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T 0300 060 3900

Dear Richard
Planning consultation: Yorkshire & Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline: Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (Planning Act 2008, Section 42 consultation)

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 20 September 2013.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.
SECTION 42 PLANNING ACT 2008
European Wildlife Sites
Natural England welcomes the proposal to carry out a Habitats Regulations Assessment screening
study to determine whether there are likely significant effects on any European sites, in accordance
with Regulations 61 and 62 of the Habitats Regulations. We consider that the sites on which there are
potential impacts have been correctly identified in Table 4 of the Preliminary Environmental Information
report. It should be noted that birds which are qualifying species of the Lower Derwent Valley and
Humber Estuary SPAs may use offsite feeding and roosting areas some distance from the designated
site. We therefore advise that the results of wintering bird surveys in the Camblesforth - Tollingham
section of the route should be used to inform the HRA screening study.
In addition to the impacts identified in Table 4, the potential impact on the Humber Estuary SPA / SAC /
Ramsar site of sediment drift resulting from construction activities at the coast should also be
considered.
Natural England advises that pre-application consultation on the results of the HRA screening study
would be advisable so that a high quality Habitats Regulations Assessment can be submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate.
River Hull Headwaters SSSI
Natural England welcomes the proposal to use non-open cut techniques for construction of the pipeline
across the River Hull and Kelk Beck, both of which are designated as parts of the River Hull
Headwaters SSSI. It will be important to ensure that works are carried out in such a way as to avoid
damage to or destruction of adjacent habitats such as species-rich grassland, wet woodland and fen,
which are interest features of the SSSI, as well as the river channels themselves. This should include
consideration of the impact of any access tracks required for the construction works. Potential impacts
of abstraction for hydrostatic testing should also be considered. Natural England can provide
discretionary advice on the development of the Method Statement detailing protection measures with
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regard to the SSSI.
Protected species
Natural England considers that appropriate mitigation measures have been set out to avoid significant
impacts on European Protected Species. With regard to great crested newts, Table 4 makes reference
to direct effects on aquatic habitats which meet the threshold for requiring a Natural England licence. It
should be noted that activities affecting terrestrial habitats may also require a licence when trapping
and translocation are required.
Natural England welcomes the engagement that has already taken place between the developer and
Natural England’s Regulation Function. We advise that a draft licence application is submitted at preapplication stage. This will enable Natural England either to issue a ‘letter of comfort’ or to advise what
further information is required, and will avoid unnecessary delays in the application process.
Natural England is happy to provide further discretionary advice on the development of the
Environmental Statement and the Habitats Regulation Assessment, or to advise under Section 42 on
the draft Environmental Statement and Habitats Regulations Assessment. If in the meantime you have
any queries, please contact James Walsh on 0300 060 1832. For any new consultations or issues,
please contact consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a feedback
form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.
Yours sincerely

James Walsh
Land Use Operations Team
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James Walsh
Land Use Operations Team
Natural England
25 Queen Street
Leeds
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Our Ref: YHCCSCCP/Formal S42 Consultation Response/Natural England

Response to Section 42 Consultation on the Proposed Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross
Country Pipeline

Dear James,
Thank you for providing a response regarding the above, which was issued to National Grid Carbon
st
Limited (National Grid) on 31 October 2013.
AECOM has been appointed by National Grid to prepare the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
for the project and write on behalf of National Grid to provide a response to the comments provided.
European Wildlife Sites
The results of both wintering and breeding bird surveys in addition to desktop data searches have
been used to inform the Habitat Regulations Screening Assessment of the Onshore Scheme. The
Following Special Protection Areas (SPAs) were screened by the assessment, the Humber Estuary
Special Protection Area (SPA), Lower Derwent Valley SPA, Thorne and Hatfield Moors SPA,
Flamborough Head and Bempton Cliffs SPA and Hornsea Mere SPA.
We attach a copy of the draft Habitat Regulations Screening Assessment and would welcome your
feedback.

River Hull and Headwaters Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
The EIA has assessed the impacts of the non-open cut crossings for both the River Hull and Kelk
Beck and the effect on the River Hull and Headwaters SSSI. We will continue to consult with
yourselves on the drafting of the Requirements to be included as part of the Development Consent
Order (DCO) for these crossings.
National Grid is committed to abstracting and discharging to the same catchment, and this activity will
be carried out in accordance with abstraction licences and Environmental Permits. Water will only be
sourced where the abstraction will not have significant effects on water resources and the aquatic
ecology that depends on the river flow. Discharges will be attenuated in storage lagoons, if necessary,
to prevent excessive flows being released into the river leading to aquatic ecology and
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Dear Dr. Emerick,
Many thanks for the letter relating to the CCS project dated 16th October, and highlighting your concerns about the
Grade I church of St Leonard, Skerne, located approximately 1.1km to the northwest of the proposed Block Valve.
We have undertaken a basic setting assessment of the site and believe that there will be no setting impacts arising
from the Pipeline or the Block Valve site. There is no inter-visibility between the church and the proposed Block
Valve site which is located several fields away and separated from the church by several tall mature hedgerow field
boundaries, and an area of mature woodland to the south east of Church Farm, which would provide screening
between St Leonards Church and the proposed block valve site. Large farm buildings associated with Church Farm,
and located immediately adjacent to the church, would provide further screening.
The Skerne Block Valve would be located adjacent to an area of mature woodland which will provide a backdrop to
the site, and the site would be surrounded by woodland style planting and hedgerows in keeping with the character
of the landscape to provide additional screening.
We will of course fully consider the setting on the church of St Leonards in the final EIA chapter, and welcome any
further comments you may have.
If you have any further questions please do not hesitate in contacting me.
Best regards,
Jonathan

Dr Jonathan Shipley BA (Hons), MLitt, PhD, AIfA
Archaeology and Heritage Consultant
jonathan.shipley@aecom.com
AECOM
One Trinity Gardens, Quayside, Newcastle upon Tyne, NE1 2HF
T +44(0) 191 224 6658 F +44(0) 191 224 6599
www.aecom.com

YORKSHIRE & HUMBER CCS CROSS COUNTRY PIPELINE
CONSULTATION RESPONSE FROM SPALDINGTON PARISH COUNCIL
1.11.2013
Comments on Pipeline route along and across Featherbed Lane/Drain, Spaldington
1. The ditch on the north side of Featherbed Lane (bridleway) caries the
drainage water from a large area of land and much of Spaldington village. It
must not be blocked or the drainage in any way impeded either during
construction or after completion of the works.
2. Please keep the destruction/damage to trees and hedgerow along
Featherbed Lane to an absolute minimum. This is an ancient route and many
of the trees are old and provide good habitat for bats, owls and other wildlife.
3. Badgers are known to occur in this area
4. The River Foulness carries all the drainage water from the area between
Spaldington and Holme on Spalding Moor. Its flow must not be impeded
either during construction or after completion of the works.
5. Otters are known to have holts in the banks of the River Foulness and
evidence of otter activity has been reported from a pond near Spaldington
(indicating that the otter may have travelled up Featherbed ditch)
6. Please keep the use of C88 Spaldington Lane (linking the A614 and B1228
south of Spaldington) by construction traffic to the minimum possible.
7. Please consider the cumulative impact of construction traffic with both
Spaldington Airfield wind farm (consented) and River Valley wind farm
(currently at appeal). Even if your construction timetable is after the wind
farms, please bear in mind what Spaldington residents have already had to
endure with construction traffic for the wind farms
8. The 33kV cables for the grid connection of Spaldington Airfield wind farm
have recently been buried in the verge on the west side of the B1228
9. The route of the railwayline which once existed between North Howden
Station and the airship station on Spaldington Airfield crosses the proposed
pipeline route between Brind and the B1228
10. No mention of the Humberhead Levels Nature Improvement Area

Comments on YHCCS Preliminary Environmental Information Report
(paragraph numbers are taken from the PEI report)
2.5.4 missing Spaldington Airfield wind farm and River Valley wind farm from the
cumulative list
Table 4 – Otter – no mention of their presence in the River Foulness (there is a
historical holt site very near to the proposed crossing point)
Table 5 – Archaeology – CT100 - The ruins of Owlet Hall to the south of Featherbed
Lane were present until around 20 years ago when they were bulldozed into a heap
at the side of Featherbed Lane which can be seen on Google Earth images.
Archaeology in the Foulness valley has been extensively studied - refer to
http://www.ironmasters.hull.ac.uk/
Table 7 – Air Quality – no mention of Spaldington (properties on the A614 will be
affected)
Table 8 – Noise & Vibration - no mention of Spaldington (properties on the A614 will
be affected)

Table 8.1 – missing Chestnut Farm, Avian Pastures, Chapel Bungalow (by
Yokegate), Maakledo House, Poplar Farm, Royal Oak pub, Albany House (now
called Oak Tree Farm), Rose Villa Farm, Brooklands, Taynton Lodge, Moore’s Farm
Table 9.1 – error Howden Road is A614 not A641 and it will be affected from Howden
to Holme on Spalding Moor, not just in vicinity of Bursea
The “un-named road” (vicinity Boothferry Golf Club) is C88 Spaldington Lane
Table 12.3 – Inter-Project Cumulative Effects – missing Spaldington Airfield wind
farm and River Valley wind farm (at Welham Bridge). Even if the CCS pipeline
construction timetable is after the wind farms, please consider the sequential impact
where Spaldington residents have already had to endure months of noise, dirt &
disruption from construction traffic for the wind farms on A614 and Spaldington Lane
Figure 1.1 Sheet 1 – missing main drainage ditches – Featherbed Drain, Great
Committee Drain (2 sections) (see map attached) and several others between
Spaldington and Featherbed Drain
Fig 4.1 Sheet 1 – Ecological designations – missing Old Rush Wood LWS,
Featherbed Lane SINC/LWS
Fig 4.2 Phase 1 Habitat Survey sheets 2 & 3 – The trees along the majority of the
length of Featherbed Lane have been missed out, also the hedgerows bordering
fields where the pipeline crosses the B1228 and other hedges in the area (see
attached images from Google Earth – Featherbed west and Featherbed east). Many
watercourses have also been omitted. This is important and needs to be rectified!
The amenity land of Boothferry Golf Course and Driving Range extend further east
than is shown. The information can be obtained from Google Earth and OS maps if
field survey is not possible.
Fig 4.3 GCN & Water vole surveys sheets 2 & 3
Several of the ponds shown in red as scoped out or ruled out after assessment are
known to contain GCN – specifically those at Oak Tree Farm, Sandwood House,
Sandwood Cottage Farm, and ponds in Boothferry Golf Course and the Eagles
Driving Range.
Many of the wet ditches between Spaldington and Featherbed Lane are not shown –
watervole activity has been known in several of these in the past, particularly New
Drain
Please contact me if you require clarification or further information on any of the
points raised above
Wendy McKay
Clerk to Spaldington Parish Council
Oak Tree Farm
Spaldington
Goole
DN14 7NQ
Email: spaldington.pc@btinternet.com
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Wendy McKay
Clerk to Spaldington Parish Council
Oak Tree Farm
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Our Ref: YHCCSCCP/Formal S42 Consultation Response/Spaldington Parish Council

Response to Section 42 consultation on the Proposed Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross
Country Pipeline

Dear Wendy,
Thank you for providing a response regarding the above, which was issued to National Grid Carbon
Limited (National Grid).
AECOM has been appointed by National Grid to prepare the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
and write on behalf of National Grid to provide a response to the comments provided.
We thank you for the Parish Council’s response and the detailed information provided in particular to
the Preliminary Environmental Information Report. Your response is very valuable and will be
reviewed by the appropriate specialists. The information provided will be included within the final
Environmental Statement where applicable.
We hope this provides Spaldington Parish Council with sufficient confidence that the
recommendations set out within the Parish Council’s Section 42 consultation response will be
addressed.
Yours sincerely,

Charlotte Clinton
Senior Consultant
D +44 (0)161 927 8310
E charlotte.clinton@aecom.com
Cc: Richard Gwilliam, National Grid, 1100 Century Way, Thorpe Park, Leeds, LS15 8TU

Mr Richard Gwilliam - Consents Officer
National Grid
Land and Development Group
1100 (Century Way) Thorpe Park
Leeds
West Yorkshire
LS15 8TU

Our ref:
Your ref:

RA/2011/118140/09-L02
CCS1

Date:

1 November 2013

Dear Mr Gwilliam,
YORKSHIRE & HUMBER CARBON CAPTURE AND STORAGE (CCS) PROJECT SECTION 42 CONSULTATION.
CCS ROUTE FROM HATFIELD, DRAX TO BARMSTON, EAST RIDING OF
YORKSHIRE.
I refer to the above consultation and would like to provide the following comments:-

Flood Risk
Camblesforth Multi-Junction - Although the preferred site (MJ1) is located within FZ3,
all of the seven considered sites are in the floodplain. One significant factor in the
preferred site's favour is that it is located furthest away from the type of flooding likely to
have the most serious consequences for the site – a breach from the River Aire.
How the risks from flooding to the preferred site are mitigated for will need to be
addressed within a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) taking account of the
available EA flood data for the Ouse and Aire. In fact, the Multi-Junction Site Options
Appraisal document includes a statement in para 5.2.7 to this effect - that as part of the
design process, measures will need to be incorporated into the design to protect the
above ground elements, especially electrical and communications.
Barmston Pumping Station - A coastal erosion buffer of 200 metres (2 metres x 100
years) has been used. Both possible locations East and West are c.440 metres and
c.740 metres from the current cliff line. We understand that discussions on this matter
have taken place with East Riding of Yorkshire council (the coastal erosion authority) to
ascertain whether this is a suitable approach.
Pipeline Route - Previous discussions and provision of information has informed the
current preferred pipeline location. All Main River crossings will be by non-open cut
methods which is a satisfactory approach. Consent will be required for each crossing
under the Water Resources Act from the relevant Lead Local Flood Authority.
Contributions - Rachel Glossop is leading on this matter and should be contacted for
the latest progress/suggestions.

Environment Agency
Coverdale House Aviator Court, York, North Yorkshire, YO30 4GZ.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.environment-agency.gov.uk
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Fisheries & Biodiversity
Summary - The information provided through the PEIR does highlight a number of key
ecological considerations, however, from an ecological perspective, the proposals are
very conservative and do not adequately reflect the aspirations of national policy.
Section 5.3.4 of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) states
that “The applicant should show how the project has taken advantage of opportunities to
conserve and enhance biodiversity” with the NPPF making clear that development
should provide net gains in biodiversity where possible.
The current proposals centre on the mitigation of ecological impacts, with little detail on
any measures to enhance biodiversity as a result of the project. For such a large and
high profile scheme, with a considerable land-take and a large number of watercourse
crossings, there is substantial opportunity to provide biodiversity enhancement without
impacting upon the feasibility of the project. As such, during the production of the formal
ES, thorough consideration should be given to how best to deliver biodiversity
enhancement through the project.
Preliminary Environmental Information Report, Table 4 – Ecology
Habitats - Throughout the document, no direct consideration is given to ditch and
riparian habitats potentially affected by the development. Indirect consideration is given
primarily by assessing the impacts on water vole and otter populations, but no mention
of the wider significance of these habitats is given. This should be addressed in the ES,
both in terms of the potential of these habitats to support other important species, and
also in relation to impacts the scheme may have on Water Framework Directive
classification and objectives for affected reaches.
River Hull Headwaters SSSI - We are pleased to see that consideration has been
given to the potential impact on this important site. As outlined within the PEIR, we
would strongly recommend that a specific management plan is produced and agreed
with Natural England to ensure that the scheme does not negatively impact, and
wherever possible enhances, the ecological value of the site.
Water Voles - According to the PEIR, there are a total of 85 watercourses within the
study area which contain water vole. The report also states that even though there are a
number of open cut watercourse crossings, given these affect relatively narrow sections
of channel and riparian habitat, there would be no significant impact upon water vole
populations. Whilst the impacts of each of these individual crossings may be small, the
cumulative impact of a large number of crossings may be much more significant. In light
of this, the ES should ascertain the exact quantity of water vole habitat affected by the
scheme, including the potential for habitat fragmentation, and should show how this loss
can be mitigated, along with an assessment of the potential to provide habitat
enhancement through restoration works post-construction.
Furthermore, the PEIR states that there will be a number of watercourses which will be
permanently in-filled to facilitate the construction of the AGIs. The ES should quantify
the habitat lost by this and propose adequate mitigation and enhancement.
Otters - The report highlights the presence of otters on the River Ouse, River Hull and
Kelk Beck. It states that there will be no significant effects on otters due to mitigation
measures. The ES should give further clarification as to what these mitigation measures
are and how they will alleviate impacts on otters, both during construction and for the
permanent works.
Invasive Species – No mention is made of invasive species management. There will
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need to be invasive species surveys, particularly in locations around watercourse
crossings, to support any subsequent application. There will need to be a programme of
invasive plant control during the construction phase and post construction operational
phase. The Ouse has species such as Japanese knotweed, giant hogweed and
Himalayan balsam in the general vicinity of the pipeline crossing and we do not want to
see them spread to catchments such as the Foulness or Hull. Australian swamp
stonecrop / New Zealand pygmy weed is also of concern for still waters, such as ponds.
The pattern of invasive distribution changes from year to year and large floods at certain
times of year can spread them across the floodplain, so plans to deal with them will
need to be flexible.
Migratory Fish – The presence of migratory fish species in watercourses affected by
the proposed works needs to be identified and any impacts assessed. Protected
species could include eel, salmon sea trout and lamprey. Any assessment should be
mindful of the respective migratory periods of the different species.
Preferred Scheme Report – Section 5.10.8 states that ecological conditions along the
route corridor may change between now and construction, and that minor re-routing will
be considered when on site to mitigate against localised impacts. This is a pragmatic
approach to dealing with unforeseen impacts, especially given the extensive
construction entailed within the project. However, in order to ensure a consistent and
robust approach to dealing with these impacts, consideration should be given to
producing a framework within the CEMP detailing how, through use of an ecological
watching brief during all construction activities, impacts to biodiversity will be minimised
through small scale route choices.
Above Ground Installations Site Selection - Whilst copious information is available
discerning how the preferred sites were chosen, there is little detail pertaining to
ecological mitigation and enhancement at each of the sites. The PEIR states that a
number of ditches surrounding certain AGIs will be permanently in-filled, but this is not
detailed adequately within each of the AGI siting studies. Reference is also made to a
number of ditches on or adjacent to AGI sites which may be impacted. Specifically:
· Tollingham Block Valve
· Skerne Block Valve
· Multi Junction
· Barmston Pumping Station
· PIG Trap Site
Furthermore, section 6.3.3 of the PIG Trap Site Selection study states that there will be
an additional requirement for crossing of Carr Dike due to the location of the PIG trap
site, with no reference made to mitigation and enhancement for any environmental
impacts.
During the production of the formal ES, adequate mitigation for all ecological impacts
must be identified. We also feel that an opportunity exists through landscaping
proposals and the incorporation of SuDs schemes to provide ecological enhancement
on the AGI sites. Consideration should be given to ways to utilise the 15 metre
landscape buffer to provide priority habitats wherever possible. Given the number of
ditches which may be impacted, either temporarily or permanently, through the
construction of the AGIs, we would be particularly keen to see all opportunities taken to
create compensatory water vole habitat, to ensure that overall, the scheme has a
positive effect on water vole populations.
Opportunities for Large Scale Enhancement - Construction on this scale, no matter
how sensitively undertaken, is undoubtedly going to impact upon biodiversity to some
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extent, either through temporary works or permanent structures. Whilst we strongly
advocate that you seek every opportunity to use site works to enhance biodiversity,
consideration should also be given to large scale enhancement opportunities which
could ensure that the scheme has an overall positive ecological legacy.
The proposed scheme crosses the River Hull and Kelk Beck which are major
components of the Hull Headwaters SSSI. Whilst we understand that HDD techniques
will be utilised for these crossings, temporary disturbance to species for which the SSSI
is designated remains a possibility. Furthermore, the potential abstraction from Kelk
Beck for the commissioning of the northern section of the pipeline could have
implications for the SSSI.
The Hull Headwaters SSSI is currently at „unfavourable‟ status and as such a
restoration plan has been produced detailing options to help restore the SSSI in order to
achieve Water Framework and Habitats Directives objectives. This information was
provided to you following our previous meeting. Key to the scheme is the removal of
Lowthorpe weir. We would be keen to meet with you to discuss any contribution you
may be able to make towards the scheme.

Pipeline Integrity
At Scoping stage we requested that supporting information be provided in support of
any subsequent DCO application regarding the potential consequences of a pipeline
leak/breach. We are particularly interested in: Impact on air quality;
 Impact on ground and surface water quality – e.g. pH;
 Resultant impact on aquatic and terrestrial ecology;
 Likely duration of leak/breach;
 Likely quantities released during leak/breach;
 Ability to detect leak/breach;
 Potential for impurities in CO2.
Other parties are also likely to be interested in the human health implications of a
leak/breach; this could include potential impacts on drinking water supplies.
An assessment of the potential for pipeline leaks or breaches should be provided. It
should consider a range of possible scenarios, allowing the developer to assemble an
overall worst-case scenario. Our main interest relates to the water environment physical, chemical and biological impacts on groundwaters and surface waters, and the
resultant impact on terrestrial and aquatic ecology (including fish), drinking water
quality, Water Framework Directive status etc. Other parties may be more interested in
human health impacts or damage to land/property.
There is no mention of this matter in the PEIR so we would like to re-iterate that
supporting evidence should consider a range of breach/leak locations and attempt to
map the likely extent of impacts and to quantify the likely consequences. An
assessment of the impacts of such a leak on a range of potential receptors along the
route should then follow. It should detail when and how the operator would spot such a
leak/breach, the likely pipeline management response (i.e. shut-off etc), and what could
be done to 'clean-up' any resultant spillage.
Information should also be provided about the predicted lifetime of the pipeline and any
likely maintenance which might have to be undertaken as a matter of course in the
pipeline‟s normal operation. This may involve such things as the periodic replacement of
pipe liners due to the affects of scour. If this is the case, a description should be
included of how such works would be undertaken, particularly beneath main rivers.
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Information should be provided regarding any pipeline infrastructure which would assist
in the detection of any leak/breach and the isolation of that leak/breach. Cut-off/isolation
valves should be included in order to minimise the impact of such a leak/breach, with
these located closer together in sensitive locations such as near to watercourses or
within SPZ.

Groundwater & Land Contamination
We are content that the PEIR adequately covers matters relating to land contamination,
both historical and during the construction process, and the protection of groundwater
resources.

Water Resources
We understand that a supply of water will be necessary for commissioning the pipeline
and that a suitable source will need to be identified and secured. An abstraction licence
from the Environment Agency will be needed to undertake this work. Any licence may
impose restrictions on abstractions during periods of low flow or drought. The ES should
provide an indication of the likely source of this water, the quantities likely to be involved
and an assessment of the environmental impacts of any such abstraction.
Recent correspondence has suggested that an abstraction from Kelk Beck is being
considered for the commissioning of the northern section of the pipeline. We have
provided detailed comments to National Grid on this matter but have basically described
that Kelk Beck is ecologically important, forming part of the Hull Headwaters SSSI, and
that any abstraction would be strictly constrained during periods of low flow.
It may also be necessary during commissioning for water to be discharged from the
pipeline. An Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency may be required to
undertake this work. Ideally water should be returned to the same system from which it
was abstracted. Transfer of water from one system to another may also pose ecological
problems such as the inappropriate transfer of fish eggs. There may also be water
quality issues should commissioning water accrue sediment or pollutants during the
testing/commissioning phase. It may be necessary to provide treatment or settlement
before any discharge.
Information must be provided in the ES to detail the proposed water abstraction and
discharge for pipeline commissioning, along with an assessment of their environmental
impacts.

Pollution Prevention
Adequate consideration to the main pollution risks to surface water and the appropriate
mitigation appears to have been made for inclusion in a full EIA and Construction
Environmental Management Plan. Reference to the associated Environment Agency
Pollution Prevention Guidance Notes is noted.
It is anticipated that the proposed full EIA will include further detail as to treatment
measures or options to pre-empt any operational issues encountered, e.g. dewatering,
or dealing effectively with significant volumes of silt laden run-off.
Should you require any additional information or clarification, please don‟t hesitate to
Cont/d..

5

contact me on the details below.

Yours sincerely

Mr Sam Kipling
Sustainable Places Planning Specialist
Direct dial 0113 819 6386
Direct fax 0113 819 6299
Direct e-mail sam.kipling@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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13 December 2013
Sam Kipling
Sustainable Places Planning Specialist
Environment Agency
Lateral,
8 City Walk,
Leeds,
LS11 9AT

Our Ref: YHCCSCCP/Formal S42 Consultation Response/Environment Agency

Response to Formal Consultation on the Proposed Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country
Pipeline

Dear Sam,
Thank you for providing a response regarding the above, which was issued to National Grid Carbon
st
Limited (National Grid) on 1 November 2013.
AECOM has been appointed by National Grid to prepare the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
for the project and write on behalf of National Grid to provide a response to the comments provided.
We note that a number of the comments refer to the inclusion of items within the Environmental
Statement (ES). The ES is currently being prepared and we hope to provide the Environment Agency
with a copy of the Water Resources and Flood Risk, Ecology and Nature Conservation and the
Geology and Ground Conditions Chapter by the end of January 2014, prior to the submission of the
Development Consent Order (DCO).
Flood Risk
A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has been undertaken for the Onshore Scheme. This includes an
assessment of the Pipeline and each of the Above Ground Installations (AGIs) including Camblesforth
Multi-junction. The assessment has taken account of fluvial and tidal flooding from the River Ouse
and the River Aire, the breech and overtopping risk, non Main River flooding, surface water risk,
groundwater risk and reservoir flooding risk.
The design process has taken account of the findings of the FRA and where required all mechanical
and electrical infrastructure will be raised at the AGIs. No ground raising is being proposed by the
Onshore Scheme as all essential infrastructure is being raised internally within buildings.
Fisheries and Biodiversity
Riparian habitats have been assessed as part of the ES in terms of the habitats ability to support
important species and by the Water Framework Directive Assessment which will be contained within
the Water Resources and Flood Risk Chapter.
Following receipt of the comment in relation to the cumulative impact on water vole habitat the draft
ES is being updated to take account of this response. In addition the ES will set out mitigation

AECOM
AECOM House
179 Moss Lane
Altrincham
WA15 8FH
United Kingdom
www.aecom.com

+44 (0)161 927 8200 tel
+44 (0)161 927 8299 fax

measures for each species where a potential effect has been identified, including potential effects
identified on migratory fish.
Full invasive species surveys have not been undertaken but records have been made as part of the
Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey. Pre construction surveys will indentify the location of invasive
species and appropriate method statements will be implemented to remove and prevent the spread of
these species where present.
Landscape planting for each AGI has been designed and will continue to be detailed to fit with the
exiting character of each area and tie into existing woodland and hedgerow planting where
appropriate. The planting will be native and species diverse and will provide enhanced habitat for
invertebrates foraging habitat for bats and additional cover for otter, where appropriate. Barmston
Pumping Station is the only AGI which will directly affect an existing ditch, detailed landscaping and
ecological information will be submitted to discharge the DCO requirements. Where ditch habitat is
required to accommodate the AGI this habitat will be realigned or incorporated into the design, and
enhanced where possible, ensuring with no permanent loss of habitat area.
National Grid notes the Environment Agency’s comments on biodiversity enhancements and has had
regard to the requirements of EN-1 in the development of the project. National Grid will be seeking
easements across the route of the pipeline rather than purchasing the land and it is considered that
opportunities for biodiversity enhancement are largely restricted to sites that would be permanently
acquired for the operation of the project. Restoration of land above the pipeline would largely focus on
the reinstatement of existing agricultural practices to minimise the effects on local agricultural
businesses. In field margins, however, we would commit to tree and hedgerow planting to supplement
any gappy hedgerows to reinforce the existing field and vegetation pattern and to enhance the habitat
value of hedgerows.
We believe that opportunities for biodiversity enhancement are greater at sites that would be
permanently acquired for the operation of the project. The landscape treatment of our proposed
Pumping Station Site, for example, would be designed for the benefit of biodiversity through a
considered choice of planting, including grassland and wildflower species which will take account of
BAP targets. Tree, scrub, hedge, wetland, grassland and meadow mixes for the site would be
developed with a view to increasing the biodiversity in the area. Whilst the predominant strategy for
the other AGI sites would be to propose landscape planting designed to fit with the exiting character of
each area and tie into existing woodland and hedgerow planting where appropriate, the planting would
be native and species diverse and would provide enhanced invertebrate habitat, foraging habitat for
bats and birds and additional cover for other wildlife where appropriate.
Pipeline Integrity
National Grid notes the Environment Agency’s request for further information on pipeline integrity. A
project Safety Statement will be produced to accompany the application for development consent.
Whilst the scope of the Safety Statement is still being developed it is anticipated that it will address the
information requested by the Agency.
Water Resources
National Grid is committed to abstracting and discharging to the same catchment, and this activity will
be carried out in accordance with abstraction licences and Environmental Permits. Water will only be
sourced where the abstraction will not have significant effects on water resources and the aquatic
ecology that depends on the river flow. Discharges will be attenuated in storage lagoons, if necessary,
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to prevent excessive flows being released into the river leading to aquatic ecology and
hydromorphology effects. Water quality will be tested and treated (if biocides are used) prior to being
discharged.
Pollution Prevention
The ES has taken account of all pollution risks and has identified appropriate mitigation measures.
The DCO will include a draft Construction Environmental Management Plan which will set out the
mitigation measures committed to in the ES.
All AGIs will be drained to ground and the draft DCO will include a Requirement for a post DCO
submission of a detailed drainage design which will include provision for attenuation measures and
interceptors at each AGI.
We hope the above provides the Environment Agency with sufficient confidence that the
recommendations set out within the Environment Agency’s consultation response will be addressed,
either within the EIA or by the DCO.
Yours sincerely,

Charlotte Clinton
Senior Consultant
D +44 (0)161 927 8310
E charlotte.clinton@aecom.com
Cc: Richard Gwilliam, National Grid, 1100 Century Way, Thorpe Park, Leeds, LS15 8TU
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Richard Gwilliam
Senior Consents Manager
National Grid
(by e-mail only)
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Our reference:MA521

31 October 2013
Dear Mr Gwilliam,
YORKSHIRE AND HUMBER CARBON CAPTURE AND STORAGE (CCS) CROSS
COUNTRY PIPELINE: S48(1) NOTICE OF PROPOSED NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT (NSIP)
We refer to the above request for formal consultation under the Planning Act 2008 dated 9
September 2013. The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) has reviewed the
following documents and received the views of our advisors the Centre for Environment,
Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas):






Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline, Project Non-Technical
Summary;
Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline, September 2013, 10-2574RPT-0040 Preliminary Environmental Information Report, Rev 1;
Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline, August 2013, 10-2574-0041REV0, Preferred Scheme Report;
Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline, July 2013, 10-2574-RPT-0024
Pumping Station- Site Selection, Rev 0; and
Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC), September 2013, 10-2574-SOCC0001.

We have the following comments to make at this stage and reserve the right to make
further representations during formal consultation under the Planning Act 2008.
1. General Comments and Project Non-Technical Summary (NTS)
1.1. The NTS states on page 28 that the method for laying the pipeline at the intertidal
area has not been confirmed and states on page 39 that the “landfall design will
seek to minimise potential effects on coastal waters from work in the intertidal
area”. Two methods for connecting the offshore and onshore pipelines have been
suggested as follows:


The first is to build a cofferdam near Mean Low Water Springs (MLWS). The
onshore and offshore pipe will then be connected and laid; and



The second would involve a connection beyond MLWS using an excavation
barge and divers to connect the cross-country and sub-sea pipelines.

No assessment of these methods has been included in the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report (PEIR) and we appreciate that in using the
Rochdale Envelope approach the connection method may not be certain at this
time. However, in order to complete an assessment of the connection between
the offshore and onshore project, the Environmental Statement (ES) will need to
confirm and assess the chosen method, or identify a selection of methods and
assess the realistic worst case scenario.
1.2. In addition to detailing the method used for the construction of the pipeline, the
construction materials used in the intertidal area and within close proximity to the
marine environment should also be assessed within the ES. The potential impact
of the use of these materials should be assessed in relation to the potential
receptors identified at the scoping stage. Where there is uncertainty regarding
which methodology will be used, a realistic worst case scenario in relation to
each receptor must be used.
1.3. The NTS states on page 27 that the pipeline may require inspections for
maintenance purposes. The applicant should provide details of potential
maintenance works and an assessment of such works should be included within
the ES for the operational stage of the project.
1.4. The NTS states on page 28 that at the coast the pipeline will be “buried
sufficiently deep enough” to prevent erosion exposing the pipeline. Justification
should be provided to demonstrate that the depth proposed will be sufficient. If
additional protection is required to protect the pipeline this should be assessed in
the ES.
1.5. The reception pit location has not been confirmed and it may be partially or
entirely sub-tidal, as stated on page 39 of the NTS. If the exact location has not
been determined at the time of submission, the ES should either assess both of
the location options or the realistic worst case scenario on potential receptors
previously identified.
1.6. It is noted that the onshore and offshore parts of the project will not be running in
parallel. If the final details of the offshore works are not clarified at the time of
submitting the onshore works ES, the realistic worst case scenarios for the
offshore works should be assessed within the onshore ES.
2. Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR)
Coastal Processes
2.1. Table 11 includes the applicants’ proposal to assess the intertidal physical
processes during the construction works within the ES. An assessment of the
long term effects of the pipeline on the physical processes of the intertidal area
should also be included in the assessment. It should be noted that some aspects
of the offshore works may affect the intertidal area and, therefore, should also be
included in this assessment.

2.2. The coastal processes work completed to date has not been expanded on since
the draft PEIR that the MMO commented on within our response dated 15 August
2013. The comments provided in our previous advice still stand for this final
version of the PEIR.
2.3. Table 12 provides details of the cumulative and in-combination impacts of the
project. This should be expanded further within the ES when additional
assessments are undertaken.
2.4. The ES should assess:




Any changes to the hydrodynamic regime due to beach re-profiling and
alteration to existing coastal defences;
Any changes to offshore and coastal morphology due to an alteration of the
hydrodynamic regime, along with its influence on sediment accretion/erosion;
and
The impact of continual maintenance dredging on coastal processes and
hydrodynamics should also be included.

The potential effects of these impacts on the coastline should be considered at a
local and regional scale in the ES.
2.5. The ES should detail any potential impacts that the construction works may have
at the tidal river crossings on local physical processes.
2.6. The PEIR lacks detail regarding the methodology that will be adopted to gather
further data and evidence regarding the impacts of the project. For example,
details are required as to how the impacts of the pipeline on the nearshore
processes will be assessed during the construction phase. This would include
details such as whether modelling will be performed or a desk based approach
will be adopted. These details should be provided in order for us to assess the
suitability of the proposed approach.
2.7. It is unclear from the PEIR whether any hydrodynamic modelling has been or will
be carried out to support the application. If modelling has been undertaken
associated reports relating to the modelling should be submitted for review, to
ensure that the models and outputs are appropriate for use.
2.8. Currently no monitoring measures have been presented. These should be
included within the ES as part of the project assessment.
Benthic Ecology
2.9. The PEIR does not detail any intertidal surveys that have taken place to date. In
the absence of such data it is not possible to make an assessment whether the
impacts suggested are appropriate.
2.10. Table 11 (page 238) states that the applicant will be undertaking an intertidal
habitat survey. An assessment of the impact of these works on benthic ecology
should also be included in the ES.

2.11. As stated in the MMO’s previous advice (dated 18 March 2013 and 18 August
2013), if the applicant scopes benthic ecology out of the onshore works
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) the applicant must still detail and
provide evidence why it has been scoped out of the assessment.
2.12. The benthic ecology of the intertidal zone will be impacted by the installation of
the pipeline and any associated works due to habitat removal or modification.
This should be assessed within the ES. The subtidal benthic ecology could also
be impacted by changes in the coastal processes of the area and the installation
of the offshore pipeline, and this should also be assessed within the ES.
Fisheries
2.13. The PEIR has been updated to include an assessment of the potential impacts
from noise on fisheries although no other potential impacts have been assessed.
As the pipeline crosses several rivers as well as the intertidal area an impact
assessment of all stages of the proposed works (during construction, operation
and decommissioning) on local fisheries must be included within the ES.
2.14. The main focus of the assessment should be the pipeline crossing waterways,
particularly the River Ouse. Currently only brook and river lamprey have been
mentioned in the PEIR and further investigations are required for Atlantic salmon
(the Ouse is considered a recovering salmon river), sea trout, eels and sea
lamprey. It is recommended that liaison is undertaken with the Environment
Agency for its local knowledge of the presence and numbers of fish species, and
any annual periods of concern. The Environment Agency will also be able to
highlight whether these species need to be considered in other waterways.
2.15. When undertaking the EIA, the applicant should include an assessment of the
environmental effects of those species and habitats on the OSPAR List of
Threatened and Declining Species and Habitats along with those already
identified in the PEIR.
2.16. It is unclear from Figure 1 “Overview – CCS Onshore Scheme” and from the
PEIR text which of the proposed river crossings involve rivers that are tidal and
those that are not. This information should be included within the ES to allow a
full assessment of impacts to be undertaken.
2.17. Table 11 of the PEIR (page 249) has been updated from the draft version to
include marine fauna as potential receptors to the impacts of noise, although the
significance of this impact cannot yet be determined. The ES should include
details of noise sources and characteristics to evidence how the conclusions
were made.
2.18. The ES should include an assessment of potential changes in water quality and
coastal processes (leading to an increase in suspended sediment concentrations)
from a result of the onshore intertidal works. This is currently absent from the
PEIR.
2.19. There is a typographical error on page 2 Section 1.3.3 of the PEIR. The reference
to section 1.2.8 should be 1.3.8.

Shellfisheries
2.20. Whilst the current consultation does not include the offshore element of the CCS
project, it should be noted that brown crab (Cancer pagurus) and, more
importantly, European lobster (Homarus gammarus) are of significant commercial
value in the Bridlington Bay area. This is one of the most valuable lobster
fisheries in England and Wales. A scallop (Pecten maximus) fishery has also
developed in recent years in the area to the north of Bridlington Bay. The ES
should include an assessment of potential impacts of the works (related to both
the onshore and offshore schemes) on these species in light of the commercial
value of these fisheries.
2.21. The PEIR covers the terrestrial works down to MLWS and we are not aware of
any commercial fisheries in the intertidal zone. A population of razor clams (Ensis
ensis) exists within the area that is primarily below MLWS but may extend into
the intertidal zone. At present no commercial fishery for this species exists in this
area but there has been some local interest to potentially establish a fishery. In
correspondence between National Grid and MMO dated 21 October 2013, details
of the appointed Fisheries Liaison Officer (FLO) where provided and a request
was made for the MMO to provide details of the Marine Officer within the local
MMO office. These details have been provided, and we recommend consultation
with both the local Inshore Fisheries Conservation Authority and the MMO in
relation to intertidal fisheries. Details of this consultation and an assessment of
impact should be included in the ES.
Noise and Vibration
2.22. As raised in comment 2.13 above the PEIR has been updated to include an
assessment of the potential impacts of noise on marine receptors including fish,
birds and marine mammals. Details of noise sources and characteristics to
evidence how the conclusions in the PEIR were made should be included in the
ES.
Water Quality
2.23. The assessment of water quality included in the PEIR relates to statutory
designated sites only. This must also be considered in terms of marine receptors.
2.24. Water quality can be affected by the release of sediments and associated
contaminants into the water column. An assessment of how the onshore intertidal
and coastal works could impact on water quality should be included in the ES.
The MMO’s previous advice (dated 18 March 2013 and 18 August 2013) also
detailed this concern.
2.25. Potential impacts on sediment and water quality in relation to receptors identified
in the PEIR such as fish spawning and nursery areas, benthic ecology and
migratory routes should also be assessed and details of this assessment should
be included in the ES.
2.26. Liaison with the Environment Agency regarding the possible water quality issues
that may arise with regards to ground and surface water is recommended.

Conservation Designations
2.27. The pumping station and proposed works at the pumping station are within 5km
of the following designations:






Flamborough Head Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI), designated for its geology, boulder reefs,
vegetated sea cliffs of the Atlantic and Baltic Coasts and submerged or
partially submerged sea caves;
Withow Gap, Skipsea SSSI, designated for its geology;
Skipsea Bail Mere SSSI, designated for geology and organic deposits; and
Hornsea Mere SSSI, designated for ornithological importance.

2.28. River crossings have not been finalised, so the impact of the pipeline on other
conservation designations cannot currently be assessed.
2.29. The ES must assess the potential impacts of the proposed development on the
aforementioned designations, including those identified once river crossings have
been finalised. We defer any comments relating to conservation designations to
Natural England and recommend consultation with it.
Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative Impact Assessment
2.30. The PEIR states that a cumulative impact assessment will be carried out in the
EIA. The approach to carry out an ‘intra’ and ‘inter’ project assessment is
welcomed.
Intra-Project Cumulative Effects (receptors affected by more than one scheme effect)
2.31. The receptors and effects identified at present are appropriate. Once the final
construction methods and locations are confirmed, this section should be revised
to ensure that all potential receptors have been identified and assessed.
2.32. The Dogger Bank –Creyke Beck cable route should also be considered in the
cumulative impact assessment as it is proposed to come ashore just south of the
Flamborough Head.
Inter-Project Cumulative Effects
2.33. The plans and projects to be considered in the cumulative impacts assessment
listed in Table 12.3 appears up-to-date. This list should be reviewed as the
application progresses to ensure that it covers any plan or project that is as yet
unknown.
Combined Effects Assessment (effects arising from the onshore and offshore works)
2.34. Coastal processes and water quality have been included in the combined effects
assessment and we welcome this approach. Local fish resources and benthic
ecology should also be considered in this section as well as the ES.

Mitigation and monitoring
2.35. The PEIR includes mitigation measures and has assessed the residual effects
throughout. As no detailed construction methodologies have been provided at
this stage and some receptors have not been assessed, the appropriateness of
mitigation and residual effects cannot be assessed at this time.
2.36. Whilst the assessment cannot be judged at this time the approach taken in
relation to mitigation measures is appropriate. Details of the mitigation and
monitoring measures should be included in the ES in order to assess the residual
impacts.
Additional Comments
2.37. The application and ES must make clear which parts of the pipeline cross tidal
rivers and are, therefore, within the MMO’s remit to comment.
2.38. The possibility of carbon dioxide escaping from the pipeline during the
operational life of the project has not been discussed and the potential
environmental impacts of such a leak have not been assessed. An assessment of
impact and mitigation measures should be included within the ES to ensure that
the pipeline will not have any significant adverse environmental impacts.
2.39. Where receptors identified in the comments provided below have been scoped
out of the EIA, details and evidence of why they have been scoped out of the
assessment should be included in the ES.
3. Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC)
3.1. The MMO is content that the SoCC provides details of a transparent, clear and
constructive consultation process. There is a comprehensive engagement plan
that should allow local communities and industries that could be affected by the
proposals to have an input into the project.
3.2. The SoCC states that there is no compulsory requirement to hold pre-application
consultations for the offshore scheme. However:



The area between Barmston and the Garrow gas field is heavily fished by
shellfish boats throughout the year, and the excavation of a trench to bury the
pipeline would cause disruption to the local industry; and
Beyond 15km it is proposed that the pipeline be laid on the seabed where it
could be damaged by towed fishing gear, particularly scallop dredges.

3.3. 3.3 It is, therefore, strongly recommended that National Grid hold open displays
of its plans for the offshore scheme. These displays could be added to the
onshore scheme display or at a separate meeting specifically for the offshore
scheme. It is recommended that any offshore scheme consultation be sited in
Bridlington and Hornsea, where a higher number of interested parties in the
offshore scheme are located.

Conclusion
Generally, the information provided within the PEIR is appropriate. There are a few points
of clarification to be resolved and certain issues to be taken forward during the EIA and
detailed within the resulting ES which have been set out here, and in the previous MMO
responses to National Grid dated 18 March 2013 and 18 August 2013.
Whilst we have no comments to make in relation to the onshore scheme SoCC, concerns
remain relating to consultation with interested parties for the offshore scheme and we
request that our comments above are taken forward in this regard.
If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

Kathryn Watson
Marine Licensing Case Officer (Offshore)
Marine Management Organisation
D +44 (0)191 376 2728
E kathryn.watson@marinemanagement.org.uk
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11 April 2014
Kathryn Watson
Marine Licensing Case Officer
Sustainable Places Planning Specialist
Lancaster House,
Hampshire Court,
Newcastle Upon Tyne,
NE4 7YH

Our Ref: YHCCSCCP/Formal S42 Consultation Response/MMO

Response to Formal Consultation on the Proposed Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country
Pipeline

Dear Kathryn,
Thank you for providing a response regarding the above, which was issued to National Grid Carbon
st
Limited (National Grid) on 1 November 2013. We are sorry for the delay in replying to your letter, this
is on account of certain information only recently becoming available and we wanted to wait until we
could answer your queries in full before replying.
Hartley Anderson and AECOM have been appointed by National Grid to prepare the Environmental
Impact Assessments (EIAs) for the Offshore and Onshore Schemes respectively and to provide
written responses, on behalf of National Grid, to the comments provided. We note that a number of
the comments refer to the inclusion of the landfall within the Environmental Statement (ES).
Landfall
The application for a DCO will be made at a time when certain engineering studies and investigations
are still being progressed; accordingly it is appropriate that a certain degree of flexibility is
incorporated in the application. For the landfall, two broad options for construction are still being
explored and the DCO order limits will be broad enough to accommodate both options. Certain issue
are however currently known, for example, the method used to get the pipe under the coastal cliff will
be non-open cut. Once in the vicinity of the beach, there are options still being considered to connect
the onshore and offshore pipelines, which could have different environmental effects. The principal
attributes of these options that are necessary to understand when assessing the potential for likely
significant environmental effects are as follows:
Option 1
Option 2

Use of a piled pit on the beach, which then connects to a cofferdam running offshore
to connect to the offshore trench.
Use of a piled cofferdam (shallow caisson) below Mean Low Water (i.e. no work on
the beach) and then connecting into the offshore trench.

Consideration has been given to the likely environmental effects of each of these and a likely worst
case landfall option has been assessed in the Environment Statement (ES). For the purpose of the
EIA for the Onshore Scheme the worst case scenario was considered to be Option 1 above i.e. . a tie-
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in pit on the beach and the construction of a cofferdam on the foreshore. The assessment has
therefore been undertaken on that basis.
Maintenance
Once operational, the Onshore Pipeline will be subject to routine surveillance. To inspect the pipeline,
a Pipeline Internal Gauge (“PIG”) would be launched at the proposed Drax PIG Trap, proposed
Camblesforth Multi-Junction and recovered at the proposed Barmston Pumping Station; as the PIG
passes down the pipe it gathers and stores information on pipeline wall condition (corrosion, cracks or
other anomalies). In addition, the route will be regularly flown and will be walked periodically. These
measures will help protect against any third party interference. If any issues were found these would
be corrected by appropriate remedial works; however this is not considered to be likely. The Above
Ground Installations (AGIs) will be operated remotely but routine maintenance will be undertaken,
consisting of visual inspections, electrical checks and any necessary works.
The Offshore Pipeline will also undergo periodic routine surveillance, undertaken in two ways. The
first is through deployment of a PIG which will be launched at the pumping station and recovered at
the storage site platform. The second is external inspection of the offshore part where the pipeline is
laid on the seabed surface. This inspection is typically undertaken by remotely operated vehicle
(ROV) deployed from a survey vessel, and is used to assess overall pipeline condition and the
occurrence of scour and free spans (where the pipe is unsupported by bed material) which can pose a
hazard to towed fishing gear. If significant free spans are detected, remedial measures would be
undertaken, for example through rock or mattress placement.
Burial Depth
A minimum depth of burial has been calculated based on the estimated rate of shore platform lowering
over the 40 year lifespan of the project (0.7 m assuming a cliff retreat rate of 1.8 m/year) and the
seasonal beach level variation which has been recorded for the landfall area in topographic surveys
undertaken by East Riding of Yorkshire Council since 2008 (up to 1.25 m). It is estimated that a
minimum depth of cover of 2 m is required, or 2.41 m taking into account shoreline management plan
adjustments for enhanced erosion rates due to sea-level change (see Scott Wilson 2009) based on
the Bruun (1998) rule (see Pilkey et al. (1993) for a critique of this method, and Castedo et al. (2013)
for a more recent approach).The Pipeline will therefore be buried sufficiently deep to account for the
predicted level of coastal erosion. No additional protection will be required, therefore this has not
been assessed within the ES.
Offshore ES
The Offshore ES will not be finalised at the time of submitting the Onshore DCO application and
associated ES. A Statement of Combined Effects (SoCE) will be submitted with the Onshore ES,
which identifies and assesses the potential for combined effects of the Onshore Scheme and the
Offshore Scheme, based on a worst case landfall scenario. It is considered that this report will give
the decision maker sufficient information to understand the likely effects of both Schemes.
Coastal Processes
The intertidal physical processes, and in particular the rate of cliff erosion and beach profile temporal
variability, are considered in the Onshore ES as context for the assessment of possible effects from on
and offshore construction activities. The information available now, and as will be published in the ES,
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will be sufficient to allow confirmation that there are no likely significant effects occurring from these
activities.
There are no coastal defences near to the landfall site. Beach reprofiling is not proposed. Material
replacement to fill in any foreshore trench following cofferdam removal (if required) would assume the
former foreshore profile, and there will be no maintenance dredging required. Potential impacts on
sediment transport pathways are reported in the Onshore ES Chapter 7 Geology, Hydrogeology and
Ground Conditions; The potential for effects on and resulting from changes to coastal geomorphology
arising from both Schemes combined are considered in the Statement of Combined Effects (SoCE).
Benthic Ecology
An intertidal survey around the proposed landfall was undertaken in February 2014. The results
confirm previous survey findings that the intertidal biota is sparse, impoverished and typical of a
barren littoral sand habitat. Such biota is relatively robust with high or very high predicted recovery
rates, and this has informed the assessment of potential effects in the Onshore ES.
The conclusion of the SoCE is that there are no interactions between the Onshore Scheme and the
sublittoral receptors, and therefore there is no potential for combined likely significant effects on
sublittoral benthic ecology as a result of the Onshore and Offshore Schemes together.
Sublittoral mapping, sampling and photography has been undertaken along the proposed offshore
pipeline route; once available, the results of these will inform the assessment of potential effects on
nearshore and offshore benthic ecology resulting purely from the Offshore Scheme in the Offshore
ES.
Fisheries
The ES includes an assessment of fish for Pipeline crossings of watercourses including the River
Ouse. Liaison with the Environment Agency has been undertaken and fish records gathered which
have been used to inform the assessment. Any increase in suspended sediment load for construction
works in the nearshore area will be considered as part of the offshore ES assessment. Where these
could combine with sediment movements resulting from onshore and intertidal works the potential incombination effects are reported in the SoCE. However, in the context of existing high sediment loads
from coastal erosion and the subsequent transport of the material, significant effects are not likely.
The species and habitats included in the OSPAR List of Threatened and Declining Species and
Habitats have been considered (where relevant) in the Onshore ES.
The River Ouse is the only river which is crossed by the Onshore Scheme within tidal limits.
Indicative details of noise sources and characteristics together with an assessment of potential effects
on receptors have been included in the ES in section # of Chapter 9.
Shellfisheries
The commercial value of the shellfisheries along the Holderness coast is appreciated from published
information and consultation with NFFO and others. Due consideration will be given to this in the
Offshore ES, based by more definitive information on the pipeline route and landfall construction
method, together with the results of further consultation with the local fishing industry, IFCA and other
bodies.
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Noise and Vibration
Details of construction stage and operational likely worst case noise sources and characteristics,
together with an assessment of potential effects on coastal receptors, have been included in the
Onshore ES and the SoCE. The main source of effect in the coastal zone is piling for the landfall
cofferdam and the potential for effects on marine mammals is discussed in the SoCE.
Water Quality
The ES includes an assessment of potential effects on the Yorkshire South / Lincolnshire Coastal
water body which is designated under the Water Framework Directive. In addition consultation with
the Environment Agency has been undertaken throughout the development of the Onshore Scheme
as part of the assessment of effects on surface and groundwater.
The SoCE considers the potential for shared receptors of water quality effects. There is a great deal
of natural sediment movement along this coast, as evidenced by the suspended sediment in the
coastal waters. Although the landfall works could lead to an increase in suspended sediment, against
the background of naturally high sediment loads, effects on secondary receptors are not anticipated.
Conservation Designations
The Onshore Scheme ES includes an assessment of potential effects on designated sites which could
be affected. In addition, a draft Habitat Regulations No Significant Effects Report has been produced,
which we have consulted on with Natural England and your colleagues at the MMO. Comments have
been received and the report is currently being updated to reflect the responses received.
Additional Comments
National Grid notes the MMOs request for an assessment of environmental impacts of a leak. A
Project Safety Statement will be produced to accompany the application for development consent.
Statement of Community Consultation
National Grid notes the MMO’s comments on the pre-application consultation process for the Onshore
Scheme.
In respect of the Offshore Scheme, a plan for the Offshore pipeline was available during the statutory
Onshore Scheme consultation period via the website, provided in consultation material sent to
prescribed consultees, as well as on boards at the Onshore Scheme exhibitions.
Prior to the submission of the Offshore Scheme application, National Grid will ensure that dialogue is
held with key stakeholders to ensure appropriate environmental mitigation is considered and assessed
for the offshore pipeline.
We hope the above provides the MMO with sufficient confidence that the recommendations set out
within the MMOs consultation response will be addressed, either within the EIA or by the DCO.
Yours sincerely,
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Charlotte Clinton
Senior Consultant
D +44 (0)161 927 8310
E charlotte.clinton@aecom.com
Cc: Richard Gwilliam, National Grid, 1100 Century Way, Thorpe Park, Leeds, LS15 8TU

CRCE/NSIP Consultations
Chilton
Didcot
Oxfordshire OX11 0RQ

Mr Richard Gwilliam,
Senior Consents Officer
31 Homer Road,
Solihull,
West Midlands,
B91 3LT

T +44 (0) 1235 825278
F +44 (0) 1235 822614
www.gov.uk/phe

Your Ref:
Our Ref:

130926 263

1st November 2013
Dear Mr Gwilliam,
Section 42 Consultation.
Yorkshire and Humber CSS Cross Country Pipeline.
Thank you for consulting Public Health England (PHE) on the above proposals.
We provided comments to the planning inspectorate following your request for a
scoping opinion and you are advised that any future application for a development
consent order (DCO) will be assessed against the information we requested at that
time.
Having reviewed the submitted information we wish to make the following comments.
1) Air Quality.
The broad approach to the assessment of possible air quality impacts
appears proportionate and reasonable. It is noted that potential sensitive
receptors have already been identified as part of the process.
PHE notes that the final submission will include details of industry good
practice used to control construction related emissions, a transport
management plan (TMP) and a construction and environmental management
plan (CEMP).
We would request that the reports confirm the location of sensitive receptors
and either demonstrate that there is not likely to be any significant impact on
public health or that satisfactory mitigation measures will be imposed.

2) Land Contamination
PHE notes that the scheme will involve the development of a number of
potentially contaminated sites and those additional site investigations and risk
assessments will be undertaken. PHE will provide further comments once
these reports are available.
PHE recommends that your subsequent DCO submission demonstrates that
the Local Authorities and Environmental Agency have confirmed that they are
satisfied with the investigation, risk assessment and proposed mitigation.

3) Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF)
The current submission contains no reference to EMF. PHE requests that you
clarify the nature, voltage and capacity of any power line or power supply
works associated with the development.

4) Summary of potential impacts on Public Health.
PHE recommends that you include a separate section of the report, bringing
together and summarising any Health impacts, health risk assessment and
mitigation measures identified elsewhere in the body of the report.
PHE accepts that this is not a legal requirement but believes it represents
good practice on behalf of the applicant and demonstrates that the potential
and cumulative health impacts have been fully considered by the applicant.

If you require any additional clarification or advice please do not hesitate to contact
me.
Yours sincerely

Allister Gittins
Environmental Public Health Scientist
nsipconsultations@phe.gov.uk
Please mark any correspondence for the attention of National Infrastructure Planning
Administration.
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13 December 2013
Allister Gittins
Environmental Public Health Scientist
Public Health England
CRCE/NSIP Consultations,
Chilton,
Didcot,
Oxfordshire,
OX11 0RG

Our Ref: YHCCSCCP/Formal S42 Consultation Response/Public Health England

Response to Section 42 Consultation on the Proposed Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross
Country Pipeline

Dear Allister,
Thank you for providing a response regarding the above, which was issued to National Grid Carbon
st
Limited (National Grid) on 1 November 2013.
AECOM has been appointed by National Grid to prepare the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
and write on behalf of National Grid to provide a response to the comments provided.
The Environmental Statement (ES) will assess the air quality impacts on sensitive receptors and the
potential for contamination, where impacts are identified appropriate mitigation measures and risk
assessments will be implemented. Further information will be contained within the Development
Consent Order (DCO).

Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMFs)
The Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross-Country Pipeline has very limited potential to generate EMF as
it is not an electricity project. The only exception to this is the 66 kilovolt (kV) substation proposed as
part of the Pumping Station at Barmston. It is likely that this installation would be developed and
operated by the relevant District Network Operator and would comply with the Government Policy on
EMFs exposure levels which have been set to ensure the public have the appropriate level of
protection from these fields. The electricity industry designs all new equipment to comply with the
Government guidelines as set out in the Code of Practice such that there is no potential for the
Pumping Station to give rise to a likely significant effect on human health.
The Pumping Station and the other Above Ground Installations (AGIs) will need to be connected to the
electricity grid. These connections will be applied for separately by the relevant Distribution Network
Operator (DNO). They are likely to comprise of a 66 kV buried cable for the pumping station and low
voltage connections for the other installations.
As there is no potential for likely significant effects, either alone or cumulatively with other projects, this
topic will not be considered within the EIA.
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Summary of Potential Impacts on Public Health
The ES will consider impacts arising from the construction, operation and decommissioning of the
scheme. Sensitive receptors will be identified and an assessment made of likely significant effects.
The ES will consider, but will not be limited to, the following:










Construction noise from construction works and traffic;
Noise from the AGIs excluding the block valves;
Construction traffic flows;
Potential for disturbance, during construction, of potentially contaminated soils posing a
potential risk to human health, groundwater, soils and geology;
Dust deposition during construction;
An increase in concentration of airborne particles and nitrogen dioxide due to exhaust
emissions from diesel powered vehicles and equipment during construction;
An increase in deposition of atmospheric pollutants during construction;
Potential construction and operational impacts to surface and groundwater quality; and
Potential to impact on flood risk during construction and operation.

The above will also be considered in terms of inter-project cumulative impacts on sensitive receptors.
Inter-project cumulative effects occur where a single receptor is affected by more than one source of
impact arising from different aspects of the scheme e.g. a receptor affected by dust, noise and traffic
disruption during construction.
The ES will therefore assess effects on health in terms of air quality and dust, noise, water quality,
traffic and transport and potential for contamination in each of the individual chapters and cumulatively
as part of the inter-project cumulative impact assessment. It is therefore not proposed to include a
separate section within the ES summarising the effects on health.
We hope the above provides PHE with sufficient confidence that the recommendations set out within
PHEs Section 42 consultation response will be addressed, either within the EIA or by the DCO.

Yours sincerely,

Charlotte Clinton
Senior Consultant
D +44 (0)161 927 8310
E charlotte.clinton@aecom.com
Cc: Richard Gwilliam, National Grid, 1100 Century Way, Thorpe Park, Leeds, LS15 8TU

Your ref:
Our ref:
Contact: Ray Bryant
Ext: 8422

Regional & Strategic Policy
Planning Services
County Hall, Northallerton
North Yorkshire DL7 8AH
Tel: 01609 798 422
Fax: 01609 532079
E-mail: ray.bryant@northyorks.gov.uk
www.northyorks.gov.uk

30 October 2013
Dear Mr Jordin,
Re: Yorkshire & Humber CCS Cross-country Pipeline final pre-application
consultation
Thank you for consulting North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) on the final preapplication consultation for the Yorkshire & Humber carbon capture and storage
(CCS) cross-country pipeline, being processed under consenting arrangements for
nationally significant infrastructure projects (NSIPs). This response is the view of the
County Council as a whole.
In general NYCC welcomes the economic and climate-change benefits that the CCS
Pipeline would offer the region, especially over the longer-term. Such benefits
particularly relate to how the project would be likely to confer comparative locational
advantage upon the region in respect of the sequestering of substantial point-source
emissions of carbon dioxide, notably when the price of carbon begins to influence
commercial operations more significantly. This would ensure employment retention
and, in the longer term, its creation.
Hitherto the County Council has mainly needed to raise procedural matters that
relate to highways (during construction) and archaeology, for which NYCC is
satisfied with the consultants’ assessment.
Aside from the economic dimension it is important that landscape and visual impact
concerns relating to the development are fully taken into account and, as
appropriate, mitigated. In this regard main areas of comment for NYCC include the
Drax PIG trap site, Camblesforth multi-junction site and pipelines, and the
preliminary environmental information.

General
Main concerns about the pipeline in relation to landscape are local, rather than
national or generic issues. These are:
•

•

•

•

•

Contribution by construction and operation of the pipeline and PIG trap site to
both temporary and permanent changes to the landscape setting of the Drax
Augustinian Priory scheduled monument (SM) site/Drax Abbey Farm steading
which are currently separated from the Drax complex by farmland;
The loss and change in character of areas of greenfield land including
productive Grade 2 farmland and other best and most versatile agricultural
land;
The extent of areas of productive farmland identified for temporary use during
construction which will be stripped of soil (a living material) and used for
storage and facilities with resulting landscape and visual impacts;
Cumulative changes to landscape character and visual amenity, including
changes to the drainage pattern of dikes and ditches (key landscape
features), further loss of tranquillity, and further loss of legibility of historic
landscape character, as the Drax complex extends outwards;
Implications for the future of the Drax area and its surroundings, with
disturbance and cumulative changes as other power stations connect in to the
multi-junction site via new pipelines.

The EIA process is an iterative one and it is expected that all these issues, and
others that may become apparent through the assessment, will be addressed as the
scheme develops.
The Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR)
This may be a minor point but in Figures showing the Landscape and Visual Study
Area the PIG trap site appears to be peripheral, and the naming of the first section of
the pipeline route the ‘Camblesforth to Tollingham’ section does not reflect the full
extent of the proposal, including the double pipeline route from Drax to the
Cambleforth multi-junction site. Due to the complexity of the area around Drax
power station, does it merit a separate section? Alternatively, there could be a case
for revisiting it as part of the White Rose power station assessment since potential
changes to layout could potentially affect the PIG trap and pipeline siting. It is not
clear from the PEIR why the proposed pipelines between the PIG trap site and the
multi-junction site currently take a longer route to the north of Drax Abbey Farm
instead of the shorter route to the south.

The PEIR does not refer to the North Yorkshire & York Landscape Character
Assessment (2011) in Table 12.3 although it is mentioned in para 2.24 of the
Scoping Opinion. It is much more recent than the Selby LCA, although at a broader
scale, with guidelines on managing landscape change, and could be used as a
reference. There is also a North Yorkshire Historic Landscape Characterisation
(2010) which is not listed either under landscape or historic environment topics. If
the issue is consistency across the whole study area, then the local scale
assessments also need to be compared. Figure 6.1 showing Landscape Character
Areas shows the Selby and East Riding Landscape Character Assessments side by
side. Are these consistent in scale, date and approach across the study area?
There may be classifications within one LCA which are the same or similar to
classifications within the other. Although useful within their own administrative
boundaries the assessments may need to be modified, updated and perhaps
expanded for the purpose of the EIA.
The Drax PIG trap site
A meeting took place on site with the project landscape architect Anna Firmin and
the Drax Environmental Consents Officer Jim Doyle on 16th October 2013. This
included a look at the site and its immediate landscape context. The proposals for
the PIG trap site would affect a field currently in agricultural use which is within an
area of high flood risk.
Proposed developments would also affect the existing drainage pattern. Although
future levels are not shown on the drawings, it was mentioned during the site visit
that levels would need to be raised by around 1.5 m or so, with existing perimeter
drains filled in, although Carr Dike would be left. Whilst the fish pond to the south of
Drax Abbey Farm would remain, the character of the low-lying, former wetland
surroundings would be largely lost, at least where viewed from the public highway
and diverted right of way.
The field pattern in the area generally is defined by deep dikes, which are currently
maintained. Carr Dike is the main drain in the area and it is culverted through the
Drax site following the old parish boundary for much of its length, reappearing at the
current boundary. The proposals are to keep it in an open channel in a corridor
between the waste water treatment plant/PIG trap site, and the main White Rose
CCS site. However the need for access roads on either site would detract from its
future value as a green corridor. What are the long term aspirations for green
infrastructure within the Drax complex, if any?
The construction period will inevitably be more damaging to the fabric of the
landscape than the operational period. The amount of greenfield land affected is
large and there will be temporary disturbance to soils, vegetation and land use,
although the proposals are still draft. It is not yet known how long the temporary use

may last, since fields may be used for either pipeline or White Rose CCS
construction or both.
Onsite mitigation of the PIG trap site
The current PEIR and draft proposals are not able to take the cumulative effects with
the White Rose power station into account, but there would be benefits from
modifying even the current proposals to leave an open buffer area around the SM
site, at original ground levels, so that there is at least some perceptual separation
between the industrial and the historic landscape. Drax Abbey Farm, and possibly
the scheduled monument site too, appeared on site to be at a slightly higher level
than its surroundings, and future detailed plans should show whether this is indeed
the case, with cross sections, and closely spaced contours provided e.g. at 1 m
spacing, to illustrate how the proposed developments will integrate (or contrast) with
the subtle variations in the surrounding topography. The assessment should indicate
where historic landscape and historic land uses, including historic routes, associated
with the Augustinian Priory, can be identified, and protected, enhanced and
interpreted where possible.
The PEIR discusses the hydrology of the local landscape but the contribution of
water features to landscape character is not fully recognised in the landscape design
for the PIG trap site. Drainage channels and canalised watercourses including Carr
Dike are a particular feature of this low-lying area of the Ouse floodplain, which is
vulnerable to fluvial, tidal and surface water flows, although the water table is
maintained by pumping at a level that allows for agricultural use. Ideally, only those
areas which need to be above potential flood levels would be raised, with soil
retained in situ wherever possible. The cultural and ecological character could be
enhanced through retaining or re-routing drains which are affected by development,
creating other wetland habitats if space permits, and planting woodland, where
needed for screening, at existing ground level. Proposed planting mixes are fine,
with about 40% alder and willows, but no details are provided of future ground levels
and external boundaries.
It is not clear what changes or additions to underground or overground utilities are
proposed, but any opportunities for rationalisation or improved siting of existing
services in conjunction with the development should be identified.
Onsite mitigation of the temporary storage and site facilities areas near Drax
Proposals for water and soil management and protection of drainage ditches and
mature trees will be needed, with the aim of full restoration at the end of the
construction period. It is not known whether the whole extent of the areas identified
for storage etc will be used, but ideally the use of those areas closest to the SM site
and farm would be minimised.

The Camblesforth multi-junction site
This site is similar to the PIG trap site in terms of local drainage characteristics and
agriculture use. Draft landscape design proposals are appropriate, and the need to
protect mature trees and drainage ditches is recognised.
Onsite mitigation – multi-junction site
Further information will be needed on how existing landscape features will be
protected during construction and on any proposed changes to ground level – as
with the PIG trap site, it would be preferable for these to be minimised, with least
disturbance to existing soils. As with the Drax site the current land management of
the surrounding farmland is not fully explained. It was apparent from the site visit that
the Carlton Towers estate and fields are bounded by mature trees as well as deep
ditches, whilst the land is managed for sport as well as agricultural production.
However it is not known whether the land is in Environmental Stewardship or
whether there is a conservation management plan or other management plan for the
estate that might influence design and mitigation proposals.
Cumulative effects
The proposed CCS-related developments are close to the Drax Priory SM site and
the interactions between them will be addressed in future assessments. It is not clear
at present how much scope there might be for amending siting and layout of current
proposals.
The cumulative local landscape and visual impact could also address the
incremental effects on the fabric of the landscape of the proposals in relation to
existing distribution infrastructure, both above and below ground, as this becomes
increasingly dense in the route corridor within Selby District. The PEIR does not
include detailed information of this sort.
The Scoping Opinion on page 6 mentions that Natural England stated in its
recommendations that it supports the LI/IEMA 2002 Guidelines for Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment 2nd edition, and this was the then current edition although
the 3rd edition was already known to be imminent. The current (3rd) edition of the
GLVIA dated May 2013 discusses and expands on the concept of cumulative effects,
It is recommended that use is made of additional guidance provided by this new
edition to ensure that cumulative landscape impacts are assessed in the light of
current best landscape practice as well as being in accordance with standard
practice generally as set out in National Policy Statement EN-1 (2011), Government
guidance on NSIP pre-applications, PINS advice note nine, and EIA Regulations.

Mitigation – cumulative and off site
Landscape and visual effects of the CCS pipeline are likely to be fairly insignificant in
relation to the wider character of the Ouse and Aire corridors, and to distant views
within the Humberhead Levels, but the current proposals are part of incremental
changes which need to be examined as part of the cumulative impact assessment.
Together with the White Rose CCS development as a whole we believe that the
additional construction and operational impacts will be locally significant as well as
affecting a long corridor of countryside, and therefore we would recommend that
coordinated and proportional offsite mitigation is considered where relevant to
integrating the proposals into the landscape/historic landscape, and compensating
for losses.
We are not aware of an existing landscape and ecology strategy for the Drax
complex as a whole (although there is a long term management plan for Barlow Ash
Mound) with which the current proposals for landscape mitigation could link. Perhaps
the CCS project will act as a catalyst, even if implementation is beyond the scope of
the current scheme.
We would like to see opportunities identified for linking in with existing or proposed
initiatives for enhancing green (and blue) infrastructure and access locally, in
accordance with local landscape character. Selby District Council, the Yorkshire
Wildlife Trust, Groundwork, the Environment Agency, Forestry Commission and
other potential partners should be able to help with this. Opportunities for supporting
the aims of any existing Environmental Stewardship schemes, should also be
sought. At present there is little or no information on surrounding land management
initiatives.
We trust that you will find the County Council’s response helpful. Please do not
hesitate to contact me in the first instance should you require any further clarification.
NYCC remains keen to engage with further stages as the proposal develops.
Yours sincerely
Ray Bryant

Mike Jordin
Senior Pipeline Routeing Engineer
National Grid
31 Homer Road
Solihull B91 3LT
West Midlands
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13 December 2013
Ray Bryant
Planning Services
County Hall,
Northallerton,
North Yorkshire,
DL7 8AH

Our Ref: YHCCSCCP/Formal S42 Consultation Response/NYCC

Response to Section 42 Consultation on the Proposed Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross
Country Pipeline

Dear Ray,
Thank you for providing a response regarding the above, which was issued to National Grid Carbon
Limited (National Grid) on 30th October 2013.
AECOM has been appointed by National Grid to prepare the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
and write on behalf of National Grid to provide a response to the comments provided.
Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR)
We note your comments relating to the structure of the PEIR. For consistency of reporting, the
Environmental Statement (ES) will be set out in a similar way to the PEIR, using the same route
section split identified in the PEIR. However, please note that the assessment of effects on the part of
the pipeline route in question, and the Drax PIG Trap site, will be presented distinctly within the
‘Camblesforth to Tollingham section’.
The pipeline has been routed to the North of Drax Abbey Farm to avoid certain specific areas of land
earmarked as future development opportunities by Drax and to minimise impingement into the
laydown areas identified in the White Rose CCS Project’s Scoping Report and any potential issues
with regard to access and egress for construction, operation and emergency requirements.
We can confirm that both the North Yorkshire and York Landscape Character Assessment (2011) and
the North Yorkshire Historic Landscape Characterisation (2010) are being used to inform both the
impact assessment and the development of the landscape design for aspects of the Yorkshire and
Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline (Onshore Scheme) within North Yorkshire. The documents will
be referenced in the relevant chapters of the ES.
As set out in both the Scoping Report and PEIR, the landscape impact assessment will consider
landscape character at a range of scales. Due to the level of information available at national, subregional and local level, no project level characterisation is deemed necessary in order to provide an
appropriate level of assessment, relative to the nature of likely effects and scale of the Onshore
Scheme. As agreed at the scoping stage, the landscape assessment will be focussed on the key
issues associated with the development, and an appropriate level of assessment will be presented in a
consistent way to reflect this. Existing available assessments have been ground truthed on site to
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ensure that potential inconsistencies between assessments or changes in character have been taken
into account as part of this process.
Drax PIG Trap Site
We note your comments on the potential effects on the existing drainage pattern, ground raising and
mitigation, many of which relate to the proposed White Rose Project. We have passed on your
comments for their consideration.
The construction and operation of the Drax PIG Trap site would not require the in-filling or culverting of
existing open drains on site. A Flood Risk Assessment has been carried out as part of the EIA and
the final site levels will be agreed in consultation with the Environment Agency and in conjunction with
the White Rose Project.
The landscape proposals for the PIG Trap site have been designed to provide a variety of habitats
(species rich grassland, woodland and scrub) and although wetland habitats have not been proposed
due to the restricted space available, a 9m buffer has been left between Carr Dike and the post and
wire rabbit proof fencing on the external boundary of the site.
Areas affected by temporary pipeline and above ground installation construction activities will be
topsoil stripped and the topsoil stored onsite for reinstatement on completion of construction. A
Construction Environmental Management Plan will be developed based on the results of the EIA and
appropriate mitigation implemented including pollution prevention and control, water management,
avoidance (where possible) and protection of trees and reinstatement.
The cumulative effects on landscape, water resources, cultural heritage and ecology of the two
projects (Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline and White Rose CCS Project) will be
considered as part of the EIA.
Camblesforth Multi-junction
We acknowledge your queries about Environmental Stewardship and conservation management plans
that might influence landscape design proposals for the Multi-junction site. Carlton Estates have been
consulted on the landscape proposals for the Multi-junction Site which have been designed with
specific regard to Grey Partridge conservation which it is known the Carlton Estate takes very
seriously.
Cumulative Effects
The location of the Drax PIG Trap site was chosen following the outcome of a Site Selection Study.
The criteria used to determine the optimum location for the PIG Trap site are set out in the Drax Pig
Trap Site Selection Report No. 10-2574-RPT-0034 Rev0 July 2014 which was provided to the Council
at the time of the consultation. The siting and layout of the PIG Trap site is currently being finalised
following the outcome of the current public consultation. In terms of the cumulative assessment, the
PIG Trap site forms a small element of the proposed development in the vicinity of the Drax Priory
Scheduled Monument and landscape proposals have been design to provide some screening of the
PIG Trap site which will integrate into existing planting belts around the Drax Power Station to the
South.
rd

We note your comments regarding updated industry methodology and can confirm that the 3 Edition
of Guidance for Landscape and Visual Assessments (GLVIA) has been used to develop a suitable
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methodology for the landscape and visual assessment of the Onshore Scheme, including the
assessment of cumulative effects.
Cumulative effects will be considered in the ES in terms of the ‘cumulative effect’ that the Drax PIG
Trap might have in combination with the proposed White Rose CCS Project, which will be subject of a
separate EIA.
We also note your comments relating to potential future impacts that could be associated with other
emitters connecting to the proposed Multi-junction in the future. At present the only other potential
emitter for which there are any proposals to assess cumulatively and which will be considered in the
ES is the Don Valley Power Project (DVPP). Although it is acknowledged that other such schemes
could have an effect on landscape character, any potential effects of other future pipelines will be
assessed as and when these schemes come forward and at a time when sufficient detail of the
schemes is available. However, it is anticipated that as other emitters come forward, these would not
result in a significant cumulative effect with the Onshore Scheme.
Mitigation – Cumulative and Off Site
As acknowledged, the temporary effects of pipeline construction and subsequent reinstatement of the
land to existing land uses is not likely to be significant in terms of residual landscape and visual
effects. The landscape proposals for the Drax PIG Trap and Camblesforth Multi-junction sites have
been designed to integrate the sites into the local landscape by incorporating and linking into existing
landscape features; and to enhance the biodiversity by the introduction of woodland, scrub and
species rich grassland into the current arable farmland.
We note your recommendations for proportional mitigation where relevant to integrating the proposals
into the landscape and the potential opportunities for linking in with surrounding land management
initiatives.
We hope the above provides NYCC with sufficient confidence that the recommendations set out within
NYCC’s Section 42 consultation response will be addressed, either within the EIA or by the
Development Consent Order (DCO).
Yours sincerely,

Charlotte Clinton
Senior Consultant
D +44 (0)161 927 8310
E charlotte.clinton@aecom.com
Cc: Richard Gwilliam, National Grid, 1100 Century Way, Thorpe Park, Leeds, LS15 8TU
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From: Jack Organ [mailto:jorgan@camarguepr.com]
Sent: 05 November 2013 12:45
To: liz.wells; Gwilliam, Richard
Cc: Philip Armstrong
Subject: FW: The National Grid: Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline
Liz, Richard
Please see below an email we have just received from Selby District Council.
Kind regards
Jack

From: Diana Adamson [mailto:dadamson@selby.gov.uk]
Sent: 05 November 2013 12:32
To: 'nationalgrid@ccshumber.co.uk'
Subject: The National Grid: Yorkshire and Humber CCS Cross Country Pipeline

In response to the information sent to this authority Selby District Council I would ask you to
consider the following:
Officers both in this authority and North Yorkshire County Council who have responsibility for
emergency planning would like additional information to understand the implications of this project
for them. This is particularly in relation to the operational phase and around a possible escape of
material.
It has been noted from the PEIR, Table 7 that it is considered that “No significant impacts are
predicted to occur during the operational phase in relation to both human and ecological
receptors” as “Confidence in Prediction of the Significance of Effects: The confidence in the
prediction of no likelihood of significant effects is high, as the mitigation to be applied is standard,
and regularly applied to similar pipeline schemes where it has proven to be effective.” However
no mitigation is given in the table at this point. We would, therefore, request that this point is
considered either in the EIA or separately to allow officers to fully understand and access the
implications in this respect.
If you require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.
Regards

Diana Adamson
Environmental Health Officer
e: dadamson@selby.gov.uk
w: www.selby.gov.uk
Selby District Council, Civic Centre, Doncaster Road, Selby, YO8 9FT.

The information in this e-mail, and any attachments, is confidential and may be subject to legal
professional privilege. It is intended solely for the attention and use of the named addressee(s). Its
contents do not necessarily represent the views or opinions of Selby District Council. If you are not the
intended recipient please notify the sender immediately. Unless you are the intended recipient, or
his/her representative, you are not authorised to, and must not, read, copy, distribute, use or retain
this message or any part of it.

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the recipient. If you are not the recipient you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this email. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender therefore
does not accept liability for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission. If verification is required please
request a hard-copy version.

