy goals described above are achieved by
existing commitments (Section 4 of Appendix 6 of the Response to Deadline 2),
support for coastal grazing marsh creation/restoration ensures that the Triton Knoll
Electrical System project exceeds these goals.
7.4 The type of capital works considered necessary to create or restore grazing marsh
habitats include:
6. Construction of strategically placed sluices/dams to control water levels;
7. Modification of existing field drains; and
8. Use of a rotary ditcher or excavator to create foot drains or scrapes.
7.5 The cost of water control infrastructure varies greatly from a few hundred pounds to
install a pipe damn or drop board sluice, through to several thousand pounds to create
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a penstock weir or an overflow weir. Within the RSPB “Water Management Structures
for Conservation” publication1 the lowest cost of a structure was £200 and the highest
cost £14,000 (excluding the use of wind powered pumps). The structures were
designed to control water levels over large areas of 10 – 100 ha, which is considerably
in excess of the area of grazing marsh impacted by the project. It is noted that the
capital payments available under the Countryside Stewardship scheme (published in
October 2015) provide £315 per timber sluice and £2,480 per brick, stone or concrete
sluice. Ten thousand pounds (£10,000) would be provided towards the installation of
water management infrastructure; this considered as being able to re-wet a
considerably greater area than the grazing marsh temporarily lost due to cable
installation activity.
7.6 Field drains may be left in place, modified, removed or capped in areas of grazing
marsh that have been subject to historical drainage2. The solution for the management
of existing field drains will be a decision taken in tandem with that regarding the
installation and control of sluices. These measures are generally less technical than for
the construction and operation of a sluice, therefore five thousand pounds (£5,000)
would be provided towards modification of existing drainage. This sum would be able to
fund approximately 10 days of an excavator and operator to remove field drains – this
is estimated to enable the removal or disruption of field drains across approximately 10
- 20 hectares.
7.7 The use of a rotary ditcher provides a cost effective and rapid technique to create foot
drains within grazing marsh habitats. These blind ended ditches hold surface water and
provide variable levels of wetness in a given field and are the favoured measure to
create suitable wader feeding habitats in the LCGM target areas. Large areas of ditch
can be dug relatively quickly with an example of 16,000 m2 being achieved within 3
days in a case study provided by RSPB3. Costs of equipment hire (including operative)
are up to £1,250 per day. Five thousand pounds (£5,000) would be provided towards
the creation of foot drains, which could deliver significantly greater lengths of ditch than
would be established in an area of land of equivalent size to the grazing marsh
impacted upon by the project.
7.8 In addition to the sums offered above a further five thousand pounds (£5,000) will be
provided as a contribution towards the organisation and management costs of any
capital projects initiated with the funds provided by TKOWL.

1

RSPB (2008) Water Management Structures for Conservation: Technical Case Studies Series.
RSPB (2010) lowland Agricultural Land Drainage Systems.
3
RSPB (2011) The Rotary Ditcher: Case Studies.
2
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7.9 In total twenty five thousand pounds (£25,000) would be provided to the LCGM project
and held by East Lindsey District Council. Although the sum has been calculated based
on particular actions (e.g. sluice construction), there is no restriction sought as to how
this money is spent other than:
1. It is spent on grazing marsh creation or restoration projects;
2. It is spent within the LCGM project target areas;
3. It is spent within 5 years of allocation (or within 10 years if a particular capital
project is guaranteed).
7.10 The mitigation measures proposed (Appendices 22 and 27 of Response to Deadline 4)
ensure that there are No Significant impacts on the local flora and fauna (as agreed
with Natural England - paragraph 4.80, Appendix 18 of the Response to Deadline 2;
and the Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust – paragraph 4.33, Appendix 34 of the Response to
Deadline 4). It is noted that minor adverse effects will reduce to be negligible or nil
following restoration of habitats. Therefore, it is the Applicant’s view that the measures
outlined above with regard to LCGM and in Section 4 of Appendix 6 of the Response to
Deadline 2 for other habitats, will ensure that the TKES project results in a biodiversity
gain in the medium to long term. The provision of funding to the LCGM project is
commensurate with the level of impact predicted.
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FIGURE 1 – LCGM SITE E / FIELD 6 ALTERNATIVE ROUTE COMPARISON
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