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Dear Sir

Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen — Proposed Offshore Wind Farm- EIA Consultation

| refer to the above matter and your letter dated 3 August 2011. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comment in relation to this significant proposal. | note that the
letter from the developer (Vattenfall) dated 1 August 2011 requests a consultation
response by 16 September 2011. '

It is acknowledged that the proposal represents a significant investment in terms of
enhancing the renewable energy infrastructure within Aberdeen City and Shire and
could also contribute significantly to encouraging diversification of the regional
economy by development of renewable energy technology and related research and
development. There is also likely significant potential employment creation to wider
parts of Scotland during the construction phase. As such, it'is considered that the
proposal is consistent with Scottish Planning Policy, the National Planning
Framework and the overall objective of the Scottish Government to encourage
sustainable economic growth and the sustainable development target of the
Approved Structure Plan that the city region’s electricity needs be met from
renewable sources by 2020. . ' ' '

As regard the submitted Environmental Statement (ES), whilst the role of the Council
in this instance is limited to that of a statutory consultee, | can advise that there are
considered fo be a number of issues / deficiencies which it is suggested are further
explored with the applicant by way of formal amendment of the ES :-

1. Terrestrial Impacts —'It. is noted that the scope of the ES has been limited to
consideration of the impacts of the development relating to its offshore
elements and that the scope has not been expanded to address the impacts
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resulting form the onshore works which are an intrinsic part of the project. The
need to expand the scope of the ES was previously raised in Mr Forbes'’s
letter to the developer dated 23/9/2010. It is. considered that the lack of a
holistic approach o the impact analysis is considered to be a significant
failing which requires to be addressed by the developer. For example there -
are likely to be particular landscape / ecological / road safety issues relating

to the onshore works which have not been analysed and mltlgated as part of

the ES;

. Noise Impact - The. ES indicates that existing helicopter flight paths would

require to be dlverted in order to avoid the wind farm. Although this is unlikely

to affect property within the city boundary, it is noted that this is likely to result

in increased overflying of residential property elsewhere (e.g. Blackdog) and

increased noise exposure to their occupants. It is suggested that there is a

need for the ES to address this impact and consider suitable mitigation

measures and the inter-relationship with other varables (e.g. carbon

emissions); ‘

. Carbon Emissions - Although the ES takes account of likely reduction in

carbon emissions resulting from the operation of the wind farm, it does not

appear to take account of the likely partial increase in carbon emissions

resulting from the consequent increase in helicopter flight paths and flying

times from Aberdeen Airport due to the required change in flight paths

referred to above. It is appreciated that such increased emissions may be

marginal, however, it is considered important to demonstrate the net impact of

the operation of the wind farm and to demonstrate a holistic approach to

impact consideration;

. Landscape and Visual Impact — On the basis of the information currently

provided within the LAVIA, it is generally considered that the impact of the

development on the landscape setting of the city would be limited and does

- not warrant refusal of the development. However, there is considered to be a

need for additional visual analysis. Some of the chosen viewpoints are of
limited relevance and do not demonstrate a worst case scenario in terms of
the potential visual impact of the development. It is noted that viewpoint no.11

(Leslie Road) is from a point within the city where the coast is not visible.

Conversely, there is no consideration of the impact of the development on

views form the coastal path within the city in the vicinity of Girdle Ness and

Greg Ness, where the development is likely to be visible from and which are

within a relatively undeveloped section of coast. Viewpoint no.09 (Forvie) is

taken from a point within the nature reserve where limited views of the coast

are available, notwithstanding the fact that Forvie NNR includes an extremely
‘valuable area of undeveloped coast where distant views along the coast are a

significant component of its landscape quality and setting. As a natural area

of regional / national importance, it is considered particularly important to

demonstrate that its.defining character / landscape setting and remote

qualities are not compromised by the proposed development. Notwithstanding
the location of Forvie NNR outwith the city boundary, given its relevance to

_inhabitants of the city as a regional recreational asset, it is therefore

considered important that the LAVIA is modified accordingly. There is

considered to be limited visual analysis of the impact of the development on
the setting of Girdleness lighthouse, a category A listed building and on the
setting of Torry battery, a scheduled ancient monument. These are both
considered to be visual receptors of cultural significance which contribufe to




the amemty of the coastal path. It is therefore suggested that the LAVIA be
modified to include additional analysis of the above issues;

5. Economic Impact - It is considered that there is Ilmlted anaIySIS of the
potential economic beneﬂts of the project, particularly with regard to possible
employment creation both during construction and operation of the facility.

6. Social Impact - It is considered that there is a need to consider the possible
benefits of the proposal to local communities, including within Aberdeen City,
resulting form the creation / implementation of a community fund when the
development is operational, as is often the case in relatlon to onshore wind

farm developments

| trust that the above comments are of some heIp in your analysis of thls important
development and would happy-to provide further input if required. Should you wish to
discuss any of the above points, please contact my colleague Mr. Forbes directly.

Yours faithfully

Dr Margaret Bochel
-Head of Planning and Sustalnable Development

" Cc Vattenfall (via email only)




| Aberdeen

" Qurreft W.12 B .
- Harbour

14 September 2011

. Marine Scotland

Marine Planning & Policy Division
Scottish Government
Marine Laboratory .
PO Box 101 .
375 Victoria Road
Aberdeen

- AB119DB

- Dear Sir

European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre — Environmental Statement

Thank you for giving Aberdeen Harbour Board the opportunity to comment cn the above. I
consider it appropriate that the Harbour Board confines its comments to the content of the
marine related aspects of the Environmental Statement, and in particular the Navigational
Risk Assessment. C

[t is recognised within the reports that Aberdeen Harbour generates a significant volume of
marine traffic, which will navigate in the vicinity of the European Offshore Wind
Deployment Centre (EOWDC), and on the whole we would observe that the Navigation Risk
Assessment appears to adequately address the concerns of the maritime community.
Nevertheless, there are some specific issues thal require individual comment or question,
which are listed below (quotes from the Environmental Statement are in italics):-

Appendix 15,1 Navigational Risk Assessment

Section 13.3.] Vessel-to-Vessel Collisions — Change in Risk

Radar inferference is discussed in Section 15. It is noted that any potential impact is only
likely to be a problem during bad visibility and this is miligated to an -extent by the
widespread adoption of AIS which will assist vessels in discriminating genuine targels

(although AIS is not currently mandatory for smaller vessels, e.g., fishing and recreational
vessels). Ships may also call Aberdeen VIS if unsure whether a radar target is genuine. .
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2. ‘
Marine Scotland

The EOWDC is not within publlshcd limits.of Aberdeen Vessel Traffic Services (VT S) and
it is inappropriate to suggest that a vessel could rely upon calling VTS under these
circumstances.

| 13.3.4 Rtec-:reatioml Vessel Collision

Given the ready availability of weather forecasts and growing use of GPS, the risk of a vessel
being in proximily to the proposed EOWDC in bad weather is considered to be low but not
negligible. In this scenario, a vessel unable to make way from the proposed EQOWDC and at
risk of collision may alert Aberdeen VTS and the Coastguard usmg mobile phone, VHF or
Hares.

The EOWDC is not within published limits of Aberdeen VTS, and it is inappropriate for
vessels to call VTS under these circumstances. It is also génerally recognised that the
reliance by mariners upon the use of mobile phones in this type of scenario is not
recominended. ‘

15.2 Impact on Collision Risk

ALS information can be used o ver z)ﬁ/ ihe largels of iarger vessels, generally ships above 5’00 '
tonnes. Finally, Aberdeen VIS may be able to assist a vessel if in doubt as to whether a larget
is genuine durmg periods of reduced visibility.

" The VIS radar may also be affected by the turbines. Discussions are being held with
Aberdeen Harbour Board as to how this can be managed / mitigated. At other windfarm sites
in the UK, a scanner will be fitted lo one of the turbines, linked to the VTS.

The EOWDC is not within published limits of Aberdeen VTS, and it would not be
appropriate for vessels to call under these circumstances. No such discussions regarding
managing or mitigating interference caused by the turbines to VTS radar have been held. -

17.1 Construction and Decommissioning Phases

During the comstruction and decommissioning phases, operationgl procedures will be
implemented for radar and AIS monitoring of vessel activities within the working area, to
detect safely zone infringements. Procedures will -also be established to ensure that any

infringements are formally reported in line with the regulaiory requirements.

The area monitored by Aberdeen VTS may become affected by these proposed operational
procedures, and we would welcome the opportunity to be consulted during their preparation.

Y
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Marine Scotland

18.2.4 Salvage

MCA charters four Emergency Towing Vessels (ETVs) to provide emergency towing cover in
winler monihs in the four areas adiudged lo pose the highest risk of a marine accident: the
Dover Strait, the Minches, the Wesiern Approaches and the Fair Isle Chapnel,

These are a considerable distance from the proposed EOWDC site; however, each MRCC
also holds comprehensive databases of harbour tugs available locally Procedures are also in
place with Brokers and Lloyd’s Casualty Reporting Service lo quickly obtain information on
fowing vessels that may be able to respond to an incident.

MCA has an agreement with the British Tug owners Association (BTA) for emergency
chartering arrangements for harbour tugs. The agreement covers activation, coniractual
arrangements, liabilities and operational procedures, should MCA request assistance from .
any local harbour tug as part of the response to an incident.

Tugs are available within Aberdeen Harbour through a licensed Tug Operator. An
- agreement exisis which retains one tug permanently in Aberdeen, however in practice there -
are two tugs most of the time.. The tugs Cultra and Carrickfergus have a bollard pull of 30
tonnes each. A third tug is available with notice. There are also a manber of offshore industry
vessels with fowing capability based in Aberdeen.

The MCA have recently significantly bhanged the regime for the provision of ETV’s, and this
section should be revised to take this into account.

The tugs Cultra and Carrickfergus are harbour tugs, and it should be noted that they are not’
equipped to, and may not be capable of, providing assistance in the vicinity of the EOWDC.

Whilst both tugs spend the majority of their time in the port there is no requirement that onc

is permanently positioned in the harbour and they can be deployed to Peterhead or Dundee as

required.

20.2 Future Mom‘torihg

Finally, it is noted that the site and cabfe roule are within covemge of Aberdeen VIS, and the
VIS will be vigilant to hazardous navigational practices within the general area.

The site and the cable route are not within the coverage of Aberdeen VTS,

VTS arc only empowered o monitor and direct the busy marine activities within their area of
responsibility, and are not quuued to be vigilant to hazardous navigational p1acuces within
the general area.

LA
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Marine Scotland

Anchoring Analysié European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre '
{Appendix C) '

Cl. Introduction

To ensure the analysis of the 4 week survey was relevant to Aberdeen Harbour, only those
vessels which used the Port were considered. Throughout the report when discussing the
number of anchored vessels during the 4 week survey, this refers to those which anchored
and visited the Port during this period.

This methodology is not understood, since the subject of the study is the EOWDC, and not
Aberdeen Harbour. The anchorage may be used by any vessel transiting the area and they
may be affected by the EOWDC, irrespective of whether they visit the port or not. It is not
uncommon for vessels to anchor off Aberdeen and subsequently be deployed to other ports
without entering the harbour. ‘

In general, throughout these documents, reference is made to the ‘designétéd anchorage” and
it is thought that it should be made clear that the anchorage was designated by the MCA;
following a recommendation made by the UK Safety of Navigation Committee (UK SoN).

It is noted that some plans and documents refer to a proposal for an ‘Ocean Laboratory’
situated to the southwest of Turbine 1. There is concern that this location is very close {o the
designated anchorage, and it is strongly recommended that this structure is moved to & more
nottherly position at the least further north than the most southerly turbine position.

Yours faithfully




Our Ref: ) 2012/00001408 . Stephen Archer °
Your Ref: _ , - Director of Infrastructure Services
' Woodhill House

Marine Scotland _ ' Westburn Road
Licensing Operations Team : Aberdeen
PO Box 101 - ABH6 5GB
375 Victoria Road : : ' i
Aberdeen _
AB119DB ‘ _ Tel 01224 664221
- '  Fax 01224 664679 .
Please ask for: Stephen Archer www,aberdeenshiré.gov. uk

_Direct Dial: 01224 665520
Email: stephen.archer@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Aberdeen — LP3

30 January 2012

If you have difficulty readlng thls document please contact the admln team
-on 01224 664221

Dear Sir/fMadam

Proposal: Notification under S36 Electricity Act 1989 for Application for Consent Under Section
~ 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4, Section 20 of the Marine:
(Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and Operate an Offshore Windfarm and Depioyment Cenfre
Address: Aberdeen Bay Aberdeen

- | write WIth reference to the above nofification. The application was c0n3|dered by
Aberdeenshire Coun01l Infrastructure Services Committee on the 26" January 2012 following
consideration by both the Formartine Area Committee and the Buchan Area Commiittee.

Aberdeenshire Council request that the fo[Iowmg comments are taken into consideration in the
determination of the application: . :

e. Thereis support for diversifying the economy by encouraging the development of both
tourism infrastructure and renewable energy.

¢ There is concern about whether or not this is the best site for the development given the
potential impacts on the environment. There is also concern that this may be a first
phase of a larger development and thls should be borne in mind when determining the
current appllcatlon
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The location for the proposed turbine siting was questioned in terms of the possible

. impact —

(i) to the Menie Golf Course, '

(i) on the shipping lane to and from Aberdeen Harbour particularly in bad
weather,

(i)  on the breeding bird populatlon at Bullers O’ Buchan given the bird flight
paths and subsequent collision risk with the proposed turbines, and

(iv)  on the electro magnetic fields and the existing fish spemes specifically the
fish nursery areas

Also concern about visual |mpact on Balmedie Country Park and surrounding beaches as
these are signifi cant visitor destinations. : :

Should the turbines be given approval the following should be considered and
appropriate conditions attached: - :

Noise levels should be conditioned and in addition to the noise measurements
already taken, further measurements should be taken at the sites of future effective
housing developments identified in the .Local Development Plan, notably the
Cornerstone Development south of Balmedie and at Blackdog which lie on lower
level ground significantly closer to the proposed site than the areas where noise
measurements have a]ready been taken;

e . Consideration should be given to the landing sites for the transmission cables not
- least due to the proximity of a number of active landfill sites in the area and care
should be taken to avoid laying cables through or over these sites;

e - Consider the provisions for decommiesioning of the site;

e Take into account the cumulative impact of dlfferent de5|gns of turblnes as they are
selected and changed;

« Give consideration to the impact on shipping which regularly uses the bay to shelier
from the weather; '

+ Consider what finishes will be used on the turbines especially if eXperimentaI finishes
are to be used; and

‘e Give consideration to what kind of exclusion zone will be implemented.

The points listed above are those agreed by the Council's Infrastructure Services
Committee of 26 January 2012 and represent the list of issues which the Council
consider Marine Scotland should take into account in reaching a decision.
Aberdeenshire Councit has not take a position in favour of or opposed to the

-development. However, | would draw your attention to the minute of the Formartine Area
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Committee and the Buchan Area Committee that both of these Area Committees were
broadly supportive of the proposal. The Committee report is appended for information,
and the formal minute of the Infrastructure Services Committee will be forwarded for

- completion of the consultation process once ratified by members at the next Full Council
meeting on 8 March 2012. : |

Yours faithfully

Stephen Archer
Director
Infrastructure Services
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Aberdeenshire _
COUNCIL Infra_structure -Services

Infrastructure Services Committee — 26 January 2012

Reference Number: F/APP/2011/2815

Notification under Section 36 Electricity Act 1989 for Application for Consent
Under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4,
Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and Operate an.
Offshore Windfarm and Deployment Centre at Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen

Applicant: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House, 52-54 Rose
- Street, Aberdeen ' o
Agent:  Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House, 52-54 Rose
Street, Aberdeen ‘

Grid Ref: ' NO/NJ 400433.1 814578 .4

Ward No. and Name: EWW08 Mid-Formartine

Application Type: _ Notification under S36 Electricity Act 1989
Consultations: 3 _
Relevant Proposals Map Local Plan

Designations: - Offshore

Complies with Development Plan: = Yes )

Main Recommendation: : Seek Members' Views

1. Reason for Report

1.1 . The above proposal is referred to the Infrastructure Services Committee in
accordance with the standing orders of the Council for consideration of a
plannin'g‘application whereby the Council have been consulted by a .
Government body under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and under part
4 Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010. The views of the Area
Committees (Formartine and Buchan) within closest proximity to the
application site have been sought prior to referral to the Infrastructure
Services Committee. The views of Aberdeenshire Council will then be

- forwarded to Marine Scotiand who is the determining body for this application.

2. Principal Planning Issues (Summary)

2.1 The application has been submitted to Marine Scotland under Section 36
‘Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4. Section 20 of the
Marine (Scotland) Act 2610 to Construct and Operate an Offshore Windfarm
and Deployment Centre at Aberdeen Bay. The development is for a totai of
eleven turbines which will be located offshore within Aberdeen Bay. The
distance to shore will be approximately 2.4km at the closest point. The
turbines will have a maximum hub height of 120m and rotor diameter of 150m.
The total height to tip will therefore be 195m. ' :




2.2

3.1

4.1

5.1

" Item No.
Page No. 2

The main issues that Aberdeenshire Council should be assessing in relation
to this proposal are the impact of the turbines on the character of the area. it
must be emphasised that due to the size of the turbines proposed they will be
visible from some distance from coastal locations, throughout the eastern
coast of Aberdeenshire. As there are no offshore turbines in this area at
present the installation of these will create a significant visual effect on these
coastal areas of Aberdeenshire, north of Aberdeen. A fuli discussion of the

~ relevant planning issues is contained within both the Formartine and Buchan

Area Committee reports at Appendix 2 and Appendix 4 respectively.

. Representations (Summary)

The Planning Service has been advised by Marine Scotland that they have
received 420 letters of representation regarding this application. Of these,
408 letters of representation have been received in support of the application

“and 14 letters of objection. The content of these will be reviewed by Marine -

Scotland as part of their consideration of the application.
Area Committee Decision (Summary)

The application was reported to the Formartine Area Committee on 06
December 2011 and the Buchan Area Committee on 20 December 2011. At -
both meetings the majority of the Committee were broadly in favour of the
development in principle but requested that Marine Scotland take a number of
issues into account, these are detailed in the attached draft minutes. The
following documents are attached as appendices to this report:

+ Appendix 1: Location Plan and Site Plan

e Appendix 2 Copy of the Formartine Area Committee report of 06
December 2011 ' . _

e Appendix 3: Extract of Minute of the Formartine Area Committee meeting -
of 06 December 2011 _ ' ‘ : .

« Appendix 4: Copy of the Buchan Area Committee report of 20 December
2011 :

« Appendix 5: Extract of Minute of the Buchan Area Committee meeting of
20 December 2011 '

Officer's Recommendation

That the Infrastructure Services Committee agree with the views of the
Formartine Area Committee and the Buchan Area Committee and the
points raised be forwarded to Marine Scotland as the formal response of

" Aberdeenshire Council in response to the above Notification under S36

Electricity Act 1989, and part 4 Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act

- 2010. . ‘

Stephen Archer

Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: Victoria Moore VM/
22/12/2011
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- Aberdeenshire I
COUNCIL Infrastructure Services

APPENDIX 2

Formartine Area Committee Report — 06 December 2011

Reference No: F/APP/2011/2815

Notification under $36 Electricity Act 1989 for Application for Consent Under
Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4,
Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and Operate an
Offshore Windfarm and Deployment Centre at Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen -

Applicant: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House, 52-54
Rose Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1HA ' '

Agent: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House, 52-54
Rose Street, Aberdeen, AB10¢ 1HA .

Grid Ref: 400433.1 814578.4

Ward No. and Name: EWWO08 Mid-Formartine '
Application Type: : ' Notification under S36 Electricity Act 1989
Consultations: ‘ 3

Relevant Proposals Map Local Plan

Designations: - Offshore

Complies with Development Plans: Yes :

Main Recommendation: Seek Members’ Views

NOT TO SCALE
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_Development Management & Building Standards
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2.2

2.3

3.1

4.1

4.2

4.3
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Reason for Report

This report relates to a planning application which Aberdeenshire Councii has

- been consulted on. The views of the nearest Area Committees (Formartine

and Buchan) are sought prior to referral fo the Infrastructure Services
Committee. The views of Aberdeenshire Council will then be forwarded to
Marine Scotland who is the determining Authority for this application.

Background and Proposal

This is for a totai of eleven turbines which will be iocated offshore within
Aberdeen Bay. The distance to shore will be approximately 2.4km.

The offshore turbines are much larger than any which have been approved
onshore within the Aberdeenshire area. They will have a maximum hub
height of 120m and rotor diameter of 150mi. The total height to tip will
therefore be 195m. :

The wind turbines are to be sited north of Aberdeen with the most southerly
turbine being to the east of Blackdog and are positioned in a reguiar pattern
northwards to east of Balmedie. Appendix 1 details the location of the
turbines. '

Representations

Marine Scotland has received 420 letters of representation'regarding this
application. Of these 406 letters of representation have been received in

* support of the application and 14 letters of objection. The content of these will

be reviewed by Marine Scotland as part of their consideration of the
application.

Consultations

Marine Scotland has carried out consultations in relation to the application. . -
Aberdeenshire Council has consulted internally on the main issues that affect

the area,

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) have assessed the
Environmental Statement and note that during the construction phase the
noisiest activity is likely to be the pile driving carried out in connection with the
insertion of the wind turbine foundations. According to the information
provided this activity is fikely to last for around twelve days. In view of the
retatively short period during which piling will be carried out and the expected
noise levels due to these operations, piling should only be carried out during
limited times to reduce disturbance. ' '

It appears from the assessments provided that the noise emitted from the
turbines will meet the criteria detailed in ETSU-R-97 “The Assessment and
Rating of Noise from Wind Farms®. The assessment acknowledges that the
ETSU-R-97 document does not apply to offshore turbines but states that there
is no equivalent guidance for such turbines, It is pointed out in the report that



4.4

45

ltem No.
Page No. 4

due to a technical error; background noise measurements were only carried
out at Hareburn House for 3 days. In view of this the approach taken was to
use the noise limits derived from the measurements at Chapelwell Wynd.
Although good reasons are given for using the background noise levels
recorded at other locations, this service takes the view that further

'background noise measurements should be undertaken at Hareburn House.

Infrastructure Services (Natural Heritage) have advised that due to the nature
of the development there will be significant visual affects to Aberdeenshire.
There will be a moderate magnitude of change to the coastal character and
seascape. In particular for those parts of Aberdeenshire close to the
development site the change in character will be notable, however it is unclear
if these are enough to justify refusal. _ :

Infrastructure Services (Economic Development) have been consulted on the

application and have no comments. ~ :

5.1

5.2

5.2.1

5.22

Relevant Planning Policies

Aberdeen City and Shire Structure Plan

The purpose of this Structure Plan is to set a clear direction for the future

development of the North East. It promotes a spatial strategy. All parts of the

Structure Plan area will fall within either a strategic growth area or a local
growth and diversification area, Some areas are also identified as
regeneration priority areas. There are also general objectives identified. In
summary, these cover promoting economic growth, promoting sustainable
economic development which will reduce carbon dioxide production, adapt to
the effects of climate change and limit the amount of non-renewable
resources used, encouraging population growth, maintaining and improving
the region’s built, natural and cultural assets, promoting sustainable
communities and improving accessibility in developments. '

Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2006

Policy Infi7: Renewable Energy Facilities — Wind Energy
Policy Geni1: Sustainability Principles
Policy Gen\2: The Layout, Siting and Design of New Development

Policy Inf\7 specifically discusses wind farm proposals; whilst this relates to
onshore turbines, the main principles of this would still apply. It must also be
demonstrated that the development meets health and safety standards
relating to noise emission, shadow flicker, ice throw and other objective .
negative effects such as interference with television transmissions and air

{raffic control systems.

Sustainability principles are discussed in Policy Gem1. Suétaihability

_indicators will be used to assess development and relate to the local

environment, community and economy. Development shouid be concemed
with the fong ferm sustainable use and management of fand and does not
damage vaiuable natural resources, habitats, species or the environment.
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5.2.3 Policy Gen\2 states that new development must be laid out to fit succ'essfully
into the site itself and respect the character and amenity of the surrounding
area. lts scale and height should respect the characteristics of the area.

53 Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2010

On 24 June 2010 Aberdeenshire Council agreed to approve the proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) as representing the Council’s-
settled view as to what the final adopted content of the plan should be and to
authorise the use of the proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan

and associated supplementary guidance as a material consideration in the
determination of planning applications. In doing so it must be recognised that
certain policies and proposals require to be further scrutinised and as a ,
consequence not all aspects of the LDP have equal materiality at this stage in
the process. ' ' : ‘

6. Discussion

6.1  The application has been submitted to Marine Scotland under $36 Electricity

: Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4, Section 20 of the Marine '
(Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and Operate an Offshore Windfarm and
Deployment Centre at Aberdeen Bay. As a neighbouring Authority
Aberdeenshire Council has been consulted on these proposals and Members’
views are being sought prior to the application being considered by the
Infrastructure Services Committee. The Planning Service will then submit the
comments of Aberdeenshire Council to Marine Scotland for their consideration
in the determination of the application. ‘ -

8.2  The application includes an Environmental Statement which assesses the
- impacts of the wind turbines on the environment. This includes assessment of

the impact on the marine environment and the technical details of these will
be assessed by other consultees. The Environmental Statement does not
contain any information on any onshore element that will be associated with
this proposal including electricity substation and research building. The export
cable corridor is shown as being somewhere between Bridge of Don and
Blackdog. Part of this area is within Aberdeenshire Council and it should be
noted that without this information it would be difficult to assess the full impact
of this proposal as the exact location of this associated infrastructure could
have impacts on the local environment. The applicants have stated that this
will be the subject of a separate application. -

6.3  The main issues that Aberdeenshire Council should be assessing in relation
to this proposal are the impact of the turbines on the character of the area, [t
must be emphasised that due to the size of the turbines proposed they will be
visible from some distance from coastal locations throughout the eastern
coast of Aberdeenshire. As there are no offshore turbines in this area at
present the installation of these will create a significant visual effect on
Aberdeenshire. In recent years Aberdeenshire has become an area where
onshore turbines of varying scales have become more commeon and in inland
areas are becoming part of the character of the area. Notwithstanding this it
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is unclear as to whether the proposed change in the character of the coastal
area is sufficient to justify a recommendation of refusal of the application.

6.4 In addition to the visual impact of the turbines Environmental Health officers
have assessed the application and as there is no guidance on offshore
turbines equivalent to the ETSU-R-97 “The Assessment and Rating of Noise
from Wind Farms” has been used for the criteria to assess the impact of the
turbines on local residents. It appears from the assessments provided that

" the noise emitted from the turbines will meet the criteria detailed in the ETSU-
R-97 document and conditions are suggested for inclusion in any permission
to ensure that local residents are not adversely impacted on by noise or
shadow flicker. - ' | ‘ '

6.5 The visualisations submitted within the Environmental Statement show how
the turbines are likely to be viewed from a number of viewpoints including the
golf course being constructed at Menie, north of Balmedie. These can be

" used to assess the potential impact of the development and how they will be
viewed from onshore. There will be a limited cumulative impact of these
turbines with onshore turbines as, other than a few domestic turbines, the
nearest commercial turbines are the Hill of Fiddes turbines which are 50%
shorter than those proposed. There are a number of other sites off the coast
of Scotland where offshore turbines have been proposed and several are
installed off the coast of England. :

6.6 Members' views on the proposal to install eleven wind turbines within
Aberdeen Bay are sought. :

7. Arealmplications .
7.4 In the specific circumstances of this application there is no direct connection

' with the currently specified objectives and identified actions of the Formartine .
Local Community Plan.

8. - Financial Implications

8.1 There are no financial implications arising from this report.

g. . Sustainability Implications

9.1  No separate consideration of the current proposal's degree of sustainability is

-+ required as the concept is implicit to and wholly integral withlthe planning’

process against the policies of which it has been measured.

10.  Departures, Notifications and Referrals

10.1  Structure Plan Depariures
None

10.2 Local Plan Departures
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None
10.3 The application is not a Deparfure from the Local Plan or Structure Plan and

no departure procedures apply.

10.4 The apblication would have to be referred to the Infrastructure Services
Committee following the Area Committee to determine the views of
.Aberdeenshire Council prior to notification to Marine Scotland.

11. Recommendation .

11.1 Seek Members views regarding the Notificatibn under S36 EIectrit:ityAct
1989, |

pp‘Head of Planning and Building Standards
Author of Report: Victoria Moore VM/
26/10/2011 _
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APPENDIX 3
FAC 06112/11 (Draft)

Draft Extract of Minute of the Formartine Area Committee Meetlng
of 6 December 2011

F.F/APP/2011/2815

Notification under S36 Electricity Act 1989 for Application for Consent Under
" Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4,
Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and Operate an
Offshore Windfarm and Deployment Centre at Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen

Applicant: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, JohnStone House, 52-54

) Rose Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1HA
Agent: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm - Limited, Johnstone House, 52 54
Rose Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1THA

Councillor Loveday declared an interest in 5F as he was a Director of AREG -
Aberdeen Renewable Energy Group which was the company behind the application,
and felt this interest was clear and substantial and therefore would take no part in the

debate.

Councillor Robertson declared an interest in 5F as she was a Director of AREG —
Aberdeen Renewable Energy Group which was the company behind the application,
and felt this interest was clear and substantial and therefore would take no part in the
debate.

“Councillor Loveday left the Chamber. Councillor Robertson was absent for this item,

- The Committee resolved to make the following comments to be passed to the
Infrastructure Services Committee for consideration:

1. The majority of the Committee were broadly in favour of the development in
principle but requested that Marine Scotland take the following issues into
account: :

» conhcern about visual impact on Balmedie Country park and surrounding
beaches as these are significant visitor destinations;

*» noise levels should be conditioned and in addition to the noise
measurements already taken, further measurements should be taken at the
sites of future effective housing developments identified in the Local
Development Plan, notably the Comerstone Development south of -
Balmedie and at Blackdog which lie on lower level ground significantly
closer to the proposed site than the areas where noise measurements have
already been taken;

s consideration should be given to the landing ettes for the transmission
cables not least due to the proximity of a number of active landfill sites in
the area and care should be taken to avoid laying cables through or over
these sites;

« give consideration to potential impact on marine biodiversity of the excess
heat generated by the turbines;
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consider the provisions for decommissioning of the site;

take into account the cumulative impact of dn‘ferent designs of turbines as-
they are selected and changed,

give consideration to the impact on shlppmg which regularly uses the bay to
shelter form the weather;

consider what finishes will be used on the turbines especmny if
experimental finishes are to be used; and '
give consideration to what kind of exclusion zone will be |mplemented
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Aberdeenshire o
' COUN _C IL Infrastructure Services

APPENDIX 4 ]
Buchan Area Committee Report— 20 December 2011

Reference No: F/APP/2011/2815

Notification under S36 Electricity Act 1989 for Application for Consent Under
Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4,
Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and Operate an
Offshore Windfarm and Deployment Centre at Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen

Applicant: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House, 52-54
' Rose Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1HA g _
Agent: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House, 52-54
' Rose Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1HA : :

Grid Ref: 400433.1 814578.4
- Ward No. and Name: - EWWO08 Mid-Formartine

Application Type: ~ Notification under $36 Electricity Act 1989
“ Consultations: - 3 o :

Relevant Proposals Map Local Plan

Designations: - Offshore

Complies with Development Plans: Yes . _

Main Recommendation: Seek Members’ Views

NOT TO SCALE

Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controlier of Her Majesty's Stationery Office @ Crown
ramvrinht srd Aotahaca rinkte  Mrdnanca Qe | icamea Momsar 01 ANAINTAT 201N 7
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Development Management & Bullding Standards
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Reason for Report

This report relates to a planning application which Aberdeenshire Council has
been consulted on. The views of the nearest Area Committees {Formartine
and Buchan) are sought prior to referral to the Infrastructure Services

- Committee. The views of Aberdeenshire Council will then be forwarded to

Marine Scotland who is the determining Authority for this application.

-Background and Proposal

This is for g total of éleven turbines which will be located offshore within
Aberdeen Bay. The distance to shore will be approximately 2.4km.

The offshore turbines are much larger than any which have been approved
onshore within the Aberdeenshire area. They will have a maximum hub
height of 120m and rotor diameter of 150m. The total height to tip will

therefore be 195m.

The wind turbines are to be sited north of Aberdeen with the most southerly
turbine being to the east of Blackdog and are positioned in a regular pattern
northwards to east of Baimedie. Appendix 1 details the location of the
turbines. The turbines will be visible in the distance from parts of the Buchan
Area and a photomontage has been included in the Environmental Statement
from Cruden Bay (Viewpoint 18: A875 near Slains Castle). This is
approximately 20km from the turbines.

Representations

Marine Scotland has received 420 letters of representation regarding this.
application. Of these 406 letters of representation have been received in
support of the application and 14 letters of objection. The content of these will
be reviewed by Marine Scotfand as part of their consideration of the
application.

Consultations

Marine Scotland has carried out consultations in relation to the application.
Aberdeenshire Council has consulted internally on the main issues that affect
the area. '

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Heaith) have assessed the -
Environmental Statement and note that during the construction phase the
noisiest activity is likely to be the pile driving carried out in connection with the
insertion of the wind turbine foundations. According to the information
provided this activity is likely to last for around twelve days. In view of the
relatively short period during which piling will be carried out and the expected

- noise levels due to these operations, piling should only be carried out during

limited times to reduce disturbance.

| It appears from the assessments provided that the noise emitted from the

turbines will meet the criteria detailed in ETSU-R-97 “The Assessment and
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Rating of Noise from Wind Farms”. The assessment acknowledges that the
ETSU-R-97 document does not apply to offshore turbines but states that there
is no equivalent guidance for such turbines. Itis pointed out in the report that
due io a technical error, background noise measurements were only carried
out at Harebum House for 3 days. In view of this the approach taken was to
use the noise limits derived from the measurements at Chapelwell Wynd.
Although good reasons are given for using the background noise levels
recorded at other locations, this service takes the view that further '
background noise measurements should be undertaken at Harebum House.

Infrastructure Services (Natural Heritage) have advised that due to the nature
of the development there will be significant visual affects to Aberdeenshire.
There will be a moderate magnitude of change to the coastal character and
seascape. In particular for those parts of Aberdeenshire close to the
development site the change in character will be notable, however it is unclear

_ ifthese are enough 1o justify refusal. |

Infrastructure Services (Economic Development) have been consulted on the
application and have no comments.

Relevant Planning Policies

Aberdeen City and Shire Structure Plan

The purpose of this Structure Plan is to set a clear direction for the future .
development of the North East. It promotes a spatial strategy. All parts of the
Structure Plan area will fall within either a strategic growth area or a local
growth and diversification area. Some areas are also identified as
regeneration priority areas. There are also general objectives identified. In
summary, these cover promoting economic growth, promoting sustainable
economic development which will reduce carbon dioxide production, adapt to
the effects of climate change and limit the amount of non-renewable
resources used, encouraging population growth, maintaining and improving
the region's built, natural and cultural assets, promoting sustainable
communities and improving accessibility in developments.

Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2006

Policy Inf\7: Renewable Ehergy Facilities — Wind Energy
Policy Gen\1: Sustainability Principles :
Policy Gen\2: The Layout, Siting and Design of New Development

Policy Inf\7 specifically discusses wind farm proposals; whilst this relates to

onshore turbines, the main principles of this would stili apply. It must also be

demonstrated that the development meets heaith and safety standards
relating to noise emission, shadow flicker, ice throw and other objective
negative effects such as interference with television transmissions and air
traffic control systems. ‘

Sustainability principles are discussed in Policy Genmi1. Sustainability

indicators will be used to assess development and retate to the local
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environment, community and economy. Development should be concerned
with the long term sustainable use and management of land and does not
damage valuable natural resources, habitats, species or the environment.

5.2.3 Policy Gen\2 states that new develo'pment must be laid out to fit successfully
into the site itself and respect the character and amenity of the surrounding
area. lts scale and height should respect the characteristics of the area.

5.3  Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2010

On 24 June 2010 Aberdeenshire Council agreed to approve the proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) as representing the Council's
settied view as to what the final adopted content of the plan should be and to
authorise the use of the proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
and associated supplementary guidance as a material consideration in the
determination of planning applications. In doing so it must be recognised that
certain policies and proposals require to be further scrutinised and asa
consequence not all aspects of the LDP have equal materiality at this stage in
the process.

6. Discussion

6.1 The application has been submitted to Marine Scotland under S36 Electricity
Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under Part 4, Section 20 of the Marine
(Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and-Operate an Offshore Windfarm and
Deployment Centre at Aberdeen Bay. As a neighbouring Authority
Aberdeenshire Council has been consutted on these proposals and Members’
views are being sought prior to the application being considered by the
Infrastructure Services Committee. The Planning Service will then submit the
comments of Aberdeenshire Council to Marine Scotland for their consideration
in the determination of the application.

6.2  The application inciudes an Environmental Statement which assesses the
impacts of the wind turbines on the environment. This includes assessment of
the impact on the marine environment and the technical details of these will
be assessed by other consultees. The Environmental Staterent does not
contain any information on any onshore element that will be associated with
this proposal including electricity substation and research building. The export
cable corridor is shown as being somewhere between Bridge of Don and
Blackdog. Part of this area is within Aberdeenshire Council and it should be
noted that without this information it would be difficult to assess the full impact
of this proposal as the exact location of this associated infrastructure could
have impacts on the local environment. The applicants have stated that this

- will be the subject of a separate application.

6.3  The main issues that Aberdeenshire Council shouid be assessing in relation
to this proposal are the impact of the turbines on the character of the area. it
must be emphasised that due to the size of the turbines proposed they will be
visible from some distance from coastal locations throughout the eastem
coast of Aberdeenshire. As there are no offshore turbines in this area at
present the installation of these will create a significant visual effect on
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Aberdeenshire. In recent years Aberdeenshire has become an area where
onshore turbines of varying scales have become more common and in inland
areas are becoming part of the character of the area. Notwithstanding this it
is unclear as to whether the proposed change in the character of the coastal
area is sufficient to justify a recommendation of refusal of the application.

6.4 In addition to the visual impact of the turbines Environmental Health officers
have assessed the application and as there is no guidance on offshore
turbines equivalent to the ETSU-R-97 “The Assessment and Rating of Noise
from Wind Farms” has been used for the criteria to assess the impact of the
turbines on local residents. It appears from the assessments provided that
the noise emitted from the turbines will meet the criteria detailed in the ETSU-
R-97 document and conditions are suggested for inclusion in any permission
to ehsure that local residents are not adversely impacted on by noise or
shadow flicker. )

6.5 The visualisations submitted within the Environmental Statement show how
the turbines are likely to be viewed from a number of viewpoints including the
golf course being constructed at Menie, north of Balmedie. These can be
used to assess the potential impact of the development and how they will be
viewed from onshore. There will be a limited cumulative impact of these
turbines with onshore turbines as, other than a few domestic turbines, the
nearest commercial turbines are the Hill of Fiddes turbines which are 50%
shorter than those proposed. There are a number of other sites off the coast
of Scotland where offshore turbines have been proposed and several are

" installed off the coast of England. :

6.6 Members' views on the proposal to install eleven wind turbines within
Aberdeen Bay are sought.

7. Area impiicatiohs

71  Inthe S'peCiﬁG circumstances of this applicatio'n there is no direct connection
with the currently specified objectives and identified actions of the Formartine
Local Community Plan. -

8. - Financial Implications

8.1 There are no financial implications anising from this report.

g, Sustainability Implications

g.1  No separate consideration of the current proposal’s degree of sustainability is -
required as the concept is implicit to and wholly integral with the planning
process against the policies of which it has been measured.

10.  Departures, Notiﬁcations and Referrals

10.1 Structure Pian Dapartures

None
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10.2 Local Plan Departures

None

10.3 The application is not a Departure from the Local Plan or Structure Plan and
no departure procedures apply.

10.4 The application would have to be referred to the Infrastructure Services
Committee following the Area Committee to determine the views of
Aberdeenshire Council prior to notification to Marine Scotland.

11. Recommendation

111 Seek Members views regarding the Notification under S36 Electricity Act
1989. '

pp Head of Planning and Building Standards
Author of Report: Victoria Moore VM/
26/10/2011 |




APPENDIX 5.
BAC 20/12/11 (Draft)

Buchan Area Committee Minute 20 Decémber 2011 — Draft Extract

2. New Planning Applications -

(d) Notification under 536 Electricity Act 1989 for Application for Consent
Under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence Under
Part 4, Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to Construct and
Operate an Offshore Windfarm and Deployment Centre at Aberdeen
‘Bay, Aberdeen
For: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House,
52-54 Rose Sfreet, Aberdeen, AB10 1THA
Per: Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited, Johnstone House,
52-54 Rose Street, Aberdeen, AB10 THA
Reference: F/APP/2011/2815.

The Committee, having noted that the views of the nearest Area Committees in
relation to this application were being sought prior to referral to the Councnls
Infrastructure Services Committee, agreed:- ‘

(1) their general support for the Notification under the Section 36 Electnclty Act
1989 and ‘ , .

(2) to put forward the following points for the Infrastructure Services Committee’s
due consideration -

(a) that an application for wind turbines offshore was welcomed given the
cumulative |mpacts onshore, par‘ticularly in Buchan and Banff and
Buchan, .

{b) whilst acknowledgmg that the wind turbines will be visible from
onshore, they would be no more visible than ships anchored offshore,
and

{c) the location for the proposed sitings was questioned in terms of the
possible impact —

@iy to the Menie Golf Course,

(i) on the shipping lane to and from Aberdeen harbour,
particularly in bad weather,

(iiiy on the breeding bird population at Bullers O" Buchan given the
bird flight paths and subsequent collision risk with the
proposed turbines, and

(iv) on the electro magnetic fields and the existing fish spécies,
“specifically the fish nursery areas :
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Sutherland Al (Andrew)

From: _

Sent: 14 September 2011 09:48

To: james.mekie@scotiand.gsi.gov.uk
Cc: MS Marine Licensing ‘
Subject: Your Reference 018/0VW/AQWFL-9

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Blue

Dear Mr McKle and Mr Sutherland '
1 refer to our conversations yesterday regardmg the application being conSIdered by yourselves, your -
reference 018/OVWAOWFL-9.

- As iou are aware | have a Scottish heritable title declaring that myselt (I and my wife (-

are the owners of Blackdog, Milden, Eigie and Berryhill salmon fishings. If gives me great concern

that documents submitted to yourselves are fundamentaly incorrect, whether this was a deliberate act in an
attempt to deceive, | am unsure. However, the fact still remains that the document is misleading. It states
that the predominant fishing activity in the areas | have my salmon fishing is that of lobsters, crabs, clams and
white fish. Marine Scotland are well aware that this is guite simply untrue. This area of the coast is
predominantly sand and anybody who knows what they are speaking. about knows that shellfish would not
occupy or reside in sand. Further to this, they also state that the salmon fishing activity in the areais on a
hobby fisherman basis, again completely untrue. Again, as Marine Scotland are aware, we deploy salmon

. fishing gear/nets every day we are legally entitled.to from the start to the end of the salmon f ishing season
{weather permitting). It also gives me great concern that these wind furbines may interfere with the well being
of the salmon and silver fish alike. These fish rely on the earths natural magnetic fields to navigate around
the coast. These turbines produce another source of EMF, which may cause disturbance to the migratory
patterns of these fish. The down draft from these turbines, the vibration and the ncise created from these will
cause avoidance behaviour from the fish. Silver fish are surface swimming and are very sensitive to such
industrial pollution. During the construction phase of these turbines, we believe that the materials used and

. methods of canstruction applied may interfere with the olfactory senses of the fish, again in turn interfering
with the migratory patierns of same.

Giving all of the aforementioned, please accept this email as a formal objection to this application for a licence
from Marine Scotland. | also ask, as the consultation document is very large, may | have an extension to
further review this document until 31st October 2011.

Kind Regards
I

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranet anti-
virus service supplied by Cable& Wireless Worldwide in partnership with MessageLabs. (CCTM
Certificate Numb_er‘_2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation’s IT Helpdesk.

Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monltored and/or recorded for legal
purposes

This email has been received from an external party and

has been swept for the presence of computer viruses.

07/01/2013




BAA Airports V1

BAA Aerodrome Safeguarding

2™ Floor Meridian Building, Compass Centre
- Nelson Road, Hounslow, Middx TWé 2GW

T: +44 (0)}208 7570887/7450590/7452105

E-mail: safeguarding@baa.com

Andrew Sutherland

The Scotiish Government
Marine Scotland

Marine Laboratory

375 Victoria Road
Aberdeen

AB11 9DB

20th September 2011
Dear Andrew

Your Ref: 01 8/OW/AOWFL - 9

Section 36 application for the erection of 11x195m wind furbines at Aberdeen
Bay, Aberdeen :

Our Ref: ABZ1540

. We refer to your letter dated 10™ August 2011 and received in this office on 12
August 2011. This proposal has been examined from an aerodrome safeguarding
perspective and conflicts with safeguarding criteria. -

The turbines are located 11.5km east of the Aerodrome Reference Point for
Aberdeen Airport. BAA and NATS Services Ltd (NSL) are currently undertaking a
mitigation study regarding the effect of this development on Aberdeen Airport
offshore helicopter operations and associated air traffic procedures. We
understand that the developer has contracted out the Airspace Change Procedure
(ACP) requirement to one of their specialists and once this has been completed,
and we have had the opportunity to review results, we will be in a position to make a
more informed decision. Should a suitable solutlon be identified and agreed for the
lifetime of the development, then we would be in a position to.remove the objectlon

We therefore at this time object to this proposal. You should note that, where a
Planning Authority proposes to grant permission against the advice of BAA, it shall
notify BAA, and the Civil Aviation Authority and the Scottish-Ministers as specmed in
the Safeguarding of Aerodromes Direction 2003.

Yours sincerely

For and on behalf of Aberdeen Airport Limited

" Note that should the develcipment go ahead the turbines will need to be marked and lit at all times in
accordance with Article 220 of the Air Navigation Order. :

BAA Limited Registered in England No: 1970853 Hegistered Office : The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, Hdunslcw, Middlesex, TW6 2GW
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Sutherland Al (Andrew)

From: | ot com

Sent: 04 August 2011 13:50
~To: MS Marine Licensing

Subject' Aberdee’n Bay Windfarm
BT do not have any comments to make on the above wind farm (Ref 018/OW/AOWFL -9}

| Thank you for your letter dated 03/08/2011

We have studied this wind farm proposal with respect to EMC and related problems to BT
point-to-point microwave radio links. .

The conclusion is that, the Wind farm Project indicated should not cause interference to
BT's current and presently planned radio networks.

BT Operate

Radio Frequency Allocation & Network Protection
pp 4AA CTE, Newcastle Central Tel Exch (TEL-NE), Carliel Square, Newcastle upon Tyne. NE1

1BB.Tel: NN -~ I - i b o

This email contains BT information, which may be privileged or confidential.

[t's meant only for the individual(s) or entity named above. If you're not the intended
recipient, note that disclosing, copying, distributing or using this information

is prohibited. If you've received this email in error, please let me know Immediately
on the email address above. Thank you.

We monitor our email system, and may record your emails.

British Telecommunications plc

Registered office: 81 Newgate Street London EC1A 7AJ

Registered in England no: 1800000

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned byrthe Govermnment Secure Intranet anti-
virus service supplied by Cable&Wireless Worldwide in partnership with MessageLabs. (CCTM
Certificate Number 2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation’s IT Helpdesk.

Communications via the GSi may be automa‘ucally logged, rnomtored and/or recorded for legal
PUrposes.

This email has been received from an external party and

has been swept for the presence of computer viruses.

07/01/2013




Delivering for Britain
' The Chamber of Shipping

Carthusian Court

12 Carthusian Street

London EC1M 6EZ :

Direct dial: |G

Fax: +44 {0)20 7600 1534

Email: british-

Intermet: www.british-shipping.org

r

Marine Scotland
Marine Laboratory
375 Victoria Road
Aberdeen

AB11 9DB

By email: ms.marinelicensing@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

14 September 2011
Dear Sir/Madam
RE: European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre Environmental Statement

The Chamber of Sh'ipping welcomes the opportunity to comment on Aberdeen Offshore

“Windfarm Ltd’'s application to construct and operate the European Offshore Wind

Deployment Centre (EOWDC) at Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen. We confirm that we have
received a copy of the Environmental Statement.

The Chamber had previously expressed some concern over earlier iterations of the EOQOWDC
site layout but we are safisfied that issues surrounding shipping and navigation have been -
addressed in the design of the final iteration. We feel that the final iteration will allow
sufficient space for vessels operating on the NE/SW route and that any route deviation
caused by the construction of the wind farm will be minimal and acceptable from a -
navigational safety point of view, provided the risk mitigation measures and monitoring
outlined in Section 20 of the Navigational Risk Assessment are applied.

: In addition we are satisfied that 0.25nm separation between the desig'nated anchorage area

in Aberdeen Bay and the nearest turbine will be sufflc;lent to maintain the safety of anchored
vessels.

As our concerns over space for vessel traffic and anchoring have been addressed by the site
redesign, we are pleased to confirm that we accept the current proposals on the basis that
the mitigation measures outlined in Table 20.1 of the NRA are applied fully.

. The Chamber of Shipping
YISION : Lirniled

Regisiered office as
above

Registered in England no.

Promoting our maritime future . T 2107383



If you have any questions or require further input from the Chamber, please do not hesitate
to contact me. : '

Yours faithfuily,

Policy Assistant, Safety & Environment
The Chamber of Shipping
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Sutherland Al (Andrew)

From: Askew Paul [Paul.Askew@caa.co.uk]

Sent: 09 August 2011 16:25

To: MS Marine Licensing

GCe: Sutherland Al (Andrew) _ .

Subject: European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre - Aberdeen Bay

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Dear Andrew

| have reviewed the information available in the Erivironmental Statement for the application for consent
and Marine Licence for the above development, and | have the following specific comments to make.

Lighting

As stated in our various pre planning responses and my response to scoping in September last year there is a

legal requirement for the turbines to be litin accordance with the Air Navigation Order (2009) Article 220.

Unfortunately, the proposed layout in Figure 3.6 would not meet current CAA guidance on meeting the legal
requirement, as we would expect 900m spacing between lights, which means that all of the peripheral
turbines should be fitted with. Aviation Warning Lights. However, as the wind farm is about 13km from
Aberdeen Airport it may be a scheme suitable for meeting airficld requirements under the Aviation Act,
although there is no information in the ES to confirm this. Marine Scotland should ask the applicant to’
clarify the rationale behind the proposed aviation lighting scheme together with a view to identifying how

- the'applicant intends to meet its legal reqmrements

Airspace Change

There is mention in the document of a need for an airspace change. | have made enquiries with NATS and
now understand this to relate to a change in helicopter instrument procedures with the addition of a '
reporting point. The applicant should be aware that Airspace Changes follow Government consultation
guidelines and as such they need to account for the requisite statutory periods required in such a
consultation in their project timescales. | would particularly draw attention to the timescales for Stage 4 and
Stage 5 of the process. Further information can be found in CAP 725
(http://www.caa.co.uk/docs/33/CAP725.PDF )

The aviation elements of the application documentation lack clarity and make it difficult to assess whether

_appropriate consultations have taken place. Consequently it is essential that, as with all applications, Marine

Scotland verify the impact of the development with both NERL and BAA Aberdeen Airport, ensuring that any

. mitigation scheme proposed by the applicant is acceptable to them.

I note that consultation is being undertaken with the MoD and that the details of the development will be

submitted to the Defence Geographic Centre to enable obstacle databases to be updated.

Should you have any further questions please do not hesitate to get in touch However, | am partlcularly
interested in finding out more about the proposed aviation warning lighting scheme.

Best Regards

Paul Askew

Renewable Energy Projects Officer
Directorate of Airspace Policy

07/01/2013
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K6G4 CAA House 45-59 Kingsway London WC2B 6TE
0207 453 6529 o

Before printing consider the environment.

This e-mail and any attachment(s) are for authorised.use by the intended recipient(s) only. It may contain proprietary material, confidential
information and/or be subject to legal privilege. If you are not an infended recipient then please promptly delete this e-mail, as well as any
associated attachment{s) and inform the sender. It should not be copied, disclosed to, retained or used by, any other party.

Thank you.

Please note that all e-mail messages sent to the Civil Aviation Authority are subject to monitoring / interception for lawful business

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranét anti-
virus service supplied by Cable&Wireless Worldwide in partnership with MessageLabs. (CCTM
Certificate Number 2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation’s IT Helpdesk.

Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal
purposes. o

This email has been received from an external party and

has been swept for the presence of computer viruses.
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HSE | | e ana say

Hazardous Iristallations

Directorate
Dean Moffat
The Scottish Govemment : g"ﬁ’"ﬁ Industries
Marine Laboratory ' - Belford House
375 VictoriaRoad . : ggiggtffgfg Road
~ Aberdeen _ EH4 3UE
ABT119DB : C '
: Tel: 0131 247 2000
" Fax 01312472041
_ -dean.moffat@hse.gsi.gov.uk
Date: 26 August 2011 : - hitoJiwww. hse.qov.uld
Our ref: DM/ElA/Aberdeen Bay/4.2.1.1701. ‘ ghffl-el_t’;incipal Inspector of Health &
af
Mrs Jo Walker
- Dear Sir or Madam

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR PROPOSED OFFSHORE WINDFARM AT ABERDEEN BAY

Thank you for your letter of 3 August 2011 enclosing a copy of the environmental statement for the
proposed development at Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen. .

I3

- E_nvironrn_ental: Impact Assessments are concerned with projects which are likely to have significant
effects on the environment. HSE's principal concemns are the health and safety of people affected by
. 'work activities. HSE has no comments on this environmenial siatement.

Yours faithfully R REC-EUVE‘D

s %0.AUG 200
I & 30,

Dean Moffat
Admin Support.




HISTORIC : ALBA
SCOTLAND (Sl AOSMHOR

Longmore House .
o . Salisbury Piace .
Marine Scotland , Edinburgh '

Marine Planning & Policy Division ' ~ EH9 1SH
Scottish Government - Direct Line: 0131 668 8924 -
. Marine Laboratory ‘ Switchboard: 0131 668 8600
PO Box 101 ' Alasdair. McKenzie@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
375 Victoria Road L
Aberdeen AB11 DB ' ' Our ref: AMN/16/GA

_ : Our case ID: 201102738
By email: ms.marinelicensing@scotland.gsi.gov.uk Your Ref: 018/OW/AOWFL — 9

16 September 2011
Dear Mr Sutherland '

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989 ' ‘
- The Electricity Works (Environmental impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations
2000 and The Electricity (Appllcatlons for Consent) Regulations 1990

APPLICATION FOR CONSENT UNDER SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
AND A MARINE LICENCE UNDER PART 4, SECTION 20 OF THE MARINE
(SCOTLAND) ACT 2010 TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE AN OFFSHORE WINDFARM,
ABERDEEN BAY, ABERDEEN

Thank you for your letter of 3 August 2011 and the accompanying Environmental Statement
for the above proposal. This letter covers our comments on the relevant documents in our
role as consultee through the Scottish Ministers under the terms of the above Regulations.
Our comments here concentrate on our statutory remit for scheduled monuments and their
setting, category A listed buildings and their setting, designated wrecks and gardens and
designed landscapes appearing in the Inventory.

As you will recall, at scoping stage we indicated that while no historic environment features
were likely to be directly affected by this proposal, consideration shouid be given to the
impact upon certain coastal sites. We are pleased that the potential for such impacts has-

. been considered during the assessment and reported within the Environmental Statement.
Having taken into account the information supplied we agree that the impact of the
development upon the setting of these sites is unlikely to be significant. Consequently we
have no further comments to offer on either the proposed scheme or its environmental
impact assessment

| hope you have found this helpful. Should you wish to discuss this response please
contact me on 0131 668 8924,

: Yours sincerely
Alasdair M®Kenzie

Heritage Management Team Leader

www.historic-scotl'and.gov.uk
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Sutherland Al {Andrew)

From: _@riverdee.org]

Seni: 30 September 2011 16:19

To: MS Marine Licensing

Cc:

Subject: Joint Response to the Aberdeen Bay Wind Farm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:  Blue ‘ .
Attachments: Joint Ythan Don Dee Response to Aberdeen Bay Wind Farm Se_p 2011.pdf

Dear Sir / Madam

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scoﬂand) Regqulations 2000
The Eiectrfcity'(Appiicat('ons for Consent) Regulafions 1990

MARINE (SCOTLAND) ACT 2010 |

The Mar.r'né Works '(Environn'}enfal Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as aménded)

APPLICATION FOR CONSENT UNDER SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989 AND A MARINE
LICENCE UNDER PART 4, SECTION 20 OF THE MARINE (SCOTLAND} ACT 2010 TO CONSTRUCT AND
OPERATE AN OFFSHORE WINDFARM, ABERDEEN

Please find attached the joint response from the Ythan, Don and Dee District Salmon Fishery Boards
in connection with the application for the offshore wind farm in Aberdeen Bay. Please note that whilst
this correspondence has been sent on Dee headed paper please send any response to the three
District Salmon Fishery Boards. '

| would be grateful if you would acknowledge the safe timély receipt of this submission.
Yours faithfully .

River Director _

Dee DSFB and River Dee Trust

River Cffice

Mill of Dinnet

Aboyne

Aberdeenshire
AB34 5LA

The River Dee Trust is a charity registered in Scotland, No: $C028497

07/01/2013
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775 Dee District Salmon Fishery Board

. Andrew Sutherland

Marine Renewables Licensing Advisor

Marine Scotland — Marine Planning & Policy Division
Scottish Government .

Marine Laboratory,

PO Box 101.

375 Victoria Road

Aberdeen

AB11 9DB

30" September 2011

Dear Sir / Madam,

APPLICATION FOR CONSENT UNDER SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989 AND A
MARINE LICENCE UNDER PART 4, SECTION 20 OF THE MARINE (SCOTLAND) ACT 2010 TO
CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE AN OFFSHORE WINDFARNM, ABERDEEN BAY, ABERDEEN

On behalf of the three District Salmon Fishery Boards which serve a large part of the North East of

Scotland i.e. the Rivers Dee, Don and Ythan, we welcome the opportunity to respond to the above

mentioned applicatién and to engage with the developer to ensure the respective populations of

salmon and sea trout are not adversely impacted upon and that the proposal proceeds smoothly
~should all necessary permissions be subsequently received. 7

As the statutory representatives of salmon and sea trout within their respective districts the three
Boards are of the mind that this development, in principle, will be a useful trial to examine the
deployment of offshore wind farms in close proximity to the three major rivers of North-East
Scotland, subject to the issues identified within this 'response being agreed to our mutual
satisfaction. '

River Office, Mill of Dinnet, Dinr!et, Aboyne, Aberdeenshire, AB34 5LA

Tel No: 0133288 80411 e-rﬁail: infd@riverdee.org www.riverdee org.uk



General Comments
Background

The location of the proposed wind farm is midway between the mouths of the Ythan, Don and Dee
rivers. This area of coast is very important for salmon and sea trout in two ways:

s  Firstly access to thé_ estuaries of these rivers is critical so that the fish can complete their
lifecycle; whether it is juvenile fish annually migrating from the river to the sea or returning
adults Ieaving the sea to swim into the rivers and spawn.

s Secondly the inshore environment is important as a feeding ground for migratory salmonids,
particularly sea trout that some research indicates, spéhd the majority of their marine phase.
within 30 km of the estuary of their river of origin. '

As well as being of prime im‘pbrtance'in the conservation of the populations of salmon and sea trout
the lacal rivers are important contributors to the local rural economy by generating approximately
£14.8 million annually {2003 values) and supporting approximately 700 full time equivalent jobs.

Designations

In arder to emphasise the recognition of the importance of the various river habitats and therefore
the multiplier effect any potential negative consequences the offshore proposals may have on these
we consider it important to state the current river designations and management structures in place

The Dee has been designated as a Special Area of Conservation under the EC Habitats Directive
92/43 EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Flora and Fauna for Atlantic salmon.

Whilst sea trout, common to all three rivers, are a priority species under the United Kingdom's
Biodiversity Action Plan. ' : : o

“All three rivers have Charitable River Trusts dedicated to the conservation of the rivers ecosystems 7
with particular emphasis on all types of fish. These partner organisations all have in place three year
Fishery Management Plans. It will therefore be appreciated how sensitive we and others regard the
proposed development to-our various rivers systems. '

Specific Comments
Construction Phase

It is noted that detailed construction method statements have not been produced for each of the
turbines and that these are to be written at a later date. As these method statements will have a
bearing on the potential impact of salmon and sea trout the Boards would wish to reserve comment
until these have been produced and discussed.

River Office, Mill of Dinnet, Dinnet, Aboyne, Aberdeenshire, AB34 5LA

Tel No: 013398 80411 - e—mail:_info@'riverdee.org ‘www.riverdee.org.uk




. ® As such the granting of the consent and marine licence for this development should have a
" clause for the Boards to comment on and approve the detailed method statements and that
potential mitigation should be agreed and in place before final consents are given.

- The main but not all impacts associated with the construction phase are deemed to be noise and
vibration. The underwater noise modelling {Appendix 3.1} indicates. that there will be avoidance
behaviour by salmon at distances from 3.5 to 4.2 km from the piling activities associated with
installing an 8.5m diameter pile foundation. This avoidance zone will include the mouths of the Dee
and Don rivers with the potential to impact upon the migratory behaviour of salmonid adults and
smolts. It noted that the modelling for Appendix 3 is based on 8.5 m diameter piles whereas the piles
for the proposed scheme are up to 11m in diameter, with an increase in the noise produced to
install them.

Due to the extent of the avoidance zone their proximity to the estuaries of two significant rivers, one
of which is a Special Area of Conservation for Atlantic salmon, the summary of negligible to minor
“impact on migratory salmonids in Chapter 22 is impossible to reconcile until appropriate mitigation
measures have been put in place. The rationale for this is that any delay to the migration of
salmonids is known to reduce environmental fitness and ultimately survival to spawn. Sea trout from
all three rivers are known to form a meta-population feeding up and down the north east coast of
Scotland, within approximately 30 km of the mouths of their natal rivers. The presence of the wind
farm in the middle of the area between the three rivers ma\] impact upon the foraging and predator
avoidance behaviour. This needs to be more fully understood prior to the scheme being consented.

In view of the above:

. 'Permission to proceed should not be granted until the mitigation measures have been
identified and approved with the three Fishery Boards. '

Operation of Wind Farm

We consider the electromagnetic fields (emf) associated with the cabling for the individual turbines
and overall scheme have not been adequately addressed in terms of their impact on the migration
“of salmon and sea trout and their associated foraging habits. It is acknowledged that the level of
understanding of this situation is weak due to the lack of clear scientific information. This is detailed
within the Scottish Natural Heritage Report® by Gill and Bartlett (2010).

e As this is an experimental development it is requested that é_research programme be
commissioned to monitor the migration and behaviour of salmon and sea trout due to emf

L Gill, A.B. and Bartlett, M. (2010). Literature Review on the Potential Effects of Electromagnetic Fields and
Subsea noise from marine renewable energy developments on Atlantic salmon, sea trout and European eel.
Scottish Natural Heritage Commissioned Report No. 401

River Office, Mill of Dinnet, Dinnet, Aboyne, Aberdeenshire, AB34 5LA

Tel No: 013398 80411  e-mail: info@riverdee.org  ~ www.riverdee.org.uk




over the life of the wind farm as part of the licensing and consenting process. This is due to
the proximity of the development to the mouths of three important salmonid rivers.

Decommissioning

The decommissioning of the wind farm after its operational life does not appear to have been
considered within this environmental statement. - ' '

e The three Boards would request that conditions are put in place to govern the removal of
‘the structures at the consenting stage so that an inappropriate legacy is not left behind. .

Mitigation

It is recognised that the wind farm is an experimental unit and that a significant part of the
justification of this site is to develop new technologies. Along with the development of'technologies
should be the development of the understanding of the different types of turbine, their foundations
and the differing operational impacts they may have over the course of their Iifespan; For the two
main impacts (construction noise and emf) Scottish Natural Heritage concluded that the state of
applicable knowledge was poor and that this undermined the strength of the environmental
statements associated with schemes such as this. |

As this scheme is an experirhental one the opportunity must be taken to increase the understanding
of the impact of inshore wind farms on migratory salmon and sea trout populations.

s The three Boards, with technical input from the three associated River Trusts, would request
that a monitoring plan and research programme be designed, approved and included as a
condition of the consenting process. S

Due to the lack of available scientific information it has been difficult to appropriately assess the
level of predicted impact.

& As such safeguards and a contingéncy should ‘be put in place in case damage is detected
through the monitoring programmes. To this end all three rivers would request that part of
the planning gain for this development should be to agree a programme to improve the
habitat or ecological status of the three rivers. This should be agreed upon prior to the
development -being given final consent and reviewed in the light of the monitoring
programmes.

In conclusion the three Boards are all forward thinking progressive bodies who do not wish to delay
progress on a pote'ntially important economic development for Scotland, particularly the North East.
However that progress should not be to the detriment in any way to the ecology of the Rivers Dee,
Don and Ythan. We hope we can positively work with the developer, not only, dufing the consenting
phase for this scheme but also through the operational lifespan of the project.

River Office, Mill of Dinnet, Dinnet, Aboyne, Aberdeenshire, AB34 5LA

Tel No: 013398 80411 e-mail: info@riverdee.org www.riverdee.org.uk



All three Boards recognise that this trial development provides an excellent opportunity to gain a
gi‘eater understanding on the impacts that such marine renewable developments can have on
migratory salmonids. To this end the Boards would wish to meet with the ‘Iicensing authorities and
“developer to discuss this response and to agree a clear way forward to our mutual benefit.

Yours faithfully

Dee District Salmon ' - Ythan District Salmon Don District Salmon

Fishery Board . Fishery Board ' Fiéhery Board

River Office, Mill of Dinnet, Dinnet, Aboyne, Aberdeenshire, AB34 5LA

Tel No: 013398 80411 e-rnail: info@riverdee.org www.riverdee.org.uk -



Sutherland Al (Andrew)

From: ' Windfarms Team [windfarms@jrc.co.uk]

Sent: 09 August 2011 10:51

To: MS Marine Licensing

Cc: I - < c ottish-southern.co. uk; _

Subject: : Aberdeen Offshore Wind Farm -- Section 36 & Marine Licence
" Follow Up Flag: “Follow up

Flag Status: Red
Dear Sir/Madam,

8ite Name:Bberdeen Cffshore Wind Farm

Turkine 01 at NGR: 399512 813020
Turbine 02 at NGR: 399424 813896
Turbine 03 at NGR: 399337 814772
Turbine 04 at NGR: 400179 813443
Turbine 05 .at NGR: 40008¢ £14369
Turbine 06 at NGR: 399594 815295
Turbine 07 at NGR: 400929 813919
Turbine 08 at NGR: 400831 8143901
Turbkine 09 at NGR: 400733 815884
Turkine 10 at NGR: 401659 815493
Turbine 11 at NGR: 401555 816538

' Hub Height: 120m Rotor Radius: 75m

Cleared with respect to radlo link-infrastructure operated by Scottlsh Hydro (Scottish
& Southern Energy) and Scotia Gas Networks

JRC analyses proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power
‘Industry.This i1s to assess their potential to interfere with radio
systems operated by utility companies in support of their regulatory
cperational requirements.

In the case of this preoposed wind energy development, JRC does not
foresee any potential problems based on known interference scenarios and
the data you have provided. However,if any details of the wind farm
change, particularly the disposition or scale of any turbine(s), it will
be necessary to re-evaluate the proposal.Please note that due to the
largs number of adjacent radio links in this vicinity, which have been
taken into account, c¢learance is given specifically for & lecation
within 10m.of the declared grid reference (gquoted zbove).

In making this judgement, JRC has used its kest endeavours with the

available data, although we recognise that there may be effects which
are as yet unknown or inadeguately predicted. JRC cannot therefore be
held liable if subsequently problems arise that we have not predicted.

It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its
issue. As the use of the spectrum is dynamic, the use of the kand is,
changing on an ongoing basis and conseguently, you are advised to seek
re-coordination pricr to submitting a planning application, as this will
negate the possibility of an objection being raised at that time as a
consequence of any links assigned between your enquiry and the
finalisaticn of your project. :

JRC offers a range of radioc planning and analysis services. If you
require any assistance, please contact us by phone or email.




JRC Windfarms Team

The Joint Radio Company Limited
Dean Bradley House,

52" Horseferry Road,

- LONDON SW1P 2AF

United Kingdom

TEL:
SWITCHBOARD: +44 20 7706 5199
Skype:

JRC Ltd. is a Joint Venture between the Energy Networks Association (on
behalf cof the UK Energy Industries) and Naticnal Grid.

Registered in England & Wales: 29950041 :
<http://www.jrc.co.uk/about>
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marinescotland . - | . | }V{

&: 03002449163  Fax: 0300 244 9169 - N _ - The Scottish
: Uilleam. Fraser @scotland.gsi.gov.uk Government

Andrew Sutherland

MPP-Licensing Operations

Room B 012 .

375 Victoria Road ' _ .
ABERDEEN ' ' Your ref: 018/0W/AOWFL-9

Dear Andrew |

Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited

Your letter and enclosures of 3™ August refer.

Having conéulted the owners of the three inshore boats that work from Aberdeen and fish in

the general area where the proposed offshore wind farm will be located I have, to date,
received no comments or objections to the proposal back.

Yours sincerely
U4 Fraser

UA Fraser
Senior Fishery Officer
Aberdeen District

16/09/2010

Scottish Government, Fishery Office, Room A119 ) g"'“f& ;f;“:, o
PO Box 101, 375 Victoria Road,Aberdeen AB11 9DB : St i\//f ‘ﬁ
www .scotland.gov.uk/marinescotland



COMMENTS FROM MARINE SCOTLAND SCIENCE ON
EOWDC ES

Comments on Benthic Ecology

Envr Statement Section 9
e 0.2 Para. 14 Is it true that only Liocarcinus holsatus was found? No L. depurator as
both species often co-occur

Technical Appendix 9.1

e Section 3.4 There is an overall inconsistency with the use of common and scientific
names for species. Generally you should give both unless no common name exists
for the species in question.

e The contractors have failed to refer to the publications generated by the EC funded
project MAFCONS. Which deals with benthos, fish and fishing from throughout the
North Sea.

e Section 3.5.2 The contractor compares MSS and CMACS epifaunal and fish
assemblage data sets but fails to provide details on sampling methodology which
may explain some of the differences in the numbers and types of animals caught in
each survey

e Para. 142 Aconitum dig Tatum is "Dead Men's Fingers" not Dead Man's Fingers
which is a terrestrial fungus

e Para 146 Only Liocarcinus holsatus, no L. depurator?

Technical Appendix 9.2
There seems to be a general lack of enthusiasm for monitoring some of the operations being
planned. | believe that these areas should be covered by agreed monitoring plans
e 1.3.1 Water quality
1.3.2 Sediment suspension/resuspension
1.3.3 Habitat loss
1.3.5 Noise and vibration (some sections).

Comments On Commercial Fisheries

We feel the current fishing activity in and around the site has been well described in the
baseline technical report. It may be of interest to the developer to reanalyse the VMS data to
restrict the data set only to VMS pings that had a recorded vessel speed of between 1 and 4.5
knots. Its unclear as to whether this has already been done, but this may provide a clearer
indication/extent of potential fishing events, excluding the majority of non-fishing activity.

Due to the low level of fishing activity in the area, we agree that there would be minimal
impact on the current commercial fishing activities. We would recommend that current lines of
communication are maintained between the developer and the industry to ensure that any
potential issues/concerns are addressed helping to minimise any potential effects.

It may be worth considering the possibility of the devices working as fish attracting devices
(FADs) during in-combination/cumulative effects as this may lead to increased commercial
fishing opportunities if vessels can safely work within the wind farm.

Other comments for Chapter 9 and associated appendices.

EMF and fish

There should be further consideration given with regard to possible exposure to EMFs due to
exposure of the cable by wave action and what impact this may have on sensitive species
and possible mitigation. This as has been seen at other sites where it was expected that
exposure of the cable would be very unlikely but has never the less occurred. This has
possible impacts on both fishing practises along the cable route i.e. snagging hazards inshore



where most of the perceived fishing activity takes place and also on the level of EMF that may
be detectable by sensitive species e.g. salmonids, plaice and eels.

There appears to be a lack of planned monitoring of the site and its possible impacts. It would
be recommended that some agreed monitoring plan be put in place to ensure that minimal
disturbance/loss of habitat has occurred during the installation/construction phase and that
the habitat can be seen to return to a similar state as pre-construction.

Comments On Coastal Processes

In general the supporting appendices for Chapter 8, 8.1 and 8.2, are extremely detailed and
well thought out. There is some repetition, both between Chapter 8 and the Appendices 8.1
and 8.2 which is unavoidable and expected, but also within each chapter/appendix. This
made it sometimes confusing to read as it was not necessarily clear where particular
information was. However, considering the vast amount of information contained within the
report the general, consistent, structure did work.

In general it was hard to find any subject areas lacking from the ES, although there were a
few hasty conclusions or simplifications. One major one being that because the wind farm is
unlikely to radically change the currents and wave heights, the sediment transport is unlikely
to change. It would not necessarily take a considerable amount of extra work to take some
steps towards providing some evidence for this conclusion. This is expanded on in the
detailed notes for Appendix 8.2 below. Also, it is possible that the waves and currents within
Aberdeen Bay interact and influence the sediments (both bedload and suspended) in non-
linear ways. This did not appear to be pickup up upon in the ES. Mike21 can model these
interactions and it would be interesting to know whether this was investigated during the EIA
process.

It was disappointing not to see any details of the numerical modelling within the technical
appendices. This was probably deliberate in order to keep their length to a minimum. Is there
perhaps another modelling document or scope for a modelling appendix to be written outlining
in more detail the (different) modelling approaches taken? The lack of such technical detail is
not necessarily a problem here in the ES. However, there is a big different between a
numerical model that produces results and a numerical model that produces results close to
reality. It is hard to assess the quality of the modelling undertaken, and whether the methods
adopted are appropriate, if no technical details are given.

Please find below a number of small technical queries related to the text.

Chapter 8: Coastal Processes

10: Whilst there is not a simple 90 degree phase difference between current speed and water
elevation, it is unlikely that peak flow occurs at high and low water. Reparse this explaining
how many hours before/after high and low water peak flow occurs. Also, please explain ‘mid
tide'.

11: Quote the typical wave periods (possibly peak spectral period) if this information is
available.

Appendix 8.1: Coastal Processes Baseline Technical Report

1.4.1.1 Metocean surveys
Was the AWAC deployed on the bed, upward looking?

2.1.1 Regional Setting
Paragraph 2: Should Aberdeen Bay be defined as “stretching between the pier at the mouth
of the River Dee and the rock headland of Forvie”?

2.2.2.1 Osshore
Paragraph 1: Define shallower area (i.e. depths less than ...)



2.2.2.2 Nearshore

Paragraph 4: Figure 4 shows that the ridge rises ~2.5m above the surrounding seabed, rather
than 0.8m, and is ~200m in width, rather than 150m. Increase the resolution of Figure 5 so
that it can be read more easily.

2.2.2.3 Shoreline
The so called runnel feature is not very obvious in Figure 6, if | understand the meaning of
runnel correctly.

2.3.1.1 Water Elevations
Present a time series of water levels measured using the AWAC.

2.3.1.2 Currents

Paragraph 1: More details of the Mike21 tidal modelling methodology should be provided.
Such as details of the domain, the boundary conditions used, the period of time modelled, the
model resolution, the bathymetry data, calibration and validation.

Paragraph 2: “slack water occurs at roughly mid tide” is confusing — please rephrase and/or
define “mid tide”. Presenting a time series of water elevations and current velocities would
help explain this. For example it would show the phase difference between peak flood and
ebb, and high and low water. Figure 7 seems to show the peak flood and ebb tides. This is
not therefore velocities at high and low water (usually close to slack water). The phase
difference between tidal current speed and water elevation is not simply 90 degrees in
Aberdeen bay, but neither do peak current speeds occur at high and low water. The use of
the vague term “around” is therefore confusing in this context. Figure 2 does not show tidal
ellipses, do you mean Figures 8 and 9?7 Please show how the tidal excursion distance of
900m was calculated? Was this done using the tidal ellipse figures?

Paragraph 4 explains why a time series is not presented. It would still be good to show these
results and some comments made about the symmetry/asymmetry of the tide.

2.3.2 Wave Regime
This section is good and comprehensive. The use of the CFSR long term data set is justified
and the comparisons made with the AWAC data both interesting and valid for the ES.

2.4.2 Suspended sediments

Plotting the near bed ABS SSC measurements against the current speeds and significant
wave heights does appear to show some broad correlation. However, it is far from conclusive.
Can you plot a time series of water velocities, significant wave heights and near bed ABS
SSC together, so they can be compared? It would be interesting for the OBS SSC
measurements to also be compared in the same way, possibly in the same figure.

2.4.3 Conceptual understanding of sediment regime
Please define, where possible, the boundaries of the three zones identified/discussed
(offshore; shoreline/littoral; and estuarine).

2.4.4 Process Controls on Sediment Mobility

Paragraph 4: The sheer stress exceedence methodology appears to be sound. Can you
provide some more details of the wave and current conditions that were modelled (both the
“‘mean” and “max” indicated in Figure 16) and the water depth? For what area of Aberdeen
bay was this representative? It is not entirely clear what is meant by exceedence from the text.
| assume it refers to the percentage of time spent above a particular (shear stress) threshold?
This should be explained.

3.4 Baseline Coastal Process Regime

Paragraph 3: Please define “mid tide”. It is confusing to say that “peak flow occurs at,
approximately, high and low water”. Possibly explain that peak flow occurs close to high/low
water, but X hours before/after.



Figure 16

The currents line in the time series is hard to distinguish. Possible plot on top of other lines or
consider showing the lines on separate axes. | assume that the vertical right hand axis is Hs
(m) — please add a label.

Appendix 8.2: Coastal Processes EIA Technical Report

2.1 Potential impact: Changes to processes acting within Aberdeen Bay

2.1.2 Operation Phase

Please provide details of both the tidal and wave modelling methodologies, including the
domain of the models; calibration and validation methods and data used; bathymetry data;
boundary conditions; and grid size. Please state how the wind turbine foundations were
represented in both the tidal and wave models.

The results show that there is likely to be very little impact on both Hs and the tidal currents.
However, rather than simply inferring that there are no significant impacts on the sediment
regime, it would be prudent to at least do some investigation and analysis. Can a repeat of
the shear stress exceedence analysis performed in Appendix 8.1 be repeated with the
modified Hs and tidal currents? Can you explain how any reduction in shear stress might
impact the sedimentation regime, i.e. how likely is there to be more settling of finer sands/mud
and ho might this impact the area and sensitive receptors?

2.3 Potential impact: Increase in suspended sediment concentrations

Again, there are no details of the numerical modelling techniques used. This includes those
details listed under 2.1.2 above, but also details on the number of plumes modelled and their
origin etc.

2.4 Potential impact: Changes to processes acting to maintain the Aberdeen Bay coastline

It is good to see that the concerns of stake holders regarding the beach profile are addressed
using the XBeach modelling software. As for the other modelling sections, it would be
interesting to see some more details of the model setup and validation. Figure 8 is somewhat
confusing with the colour scale for the contour plot (cumulative beach erosion) not clear (is it
erosion/elevation change in meters?) and “chainage” not defined. “Cross-shore distance” in
place of “chainage” may be more appropriate. Also, the wind speed, Ws, doesn’t seem to be
defined.

Comments On Marine Mammals

This appears to be thorough and comprehensive.

There is no mention of AA for mammals. Have SNH or JNCC stated any requirement for an
AA for these species?

Comments On Ornithology

The ornithology is thorough and well presented. The applicants have provided the
information necessary for us to undertake the HRA/AA, particularly for collision risk.

It would be helpful if the applicants could explain how they have estimates displacement, and
how they have assessed the consequences of displacement. The species of concern are
RTD and the terns. It may be in the text, but | have not spotted it.

Comments On Freshwater & Migratory Fish

Given the vast amount of information delivered. FL have restricted their consideration to a
review of Chapter 13, Chapter 22, Appendix 22.1, Appendix 22.2. We have not considered
prey species and assume these will be dealt with by staff at ML.

The developers have identified the relevant potential impacts, although their assessment of
risks is lower than may be expected given the uncertainty over potential impacts of offshore



wind developments which leads to allot of assumptions and guess work. Given remaining
uncertainty over impacts, a monitoring proposal that assesses diadromous fish movement
through the area pre- and post- development may be desirable.

We also note that the documentation does not appear to explicitly consider potential impacts
on European Eel which FL request as part of its standard scoping response.

Specific comments are detailed below.

Regards, lain Malcolm.

Chapter 22

Chapter 22, paragraph 10 states that smolts swim close to the surface. Although this is
generally thought to be the case from available information it is not clear whether diving or
deeper swimming also takes places once smolts move far out from estuaries.

Chapter 22, paragraph 12. Should maybe just state that “unlike in other countries, adult
salmon return to Scottish rivers all year round”.

Chapter 22, paragraph 13, although many sea trout smolts are expected to remain close to
home, distant water captures have been observed and the extent and variability of
movements remains largely unknown for the East coast of Scotland.

Chapter 22, paragraph 19. It would be safe to assume that fish from rivers outside of the
region will traverse the site.

Table 22.2 given the that adult fish return to the coast all year round, installation schedule
seems unlikely to be a useful mitigation. Furthermore, the consequence of noise acting as a
disturbance, delay or barrier may be significant (not minor as suggested), although we have
little information from which to make an assessment. The impacts on key prey species for sea
trout have been identified as “negligible” but not clear how this was arrived at. The monitoring
proposals for noise effects have not been stated. The effects of noise on adult fish are
deemed Negligible. However, it has been suggested that salmon may use noise to orientate
relative to the coast and noise could therefore be an issue during the operational phase. The
effects of EMF have been noted as negligible. Although we acknowledge the very low levels,
this remains uncertain pending experimental work. It is therefore potentially premature to
state this as negligible at this stage.

Table 22.3 relies on Table 22.2 being correct, but there are many unknowns as to interactions
between diadromous fish and offshore wind.

Chapter 22, paragraph 28 correctly identifies the importance of salmon and sea trout resource.
However, paragraph 29 suggests that the significance will not be more than minor. The case
for this conclusion is not well reasoned, although the great uncertaint is acknowledged.
Paragph 29 states that monitoring could be put in place following decisions on deployment.
This would seem to be a sensible proposal and could involve behavioural studies of fish
passage suing acoustic tags and receivers or could involve local observation using Didson
style cameras.

Salmon and Sea Trout Ecology and Fisheries Baseline Assessment.

Page 6, Section 5.2, salmon life cycle. The proportion of repeat spawners is not well
documented for Scotland, although reported values vary widely (see Malcolm et al., 2010).

Although there is a considerable amount of information in this annex, it is uncertain how much
of it is of value. In particular the document does not identify how existing data could be used
to provide a baseline or how any impacts would be detected. Clearly this is a priority for any
monitoring proposal.



Salmon and Sea Trout impact assessment

Page 13, Table 3.1. It is uncertain if these dates relate to the dates that fish leave their natal
streams or when they enter the sea (which is generally less well known).

Page 13, able 3.2. Fish entere these rivers all year round. The information on returning fish
will be truncated by the fishing season. The proposal should assume year round migration to
rivers.

Page 15, It is unclear that available information is clear that operational noise will not cause
an impact. There is relatively little available information on Salmon or sea trout and it is
uncertain how they would respond. Given that the operational noise represents a potentially
persistent problem it would seem to present a higher risk. The document says that the noise
may mask orientation signals and there are concerns that this could affect homing.
Habituation is very unlikely for a migratory species. | would therefore suggest that risks here
are higher, although with great uncertainty. As such monitoring of fish movement around this
proposal may be desirable.

Page 17. Section 3.3.1 The pT values quoted for the earth’s magnetic field vary substantially
between here (50) and Chapter 13 (10). The developer should be sure of their facts and of
the values quoted throughout the ES in order to enable MSS to assess likely affects. Are the
other values quoted reliable? Although the quoted EMF values are small the consequences
for Atlantic salmon and brown trout remain uncertain. As such the level of risk reported by the
consultants will be associated with a high degree of uncertainty.

Page 21, section 3.6. Given the large numbers of unknowns associated with this type of
development a monitoring programme that assessed the movement of salmon and eels
through the development site pre- and post- deployment would be desirable.



Sutherland Al (Andrew)

From: Philip Hawes [Philip. Hawes@mcga gov.uk]

Sent: : . 08 September 2011 14:07

To: MS Marine Licensing

Cc: : Graeme Proctor

Subject: Proposed construction of the European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre, Aberdeen Bay
Attachments: OREIls MGN 371 Checklist Aberdeen.pdf; OREI‘s response letter (371) Aberdeen.pdf

OREIs MGN 371  OREI's response

Checklist Aberde... letter (371) A...
) Dear Andrew,:

" Please find attached respcnse from MCA regarding the above application.as requested.
Kind regards,

Phil.

Philip Hawes

Technical Support Team QCfficer
Technical Suppert Team - Coastal
Bay 2/01

Spring Place

Maritime & Coastguard Agency
105 Commercial. Road.
Southampton

5015 1EG

Tel: 02380 323443

Fax: 02380 329240

Subject to the need te keep up to date file records, please consider your
environmental responSLblllty before printing this email
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This email and any files transmitted with it are private and intended sclely for the
use of the addressee.

If you are not the intended recipient, the email and assoclated files have been
transmitted tc you in error: any copying, distrikution cor other use of the information
contained in them is strictly prohibited.

Nothing in this email may be 1nterpreted as a contractual or other legal commitment on-
the part of the Maritime and Coastguard Agency unless confirmed by a communication
~signed by. or on behalf of the Chief Executive.

The MCA's computer systems may be monitored and communications carried on them
recorded, to secure the effective cperaticn of the system and for other lawful
purposes, :

If you are of the opinion that you have received this email in error, please contact

postmaster@mecga.gov.uk
***********************************************************************************
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This email has been received from an external party and
1




has been swept for the presence of computer viruses. "
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Graeme Proctor
Offshore Renewables Advisor

" ‘ Bay 2/4 ‘
~ v Spring Place
I ,_L‘ C a 105 Commercial Road
o . Southampton
- Maritime and. Coastguard Agency ’ ' SO151EG
L Tel: +44 (0)2380 329191
Mr !-‘.\ndrew Sutherl'and } Fax: - +44 (0)2380 329204
Marine Laboratory ‘ . _ E-mail: Graeme.proctor@mcga.gov.uk
375 Victoria Road Your ref'. 018/OW/AOWFL -9
Aberdeen Ourref: _
AB11 9DB

8" September 2011

Dear Mr Sutherland,

PROPOSED  CONSTRUCTION OF THE EUROPEAN OFFSHORE WIND
DEPLOYMENT CENTRE, ABERDEEN BAY.

The Maritime and Coastguard Agency's (IVICA) has now completed a fuli review of
the Environmental Statement (ES) and Navigational Risk Assessment (NRA)
- submitted by Vattenfall for The European Offshore Wind Farm Deployment Centre in
support of its application dated 1% August 2011. The ES for consent, together with its
‘technical appendices, has been carefully studied and assessed with respect to
navigational safety. : '

The general assessment is provided below, a summary is attached which is based
on the MGN 371 checklist, found in Section G3 of the DTl Methodology for
assessing the Marine Navigational Safety Risks of Offshore Wind Farms.

Appendix 15.1 Navigation Risk Assessement
Section 18.2.4 Salvage

'Reference is made to the CG ETVs this contract terminates on 30th September
2011, as is therefore effectively no longer valid and should be removed.

The overall section context implies the MCA will fund an emergency salvage
response, clearly it is incumbent upon developers to protect their investment, not the
government as is implied, the emphasis here needs changing. Provision of salvage
tugs is the responsibility of the developer, which should be considered as part of the
ERCoP. The MCA remains a SAR co-ordinator, with input dependant upon the scale
of the incident.

&F - ' o || SUroRT™Me An executive égency of the
. %} - ‘ %‘ 0 I Y. SEA ‘ Department for
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Marine_ Guidance N‘ote 371

Annex 1: Site Position, Structures and Safety Zones

1.1 The traffic survey was completed in accordance with fequirements of MGN
371. :

Annex 2: Navigation, Collision Avoidance and Communications

2.1 No concerns raised, section 2 is considered to be fu]ly addressed from the
MCA perspective, further input may be required from CAA and NLB.

“Annex 3: MCA shipping template, assessing wind farm boundary dlstances
from shipping routes

3.1 Noissues with shipping routes.

Annex 4: Safety and mitigation measures recommended for OREl during
construction, operation and decommissioning

4.1 The ERCOP requirements have been addressed in outline. The creation of a full
Emergency Response Cooperation Plan (ERCoP) from the construction phase
onwards, remains to be completed and requires to be properly documented, before
any construction works commence. ‘

Annex 5: Standards and procédures for wind turbine generator shutdown in
the event of a Search and Rescue, Counter Pollution or salvage incident in or
around a wind farm.

5.1 Operating procedures have been outlined in principal in accordance with the
requirements. of the NRA. Full details of the SMS, monitoring, operating and
emergency procedures are required to be completed before any construction works
commence. '

The above identifies the MCA's areas of concern relating to this application. The full
development of emergency plans and operating procedures are to be properly
addressed, in supporting this ES the following conditions will need to be met:

Energy Act 2004 Section 95
Electricity Act 1989 Section 36 (as amended)

1. The company shall not commence construction of the Development until the
Secretary of State, in consultation with the Maritime and Coastguard Agency is
. satisfied that the company has taken into account and adequately addressed all the
MCA recommendations in the current Offshore Renewable Energy Installations
MGN371, “Offshore Renewable Energy Installations (OREls) — Guidance on UK
Navigational Practice, Safety and Emergency Response Issues” and any Annexes
that may be appropriate to the development.

- MARINE SCOTLAND ACT 2010



10.

11.

12..

13.

A copy of this consent must be given to each contractor appointed to carry
out part or all of ‘the works’ in order that they are clear about the extent of

‘the works’ for which consent has been glven and the conditions that are .
attached to the consent.

The Consent Holder should ensure the best method of practice is used to
minimise re-suspension of sediment during these works.

The Consent Holder should ensure suitable bunding, storage facilities are

. employed to prevent the release of fuel oils, lubricating fluids assomated

with the plant and equipment into the marine environment.

The Consent Holder should ensure the local mariners’ and fishermen's
organisations are notified.

The Consent Holder should notify the UK Hydrographic Office to permit the
promulgation of maritime safety information and updating of nautical charts
and publications.

The works shall be maintained at all times in good repair.

The works should be removed from below the level of mean high water
springs, or such alterations made, within one month of notice being given by
the Secretary of State at any time he considers this necessary or advisable

- for the safety of navigation, and not replaced without further consent by the

Secretary of State. The owner of the works shall be liable for any expense
incurred.

No radio beacon or radar beacon operating in the Marine frequency bands
shall be installed or used on the works without prior written approval by the
Secretary of State. -

If in the opinion of the Secretary of State the assistance of a Government
Department, including the broadcast of navigational warnings, is required in
connection with the works or to deal with ariy emergency arising from the
failure to mark and light the works as required by the consent or to maintain

‘the works in good order or from the drifting or wreck of the works, the owner

of the works shall be liable for any expense incurred in securing such
assistance.

Officers of the MCA, or any other person authorised by the Secretary of
State, should be permitted to inspect the works at any reasonable time.

Vessels to comply with the International Regulations for Preventing
Collisions at Sea, 1972 (COLREGs) — as amended, particularly with respect
to the display of Itghts shapes and signals.

The works, and any associated temporary works, should be marked and
lighted in accordance with the requirements of the. General Lighthouse.

Any jack up barge's / vessels utilised during the works, when jacked up, |
should exhibit signals in accordance- with the UK Standard Marking
Schedule for Offshore Installations.



If these conditions are met | am able to advise you that the Maritime and Coastguard
Agency (MCA) has no objection to consent being granted provided that measures are
.also taken to ensure that details of the proposed works are promulgated to maritime
users through notice to mariners and/or navigational warnings.

Yours sincerely,

Graeme Pfoctor
Offshore Renewables Advisor
Navigation Safety Branch



OREI Response

. 'Appendix 1

Offshore Renewable Energy Installation Aberdeen

© 08.09.2011

| MGN 371 COMPLIANCE

Issue: ORElI RESPONSE

| Yes | No |Remarks

Annex 1 : Considerations 6n Site Position, Structures and Saféty Zones

longitude formats.

1. Site and Installation Co-ordinates: Developers are responsible for ensuring that formally agreed
variations in the co-ordinates of site perimeters and individual OREI structures are made available, on
request, to interested parties at all project stages, including application for consent, development,
array variation, operation and decommissioning. This should be supplied as authoritative ‘
Geographical Information System (GIS) data, preferably in Environmental Systems Research [nstitute
(ESRI) format. Metadata should facilitate the identification of the data creator, its date and purpose,
and the geodetic datum used. For mariners’ use, appropriate data should also be provided in latitude/

2. Traffic Survey

All vessel types

AlS Radar and visual
observations conducted

Four weeks duration, within 12 months prior
fo submission of the Environmental
Statement

56 days covered

Seasonal variations

Seasocnal variations adequately
covered

Recreational and fishing vesseal
organisations '

Port and navigation authorities

Assessment .

a. Proposed OREI site relative to areas used
by any type of marine craft.

b. Numbers, types and sizes of vessels
presently using such areas

¢. Non-transit uses of the areas, e;g. fishing,
day cruising of leisure craft, racing,
aggregate dredging, etc.

Limited impact on site.

Page 1 of 13




Issue: OREI RESPONSE

Yes No | Remarks
: To east of site
d. Whether these areas contain transit routes |
used by coastal or deep-draught vessels on '
passage. .
e. Alignment and proximity of the site relative | Development  aligned  with
to adjacent shipping lanes : coastal fraffic flow, no specific
' traffic lines in area.
Not applicable
f. Whether the nearby area contains |
presecribed routeing -schemes or
precautionary areas o
. Not applicable
g. Whether the site lies on or near a|
prescribed or conventionally accepted
separation zone between two opposing
routes
: B Close to Port approaches of
h. Proximity of the site to areas used for | Aberdeen Harbour,  traffic
anchorage, safe haven, port approaches and- running primarily to East of site,
pilet boarding or landing areas. anchorage located immediately
S : ' adjacent to-South of Site.
Out with port limits
i. Whether the site lies within port limits, etc.. |
jurisdiction of a port and/or navigation
authority. -
: I Transiting vessels addressed
j. Proximity of the site to existing fishing | v within requirement, occasional
grounds, or to routes used by fishing vessels fishing  in area, local
to such grounds. consultation undertaken. .
‘ Lecal Rifle. range in area, no
k. Proximity of the site to offshore | v other significant MOD concerns
firing/bombing ranges and areas used for '
any marine military purposes.
' No immediate O&G or dredging
. Proximity of the site to existing or proposed activity, although high level of | -
offshore oil / gas platform, marine aggregate v passing traffic. ‘
dredging, marine archaeological sites or
wrecks, or other exploration/exploitation sites
None in proximity of site
m. Proximity of the site relative to any | v
designated areas for the disposal of dredging
spoil o
. ' Aberdeen VTS reporting close
n. Proximity of the site to aids to navigation | v to South of development
andfor Vessel Traffic Services (VTS) in or ‘
adjacent to the area and any impact thereon.
‘ Aberdeen NE/SW route
0. Researched opinion using computer | .modelled to'represent displaced
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lssus: OREI RESPONSE.

how .rotor blade rotation, other exposed
moving mechanical parts and/or power
transmission, etc., will be controlied by the
designated services when this is required in
an-emergency.

Yes No | Remarks
simulation techniques with respect to the ‘| traffic  revised risk change
displacement of traffic and, in particular, the considered insignificant.
‘creation of ‘choke points’ in areas of high
trafflc density.
p. Type(s) of simulation used in anaIySts v ‘Gate and data analysis used,
Limitation of system(s) real time AlIS data collected.
3. OREI Structures
a. Whether any features of the OREI, No signiﬁcanrt concerns, with the
including auxiliary platforms outside the main | - proposals as presented.
generator site and cabling to the shore, could
pose any fype of difficulty or danger io
vessels underway, performing normal
operations, or anchoring
‘ 22m confirmed as minimum
Clearances of wind turbine blades above the | .~
sea surface th fess than 22 metres
o Not applicable for WTG array
Least depth of current turbine blades
0.6-3m

The burial depth of cabling g

: Section 18 outlines SAR
b. Whether any feature of the installation | response assets ‘
could create problems for emergency rescue |-
services, including the use of lifeboats,
helicopters and emergency towmg vessels
{ETVs)

. 1o Emerg‘ericy response ‘(shut

c. With respect to specific OREl devices, | « down) procedures noted but

remain to be developed.

4. Assessment of Access to and Navigation Within, or Close to , an OREIl: To determine the
extent to which navigation would be feasible within the OREI site itself by assessing whether:

a. Navigation within or close to the site would
be safe:

i. by all vessels, or

i by specified vessel types,
operations and/or sizes.

ii. inall directions or areas, or

Navigation within ‘ array, should

. be undertaken with extreme

caution, preferably avoided

where possible.

Page 3 of 13




Yes

No

Remarks

Issue: ORE|I RESPONSE

or decommissioning should be specified in
the Environmental Statement accompanying
the development application,

iv. in specified directions or areas. v
V. in specified tidal, weather or ' v
other conditions .
b. Navigation in-and/or near the site should
be: . .
Recommend area to be avoided
i. prohibited by specified vessels
types, operations and/or sizes.
i. - prohibited in reépect of specific
activities, :
il prohibited in all areas or
directions, or
iv. prohibited in specified areas or
directions, or
v prohibited in specified tidal or
weather conditions, or simply
vi. recommended to be avoided. .
v .
: Limited impact anticipated from
¢. Exclusion from the site could cause site exclusion. ‘
navigational, safety or routeing problems for | -
vessels operating in the area. eg by causing
a vessel or vessels fo follow a less than
optimurn route - '
Relevant information concerning a decision Requirement to be considered
to seek a “safety zone” for a particular site within current proposals 500m
during any point in its.construction, operation v safety zone during construction,

50m off each turbine during

operation.

Annex 2 : Navigation, collision avoidance and communications

1. The Effect of Tides and Tidal Streams : [t should be determined whether: -

i. Current maritime traffic flows and
operations in the general area are affected
by the depth of water in which the proposed
installation is situated at various states of the
tide i.e. whether the installation could pose
problems at high water which do not exist at
low water conditions, and vice versa.

Addressed

ii. The set and rate of the tidal stream, at any
state of the tide, has a significant affect on

Addressed

Page 4 of 13



Issue: OREI RESPONSE

Yes

No

Remarks

vessels in the area of the OREI site.

iii. The maximum rate tidal stream runs
parallel to the major axis of the proposed site
layout, and, if so, its effect.

iv. The set is across the major axis of the
layout at any time, and, if so, at what rate.

v. In general, whether engine failure or other
circumstance could cause vessels fo be set
into danger by the tidal stream.

vi. The structures themselves could cause
changes in the set and rate of the tidal
stream.

vil. The structures in the tidal stream could
be such as to produce siltation, deposition of.
sediment or scouring, affecting navigable
water depths in the wind .farm area or
adjacent to the area

2. Weather: lt should be determined whether;

i. The site, in normal, bad weather, or
restricted visibility conditions, could present
difficulties or dangers to craft, including

sailing vessels, which might pass in close _

proximity to it.

ii. The structures could create problems in
the area for vessels under sail, such as wind
-masking, turbulence or sheer.

ii. In general, taking into account the
prevailing winds for the area, whether engine
failure or other circumstances could cause
vessels fo drift into danger, particularly if in
conjunction with & tidal set such as referred
to in 2.1 (v) above

| Fully scoped in 13.3

1 3. Visual Navigation and Collision Avdidance: It should be determined whether:

i. The structures could block or hinder the
view of other vessels under way on any
i route.

v

No significant effect

Page 50f13




Issue: OREI RESPONSE

Yes

No

Rem_arks

ii. The structures could block or hinder the
view. of the .coastline or of any other
navigational feature such as aids fo
navigation, landmarks, promontories, etc

‘No significant effect

4, Communications, Radar and Positioning Syétems : To provide researched opinion of a generic
and, where appropriate, site specific nature concerning whether:;

i. The structures could produce radio
interference such as shadowing, reflections
or phase changes, with respect fo any

Interference issues addressed,
with specific reference to radar
concerns.

frequencies used for marine positioning, v
navigation or communications, including
Automatic Identification Systems (AlS),
whether ship borne, ashore or fitted to any of
the proposed structures.
Interference issues addressed,
i. The structures could produce radar with specific reference to radar
reflections, blind spots, shadow areas or concerns.
other adverse effects: v
a. Vessel to vessel;
*b. Vessel to shore;
¢. VTS radar to vessel;
. d. Racon toffrom vessel, .
Section 15 refers, addressing
iii. The OREI, in general, would comply with | issue. .
current  recommendations - concerning
electromagnetic interference.
iv. The structures and generators might
produce sonar interference affecting fishing, | - 19.6 specifically refers, issue
industrial or military systems used in the addressed. K
area.
. Addressed 19.9 specifically
v. The site might produce acoustic noise | refers
which could mask prescribed sound signals.
: Addressed: 19.7 specifically
vi. Generators and the seabed cabling within refers.
the site and onshore might produce electro- | _,
magnetic fields affecting compasses and | =
other navigation systems.
5. Marine Navigational Marking : It should be determined:
Lighting and marking in
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No-

‘availability criteria’, as laid down and applied
by the GLAs, is met at all times. Separate
detailed guidance is available from the GLAs
on this matter.

Issue: OREI RESPONSE . Yes Remarks
i. How the overall site would be marked by accordance  with  standards
day and by night taking into account that | under the direction of NLB.
there may be an ongoing requirement for :
marking on completion of decommissicning,
depending on individual circumstances.
- In consultation with NLB and
ii. How individual structures on the perimeter IALA guidelines
of and within the site, both above and below v
the sea surface, would be marked by day
and by night.
Issue not specifically addressed
iii. If the specific OREI structure would be in section 4, however it is a
inherently radar conspicuous from all |- clear industry understanding
seaward directions (and for SAR and that structures are radar
maritime surveillance aviation purposes) or conspicuous and do not need
| would require passive enhancers passive enhancers.
. Not applicable
iv. If the site would be marked by cne or
more radar beacons (Racons)
‘ Not applicable
v. If the site would be marked by an
Automatic  Identification System  (AIS) |
transceiver, and if so, the data it would
| transmit.
Subject to-NLB requirements
vi. If the site weuld be fitted with a sound |
signal, and where the signal or signals would
be sited '
- ' ' In accordance with CAA
| vii. If the structure(s) would be fitted with
aviation marks, and if so, how these would | -
be screened from mariners or potential
confusion with other navigational marks and
lights resolved
- In accordance with MGN 372
viii. Whether the proposed site and/or its and NLB requirements
individual: generators would comply in
general with markings for such struciures, as
required by the relevant General Lighthouse V.
Authority (GLA) or recommended by the’
Maritime and - Coastguard - Agency,
respectively. '
_ Subject to NLB requirements
ix. The aids to navigation specified by the
GLAs are being maintained such that the |

Page 7 of 13 -
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Yes No | Remarks
* | Subject to NLB requirements
X. The procedures that need to be put in : .
place to respond to casualties to the aids to |

navigation specified by the GLAs, within the
timescales laid down-and specified by the
GLAs.

6. Hydrography In order to establish a baseline; detailed and accurate hydrographic surveys are |
| reguired to IHO Order 1 standard multibeam bathymetry with final data being supplied as a digital full
density data set, and erroneous soundings flagged as deleted but include in the data set. A full report

detailing survey methodology and equipment should accompany the surveys. ' ‘

Annex 3: MCA template for assessing distances between wind farm
boundaries and shipping routes

Annex 4: Safety and mitigation measures recommended for OREI durlng
constructlon operation and decommissioning.

Mitigation and safety measures will be
applied to the OREI development appropriate
to the level and type of risk determined
during the Environmental Impact Assessment
{EIA). The specific measures to be employed
will be selected in consultation with the
Maritime and Coastguard Agency and will be
listed in the developer's Envircnmental
Statement (ES). These will be consistent with
international standards contained in, for
example, the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS)
Convention -. Chapter V, IMO Resolution
A 572 (14)% and Resolution A.671(16)« and
could include any or all of the following:

Emergency response
procedures yet to be fully
developed

i. Promulgation of information and warnings
through notices to mariners and other
appropriate media.

ii. Continuous watch by multi-channel VHF,
including Digital Selective Calling (DSC).

Detailed at 18.3

iii. Safety zones of appropriate configuration,
extent and application to specified vessels

iv. Designation of the site as an area to be
avoided (ATBA).

Not Applicable

Page 8 of 13
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Issue: OREI RESPONSE Yes No | Remarks
v. Implementation of routeing measures : :
within or near to the development.

: : ) Control room procedure outlined
vi. Monitoring by radar, AIS andfor closed | .~ at 18.3 L
circuit television (CCTV).

No ATBA avoided requirement
vii. Appropriate means to notify and provide identified. .
evidence of the infringement of safety zones
or ATBAs.
viii. Any other measures ‘and procedures |
considered appropriate in consultation with
other stakeholders. '
v Detailed in 18 and 20

ix. Creation of an Emergency Response
Cooperation Plan with the relevant Maritime
Rescue  Coordination Centre {from
construction phase onwards) '

Annex 5: Standards and procedures for wind turbine generator shutdown in
the event of a search and rescue, counter pollution or salvage incident

in or around a wind farm.

1. Design Requirements: The OREI should bé designed and constructed to satisfy the following
design requirements for emérgency rotor shut-down in the event of a search and rescue (SAR),
counter pollution or salvage operation in or around a wind farm or other OREI site:

i. All wind turbine generators (WTGs) and
other OREI individual structures will each be
marked with clearly visible unique
identification characters which can he seen
by both vessels at sea level and aircraft
{helicopters and fixed wing) from above.

ii. The identification characters shall each be
illuminated by a low-intensity light visible
from a vessel thus enabling the structure to
be detected at a suitable distance to avoid a
collision with it. The size of the identification
characters in combination with the lighting
should be such that, under normal conditions

of visibility and all known tidal conditions,

they are clearly readable by an observer,

stationed 3 metres above sea levels, and at

a distance of at least 150 metres from the
turbine. It is recommended that lighting for

_ this purpose bhe hooded or baiffled so as to

Page 9 of 13




Issue: OREI RESPONSE

Yes

No

Remarks i

avoid unnecessary light pollution or
confusion with - navigation marks. (Precise
dimensions to be determined by the height of
lights and necessary range of visibility of the
identification numbers) )

iii. For aviation purposes, OREI. structures
should be marked with hazard warning
lighting in accordance with CAA guidance
and also with unique .identification numbers
“(with illumination controlled from the site
contro! centre and activated as required) on
the upper works of the OREI structure so that

aircraft can identify each installation from a |

height of 500ft (150 metres) above the
highest part of the OREI structure.

iv. Wind Turbine Generators (WTG) shall
have high contrast markings (dots or stripes)
placed at 10 metre intervals on both sides of
the blades fo provide SAR helicopter pilots
with a hover reference point.

v. All OREI -generaiors and transmission
systems should be equipped with control
mechanisms that can be operated from the
OREI| Central Control Room or through a
single contact point.

Remote operating procedure
outlined briefly in section 18.

vi. Throughout the design process for an
OREl, appropriate  assessments and
methods for safe shutdown should be
| established and agreed, through consultation
with MCA Navigation safety Branch, Search
and rescue Branch and other emergency
support services.

Qutline procedure indentified

vii. The OREI control mechanisms should
allow the Control Room Operator to fix and
‘maintain the position of the WTG blades,
nacelles and other appropriate OREI moving
parts to configurations determined by the
Maritime Rescue . Co-ordination Centre
{MRCC). This sam operator must be able to
immediately -effect thye control of offshore
substations and export cables.

-Basic outline procedure

identified,

viii. Nacelle hatches and othe OREI enclosed
spaces in which personnel are working
should be capable of being opened from the
outside. This will allow rescuers (e.g.

Not specifically referenced

helicopter winch-man) to gain access to the
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Yes

No

Remarks

tower if tower occcupants are unable to assist
and when sea-borne approach is not
possible. '

ix. Access ladders, although designed for
entry by trained personnel using specialised
equipment and procedures for turbine
maintenance in calm weather, could
conceivably be used, in an emergency
situation, to provide refuge on the turbine
structure for distressed mariners. This

scenario should therefore be considered |

when ideniifying the optimum position of

such ladders and take into account the |

'| prevailing wind, wave and tidal conditions.

To be further developed in
ERCOP ,

x. Although it may not be feasible for

mariners in emergency situations to be able
to use wave or'tidal generators as places of |

refuge, consideration should nevertheless be

given to the provision of appropriate facilities

To be further developed in

| ERCOP

2. Oﬁerational Requirements

i. The Central Control Room, or mutually
"agreed single point of contact, should be
manned 24 hours a day.

To 'be further developed in
ERCOP .

ii. The Central Control ‘Room, or mutually
.| agreed single point of contact, should have a
chart indicating the Global - Positioning
System (GPS) position and . unigue
identification numbers of each of the WTGs
in the wind farm, or individual devices in
other types of OREI. '

To be further developed in
ERCOP :

iii. All MRCCs will be advised of the contact
telephone number of the Central Control
Room, or mutually agreed single point of
contact. .

To be further developed in
ERCOP

iv. All MRCCs will have a chart indicating the
GPS position and unique identification
number of each of the WTGs in all wind
farms or all devices in other types of OREL

To be further developed in
ERCOP '

| v. All search and rescue helicopter bases will
be supplied with an accurate chari of all the
OREI and their GPS positions.

To be further developed " in
ERCOP ‘
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Yes

No

Remarks

vi. The Civil Aviation Authority shall be |

supplied with accurate GPS positions of all
OREI structures for civil aviation navigation
charting purposes '

To be provided

3. Operational Procedures

i. Upon receiving a distress call or other
emergency alert from a vessel which is
concerned about a possible collision with a
WTG or is already close to or within the wind
farm, or when the MRCC receives a report
.| that persons are in actual or-possible danger
in or near a wind farm and search.and
rescue aircraft and/or rescue hoats or craft
are required to operate over or within the
wind farm, the he MRCC/SC will establish
the positon of the vessel and the
identification numbers of any WTGs which

.| are visible to the vessel. This information will

be passed immediately to the Centrol Control
Room, or single contact point, by the MRCC.
A similar procedure will be followed when
vessels are close to or within other fypes of
OREl site.

To be developed within ERCOP

ii. The control room operator, or single point
of contact, should immediately initiate the

shut-down procedure for those WTGs as |

requested by the MRCC and maintain the
WTG in the appropriate shut-down position,

again as requested by the MRCC, or as’

agreed with MCA Navigation Safety Branch
or Search and Rescue Branch for that
particular - installation, . until  receiving
notification from the MRCC that it is safe to
restart the WTG.

To be developed within ERCOP

iii. The appropriate procedure to be followed
in respect of other OREI types, designs and
configurations will be determined by these
MCA branches on a case by case basis, in
consultation with appropriate stakeholders,
during the Scoping and Environmental
Impact Assessment processes

To be developed within ERCOP

iv. Communication procedures 'shouidl be
tested satisfactorily at least twice a year.
Shutdown and other procedures should be

tested as and when mutually agreed with the. -

MCA

To be devéloped within ERCOP
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Sutheriand Al (Andréw)

Fom: | - = e erce. gsi.gov. uk]

Sent: - 15 September 2011 14:21
To: Sutherland Al (Andrew)

Subject: 20110915-RE: 018/OW/AOWFL - 9: European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre
Environmental Statement Request For Comments—U

Attachments: 20110915-MOD response to apincétion-U.pdf; 20100902 - Sco‘ping Response Annex A-
U.pdf

Andréw,

With reference to your letter in your email below (12th Sept) | attached the MOD response and
accompanylng Annex A

' Please let me know if you require further information.

Kind regards.

Senior Safeguarding Officer - Operations
DIO Safeguarding

Defence

Infrastructure

‘Organisation

Kingston Road, Sutton Coldfield, West Midlands, B75 7RL

MOD telephone: Teiephone: (I rax: 0121 3112218
Mobile: Email: -de mod.uk | Website: www.mod.uk/DIO |Safeguard|ng
Website: here

From: Andrew. Sutherland@scotland .gsi.gov, uk [mallto Andrew. Sutherland@scotland 95| gov. uk] On Behalf
Of MS.MarineLicensing@scotland.gsi.gov.uk -

Sent: 12 September 2011 15:58

To: Cffshore Safeguarding Mailbox

Subject: 018/OW/AOWFL - 9: European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre Environmental Statement
Request For Comments

Importance: High

Dear Sir / Mactam,

ELECTRICITY ACT 1989

The Elébtricfty Works (Envirénmentai impact Assessmént) (Scotfand) Regulations 2000
The Electricity (Applications for Consent) Regulations 1990

MARINE (SCOTLAND} ACT 2010
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The Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as amended)

APPLICATION FOR CONSENT UNDER SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989 AND A MARINE
LICENCE UNDER PART 4, SECTION 20 OF THE MARINE (SCOTLAND} ACT 2010 TO CONSTRUCT AND
OPERATE AN OFFSHORE WINDFARM, ABERDEEN BAY, ABERDEEN

On 1% August 2011 Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited (the applicant) submitted an application to the
Scottish Ministers under Section 36 of the Eleciricity Act 1989 and under Part 4 Section 20 of the Marine
(Scotland) Act 2010 to construct and operate the European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre (EOWDC) at
Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen. .

The closing date for any comments you may wish to make on the above proposal is 16 September 2011 in
this case. If you are unable to meet this deadline please contact Marine Scotland to arrange an extension. If
you have no comments to make please submit a 'nil return’ response. A copy of the lefter requesting
comments is attached below.

Please send any response you wish to submit to ms.marinelicensing@scotland.gsi.gov.uk.
Best regards,

Andrew

Andrew Sutherland

Marine Renewables Licensing Advisor

Marine Sc_otlandl— Marine. Planning & Policy Division

SE:ottish Government | Marine Laborato‘ry, PO Box. 101 | 375 Victoria Road | Aberdeen AB11 9DB |
Tel: + 44 (0) 1224 205582

S/B  +44 (05 1224 876544

Fax:_ + 44 (0) 1224 295524

Email: andrew.su;cherland@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

ms.marinelicensing@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

Web: http:/fwww.scotland.qbv.uklmarinescoﬂand

hitp://Awvww.scotland.gov.uk/topics/marine/licensing/marine

<<Defence Estates.doc>>

This e-mail (and any files or other-attachments transmitted with it} is
intended_sdlely for the attention of the addressee(s). Unauthorised

use, disclosure, storage, copying or distribution of any part of this
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e-mail is.not permitted. If'you are not the intended recipient please
destroy the email, remove any copies from your system and. inform
the sender .imme.diately by return.

Communications V\;'ith the Scottish Government may be menitored or
recorded in ordgr to secure t.he effective opera;tion .of the system and
for other lawful purposes. The views or opirions c':ontai-ned within ‘
this e-mail may not necessarily reflect those of the

Scottish Government.

The original of this email was scanned for viruses by the Government Secure Intranet virus scanning
service supplied by Cable& Wireless Worldwide in partnership with MessageLabs. (CCTM
Certificate Number 2009/09/0052.) On leaving the GSi this email was certified virus free.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal

purposes.

This email has been received from an external party and

has been swept for ihe presence of computer viruses.
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CO_MMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

Defence |
(] | Infrastructure
NS | | Organisation
MINISTRY OF DEFENCE m
afeguarding o
Mr Andrew Sutherland | o Egggt%i Igi;gztructure Organisation
_ Scofttlsh Government - _ Sution Coldfield
Marine Laboratory 7 West Midlands
375 Victoria Road _ ‘ B757RL -
Aberdeen : .
AB11 9DB o . ’ ‘!acsumlle:
. ‘ ' - ' E-mail: . de.MOD.uk

Internet Site: www.defence-estates MOD.uk

Your Reference: 018/OW/AOWFL -9
- Our Reference: DE/C/SUT/43/10/1/9064

15 September 2011

Dear Mr Sutherland

DE Reference Number: 806

Site Name: Aberdeen Offshore Wind Farm

Proposél Application for consent to construct and cperate an offshore wind farm, Aberdeen
Bay, Aberdeen

Thank you for consulting the Miniétry of Defence (MOD) with respect to the above application.

The appllcatlon is for 11 wind turbines with assomated infrastructure. The turblnes have a maximum tip
height of 195m.

The principal safeguarding concern of the MOD with respect 1o the development of wind turbines
relates to their potential to create a physical obstruction to military operations and air traffic movements
and io cause interference to Air Traffic Control and Air Defence radar installations.

You have previously consulied MOD regarding a scoping request in Sept 2010. At that time IVIOD
identified concerns with the Air Defence radar at Buchan. The MOD response {0 the scoplng request
~can be found at Annex A. :

[ can confirm that MOD mamtalns its position i.e. that the proposed wind farm will cause unacceptable
interference to the Air Defence radar at Buchan Therefore MOD objects o the application.

Air Defenc_e (AD) radar -

The turbines will be 26 km from, in line of sight to, and will cause unacceptable interference to the AD
radar at Buchan. Trials carried out in 2005 concluded that wind turbines can have detrimental effects
on the operation of radar which. include the desensitisation of radar in the vicinity of the turbines, and
the creation of "false" aircraft returns. The probability of the radar detecting aircraft flying over or in the
V|cm|ty of the turbines would be reduced, and the RAF would be unable to prowde a full air surveillance
service in the area of the proposed wind farm.




COMMERGIAL IN CONFIDENGE

Black Dog Firing Range

MOD acknowledges the reference to Black Dog Firing Range made by the applicant in the Environmental
Statement (Ch 17, item 17.3.2). MOD will work with the applicant/developer to progress the issue
(provisions to allow vessel access) associated with the Black Dog Firing Range. Further consultation will
be required between the applicant/developer and MOD regarding the cabling/cable route as the
proposed route also affects the firing range. ‘

MOD and the developer have been in meaningfu! discussions regarding this wind farm project and both
patties have agreed to continue to work together with the aim of overcoming the MOD issues.

MOD is aware that the developer is currently investigating potential mitigation solutions to overcome
the AD radar issue and would welcome submission of a potential mitigation solution{(s). MOD will work
with the developer to identify a successful mitigation should a formal proposal be submitted. '

If an acceptable mitigation proposal is forthcoming, MOD should be in a position to remove its objectlon
to the Aberdeen Offshore wind farm application.

| hope this adequately explains our position on the matter. Further information about the effects of wind
turbines on MOD interests can be obtained from the following websites:

MOD: http://www.mod.uk/Defencelnternet/MicroSite/DIOW hatWeDo/Operations/ModSafeguarding.htm

Yours sincerely

Senior Safeguarding Officer
Defence Infrastructure Organisation
SAFEGUARDING SOLUTIONS TO DEFENCE NEEDS

Annex A - 20100902 - Scoping Respon'se.pdf - attached to email

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE
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Safeguarding Assistant

MINISTRY OFDEFENCE - Safeguarding - Wind Energy
Defence Estates

' : Kingston Road
Mr Andrew Sutherland . Sutton Coldfield

Socttish Government . ' West Midlands
Marine Laboratory : ‘ B75 7RL
- PO Box 101 _
375 Victoria Road
Aberdeen : 3 Facsi[;nile: do.MOD. 1k
AB119DB Eﬁih He MOD.uk

Internet Site: www.defence-estates. MOD. Uk

Y_our Reference: _
Our Reference: DE/C/SU_T/43/1 0/1/9064 2 September 2010

Dear Mr Sutherland

MOD SAFEGUARDING: — MOD RADAR AND FLIGHT SAFETY WIND ENE ENERGY
SAFEGUARD]NG INTERESTS

Proposal:  Scoping Opinion Request For Propdsed Section 36 Application
Location: European Offshore Wind Deployfnent Centre Aberdeen

Thank you for consultmg the Ministry of Defence (MOD) on. the Scoplng request with respect to the above
proposal. ' :

The scheme outlined involves the construction of 11 free standing wind turbines with ‘associated infra-
structure. The turbines are expected to be 195 metres to blade tip above ground level.

The principal safeguarding concern of the MOD with respect to the development of wind turbines relates
to their potential to create a physical obstruction to air traffic movements and cause interference to Air
Traffic Control and Air Defence radar installations. ‘
Consultation by the developer at the pre-planning stage has identified the following bc_mcerns:

Air Defence (AD) radar

The turbines will be 26 km from; in line of sight to; and will cause unacceptable interference to the AD
radar at Buchan. Following trials carried out in 2005, it has been concluded that wind turbines can affect
the probability of detection of aircraft flying over or in the vicinity of wind turbines. Due to this, the RAF
would be unable to provide a full air surveillance service in the area of the proposed wind farm.

DL

DEFENCE ESTATES

Delivaring Esrate Solutions to Defence Meeds

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE




COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE .

Accordingly the applicant should take account of MOD aviation and rad'ar operations in completing the
ElA particularly in identifying a suitable site for development and the dimensions of the turbines that are
to be installed.

It should be noted that this response is based on current levels of wind farm development in the area. If
additional wind farms are consented or built prior to this development bemg submitted for plannlng
consent, our position may change.

Defence. Estates Safeguardlng wishes to be consulted and notified of the progression of planning
applications and submissions. relatlng to this proposal to verify that it will not adversely affect defence
interests.

‘[ hope this adequately explains our position on this matier. If you require further information or would like
to discuss this matter further please do not hesitate to contact me. ‘

Yours sincerely

Safeguarding Assistant — Wind Energy
Defence Estates

SAFEGUARDING SOLUTIONS TO DEFENCE NEEDS

DE
/W
DEFENCE ESTATES

Defivering Estote-Sofutions to Defence Needs

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE



NATS

NERL Safeguarding — Mailbox 6
NATS - CTC

4000 Parkway

Solent Business Park

Andrew Sutherland Whiteley
The Scoftish Gbyernment Hampshire
PO15 7FL

Marine Laboratory

375 Victoria Road
Aberdeen T: G1489 444687

AB11 9DB ' - . F: 01489 616274
E: nerfsafeguarding@nats.co.uk

11* August 2011

Your Ref: : N/A .
Our Ref: W(F)6705
Dear Sir,

' ‘Wi'nd Farm: European Offshore - Aberdeen

ahsgjagyvggdl teams ‘and corifiicts with ”
.10 the proposa

Thereas ins for NERL’s obJectlon are-outlined in the atlaehed report W(FJ6750

We would like to take this opportunity to draw your attention to the legal obligation of local authorities to consuit NERL
before granting planning permissidn for a wind farm. The obligati'on to consult arises in respect of certain applicatiohs
that would affect a technical site operated by or on behalf of NERL (such sites being identified by safeguarding plans
that are issued to local planning authorities). In the event that any recommendations made by NERL are not accepted,
local authorities are further obliged to notify both NERL and the Civil Aviation Authority ("CAA™) of that fact (which may

- lead to the decision made being subject to review whether by the CAA referring the matter for further scrutiny or by‘
appropriate action being taken in the courts). As this further notification Is intended to allow the CAA sufficient time to
consider whether further scrutiny is required, we understand that the notification should be provided prior to any
granting- of permission. You should be aware that a failure to consult NERL, or to take into account NERL’s comments
when deciding whether to approve-a planning application, could cause serious safety risks far air traffic. '

If you have any quenes regarding this matter you can contact us on the telephone number given at the top of this
letter.

Yours faithfully

RECEIVED

Techmcal Adrnmlstrator ‘ ‘ . ' 1 5 A G 20”
On behaif of NERL Safeguardlng Office




IVATS

Engi_héering and Programmes

Technical & Operational Assessment of
Proposed Development at Aberdeen Offshore
Our Reference - N/SFG/W(F)6750

Your Reference - N/A

© 2010 NATS En Route plc, ("NERL'). This document contains commercially confidential information and
must not be disclosed to third parties or copied or reproduced in whole or in part without NATS' prior written
consent. Any amendment, variation or distribution of this document must be authorised in advéance by NATS.
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List of documents referenced in this publication, for example: -

(1) End-to-End Assessment Methodology : - S1/-WI/03
(2) Surveillance Technical Assessment Methodology - S1/-WI1/01 -
{3) - Operational Assessment Methodology - - 51/-WI/02
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1 Background

NATS En Route Plc ("NERL") is responsible for the safe and expeditious movement in the en-route
phase of flight for aircraft operating in controlled airspace in the UK. To undertake this
responsibility NERL has a cornpreh'ensive infrastructure of radars, communication systems and
navigational aids throughout the UK, all of which could be compromised by the establishment of a
windfarm. In this respect NERL is responsible for safeguarding this infrastructure to ensure its
integrity to provide the required services to Air Traffic Control (ATC). In order to discharge this
responsibility NERL assess the potential impact of every proposed windfarm development in-the
UK, this document defines the assessment of the potentlal impact of the proposal as detailed in
section 2.

2  Wind-farm Details

The Scottish-Government submitted a request for a NERL Assessment for a development at
Aberdeen Offshore, Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen comprising o‘f 11 turbines as detailed below.

Turbine Locations

=T R TN 7 M s "X T~ e P 1 XL A

i 399415 812813 . 120

2 399326 B13689 120

3. 399238 ‘814565 - 120

4 400082 813236 120

5 399989 814162 120

& - 399897 815088 120

7 400832 813712 120

8 400733 814694 120

9 400636 B15677 120

10 401562 815286 120

11 401457 B16331 120
3 Sites Potentially. Effected
The proposed development falls within the operational range of the followmg NERL - o
Infrastructure systems; . o ya

| Potentlally Effected Infrastructure

Alanshlll Radar 390220 861480 47.39 25.59 168.08 Slope = No Hg{:ﬂeg

Great Dun Fell Radar 371030 532210 284.35 153.54 5.46 Slope No Hgt deg

Perwinnes Radar 392190 813510 7.87 4.25 78,32 Slppe = No Hgt deg

Tiree Radar 96820 _ ?401-}9 N 312.23 168.58‘“’ 71.95 Slog "fNo Hgt deg
 NavAldSHa o | gashing' -t NedHing . ] RaigE D) {iieh e

AR e T

© 2010 NATS (E_n-route)._ plc ‘Page 4.of 8



4 Assessment of Effect on NERL Navigational Aids |

No impa(‘:t‘on NERL Mavigational Aids

5  Assessment of Effect on NERL Air-Ground Voice

Communication Systems
No impact on NERL Air-Ground Voice Communication Systems

6 Assessment of Effect on NERL RADAR
6.1 Predicted Effect on Alanshill

The effect on Alanshill has been assessed as negligible.

6.2 Predicted Effect on Great Dun Fell

‘The effect on Great Dun Fell has been assessed as negligible.

6.3 Predicted Effect on P'erwinnes

Using the theory as described in Appendix A and the specific propagation profiles to the turbines |
it has been determined that at a range of enly 7km and with the limited terrain screening
avallable to attenuate the signal, turbines of this size are likely to cause false prlmary plots to be
generated., : ‘

Performance of the co-mounted Perwinnes SSR is also expected to be degraded in the airspace
directly behind the proposed turbings

6.4 Predicted Effect on Tiree

~ The effect on Tiree has been assessed as negligible.

6.5 ~Summary of Potential Effect

The radar safeguarding assessment reveals that the windfarm development is located within an -
areéa where there is insufficient terrain shielding from the Primary Radar Service at Alanshill and
Perwinnes. Due to the distance from the radar it is anticipated that the reflected power will be of
adequate value to be detected by the radar and consequently generate false plots. A reduction in
the radar’ s probablllty of detectlon, for real targets, is also expected.

Perforrnance of the co-mounted Perwinnes SSR is also expected to be degraded in the airspace
~ directly behind the proposad turbines

© 2010 NATS (En-route) pic : Page 50f 8




7 - OPS Review Process
7.1 Required Reviewers of TOPA and théir"response

TOPA Responses

“Unit or Role i ;. . B c 7] Comment T T e T e
Aberdeen ATC : ] Objection
RDP Assek Management No Objectlon
" Prestwick Centre ATC | ' : No Objection

7.2  Output of Windfarm Assessment Group
The WAG recommends that an objection be raised based on the comments of Aberdeen ATC.

8 Conclusions

The proposed development has been examined from a technical and operational safeguarding
aspect and conflicts with-NATS (En Route) Plc's safeguarding criteria. Accordingly, NERL objects
to the proposal. . :

' @ 2010 NATS (En-route) plc - 'Page 6 of 8



9 Appendix A - Radar BaCkground Th'eory

9.1 PSR False Plots

When radar transmits a pulse of energy with a power of Pt the power density, P, at arange of ris
given by the equation;

P= Gr Pr/(4:r r

Where Gt is the gain of the radar's antenna in the dlrectlon in question.

If an object at this point in space has a radar cross section of g, this can be treated as if the
object re-radiates the pulse with a gain of g and therefore the power density of the reflected
signal at the radar is given by the equation;

Pa=c.P/(4nr?)=c.GLPt/((4x)* +*)

The radar’s ability to collect this power and feed it to its receiver is a function of its antenna’s
effective area, Ae, and is given by the equation;

Pr=Pade=PaGr.2’ [(4.7) = 6.GLGr. 22 Pt/((47)* #%)
Where Gt is the Radar antenna s receive gain in the direction of the object and A is the radar s
wavelength.

In a real world enwronment this equatlon must bé augmented to include losses due to a variety
of factors both internal to the radar system as well as external losses due to terrain and
atmosphenc absorption. For simplicity these losses are generally combined in a single variable L.

Pr = 6.GtGr. A2 Pt/((47)* r* L)

9.2 SSR Reflections

When modelllng the impact on SSR the probability that an indirect sngnal refiected from a wind
turbine has the signal strength to be confused for a real interrogation or reply can determined
from a similar equation;

Pr=0.GrGr. 22 Pt/((4n) #1* 1r* L)1

Where rt and rr are the range from radar-to-turbine and tLlrbine to-aircraft respectively. This
equation can be rearranged to give the radius from the turbine within WhICh an aircraft must be
for reflections to become a problem. : :

rr=(2 /(47:)3)”2.(a.Gt.Gr.Pt/(rtz.Pr.L))”Z

9.3 Shadowing

When turbines lie directly between a radar and an aircraft not.only do they have the potential to
absorb, or deflect, enough power such that the signal is of insufficient level to be detected on
arrival it is also possible that azimuth determination, whether this done via sliding window or
monopulse, can be distorted giving rise to inaccurate position reporting.

9.4 Terrain and Propagation Modéf,li_ng

All terrain and propagation modelling s carried out by a software tool called ICS Telecom {version
- 6,99). All calculations of propagation losses are carried out with ICS Telecom configured to use
_ the ITU-R 526 propagation model.

© 2010 NATS (En-route) plc , : ' Page 7 of 8




10  Appendix B - Diagrams
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Northern Lighthouse Board

CAPTAIN PHILLIP DAY | ‘ -
DIRECTOR OF MARINE OPERATIONS © 84 George Street
Edinburgh EH2 3DA
FAO: Mr Andrew Sutherland - Licensing Advisor Switchboard: 0131 473 3100
: ' Fax: @131 220 2093

Dear Andrew : o Website: www.nlb.org.uk
‘Emnail: enquiries@nlb.org.uk

Your Ref:  018/OW/AOWFL - 9
OurRef:  AJJOPS/CPA/O6_03 083

. Marine Renewables Licensing
‘Marine Scotland — Marine Planning and Policy Division
Scottish Government
~ Marine Laboratory
PO Box 101
375 Victoria Road
ABERDEEN : : '
AB119DB ‘ 24 August 2011

Electricity Act 1989 and Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 — Part 4,

Thank you for your letter dated 03 August advising of the application by Aberdeen
‘Offshore Windfarm Limited to construct and operate the European Offshore Wind
Development Centre -

We can confirm that we are in receipt of correspondence dated 01 August 2011 from ‘
. Aberdeen Offshore Windfarm Limited including technical documentation

i supporting the application for a Marine Licence regarding the European Offshore

~ Wind Deveiopment Centre within Aberdeen Bay. :

i . 'We note the intention to construct 11 suppo,rt bases of varying design, construction
and materials .in order that testing may be carried out on prototype wind energy
conversion devices of varying size and generating capacity.

 With regard to the consultation and the scope of the Environmental Statement, we

~would only comment on any part relating to Shipping ‘and Navigational Safety
contained within the supporting documentation, ' particularly the Navngatlonal Risk
Assessment contained within Volume 4.

Installation Phase
We would require that Noticé(s) to Mariners, Radio Navigation Warning and

publication in appropriate bulletins will be required stating the nature and timescale of
any works carried out in the marine environment relating to this project.

Noting that the installation phase of the 11 bases is .as yet undecided and that the
options of a 2 year phased construction or a single phase installation over one year
has still to be confirmed, we would require that the development area be charted as a
guadrilateral (diamond) shaped area and marked with an appropriate lit cardinal mark
buoy at each corner, prior to any installation work. The buoyage should be of suitable
construction and be capable of surviving in the sea conditions commonly experienced

 For the safet of all

ertified to: ISO 9001:2000 - The International Safety Management Code {ISM) OHSAS 18001
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over the winter peribd; .and -should have a minimum diameter of 2.5 metres, a
minimum light focal plane of 3 metres, a minimum light range of 4 nautical miles, and
be fitted with a radar reflector.

The buoys should remain on station until the iﬁstallation phase is complete -and the
marking appropriate to the operational phase has been commissioned.

We would recommend that the prescribed buoy station pattern should be deployed at
the edge of the 250m radius from the nearest SPS base centre to the buoy station
mooring. Typically 250m south of A1 for the South Cardinal buoy, 250m west of A3
for the West Cardinal buoy etc. The buoys should be repositioned towards the
associated tfurbine base, as near to the operational safety zone limit (50m), and as
soon as practicably possible after construction of the base is completed in order to
reduce the impact on marine traffic routeing.

Operational Phase

Once installed, the turbines should be marked in accordance with [ALA
Recommendation O-139 on The. Markmg of Man-Made Offshore Structures as
follows:

a) The tower of each wind generator should be painted yellow all round from the
level of Highest Astronomical Tide (HAT) to 15 metres or the helght of the Aid
to Navigation, if fitted, whichever is greater.

b) Towers 1,3,7,10 & 11 are designated as Significant Peripheral Structures.
These should be fitted with lights visible from all directions in the horizontal
plane. These lights should flash yellow cnce every 5 seconds, with a range of
‘5 nautical miles (2 nautical miles on Tower 3). All lights. on these stfructures
should be synchronised. These Ilights should comply with [ALA
recommendations and have an availability of not less than 99.8% (IALA
Category 1), calculated over a rolling 3 year period. Given the proximity to the
shore, lights exhibited on SPS towers 1,7,10 & 11 may have the nominal
range reduced to 2 miles in the direction of the shore with appllcable arcs o
be agreed when final plans are produced. '

c) Towers 2,4,6 & 9 are designated as Penpheral Structures. These should be
fitted with lights visible from all directions in the horizontal plane. These lights
should flash yellow once every 10 seconds, with a range of 2 nautical miles.
Ali lights on these structures should be synchronised. These lights should
comply with IALA recommendations and have an availability of not less than
99.0% (IALA Category 2), calculated over a rolling 3 year period.

d) All navigation lights should be mounted below the lowest point of the arc of -
the rotor blades. They should be exhlblted at a height of at least 6 metres
above HAT.

e) Towers 7 & 11 should also-be fitted with synchronised sound signals with a
nominal range of two nautical miles, placed not less than 6 meires and not
more than 30 metres above MHWS. The character should be rhythmic blasts
corresponding to morse letter *U’ every 30 seconds. The minimum duration of
the short blast shall be 0.75 seconds and the sound signal should be operated
when the meteorological visibility is two nautical miles or less. The sound
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signal should comply with IALA recommendations and have an availability of
not less than 99.0% (IALA Category 2), calculated over a rolling 3 year period.
f) Each structure shall display identification panels with black letters or numbers
~1 metre high on a yellow background visible in all directions. These panels
shall be easily visible in daylight as well as at night, either by the use of
illumination or retro-reflecting material.
a) Aviation lighting should be fitted as required by the Civil Aviation Authorlty.

We note this is a demonstration and test site, and that various turbine designs may
be assessed on different foundation types. We would therefore require that the
permanent Aids to Nawgatlon as prescribed above should remain exhlblted and
unaffected throughout any such change over.

We would require that the installation procedure, timescale and methodology, once
finalised should be communicated to the Northern Lighthouse Board in order that we
can review our recommendations and amend should it be necessary. We would
likewise require information on the selected cable route(s) and landing site(s) as
marking and lighting of the ‘beach crossing(s) may also be required.

We would also welcome and encourage engagement with the Marine Safety Group,
. Fishing Associations, the Oil Industry, the Civil Aviation Authority and the Harbour
Board in order to work together to minimise the cumulatwe impact of site
development |n the vicinity.

All navigational marking and lighting of the site or its associated marine infrastructure
will require the Statutory . Sanction of the Northern Lighthouse Board prior to
deployment. :

Please advise if we can be of any further assistance, or.require clarification any of the
above. :
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Sent: 12 August 2011 11:15
To: MS Marine Licensing
Subject: Construction and Operation of an Offshore Windfarm at Aberdeen Bay, Aberdeen

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Dear Mr Sutherland
Your Ref ~ 018/0W/AOWFL-9

I wtrite to inform you that RYA Scotland has no obj‘ections to this application.

Kind Regards

RYA Scotland

I ryascotland.org.uk

www.ryascotland.org.uk
: 0131 317 7388

& SCOTLAND

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranet anti-
virus service supplied by Cable& Wireless Worldwide in partnership with MessageLabs. (CCTM
Certificate Number 2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation’s IT Helpdesk.

Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitdred and/or recorded for legal
purposes. ‘

This email has been received from an external party and

has been swept for the presence of computer viruses,
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W4l nature’s voice

I RSPB SCOTLAND
Andrew Sutherland :

Marine Renewables Licensing Adviser

. Marine Planning & Policy Division
Marine Scotland, Scottish Government
Marine Laboratory
PO Box 101
375 Victoria Road
Aberdeen AB11 9DB

31 October 2011
Dear Andrew,
European Offshore Wind Depioyment Centre (EOWDC)

RSPB Scotland has received tlﬁe consultation decuments for the application for consent for the
European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre. We have the following comments to make on the
application.

Semmary

~ RSPB Scotland has considered the likely ornithological impacts arising from the proposed
development. We have borme in mind the dual purpose of the project: to generate renewable
energy, something we support when located in appropriate places, as well as its stated intent to
act as a test centre which could benefit the design of future proposals. We have based our
assessment on the information presented by the Applicants, having due regard to the many .
assumptions used in the risk assessment methods in the Environmental Statement (ES) and also
on mfonnahon (usually anecdotal) commg from other offshore wind farms.

RSPB Scotland objects to the EOWDC application as presented, though we believe it is possible - |
that our concerns could be addressed in such a manner that ﬂus objection could be withdrawn.

Our objection js on the following grounds:

1. The calculations of bird collision estimates do not follow standard ineﬂlodologies and
would appear to be based on an inappropriate method. If so, only limited reliance can be
placed on the stated predictions and the impact of the development proposals on birds

is uncertain.
East Scotland Tol 0224 524824 ’ : ; : ) !
Regional Office Fax 01767 685571 ) Yy .
10 Albyn Terrace ' ey .‘:Sl., Ty
Abgrdeen www.rsph.org.uk/scotland
ABTD 1¥YP . -

Patren: Het Majesly the Queen  Chairmen of Council: lan Dening, FRICS  Presidenl: Kale Humble
Chzirman, Committes for Scotland: Parnala Pumprrey  Dirsctar, RSPB Sevilend: Stuart Housaen OBE  Ragianal Director: Dr Marhin Auid

The Royal Seeiety for the Pratection of Birds (RSPB) & 2 registerea cherty England and Wales na 207078, Scotland ro SC037654



-2 Notwithstanding the above concer, there are potentially significant impacts predicted
on several bird species using Aberdeen Bay. The ES assesses the impacts on each to be of
a certain magnitude. However, all of these assessments are based on incomplete survey
data, as acknowledged in the ES. We believe that it is necessary to make the assessments
an the basis of the full set of boat transect survey information derived over a two-year
period. This has not been done, though the necessary further data have in theory been
collected in 2011 On numerous, previotis occasions we have made clear that the survey
period muist meet minimum agreed standards and that the application should not be
submitted in advance of this. However, this is exactly what has happened. We
recommend strongly therefore, that no decision on this application should be made until
minimum data standards and assessments have been met, This is especially important

 since the project has been developed as a test centre arid recommended best practice for
enwronmental surveys should be followed w

3. The ful] raw data collected in previous surveys have not been provided. Although, for
examp]e, there are maps showing bird distributions, the count data underpinning them
are not given in any of the documents provided. This makes it unpossible to properly
check the assessments made. ThIs should be rectified.

4. Finall_i,r, we believe that there is not a strong enough commitment given towards a full
and proper programme of scientific monitoring of environmental (and biodiversity)
issues associated with the wind deployment centre. Itis crucial that this is made more
explicit, since this proposal is for a leading offshore wind test centre, and such matters
should be at the heart of the application, rather than as matters to be determined later, In
our view, there should be a scientific group estabhshed to develop an agreed research
and monitoring programme that allows the cenire to lead on the most pressing research
questions that need to be addressed.

If the matters above were to be satisfactorily addressed, then RSPB Scotland would be prepared
to remove its objection. Subject to further review of the extra survey information, we believe
that it is inevitable that some adverse impacts on birds using Aberdeen Bay will arise. Such
impacts would be of uncertain magrutude and would be offset only to a limited degree by any
positive impacts, such as improved feeding resources arising due to possible ‘reef effects’ on -
- and between turbines. We acknowledge that the reduced scale of this proposal and the
amended layout have helped reduice potential adverse environmental impacts, compared to
earliér iterations. These changes have, at least in part, been made in response to concerns raised
' by ourselves and others about potenttal impacts on birds and nearby desxgnated sites..

Although most negative effects on birds are hkely to be small, we highlight some potentlally
larger impacts, mostly 1dent1ﬁed in the ES, and until the full survey information is collected,
ana]ysed and made available, we are not reassured 'l:hat impacts on all sper_'les of concern will be
~ low.



- Wealso suggesta number of measuresin mitigation which we would wish to see addressed by
means of conditions. ' '

RSPB Scotland

RSPB Scotland is part of the RSPB, a reglstered chanl'y incorporated by Royal Charter,. and is

Europe's largest voluntary conservation organisation, with a membership of more than 88,000

in Scotland. In the UK, the organisation has over one million members. The principal ob]échve

of the RSPB is the conservation of wild birds and their habitats. RSPB Scotland manages 75
nature reserves, covering an area in excess of 67,000 hectares. .

The RSPB supports -the development of renewable energy projects, including wind power,
provided such developments are designed and sited sensitively, especizlly in relation to high
conservation priority species and habitats. :

RSPB Scotland’s appraisal of this application

Though not acknowledged in the ES, RSPB Scotland has had considerable involvement in
discussions over the development of this project since its inception in 2003. While we recognise
that the development group has been responsive to issues raised by RSPB Scatland and has
adapted the proposals accordingly, we are still concerned that some necessary survey effort is
incomplete, leading to information gaps. Qur main concern is that the recommended two-year
survey period has not yet been completed and only five boat-based transects cover the site,
which lies too far from shore for effective land-based Vantage Point watches. Four short periods
of radar surveillance are the only other relevant bird activity mombonng for this area. Therefore,
the turbine zone itself has received relai:vely poor omithological survey coverage, Itis a pity
that opportunities were not taken to position observers on vessels anchored close to the site (as

- recommended by RSPB) to increase observation effort. We also note that most of the raw data
collected (especially full details of species counts) have not been presented or systematically
summarised in detail. These issues form the basis of our objection to the application as
submitted.

We have considered the ornithological impacts likely | to arise from the proposed development,
using information presented in the ES and assessing it against our knowledge of offshore
windfarm developments elsewhere. Little published information is available yet from
constructed wind farms at sea and we have had to supplement this with anecdotal reports and
conclumons, suitably modified, drawn from terrestrial wind farms.

Itis inevitable_ that some advers’e ian_a_Cts on birds will arise as a result of this development.
Parts of the sea-bed, the water column and the air above will be occupied by structures and thus




made unavailable to birds and dlsturbance, both dunng construction and operatmn of the wind
farm, is unavoidable. It is possible that adverse impacts, after mitigation, will be of such a level
that consent to develop should not be refused. However, we believe the information presented
so far does not yet allow this conclusion to be reached, We highlight below those species and
issues giving rise to concern and would wish to review the further information and analysis

~ following completion of the remaining boat surveys. We also suggest rmhgahon which should
‘be ensured by condltlon should Marine Scotland be minded to consent. -

Species and issues poberitially of most coneern in relation to this prbposed develbpment: '

» Disturbance to common and velvet scoters, and eiders, espemal]y durmg construcuon
and servicing of the development.

» Displacement of red-throated divers, during construction and as a result of turbine
presence. The scale of this is likely to be high; we believe evidence from all sources
suggests numbers in Aberdeen Bay are nearer the peak levels recorded in the survey
work than the averages calculated from samples. Numbers are regularly higher than 1%
of the Great Britain winter populatlon estimate. Further boat servey data would assist in
refining this assessment. '

¢ Collision risk to herring gulls and p0531b1y also other gull species.

» Collision risk to little, Sandwich and common terns — these mpacts are identified as
bemg possibly of moderate significance.

‘The first of these issues could be substantally mitigated by. compliance: with a well—de51gned
vessel movement and construction plan, since these birds are found mamly well inshore of the
turbine zone. Other impacts are difficult to mitigate and likely to be permanent. It is possible
that changes to food supply within the turbine zone - through cessation of fishing or a “reef
effect” created by turbine bases - could encourage greater use of the inter-turbine area by
feeding terns, but this is uncertain and may in turn increase collision risk. :

There are also hkely to be overall, though probably small, negative impacts on a range of
seabirds using the area (gannet, kittiwake, and three auk species), principally through
displacement but also collision risk in some cases. These potential effects are compounded by
the unknown influence of bad weather events, and especially, over time, the potential
cumulative 1mpacts arising from other’ renewable developments as they are constructed

Suggested mlhgahon and other measures
We recommend that consent for this development should not be granted until the final
. mecessary information and assessment are made fully available.

If consent is granted for this development, there are issues that should be addressed through
conditions, and other actions that shouId be carried out by the EOWDC u.nder its remitas a
resear:h centre.



' RSPB Scotland recommends that conditions be attachéd-to any consent requin'ng that:

1.

Boat traffic and disturbance on the landward side of the wind farm is minimised using
management plans for vessel movemerits, timing and activity. These should be agreed
by the Applicant with Marine Scofland, SNH and other appropriate parties before any
development commences. RSPB Scotland would be keen to comment on these.
Reason: to reduce potential impacts on scoters and eiders, especially when moulting.

Turbine cbnstructmn and senﬁcmg should be undertaken accofdmg toa plan to be
) 'agreed by the Apphcant with Marine Scotland, SNH and such other parties as may be
appropriate before the commencement of any development. The Plan will spem.fy

temporal and spatial restrictions on particular types of activity. _
Reason: ko minimise disturbance to scoters, eiders and divers, allowing for work to be undertaken
at different paris of the site during different summer months.

Turbine hghtmg is to be kept to the legal safety minimum, to be agreed by the Applicant
with Marine Scotland, SNH and such other partles as may be appropriate before the

commencement of any development.
Reason: to reduce the atiraction of the development to birds and potential colhswns

A programme for environmental research and monitoring (mclu ding bird collisions,

- which may include testing of novel methodologies and technology), is to be agreed by

the Applicant with Marine Scotland, SNH and such other parties as may be appropriate

' _before the commencement of any development. Thresholds of acceptable collision rates

are to be established and, should a higher level occur for any species, reduction by
turbine shutdown or other methods should be carried out, all as part of the remit of the
centre to test mitigation methods. RSPB Scotland would be happy to comment on the
development of such a programme.

Reason: to inform judgements on the acceptability of other offshore, windfarm proposals and
ensure that methods of m:hgatmg collision risk are effective.

The following measure Shouid be carried out before any consent is issued, as part of the remit of
the centre (funded in part by the European Union) as a test-bed for offshore wind technology
and assessing its environmental impacts: .

5.

A well-des:gned and comprehenswe research and monitoring programme is to be

- developed that is innovative and inclusive. This will include proper monitering, using
- novel technologles to ensure that knowledge is advanced in the areas of:

Methods of detecting and monitoring blrd co]hsmns in a marine environment
Deterrent methods to prevent bird collisions '
Methods of turbine shutdown at times of h.lgh bird movements




Behaviour of birds in relation to furbmes espemally during penods of bad weather
Impacts of turbines on benthic ecosystems and food chains

The use of the turbine envelope for feeding by birds

A facility for bird observers in the offshore laboratory should be considered
Tracking of movements of birds from nearby colonies is to be funded.

Improved knowledge of these. issues is imperative, not only to inform deéismhé on the potential
impacts of other, larger offshore developments, but also because better information on these

issues is required before any possible application for an extension to this site is proposed. We

believe strongly that a detailed monitoring and research programme is an integral part of the
underlying philosophy of this test centre, and is necessary to discharge elements of the
European funding. package RSPB Scotland would be happy to become involved in discussions
over how these aspects could be taken forward

We provid'e some detailed com_ments on various aspects of the Environmental Assessment in
Annex 1. :

Yours sincerely,

Area Manager, North-East Scotland



Annex 1L European Offshore Wmd Deployment Centre - detailed comments by RSPB
Scotland :

' Chapte_r 1. I_ntroduclion

The key element of this project, by which it differs from other offshore windfarm applications,
is that it is conceived as a test centre for a range of technologies and fssues. We believe therefore
that a major element of this should be examination of envirorunental (including arnithological)

- impacts, and a sum within the European funding is, indeed, set aside for this. We note the
following statements in the ES:

Paragraph 27. Environmental monitoring would provide stakeholders with information on

nssocinted environmental impacts prior to large scale deployments ie Scottish Territorial Waters or
Round 3. Via the EU grant, a proposal has been made to allocate in excess of £2.7 million, funded jointly
by the Applicant and the EU to environmental studies over the project lifetime including the
development of environmental research with external partners. Details of exact activities, and
confirmation of EU matched ﬁmdmg, will be achieved as research proposals and rzquzrements are
received and selected. :

Baragraph 31.The Applicant will shortly embark on an exercise fo scope out the potential
environmental research opportunities for the site and will encourage input from interested parties
including stafutory nature conseroation agencies. und research orgamsaiwns and external Consultants
working in the o_ﬂ'share wind sector.

We have emphasised text in bold above, and believe that these matters are crucial, RSPB
Scotland would be happy to be involved in this, and would suggest adding the works “and
environmental NGOs” into paragraph 31. We recommend that Marine Scotland works with the
~ Applicant to ensure the best possible research and monitoring programme is developed.’

 Data Gaps : '

Paragraph 40. The Apphcant ack:wwledges t}mt there is still requzrement from statutory
bodies for further bird and marine mammal boat-based survey data. AOWFL contracted further monthly
bmt-based surveys which started in August 2010 and which will run until July 2011, Four months of
this survey data has been analysed and is included in the bird and marine mammal impact assessments
within this ES. The remaining eight nionths of data will be analysed and subm;tted to Marine Scotland as
an Addendum to this Enmranmental Statement as soon as practicable.

This is an important point. Infonnatlon obtained through the survey: work which is cu:rently
- underway in 2011 should not be set aside but should be issued for public consultation as soon
as it s available, RSPB Scotland has repeatedly made the point that such work was needed and
is disappointed that the appllcatlon has been submitted without Jt There has been more than
adequate time for this to have happened



' Chapter 3. Descnptmn of the pm]ed
We note the followmg comment about turbine hghtmg'

Paragraph 49. The wind turbines will be) - permanently lit by down-hghts to minimize !zght pollution.
As an alternative to permanent down-lights the option of Light Emitting Diodes tI.EDs} to murk the
tdent!ﬁcat:on characters is included.

Various requirements are then'speciﬁed. It would be helpful if more information on the power

of lighting to be used was provided, together with an assessment, with justifications, as to
whether this is likely to attract birds. There should be expenence on this matter from existing .

~ offshore wind farm sites.

' We also note the following comment on the maintenance schedule by servicing vessels:

Paragraph 222 Maintenance of the wind _farm is normally sepamted into three dy?‘erent
categories: _
»  physical periodic inspections
a  scheduled 'muintenance
* un-scheduled maintenance

it would be useful for more information to be prdvided on the routes to be used Ey servmmg
vessels and the total rumber of vessel movements. It is important to minimise disturbance to
any area inshore of the turbines, as this is the main feedmg zone for thousands of scoters and
eiders. :

Section 3.13. Wind farm decommissioning.

There appears to be no mention of a decommiissioning or restoration bond, should the
clevelopment consortium go into liquidation. Manne Scoﬂand should consider wheﬂ'ter this

might be necessary

Chapter 8 and Appendix 8.2. Coastal processes

' Although some potentlal impacts are identified related to suspended sednnent deposlhon and
re-suspension (considered tobe of minor sxgmﬁcance) it is not possible to say how such
changes may affect birds through impacts on food resources on the sea bed, Therefore, we have
no comments to make on this, and accept the conclusions presented.



Chapter 9 5“4 Appendices 9.1 and 9,2. Marine Ecology

‘ Although we do not dispute the conclusions of these sections in terms of the pro]ected impacts
on those aspects considered, it is surprising that there is no consideration of potential effects on
the invertebrate food of birds present in Aberdeen Bay. Divers, scoters and eiders, in particular,
can all feed on animals that depend on the local substrate, and some seabirds on small fish that
breed there. 'I'heorehcally, then, negative impacts could occur, as well as positive ones due to
the ‘reef effect’ already mentioned, which could improve local food supplies. This issue is
hardly mentioned in the Ornithology sections, so appears to have not been fully considered in
this EIA.

Chapter 10.1 and Appendix 10.1. Omithology baseline and impact assessment
Chapter 10- Environmental Statement - Ornithology.

Section 10.3.2. Designated sites
* Paragraph 26. Initial results of the RSPB's FAME project indicate that several species (or
individuals of those species) travel much further on feeding trips than expected, However, it is
 still likely that most birds come from SPAs relatively nearby and that is where we are most
- likely to see a population-level m:pact. ‘We concur that 74kms N and 134 kms S is an acceptable
cut—off :

Assessment of cumulative impacts

Paragraph 39, In conducting an HRA of impacts of proposa'ls on a Natura site, for some species
there is no reason to confine consideration to marine activities. For potential Jmpacts On geese or
gulls, for example, onshore wind farms close by are also relevant.

104, Base!me assessment. ' -
It is important to make clear in thls section that the numbers recorded by surveys associated
with this development do not necessarily reflect their true abundance. For example, this is

- acknowledged for common scoter, where the surveyed peak number was only around a third of
- the totals recorded through other sources {and local birdwatchers are well aware that there are
far more present in the area than this). However, it is not acknowledged for red-throated diver,
where, for example, 25 birds in the EOWDC area is a very low total compared to their likely
true abundance in that zone. The records from local o:mtholog:sts tabulated below suggest that
the bay often holds several hundred birds {nearer the almost ?00 peak recorded in boat transect

© surveys).

Although the methods state that North-East Scotland Bird Reports were consulted, there appear
to be relevant recent records niot taken into account. Some examples are given below:



Counts by local ornithologists of selected species 2006-2010 (NE Scotland Bird Records):

Fider ’ " All couats over 1500
4200 Blackdog 10/08/2010 .
3200 Blackdog ' 270772010
2800 " Blackdog ' 18052010
2600 ' Blackdog _ - 250772009
2550 . . Blackdog : 31/07/2006:
2400 Blackdog _ 20/08/2008
200 Blackdog 19/09/2008
2300 Blackdog 14/05/2009
2300 Ythan mouth . 1600572010
2230 ~ Ythanmouth : C 20/10/2009
" 1900 _ Blackdog 25/072007
1900 Blackdog 05/10/2008
1900 Blackdog. : 17/1072009
1800 Blackdog = : 30/06/2007
1750 Blackdog " 19/06/2009
1700 Blackdog 09/08/2009
1621 * Donmouth to Blackdog 260072006

Common Scoter Al counts 1500 and over

3300 Blackdog : 120872010
2800 Blackdog Rifle Range 29/0772010
2400 off Murcar Beach R 30/07/2010
2300 Blackdog 29/06/2007
2150 Blackdog . 31/06/2008
2000 - Blackdog 23/06/2007
1950 - Blackdog , o 2600772007
1800 Blackdog: 21/08/2007
1750 - . Blackdog : 03/07/2010
1900 ~ Blackdog 17/07/2006
170G Sea off Blackdog _ 15/36/2008
1650 ) Blackdog | ‘ 27/06/2009
1600 Blackdog ‘ : . 27/06£2008
1600 . Blackdog ‘ 031072009
1500  Biackdog 08/08/2006
1500 Blackdog 04/09/2010

1500 , Sea off Blackdog 22/08/2010




Redflhi'ba_ted

Diver All counts over 50 .
62 Blackdog 03/05/2009
240 Foveran Links 05/11/2010
155 Blackdog - 19/05/2006
11 Blackdog : 13/05/2006
131 BALMEDIE-YTHAN . 1810972002
131 Blackdog  27/11/2010
125 Blackdog -10/05/2006
9% ‘Brlmedie Beach 29/01/2006
& Blackdog 051212010
B4 Girdleness _ 23/09/2006
81 - BALMEDIE TO YTHAN 21/02/2009
77 Blackdog 07/06/2008
V] Blackdog 20/05/2007
74 Foveran Links 04/05/2010
72 Blackdog 180472009
70 Blackdog-Danmouth - 06/05/2006
5 Blackdog 10/05/2008
65 BALMEDIE-YTHAN . 071072010
65 Ythan mouth 14/10/2009
63 Blackdog 21722010
60 Blackdog 24/10/2010
53 Domumouth . 04/05/2007
5t BALMEDIE-YTHAN 17/10/2008
Herring Gull All counts 500 and over
16800 BAIMEDIE-YTHAN 21/08/2009
1754 BALMEDIE TO YTHAN - 160412009
1 1150 Blackdog - 13/09/2007
2100 Blackdog 19/09/2006
1100 Blackdog beach 06/06/2009
1050 Blackdog 30/08/2007
1000 Blackdaog - beach 20/09/2008
998 BALMEDIE TO YTHAN 24/06/2008 .
994 GIRDLENESS 17/04/2009
940 Ythan mauth 17405/2009
920 BALMEDIE TO YTHAN 14062006
750 Blackdog ‘ 07/06/2006
700 ‘Blackdog - beach 31/05/2008
600 Blackdog 27/05/2006
600 Ythan mouth 03/10/2009
595 GIRDLENESS 21/06/2008
550 Blackdog 03/06/2006
- 500 .- Blackdog ‘ . 09/06/2007
500. Blackdog - beach 30/09/2008
500 Blackdog beach ~ 24/05/2009




These counts reinforce the continued high levels of use of Aberdeen Bay by these species in the

period since the EOWDC vantage point watches ceased. They also suggest, especially for red-
‘throated divers, that given the limjted view available from any single shore watch point, these

totals are themselves underestimates of the true numbers of birds present in the whole hay area,

This section of the ES should include a full data table that sets out the details of counts recorded
by all fieldwork activity undertaken by EOWDC for this project. There appears to be no
presentation of the raw count data anywhere in the ES; instead; various totals are referred to
and used for various purposes, or mapped in categories for each species. It is impossible to
assess quantitatively, from the data given, what was actually recorded over the years by survey
" work. : :

Table 103 The proposed momtormg of collision and barrier effects — land-based surveys at
2kms + range would seem unlikely to be effective given difficulties of detection and correct

identification.

Appendix_ 10.1. OrrﬁthOIo gical Baseline’-ahd_l:’npat_:t Assessment

P.8-9 Assessment of cumulative lmpacts Recreat:onal activity and’ ﬁshmg should also be
considered in this assessment.
P9 . Final paragraph - fishing should also be included here.
P10 Monitering of little tern use of the area round Scroby Sands windfarm, Norfolk, revealed
a complex picture that suggests the conclusmns here are simplistic.
Table 2.2 Skov et al. (1995) is not included in references.
P24 1= paragraph. The use of radar to monitor goose movements did not start until 24 Apr
2010 by which time most major goose movements would have been over.
Table 2.6. The absence of a figure for radar running time at Blackdog on 11 April is unexplained.
This information should be provided. -
P.28. Constmcuon phase. Although this is indeed likely to be of relatlvely short duration, as
‘this is to be a test site there could be other phases of device removal and deployment malcmg
impacts of more than short duration.
P41.36 Fishing and recreation should be mcluded here.
Table3-14  The Moray Firth Eastern Development will be 200 turbines, not 67.
Table 3-16, We consider that the evidence suggests the significance of collision risk impact for
gulls could be l'ugher than stated here — see comments on Herrmg Gull below and tabulated
data above, : :

Species assessments
We conument here on selected species. For any species not mciuded if can be taken that we accept the

conient of the assessments.



Page 54. 4.2. Pink-footed goose. While we do not dispute the method used to assess this
 species, including the coflision risk assessment (and we welcome the conservative approach

" adopted), it is worth stressirig that the model is based on those observations made as part of this
study. Goose movements are episodic and there is a strong likelihood that at times larger

- numbers could move through this area than were recorded. This is supported by records from
North-East Scotland birdwatchers over many years. Movements at times of bad weather or at -
night were not assessed, except by radar. It is also necessary to include, in the cumulative
assessment, onshore windfarms in the area, some of which have significant potential mortality -
only offshore sites have been considered in the ES, We accept, though, that given the limited
footprint of this site, the overall impact on this species through collisions is likely to be low.

Page 65. 4.4, Barnacle goose. As with pink-footed goose, not only are movements over time
episodic and unpredictable, so are flight heights and distance from shore, depending on
weather conditions. It is important to note that, with unpredictable events, the risk of geese
actually flying through the turbine envelope could at times be higher than recorded in the
sample surveys here. The potential combination of impacts here with onshore wind turbines
should also be considered. Nonetheless, we accept that population level lmpacls are likely to be
very sma]l

Page 83.4.9. Eider. We accept that the turbine zone is located sufﬁmenﬂy distant from shore to
present little collision risk, given the nature of this species and its movements and behaviour.
However, the d.lsplacement and disturbance issue could be significant, and information is
insufficient to be certain that usage of the favoured areas off Murcar and Blackdog will not be
adversely affected. It is important, therefore, that a construction plan and vessel movement
schedule is developed to reduce disturbance from these elements of the project. This implies
that most work on the turbines nearest the shore should be undertaken in May and early June
(to be consistent with impacts on scoters (below)) Evidence from elsewhere suggests that an
operating windfarm c.2km from the favoured feeding areas is unlikely to deter eiders, but the
boat movements and. construchon/ser\m:mg activity are more critical. -

Page 100. 4.11. Common scoter. This species is clearly of high significance within Aberdeen Bay '
{see recent totals from NESBR tabulated above), and usage was underestimated by the boat-
based surveys. As with eider, our concemns relate mostly to potential displacement and
disturbance, rather than collision, especially since common scoters are found further out to sea
than eiders (as confirmed in this species account). Their general flight height suggests low
collision risk under most conditions, We accept the evidence from elsewhere in Burope that

they can adapt fo feeding in the presence of operating turbines, but they are also sensitive to
boat-based disturbance. As for eider, it is important that a careful plan to minimise disturbance
due to construction anid maintenance js prepared and followed, with achwty planned fo
comr:lde with penods of lowest use for both species (centred on May).

Page 112. 4,12, Velvet scoter. Aberdeen Bay is 2 sxg:mﬁcant area for this spemes The comments
for common scoter above also apply to velvet scoter. .




Page 126. 5.15, Red-throated diver. Despite lower numbers since the 1980s, Aberdeen Bay is
likely still to be of national significance for this species, with numbers often well over 1% of the
population level for Great Britain (170 birds). Records since 2007 (the latest date showm in
Figure 4.28) are tabulated above (under 104, Baseline Assessment). The numbers estimated to

be using the EOWDC survey area (55-93 birds) are likely to be underestimates in the light of the

NESER figures presented above, and especially given the almost 700 recorded to the north in
the boat transect survey work as recenﬂy as November 2010. Divers move frequently between
feeding areas and their use of sea areas depends on sea conditions. Their use of favoured areas
both south and north of the turbine zone suggests that at times flight through, or usage of, the
EQOWDC area will be at higher levels. In addition, we doubt the ability of radar to identify to
speues level, which affects some of the conclusions in the account.

However, the key question is what unpact the turbines may have, We accept that flight height

data from other sites suggest low collision risk at sea. The issue of disturbance through

construction and servicing of the site could be minimised through a suitable plan that focused

such activity during the June to August period (n.b. this should be co-ordinated with activity
designed to minimise disturbance to scoters and eiders, which suggests working on the most
coastal turbines in May, moving to the outer turbines later in the summer). This assumes that
the preferred period for offshore turbine construction and servicing is during the summer.
Finally, significant potential displacement of red-throated divers is predicted. This appears
impossible to prevent and is the single most significant potential impact of this development.
However, there is probably sufficient capacity in more preferred feeding areas to the north
(towards the mouth of the Ythan) to absorb some, at least, of these displaced birds. It is
“necessary that more robust conclusioris on th.ls species are reached usmg the additional survey

data gained durmg 2011.

Page 150, 4.17. Gannet. The main issue for this species is that of potential collision risk, as
acknuwledged in the species account. We have no reliable evidence on the likely population
level impact as the collision risk assessment is unreliable. However, improving knowledge of
the foraging distances of gannets from many SPAs suggests all offshore wind farm sites may
affect birds from almost any colony; we do not, for instance, find it unlikely that gannets from
Fair Isle would pass through Aberdeen Bay. We consider that the cumulative impact of the
many proposed wind farms around Scotland, together with those elsewhere in European
waters (which mlght affect birds dlspersmg from Scothsh colonies) is likely to be of growing
51gn1ﬁcam:e

Page 189, 4.25, Kittiwake. Cumulalwe collision risk is also likely to be a growing issue for this
species and, again, we have no reliable evidence on the likely population level lmpact as the
collision rlsk assessment is urreliable. The overall population trend of this species is
downwards, and the potenhal lmpact of any I:urbme collisions is llkely to become more

: Jmporlant



Page 213. 4.29. Hernng gull. Although abundant within Aberdeen Bay, numbers of this species -
are declining nationally and it is now red-listed in Birds of Conservation Concern. As stated, the
main issue is that of collision risk but we have no reliable evidence on the likely population

level impact as the collision risk assessment is unreliable. We note the putative adverse impacts
on the Fowlsheugh SPA, if all the projected collisions were of birds fromn there. Previous -
presentations of the results of the radar studies showed large numbers of gulls moving,
including at night and in adverse weather. This suggests that the collision risk assessment (even -
as presented) of ‘moderate’ may be too low. In addition, the recent NESBR counts tabulated
above show many counts larger than the peak counts made in Figure 4-80. Whilst accepting that
the NESBR counts are made closer to shore, they indicate to us that hemring gull use of =
Aberdeen Bay is likely to be at a higher level than assessed in the ES. The cumulative impacts
together with other possible developments should include onshore wind turbines, since there
are several proposed for areas close to the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA which
potentially may cause further collision mortality. |

Page 224. 4.31, 4.32, 4,33 and 4.34. Little, Sandwich, common and Arctic Temns. These species
are all hkely to be affected principally through collision risk but, again, we have no reliable
evidence on the likely population Jevel impact as the collision risk assessment is unreliable.
Changes to food resources resulting from the proposed development could be negative or
positive. The main mmgatmg factors appear to be the distance of the EOWDC site from the
main nesting colony at Sands of Forvie, and the fact that migrating and foraging terns appear to
favour areas within 2-3km of the shore. However, as noted, evidence from other European sjtes
suggests a relatively high risk of terns not being deterred from turbines, passing through them
frequently, and colliding due to a high number of transits, despite avoidance. The post-
construction monitoring of little tern use of the area round Scroby Sands wind farm, Norfolk,
showed a complex plr:ture related to changes in the benthic environment, food resources and
onshore influences on the terns. There was evidence of some increased opportunity for feeding
wlthm the turbine zone, and terns did fly within it. However, there was insufficient monitoring
of any collisions that rmght have occun'ed, so the interaction between these two factors was
unclear. Such comp]exity is also likely here.

Page 244, 4.35,4.36, 4.37 and 4,38, Gl.ullemot razorbill and puffin. We accept that collision risk
is very low for these tl'u'ee species as they fly prn:nanly at below rotor height. We note, however,
the potentially quite high displacement and barrier effects, and the uncertainty associated with
these. Guillemots, razorbills and puffins are all common and widespread birds in Aberdeen Bay
and many originiate from nearby SPAs, as noted in the species accounts. In total, even if the

_ pessumsnc assumptions prove unfounded, it appears that there will be some displacement of
these species from the turbine zone,

P.286 - Mmgatlon and momtormg Tlus section is short and should be developed-into a full and -
detailed plan, designed not only to minimise impacts, but alsoto learn as muich as possible '
about the numerous potential negative impacts on mary species identified a_bove, as well as




monitor any positive responses to changing food resources. We make recommendaﬁons about
this in the summary section at the begmmng of our response.

Appendix 10.1: Appendix A, Collision Risk Modelling

RSPB Scotland considers that the methods used in collision nsk assessment as outlined here are
‘inconsistent with current guidance {both for offshore and onshore windfarms) and are Likely to
produce erroneous estimates of bird collisions. The lack of clear and full explanation of how
estimates are derived makes it difficult to assess what has been done. In particular, the “361
minutes of survey effort” referred to in the first example on p.296 is not explained: it appears

- that a timing has been attributed to a series of “snapshot” counts of birds in surveyed
quadrants. If so, this will have led to fundamental errors in collision estimates. We have no way
of telling — without laborious calculation using raw data which are not provided — whether this
will have led to an under- or over-estimate of colhsmns Assumphons are general]y :
conservative but for all species there are questions about the impacts of weather events or
epidisodic movements

P. 295. Paragraph 2. It would have been better to have spelled out that the width refers tothe
maximum E-W dimension. As birds will be moving {on migration or foraging flights from

- seabird colonies) primarily N-5 or (otherwise) randomly this is acceptable — most species are
unlikely to be regularly flying E-W. If it is true that this will give the highest rotor-swePt area fo
risk-area ratio, this is another, precauhonary, reason for usmg this metric.

P. 295, Paragraph 6. Birds were seen from a moving. sIup 50 possfb]y some birds may have been
flying in response to ship presence: this will tend to inflate the recorded flight activity.

P.295. The explamnon of the complete method is unclear.

Step 1: We acknowledge the precautionary approach here — the month with highest peak total -
of birds in flight used. The final sentence (beginning “The rate at which...” should apply to step
2, where it's repeated almost verbatim, Also example bullet points should read:

» Total gannets ﬂylng at potentlal collision height (using 17% site specific collision height
value)=493
* Total gannets flying at potenhal collision hmght (us:ng 14% generic colhsmn hﬂght
value} 4.06

Step 2 is unclear, as mentioned above.
Step 3 is unclear. We appreciat te why the number (or flux) of birds seen in transect area must be:

scaled up (or down) to the proposed development area butitis unclear how the ratio Q. 393 is
denved :



Steps 4-10 are clear although the assumphon that birds fly 24 hrs/day is conservative, espeaally
for gannets.

P.299. Pink-footed goose collision risk methodology (also applies to some other species). The -
collision risks should be combmed with all other wind turbine proposals both offshore and.
onshore in order to pmperly assess the cumulative collision risk. The 46% figure for the number
of birds flying across the risk window at potential collision height seems to be (from Table 8-1}a
generic figure of % birds flying between 25 and 150m, 'I'l'us is not well explained but

calculations appear to be correct. : ,

. P. 302. Common scoter — the use of 46% generic flight helght mfb seems inappropriate for- tH1s
and other species which do not ﬂy at the same hexght as geme However, it appears to be a
conservative figure. :

Chapl:er 14: Statutory designations and conservation

This chapter notes that: '

Paragraph 3: In pre-scoping consultation, S_NH hzghhghted in cnn}unctwn w:th the INCC

that they are in the process of identifying passzble marine SPAs. Currently, there have been no sites
rdermﬁed within Aberdeen Bay, ‘

We note that this area has featured on earlier UK selection lists produced by JNCC for offshore
SPAs. This reinforces the conclusion that the Aberdeen Bay area is important as a feeding area
for a wide range of species, including common scoter, eider and red-throated diver (which
occurs in nationally important numbers). The sum total of all birds using the bay is very high
and likely to regularly exceed the 20,000 individuals adopted as one of quali fying criteria for
SPA consideration. This is relevant both to the Environmerital Assessment, and to future
monitoring that might be carried out by the EOWDC. ‘ :

* Please also note that the Troup Head. part of the Troup, Pennan and Lion Heads Special
Protection Area is an RSPB nature reserve. '

Chapter 28 and Appendix 26.1: Mitigation, management and monitoring; draft EMP.

Draft Environmental Management Plan: :
21 The applicant is committed to the following environmental objectives:
» exemplary performance in all aspects of environmental management -
* o proactive attitude to environmental prolection
* 10 prosecutions
* monitoring
» collision risk for key species less than predwted :
* 4 target of no reportable enviromnental incidents at any siage in the project




« minimum ornithological and ecological disturbance commensurate with building an operational wind
farm

» regular repartmg and commmunication on environmental per_‘formame with statutory bodies and the
local cummumty :

We welcome the above commitments and (in paragraph 26) the intention to employ an
ornithologist amongst other project staff. We would also be happy to coninbute to the actions
that could be included in the draft Omlmologmal Briefing Note (page 17 of the EMP). It is
important to ensure that any actions or measures are developed in full coordination with any
proposed research work to be undertaken by the Test Centre. Finally — we stress again here that
a detailed research and monitoring proposal should be agreed before conse:nt for development

is granted.
Chapter 29 and Appendix 29.1: Information to infurm a Habitats Regulations Appraisal

Much of the information relevant to birds is included in Appendlx 10.1 and we have no further
comments on this sectmn :
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SE PAPY
Scottish Environment

Protection Agency
Qurref: PCS/115239

Yourref:  018/OW/AOWFL -

Andrew Sutherland - , If telephoning ask for:
Marine Renewables Licensing Advisor ' - Nicola Abrams
Marine Scotland

Scottish Government o : 26 September 2011
Marine Laboratory ‘

PO Box 101

375 Victoria Road

Aberdeen

AB11 9DB

By email only to: ms.marinelicensing@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

Dear Andrew

APPLICATION FOR CONSENT UNDER SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
AND A MARINE LICENCE UNDER PART 4, SECTION 20 OF THE MARINE
(SCOTLAND) ACT 2010 TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE AN OFFSHORE
WINDFARM, ABERDEEN BAY ABERDEEN

Thank. you for your consultation letter of 1 August 2011 which SEPA received on 2 August
regarding the above proposed development.

We are generally supportive of renewable energy projects, provided they can be achieved with

acceptable environmental impact. In this case, insofar as interests within our remit are concerned,

we are satisfied with the proposals provided conditions to protect the environment are attached to

any permission. We therefore ask that the conditions in Sections 1 and 2 be attached to the

consent. If any of these will not be applied, then please consider this representation as an
objection. Please also note the advice provided below.

This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated
by us, which may take into account factors not considered at the planning stage.

Advice for the determining authority

1. Water Framework Directive

1.1 The En\nronmental Statement (ES) states that the proposals will generally have minor
" impacts or the marine environment. Overall, we are satisfied that the proposed
development will not compromise the objectives of the Water Framework Directive.
However, as the accidental.introduction of marine non-native species is a risk for water
body degradation, we recommend that controls should be included in the project relating to
marine non-native species in line with Water Framework and Marine Strategy Framework
Directive objectives. We request that this matter be addressed by a condition attached to

any grant of consent. To assist, the following wording is suggested

Chairman " Aberdeen Office

David S Inverdee House, Baxter Street

David Sigsworth Torry, Aberdeen AB11 9QA

Chief Executive tel 01292 266 600 fax 01 224 896 657
" br Campbell Gemmell www.sepa.org.uk




2.1

“Prior to the commencement of any works on site a profect specific method statement
setting out how the risks of introducing marine non-native species into the site shall be
avoided during the construction, operation and decommissioning phases of the project and
that the measures identified in this method statement shall be employed throughout the life
of this project as set out in the method statement.

Reason: In the interests of protecting the water environment form the impacts on non native
species.” ‘

Environmental Managemént and Pollution Preventio‘n

We request that the following condition is attached to any grant of consent:

“At least two months prior to the commencement of de\vefopment, a site specific
Construction Environmental Management Document (CEMD) must be submitted for the
written approval of the planning authority [in consuftation with SEPA] [and other agencies
such as SNH as appropriate] and all work shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved CEMD.

Reason: In the interests of pollution prevention and protection of amenity.” '

Detailed advice for the applidant

3.
3.1

4.1

4.2

43

4.4

Marine Non Native Species

To assist with the preparation of the method statement further information can be gained
from:-

The  non-natives advice  produced by the Oil & Gas  industry:
(www.ogp.org.uk/pubs/436.pdf);

SNH advice:{(www.shh.gov.uk/land-and-sea/managin
nonnatives/); ' _
Marine  Non-Native guidance from the  GreenBlue (recreation  advice):
(www.thegreenblue.org.uk/clubs _and training_centres/antifoul and invasive species/best
practice invasive species.aspx).

-coasts-and-sea/marine-

' Environmental Management and Pollution Prevention

A draft Schedule of Mitigation should be produced as part of this process. This should
cover all the mitigation measures identified to avoid or minimise environmental effects.
Details of the specific issues that we expect to be addressed are available on the Pollution
Prevention and Environmental Management section of our website.

A key issue for ué is the timing of works. Therefore, the Schedule of Mitigation shbu_ld
Vinclude a timetable of works that takes into account all environmental sensitivities.

The CEMD should form the basis of more detailed site specific Construction Environmental
Management Plans. (CEMPs) which along with detailed method statements may be
required by condition or, in certain cases, through environmental regulation, This approach
provides a useful link between the principles of development which need to be outlined at
the early stages of the project and the method statements which are usually produced

following award of contract (just before development commences).

We recommend that the detailed CEMD is submitted for approval fo the determining
authority at least.two months prior to the proposed commencement (or relevant phase) of



4.5

4.6

4.7

5.1

5.2

' development to order to provide consultees with sufficient time to assess the information.

This document should incorporate detailed pollution prevention and mitigation measures for
all construction elements potentially capable of giving rise to pollution during all phases of
construction, reinstatement after construction and final site decommissioning, as applicable.
This document should also include any site specific CEMPs and Construction Method
Statements provided by the contractor as required by the determining authority and
statutory consultees. The CEMD and CEMP do not negate the need for various licences
and consents if required. The requirements from the obtained licencés and consents should
be included within the final CEMPs.

Useful guidance can be found in CIRIA C584 entitled “Coastal and marine environmental
site guide”. Reference can be made to the appropriate checklists and good practice advice
generally in thls document.

The CEMP should also give consideration to how all waste streams from the project will be
minimised, recycled, reused and disposed of using the principles of the waste hierarchy.

We produce a series of Poilution Prevention Guidelines, several of which maybe utilised in
preparation of . the  submission and development of the  proposals
www.sepa.orq.uk/air/poAIIution prevention control.aspx

Coastal Processes

Section 2.2.2.2 (pages 12 and 13) in Appendix 8.1 describes the nearshore shore parallel
feature. Its importance in controlling the wave regime and morphology of. the adjacent
coastline, is discussed in Section 2.3.2.5 (pages 23 and 24) in Appendix 8.1. Little
reference, however, is made to this feature in Appendix 8.2. Consideration should be given
to the long term implications for the stability of this feature during the operational phase of
the EOWDC. Therefore, we request that a condition is attached to any grant of consent
requiring the preparation of a monitoring and mitigation scheme for potential impacts on the
adjacent coastline. '

- Although not a s"igni'ficant issue we highlight with regard to the model predictions shown in
‘Figures 4a and 4b in Appendix 8.2 that clarification should be provided to the determining

authority on why the -0.01m- contour for the high energy Hs: 5.8m, Dir 90 N scenario in
Figure 4b is predicted to lie seaward of the -0.01m contour presented in the low energy Hs:
1.00m, Dir 60 N scenario in Figure 4a.

If you have any queries relating to this letter, please contact me by telephone on 01224 266698 or
e-mail at planning.aberdeen@sepa.org.uk.

Yours sincerely

Nicola Abrams
Senior Planning Officer
Planning Service -

Ecopy: andrew.sutherland@scotland.gsi.gov.uk; vattenféll.com;

sue.lawrence@snh.qgov.uk
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Scottish Natural Heritage

All of nature for all of Scotland

Andrew Sutherland

Marine Scotland Licensing

375 Victoria Road

. Torry

Aberdeen

AB11 9DB
Ms.marinelicensing@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

2 November 2011
By post and email

Your ref: 018/OW/AOWFL — 9
Our ref: CNS/REN/OSWF/DS EOWDC application

Dear Mr Sutherland

SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989
MARINE LICENCE: THE MARINE (SCOTLAND) ACT 2010
PROPOSAL: EUROPEAN OFFSHORE WIND DEPLOYMENT CENTRE, ABERDEEN
BAY, ABERDEEN

Thank you for your letier of 3 August 2011 consulting us on the above proposal.

The proposal is for the European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre (EOWDC)' cohsisting of
- 11 turbines and their connecting and export cables, to be situated between 2 and 4.5km off
the coast near Blackdog, Aberdeenshire.

SNH Advice
Our advice on the proposed development is as follows

" We consider that it is likely that the deployment centre can be implemented without serious

* adverse effects on the natural heritage. There are, however, a number of outstanding issues
that have to be addressed before this can be concluded with confidence. We remain keen to
assist you in completlng this assessment.

In partlc:ular the proposal raises natural heritage issues of international interest. We '
therefore object to this proposal until further analysis of data is completed to inform

" an appropriate assessment of its impact on qualifying interests of various Special
Protection Areas (SPAs). If the further analyses and appropriate assessment
demonstrate that the proposed deployment centre would not have an adverse affect
on the integrity of these SPAs, and Marine Scotland are minded to grant a Marine -
Licence and S36 consent, our objection could be removed subject to the imposition of
conditions.




The proposal is also likely to have a significant effect on qualifying interests of a
number of Special Areas of Conservation {SACs). Marine Scotland is therefore
required to undertake an appropriate assessment in view of the conservation
objectives for these SACs. We advise that we have undertaken an interim appraisal of
the proposal and in our view, if it is carried out in strict accordance with certain
‘condifions then it would not have an adverse effect on the mtegrlty of any of the
SACs

The further assessment and conditions required are detailed subsequently in this
letter and attached Annexes.

The Environmental Statement

We were first contacted about this proposal by the Aberdeen Renewable Energy Group in
late 2004. Since that time we have made every effort to assist the developers with the
provision of advice etc. We have attended many meetings to discuss the potential impacts
of the proposal on European sites and marine ecology, as well as the seascape. We have
advised on survey and assessment methodology, interim and final reports. We have also
provided advice on the information required to inform a Habitats Regulations Appralsal and
last commented on a draft scope for this in March of this year.

Given the extent of our involvement we are dlsappomted with the overall quality of the data
presented in the Environmental Statement (ES), its analysis and interpretation. There are
data gaps (e.g. incomplete data provided, remainder to be submitted November 2011),
omissions (e.g. assessment of European eel which are an LBAP species and Priority Marine
Feature), errors {collision risk modelllng for birds) and inconsistencies (e. g suspended
sediment concentrations).

Consequently in order to provide advice to Marine Scotland it has taken some time for us to
carry out our own assessmenis of data on various natural heritage interests. For this we
have used the information in the ES as well as our experience gathered from other
developments. We mostly concur with the conclusions in the ES, nonetheless, there are
some matters that we do not consider to be suificiently assessed and remain to be
completed before a final conclusion ¢an be made.

European Designated Sites (Habitats Regula_tiohs_Appraisal - HRA)

The proposal has the potential to affect various SPAs and SACs in North and Eastern
Scotland. This is because the features for which they are designated are moblle and
frequently occur m Aberdeen Bay.

The information to inform a Habitats Regulation Appraisal (ES - Technical Appendix 29)
does not in itself adequately consider impacts to these European sites / interests. More
specifically, it does not consider the three tests required by the regulations nor assess the
impacts of the proposal against the conservation objectives for the European sites.

In our view this proposal is likely to have a significant effect on the qualifying
interest(s) of a number of sites - both Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and
Special Protection Areas (SPAs). As a conseguence Marine Scoffand is required to
undertake an appropriate assessment taking account of the conservation objectives for each
site and the relevant quallfylng interests.

,To help you do this, we have carrled out additional appralsals which may help to inform your
appropriate assessment.



1. SPA interests

We have undertaken an assessment on the |Ike|Ih00d of impacts to the following blrds from
SPAs: :

Red-throated diver; Common scoter; Common eider; Northern ganne’t; Black-legged
kittiwake; Common guillemot; Razorbill; Sandwich tern; Common tern; Herring gull;
Puffin; Pink-footed goose; Barnacle goose; Fulmar and Shag.

We have used the information provided from the baseline surveys, other knowledge of
foraging distances and behaviour, and the assessments contained within the ES including
- the HRA technical appendlx

In our view, the likelihood of there being an adverse effect on site integrity for most of these
species is low, with the exception of common tern. However, this opinion is indicative rather
than conclusive as we have been unable to complete our appraisals due to a lack of data ‘
-and / or clarity within the ES. Further analysis and evaluation is required to complete an
appropriate assessment for all these species. For your assistance we provide further
- advice on what this assessment requires in Annex B and the accompanying detailed
ornithological assessment. ‘

2. SAC interests:

Our appraisals (see Annex C) considered the impact of the proposal on the followmg
qualifying interests:
bottienose dolphins, grey seals, Atlantic salmon and freshwater pearl mussels.

These species could all be directly or indirectly affected by the propbsal and we have
provided details on which SACs we have considered as well as the potential impacts to
these species from the differing phases of the proposed windfarm.

In relation to these interests, we advise that if the proposal is undertaken strictly in
accordance with specified conditions, then it will not adversely affect the integrity of the
relevant sites. Details of these condltlons are set out in' Annex C and also collated and
summarlsed in Annex A,

EPS

The proposal has the potential to affect marine EPS, namely cetaceans, through impacts
such as noise during construction activities and disturbance from vessel movements. There
will be a requirement for a European protected species licence. We will provide advice on
any licence application. Conditions for mitigation detailed for mobile marine SAC species will
also avoid impacts on favourable conservation status for cetaceans.

Landscape and Visual Impacis

Our advice is that this proposed development will have adverse impacts on the coastal
character and visual amenity from within- Aberdeen City as well as locations in

" Aberdeenshire, particularly coastal areas. We advise that conditions may be used o reduce
these impacts and to promaote visual cohesiveness; nonetheless, these will not make a
significant difference to the |mpacts




- Conditions

If Marine Scotland is minded to grant a Marine Licence and Section 36 consent we would
advise that there are several aspects of construction, operation and decommissioning that
would require to be conditioned o avoid-adverse effects on site integrity for European sites,
including construction details, robust environmental monitoring, restriction to piling activities,
and decommissioning details etc.

Annex A provides our detailed advice and the recommendations we adviselreq'-uire to be
addressed within conditions attachedto any consent and licence. We would be happy to
advise further on the details of conditions if that would be helpful.

Monitoring

- The supporting information to this application in the ES states that environmental monitoring
would be a key aspect of the EOWDC and that the deployment centre provides a platform
for environmental research and development. Environmental monitoring would provide
stakeholders with information on associated environmental impacts prior to large scale
deployments i.e. Scottish Territorial Waters or Round 3 proposals. Via the EU grant, a
proposal has been made to allocate in excess. of £2.7 million, funded jointly by the Applicant
and the EU to environmental studies over the project lifetime including the development of
environmental research with external partners. '

We welcome this monitoring and the opportunity to take part in developing a relevant
research programme. The ES notes the potential for an ocean laboratory to support some of
the monitoring effort and that this would be subject to a separate application. While we
believe a laboratory can be of value, much of the research and monitoring we recommend -
would not require such a facility. Accordingly, we seek comfort that sufficient funds will be
set aside to support the non-lab based monitoring work. This is particularly important given
our concerns about the adequacy of the data collected so far.

We hope that our comments are helpful to you. If you would like to discuss any issue further
please do not hesitate to contact Sue Lawrence, Operations Officer, Tayside & Grampian
(sue.lawrence@snh.gov.uk or 01224 266517) or Erica Knott, Senior Casework Manager,
Marine Renewables (Erica.knott@snh.gov.uk or 01738 458674).

Yours sincerely

.Dr David Bale
Area Manager
Tayside & Grampian

Encls



AN NEX A
DETAILED COMMENTS ON NATURAL HERITAGE INTERESTS

Introduction ‘
Our comments provide summaries of our assessment on a number of topics. These topics
are separated into relevant issues, rationale and recommendations. The recommendations
include conditions - some of which are required in order to conclude no adverse effect on
site integrity for Natura sites. These comments should be read in conjunction with Annexes
B and C. Finally a list of conditions proposed is provided, pulling together all -
recommendations into one table for ease of reference. :

EUROPEAN DESIGNATED SITES

Special Protection Areas (Birds)

We recommend further analysis of the data and assessment of the impacts on individual
qualifying interests of SPAs, as detailed in the Natura appraisal for SPAs which is attached
as Annex B. This is required to complete an appropriate assessment before a decision on
the application is made. _ .

Further information on these requirements is provided in the detailed ornithelogical
assessment which accompanies Annex B.

Special Areas of Conservation {Species)

We have undertaken further analysis of the impacts on individual qualifying interests of
SACs, as detailed in Annex C to this response. Our appraisal concludes that there would not
be an adverse affect on the integrity of these sites provided that the development is subject
to specific conditions set out in that annex and collated in the table at the end of this Annex
(Annex A),

EUROPEAN PROTECTED SPECIES

Cetaceans

Issue:

Will the EOWDC impact on favourable conservation status of European protected species —
cetaceans?

Rationale
The proposal has the potentlal to affect marine EPS, namely cetaceans, through impacts
such as noise during constructlon activities and disturbance from vessel movements.

We advise that adverse |mpacts can be avonded through the use of the GOndltIOl’]S detailed in
Annex C for bottlenose dolphins, grey seals and Atlantic salmon

Recommendatlon

There will be a requirement for a European protected species licence. We will provide advice
on any licence application, taking account of any relevant advice on survey and monitoring
provided by the expert panel. Conditions for mitigation detailed for mobile marine SAC
species, will also avoid impacts on favourable conservation status for cetaceans.




OTHER INTERESTS

Landscape and Visual Impacts

Issue:

Would the EOWDC result in changes to the character of Aberdeen Bay and cause adverse
visual impacts?

Ratlona[e
The proposal would mtroduce a complex large feature into a coastal area currently
characterised by uninterrupted, simple views across the sea.

The location of the praposal, given its proximity to the coast and to the city of Aberdeen is
sensitive and prominent.

The very large size of the turbines, means the proposed development would be dominant in
views from north and east Abérdeenshire, and the city.

The proposal would set a new precedent of development of this type inshore rather than on
land. It would necessitate cumulative impacts with onshore developments bemg considered
in future. : .

The uncertain nature of it being a “deployment centre” rather than a fully designed windfarm
raises particular issues: it may not necessarily follow good design practice (at its most basic
in having the same turbine type, size, rotation speed and so on; or an evenly spaced
‘readable’ layout). This raises concerns given the size of the proposed development and its
sensitive and prominent location. .

Recommendation: . _
The conditions attached to any consent should require a design statement to include guiding
principles for the deployment of turbines.

Coastal Processes
" Issue: _
Would the EOWDC result in changes to the coastal processes working in Aberdeen Bay?

Rationale:
There is coastal erosion in the southern third of Aberdeen Bay, which currently shows one of
~the highest rates of sea level rise in Scotland.

A subtle interaction of wave and coastal processes is an important faetor in coastal erosion
in the bay. There may be implications further north from mtroducmg static turbines, cables
and their scour protection.

There should be further assessment of the windfarm to ascertain if it will influence the
coastal processes (wave, tide & combined), and to determine if this could have adverse
implications for the bay and designated sites to the north.

.Recommendation:

Consideration of this issue may have already taken place as part of the Round 2 monitoring
work. If not, we recommend that there should be further analysis of the impact of the.
EOWDC on the coastal processes in Aberdeen Bay, both the beach to the south and
deS|gnated sites to the north.




Issue: 3
Would the landfall site result in changes to the coastal processes working in Aberdeen Bay?

Rationale:

There is no reférence to coastal processes and the landfall site. Given the [ongstandmg -
management issues within Aberdeen Bay, the current sea level rise within the bay and the
future projected changes. this is an important aspect of the proposed windfarm which
requires detailed oon5|derat|on

Recommendatlon

There should be conditions attached to any consent requiring the location and construction
methods for the grid export cables, landfall site and substatlon to take info account coastal
processes.

Fish and Shellfish
Issue:
Consideration of fish and shellfish in ES

Rationale:

The ES has not identified impacts on European eel and sea Iamprey, although these are
likely to be present in the area (they are found in rivers in eastern Scotland including the
Dee) and were included in the scoping ¢pinion. .

Sea lamprey is listed on Annex |l of the EU Habitats Directive, Appendix Il of the Bern
Convention and is on the UKBAP Priority List. European eel is a conservation priority due to
a 95% drop in its population over the last 20 years; it is considered by ICES to merit
emergency action and is listed as ‘critically endangered’ on the [IUCN Red list. Both species

- are Priority Marine Features.

Recommendation: '

While the ES should have included an assessment for these freshwater migratory species,
we recognise that little is known about their behaviour at sea and consequently any
assessment would be difficult. They may benefit from the measures recommended to protect
Atlantic salmon, but this needs to be considered further. -

Benthic and intertidal

Issue

" No current information has been supplled on the intertidal areas where export cables may be
placed.

Rationale:

The intertidal substratum in Aberdeen Bay is mostly sandy and moderately exposed to wave
action, wind and tidal streams. This area has not been surveyed and the assessment in the
ES is based on historic documents and a Irterature review of what is likely to be present on
similar shores.

" Landfall Recommendation: '

We recommend that a site specific survey of the benthic and inter tidal habitats and
communities is undertaken to identify any sensitive areas that should be avoided by
construction works for the grid export cables, landfall site and substation. We recommend
this should be incorporated in a suitable condition. :




' CUMULATIVE IMPACTS .

No regard has been given to onshore developments with which this proposal may contribute
to cumulative impacts. Further consideration of cumulative impacts may be required
depending on the outcome of the further assessment for birds and SPAs.

List of Proposed Conditions

Condition

Reason

Expert Panel and Monitoring Programme

An independent expert panel should be established to
provide scientific advice on a research and monitoring
programme. The programme will include survey and
monitoring of the impact of the windfarm on important
species and habitats in Aberdeen Bay. The
programme should also include monitoring of the

.| habitats and communities that develop an the
submerged structures. The monitoring programme
should be subject to input from the expert panel,
consultation with consultees and subject to agreed
review periods. The programme should ensure ‘
monitoring is rabust and covers pre, during and post
construction aspects.

Amangst the subjects to be lncluded for monitoring
(but not exclusively) are:

¢ Boat or aerial based surveys to consider any
changes to species, densities, behavioural
implications during ail phases of the windfarm
and

s Measures fo detect bird collisions.

+ Field-measurements of noise during piling at
EOWDC to validate the results of the model
and also during operation of the turbines.

o Deployment of appropriate Passive Acoustic
Monitoring systems to record vocalisation of
marine mammals, pre, during and post
construction.

The research and monitoring programme advised by
this panel will be agreed and implemented prior to the
commencement of any works. Membership of the
panel will be agreed by Marine Scotiand in agreement
with relevant consuliees.

The data collected should be reported on and results
made available publicly. .

To ensure best available and most
appropriate scientific information is

‘used to inform and develop a

monitoring plan.

Details on Construction Methodology

A construction method statement or similar document
should be provided to Marine Scotland for agreement
with relevant consultees. This should include details

To ensure all environmental issues
are taken into account in designing
the construction of the windfarm.

of commencement dates, duration and phasing




information of key elements of construction e.g.
foundations, turbine placements, inter-array cabling
and landfall cabling as well as details of onshore
activities for the substation. This statement should
include measures to protect the marine environment
(e.g. method and diurnal/seasonal timing of piling,
soft-start procedure, use of Marine Mammal
Observers, method and depth of cable laying,
pollution prevention measures etc) and be cross--
referenced with the Environmental Management
System/Plan. It must include construction restrictions
to avoid July/August and piling outwith daylight hours.

This statement should be submitted prior to the
commencements of any works within a timescale to
be agreed with Marine Scotland.

To minimise disturbance to birds
during the mouit periods (SPAs)

~and to minimise disturbance and

injury to marine mammals and fish, -
including Atlantic salmon
(SACS/EPS).

Vessel Management Plan

A vessel management plan providing details on
numbers and individual vessel details- including
whether ducted propellers will be in operation; how
vessel management will be coordinated, particularly
during construction, but also during operation.
Location of working port(s}, how often vessels will be
required to passage between port(s) and site, and the
routes used i.e. creation of high and low disturbance
agreas. We also recommend that this plan is drafted
and then finalised in consultation with Marine
Scotland and relevant consultees prior to
commencement of any construction activity. This
plan should be cross-referenced with the
Environmental Management System/Plan and aim to
reduce disturbance impacts to mobile species.

If during construction or operation the use of
helicopters is required, a similar plan outlining timings,
type, numbers etc. should be provided.

To minimise disturbance to marine
mammals {SACs/EPS) and birds
(8PAs). -

An Environmental Management System/Plan

This system/plan should detail measures through all
phases of the windfarm (pre, during and post
construction) to prevent adverse impacts to marine
mammals, birds, fish and habitats, and include
species protection plans. The system/plan should
take account of and implement recommendations of
the expert panel. It should be cross-referenced to the
construction methodology documents and vessel
management plans as well as recommendations
within the ES.

The system/plan should also detail how each and all
contractors and sub contractors will be made aware of
environmental sensitivities, what requirements they
are expected to adhere to, how chains of command
will work including shore to vessel communications
etc. In addition, we advise on the need for regular

To ensure all environmental issues
are taken into account during
construction and operation of the
windfarm. To minimise disturbance
to marine mammals (SACs/EPS)
and birds (SPAs).

updates on construction activity, issues encountered




and how these have been addressed.

The system/plan should be submitted within a
timescale specified by Marine Scotland in advance of

""| the project construction commencing. It should be

agreed by Marine Scotland in consultatlon with
relevant consultees.

Export Cables
Details of the location and construction methods for

the grid export cables, landfall site and substation,
taking into account coastal processes and other
environmental considerations, to be submitted within .
a timescale specified by Marine Scotland in advance
of the project construction commencing.

A survey of the intertidal habits and species to inform

the routing shall be carried out before the export cable

. routes are selected.

The export cables to be buried to a minimum depth to
be agreed with Marine Scotland and relevant
consultees. This will require consideration of the
depth cables should be buried at to lessen any
potential EMF effects on fish species.

There should be monitoring of the cables to see if
they become re-exposed and, if so, action taken to
remedy this.

To safeguard coastal processes in
the wider Aberdeen Bay. To ensure
all environmental issues are
considered in the location and
construction of the expotrt cables.
This should include coastal
processes and benthic and intertidal
habitats (see comments above).

Design Statement :
A detailed design statement is required to prowde
guiding principles for the deployment of turbines. This
plan should detail:

i. Layout location for each phase and each
turbine location'and anemometer mast;

ii.  Guiding principles for turbine height, blade
diameter and rotation speed across each
phase, rows and individual furbine locations;

ili.  Lighting requirements (navigation and
aviation) for each turbine / row and phase and

, any anemometer rmast and

'Further detailed assessment of visual impacts to
inform the detailed layout and design of each location
and phase of the deployment cenire from selected
viewpoints to be agreed with Marine Scotland and
relevant consultees.

To ensure visual impacts are fully
understood in advance of
construction and deployment.

A Decommissioning Plan,

A decommissioning plan will be required for the entire '

‘scheme. We recommend that this is an iterative
process and that an initial decommissioning strategy
is produced. Timescale for the production,
consultation and implementation of a
decommissioning plan should be set out as part of
any consent. :

To ensure all environmental issues

-are taken into account in

decommiissioning of the windfarm or
individual turbines.
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In addition to decommissioning the entire scheme,
details of decommissioning / replacing individual
turbines should be set out taking into account criteria
developed with Marine Scotland on if / when
individual turbines should be removed.

We also request that all environmental survey and moniforing mformatlon is made publicly
avallable

As stated in our covering letter we would welcome the opportunlty to advise further on the
detail of these conditions.
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ANNEXB

NATURA APPRAISAL - SPECIAL PROTECTION AREAS

Casework Recording System Ref. 70703 “File Ref. | qB56167

SITE DETAILS

1a. Name of Natura site affected & current status |

Please see accompanying detailed ornithological assessment for the list of all SPAs being
considered in this appraisal and the relevant qualifying interests being considered.

1b. Name of component $58lI if relevant

1¢. European qualifying mterest(s) & whether priority/non-priority:

Red-throated diver
Common scoter
Common eider
Northern gannet
Black-legged kittiwake
Common guillemot
Razorbill .
Sandwich tern
-Common tern

Little tern

Herring gull

Puffin

Pink footed goose
Barnacle goose
Fulmar

Cormorant

Shag

1d. Conservation objectives for qualifying interests:

To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed- below) or significant |
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring. that the integrity of the site |s maintained;
and

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
Populaticn of the species as a viable component of the site

Distribution of the species within site

Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species

Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supportlng the species

No 51gn|f|cant disturbance of the species

PROPOSAL DETAILS

2a. Proposal title

Application for consent under Section 36 of the Electrlmty Act 1989 and a Marine Licence under
Part 4, Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to construct and operate an offshore
windfarm, Aberdeen Bay.

2b. Date consultation sent: ' 3 August 2011

2¢. Date consultation received

12



2d. Name of consultee ' SNH
2e. Name of competent authority Maring Scotland ‘
2f. Type of Case: . Marine Renewablaes — Offshore Wind - Application

2g. Details of proposed operation (inc. location, timing, metheds): ‘
Installation and operation of a European QOffshore Wind Deployment Centre consisting of 11
turbines, inter-array and export cables. To be located 2-4.5km off the coast of Blackdog,
Aberdeenshire and likely to be constructed in 2013 and 2014. Method of construction not yet
known, nor the operation period of the dlfferent turbines to be deployed and how they would be
replaced.

APPRAISAL IN RELATION TO REGULATION 48

3a. Is the operation directly connected with or necessary to conservation management of the
site? YES/NO K YES gfve delails:
[ No. I ~ |

3b. Is the operation likely to have a significant effect on the qualifying interest? Consider each
qualifying interest in relation to the conservation objectives. ,

i} indicate which feature of inferest could be affecied by the proposed operation and briefly in what
way; if none provide a brief justification and the procéed fo v), otherwise continue:

ii) refer to other plans/projects with similar effects/other relevant evidence;

iii) consider scale, longevily, and reversibility of effects;

iv) consider whether proposal contributes to cumulative or-incremental impacts with other projects
completed, underway or proposed;

v) give Yes/No conclusion for each interest.

SPA Qualifying Interests

The ES makes many-untested assumptions, for example it uses an absence of evidence as
evidence of an absence of impacts. The collision risk modelling does not follow current guidance
(onshore or offshore) to estimate likely bird deaths. The results as presented in the ES are hard to
justify and would appear to greatly under-estimate collision mortality, although this is hard to assess,
The ES does make precautionary assumptions for many species (some are very precautionary) but
given that the CRM then produces an unrealistically low number of birds that may enter the collision
risk zone it is very hard to assess whether the results are reasonable or not. Insufficient information
is presented to validate the CRM or the results independently.

Vantage point surveys indicate a number of issues relating to use of data (or not) and raise
detectabilty issues further from the coast. Various flight height data sources are provided with no
‘assessment made of which data are the most representative of this site. There is effectively no
assessment of barrier effects apart from uncited sources of a lack of barrier-effects. These are
impossible to verify. Displacement effects are generally dismissed with more uncited references and
| there are several instances of an absence of evidence being invoked as evidence of absence of
impacts. :

The ES uses matrices to assess impacts, Qur advice during pre-application discussions
recommended the approach in the IEEM guidance, which emphasises that the matrix approach is
]| not reliable for assessing impacts to Natura sites. The use of matrices in the ES underlines the
problems asscociated with this approach, as any departure from the definitions of sensitivity or
likelihood can have very important implications.for the results. The matrix approach is also a poor
method of summing the impacts from all sources to produce an overall impact. Within the matrix
approach, it is assumed that multiple impacts cannct sum to mean a larger impact than the largest
impact from any one source, whereas impacts from a number of sources may be cumulative.

The use of 1% population mortality thresholds was advised against in advice during pre application
discussions. The ES justifies the use of a 1% threshold by referring to derogations for the take of
SPA birds under Article 9 of the Birds Directive, This refers to the intentional take of birds for very
specific circumstances, which do not include the unintentional mortality of birds from proposed
developments. The use of a blanket 1% threshold is not appropriate as it does not account for .
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population trends and the status of an SPA population.

In providing advice to marine renewables developers we provide advice an identifying what
qualifying interests and from which SPA may need to be considered. This advice recommends
using the meta-data on seabird foraging ranges available from the Birdlife International database' to
determine which gualifying species from which sites are included. For some seabird species, the
meta-data is such that it allows the use of cumulative frequency plots to determine the foraging
range at which 95% of the population will be included. If these data are not available, or of poor
quality, then we recommend usmg the mean of the species maximum foraging range. Faraging
ranges of each qualifying species should be plotted from the SPA to the windfarm area to determine
which foraging ranges overlap with the windfarm area and, therefore, which qualifying species (and
which SPAs) should be included.

| tn this appraisal the refative likelihood of connectivity has been determined by our marine
renewables ornithological adviser, using four metrics of foraging range:

mean foraging range

mean of the maximum foraging range

maximum foraging range .

the cumulative foraging range at 95% (this should include 95% of the population).

BN =

These metrics were chosen as the distribution of foraging ranges of seabirds is not nommal and
tends to be strongly right skewed. This means that relatively few birds make a disproportionate
contribution to the mean value. However, the mean of a normally distributed function excludes 50%
of the population by definition. The mean of the maximum foraging range tends to be similar in scale
| to the point an a cumulative fraquency distribution where 95% of all foraging flights are included.
This roughly equates to 95% of the population foraging within this distance. Thus level of
connectivity was determined if an SPA was:

— - within the mean foraging rangs, the mean maximum andfor the 95% cumulative frequency
. distribution of the proposed development site the connectivity would be high.
. — within the maximum faraging range and either the mean maximum or 85% cumulative
frequency distribution (or close to these) than connectivity was moderate.
—  within the maximum (but out with the mean maximum or mean range) the connectwlty was -
low.
— further than the maximum foraging range there was no connectivity.

For each distance the shortest flight route that did not cross land was used. The results of the
assessment of connectivity are shown in the accompanying detailed ornithological assessment and
summarised below are those sites and species where connectivity is possible, moderate or high.

Breeding Period including post breeding qualifying interests:
Black-legged kittiwake — Yes — high connectivity with:-

¢ Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast .

= Fowlsheugh

Common eider — Yes — high connectivity with:
e Ythan estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle loch
¢ Montrose Basin
s Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary

Common guillemot — Yes — high conne.cti\'fity with;
« Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast
.« Fowlsheugh .

Common tern — Yes — high connectivity with:
e Ythan estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch .

! http:/seabird wikispaces.com/
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Fulmar ~ Yes — high connectivity with:
+ Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast
Fowlsheugh '
Forth Islands
Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads
East Caithness Cliffs
North Caithness Cliffs
Copinsay
Fair [sle
Sumburgh Head
Noss
Fetlar
- Foula -

Herring gull ~ Yes — high connactivity with:
¢ Buchan Ness to Collfestori Coast
» Fowlsheugh

Northern gannet — Yes — connectivity with:
+ Forth Islands
Fair Isle
- Noss ‘
Troup, Pennan and Lion's Heads

Shag — Yes — high connectivity with:
¢ Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast

Razorill - Yes — moderate connectivity with:
+ Fowlsheugh

Sandwich tern — Yes — connectivity with: :
~ » Ythan estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle loch
s« Loch of Strathbeg

Liitle tern — No — only low connectivity as no terns observed in boat surveys and low numbers in
vantage point surveys. ‘ ' '

Puffin — No — only low connectivity with SPAs

Qualifying interests connected with Aberdeen bay either due fo migratory patterns andf or wintering
aggregations. ' ‘ : :

Barnacle g- oose — Yes — high connectivity with:
» Loch of Strathbeg
» Upper Solway Flats and Marshes

Common scoter — Yes — connectivity possible with:
s Firth of Forth
« Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary

Pink-footed goose — Yes — high connectivity with multiple SPAs:
+ Ythan estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle loch
¢ Loch of Strathbeg
» Montrose basin

Red-throated diver — Yes - connecfivity pdssible with breeding populations in;
»  Caithness and Sutherland Peatlands .
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Hoy -

Orkney Mainland Moors

Foula

Hermaness, Saxa Vord and Valla Field
Otterswick and Graveland

Ronas Hill - North Roe and Tingon

* & & & » »

C.ormorant — No — no connectivity with SPAs

3c. Appraisal of the implications for the site in view of the site’s conservation objectives.

i) Describe for each European quahfymg interest the potential impacits of the proposed operation

detailing which aspects of the proposal could impact upon them and their conservation objectives

i) Evaluate the significance of the potential impacts, e.g. whether short/long term, reversible or

irreversible, and in relation to the proportion/importance of the interest affected, and the overall effect
. on the site’s conservation objectives. Record if additional survey information or specialist advice has

been obtained. '

For many species the ES does not contain sufficient information to make a robust enough
assessment to demonstrate that there would be no adverse effect on site integrity. For each species
with potential connectivity to one or more SPAs, the attached accompanying detailed ornithological
assessment shows our judgement of the likelihood of there being an adverse effect on site integrity
(AESI). This judgement is derived from a re-assessment of the survey results combined with site
condition, population trend and evidence from other windfarms. This judgement is indicative and not
conclusive. Further work is required to complete an appropriate assessment as advised in the
detailed ornithological assessment.

The species for which further work is required to complete an appropriate assessment are:
Red-throated diver
Common scoter:
Common eider

Northern gannet .
Black-legged kittiwake
Comrmon guillemot
Razorbill

Sandwich tern

Common tern

Herring gull

Puffin

Pink-footed goose
Barnacle goose

Fulmar

Shag

For most of these, the likelihood of there being a concluswn of AESI is fairly low, but this is subject
to further assessment being completed.

One species is thought to have a high likelihood of AESI (common tern), two species are too difficult
to assess from the information given in the ES (herring gull and shag), and two species are thought
fo have a moderate likelihood of concluding AESI (black-legged kittiwake and sandwich tern) Each
of these species is discussed more fully below.

Common tern — it was clear from the ES that there were generally more terns in the area than at
the nearest SPA with connectivity (Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA). Thus
there was a potential for collision rigk in particular to have an impact on the population of this-SPA.
The collision risk modelling (CRM) in the ES was not appropriately conducted and it is thought that
the method used may result in a gross underestimate of the collision probability. The nearby SPA

population has undergone a severe decline over a protracted period and the population currently

16



stands at only 4 pairs {data from 2010). The population at citation was 256 pairs and the site
condition is currently “unfavourable declining”. It is appears that this population cannot sustain any
additional impacts and the potential exists for the proposed development to have an adverse effect
on this population. However, commaon terns are known to move colony locations en masse, and it is
likely that this is what has occurred with the colony at the Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle
Loch SPA. It appears that most of the colony has relocated to St Fergus to the north, which is
further than the accepted maximum foraging range of this species.

The appropriate assessment will need to correctly conduct the collision risk modelling and determine
the local colonies within foraging range. It will then need to apportion the impacts appropriately to
those colonies. It will therefore seem likely that the collision impact attributed to the tiny population
at the Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA will be very smalf indeed. The AA will
need to address each of the conservation objectives of the site, but pay particular attention to the
“Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species”. Given the decline
in the population for reasons not associated with thé SPA, there will need to be an assessment of
what the impacts may be if the population were to return to the site and return to citation levels.
Would the impacts be sustainable after the development i.e. would it be able fo support common
terns in the long term at a minimum of the population specified in the citation. This could be
achieved using hypothetical collision risk modelling based on the known foraging range of the
species, the area likely to be used by the population from this SPA (this should account for the
coastal foraging behaviour of the species), and the frequency distribution of foraging range data to
estimate the breeding season density of common terns using the propesed development area. From
this a hypothetical CRM would be able to estimate the predicted collision mortality for a population
at citation level and then determine whether thls may be an adverse effect on site intégrity.

Herring gull — there were two SPAs with breeding herring gull as a qualifying feature within foraging
range of the proposed development site; Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA and Fowlsheugh
SPA. Both of these SPAs are in unfavourable condition with the population at the Buchan Ness fo
Collieston Coast SPA declining and the population at the Fowlsheugh SPA showing no change.
Generally the breeding populations of herring gulls within foraging range of the proposed
development site have declined markedly over a protracted period (on average a 74% decline
between 1985-88 and 1998-2000), including the SPA populations. However, the breeding
population within the City of Aberdeen has increase markedly over a similar period (1260%, from
259 to 3522 pairs), though these increases have not offset the decreases in the coastal breeding.
populations,

The appropnate assessment will need to conduct a CRM for breeding herring gulls and then
apportion the impacts from this among the colonies from St Fergus to St Cyrus. This area covers the
cumulative frequency distribution of the foraging range of approximately 85% of the population. The
impacts should be attributed to colonies using the SPA boundaries and the Seabird Monitoring
Programme colony register count boundaries. The impacts could then be attributed proportionally to
these colonies based on the size of the colony and the distance frorn the proposed development
site. Given the size and close proximity of the large City of Aberdeen population it appears likely that
most of the impact will be attributed to those hirds. However, it is important to note that the SPA
populations are currently in decline, so smaller impacts may have proportionally higher
consequences. Note that the peak occurrence of herring guII at the proposed development site was
during the breeding season.

Shag — the populaticn of shag at the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA is within the mean of
the maximum foraging range. The population within the SPA is well below the citation level and has
remained so over the past ten years, though it has fluctuated over this period there is no indication
of a general decline over recent years. The site condition is unfavourable with no.change in the
populatlon :

Without an accurate assessment of the collision mortality and a proper apportioning of impacts to
those birds within the.mean of the maximum foraging range it is hard to-assess whether there may
be an impact. It is likely that collision would be the most important source of impact, as shags do not
show astrong displacement effect and are known to be tolerant of ships and often forage in
harbours. While their flight height distribution is generally very low it is possible that a small |mpact
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from callision could have an impact on the much reduced populatlon at the Buchan Ness to
Collieston Coast SPA.

Black-legged kittiwake — most of the black-legged kittiwakes using the area around the proposed
development site are likely to be from the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA and the
Fowlsheugh SPA. The site condition at the Buchan Ness to Collieston Coast SPA is unfavourable, -
no change, but at the Fowlsheugh SPA the site condition is described as favourable maintained.
There are often large numbers of kittiwakes in Aberdeen Bay (including within the area of the
proposed development site) during the breeding and post-breeding period and these birds are most
| likely to come from these two large SPA populations. The main source of potential impact to
kittiwake is from collision risk as the species is known to have a low displacement from offshore
wind farms and a relatively high proportion of flight heights within the risk window. Therefore,
assessing the potential impacts requires appropriate collision risk modelling.

The appropriate assessmeant will need to conduct an appropriate CRM and apportion the impact
proportionately between these two SPAs. It should then be possible to assess whether the impacts
from collision mortality would not result in an adverse effect on sﬂe integrity, taking in to account the
population trends at each SPA. :

Sandwich tern —there is a strong likelihood of connectivity with the population of Sandwich terns at
Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA and a much lower likelihood of connectivity
with the Loch of Strathbeg SPA, which is at the limits of foraging range of this species. The site
condition of the closer Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA is favourable
maintained, while that of the further Loch of Strathbeg SPA is unfavourable declining. However,
these two SPAs are mostly likely designated for the same population of birds, which are known to
“switch between these two sites for unknown reasons (though I|kely a mix of foraging quality and
predation risk).

The appropriate assessment will need to conduct an appropriate CRM and determine whether this
impact may be impertant to the single population that uses both of these sites.

In addition the ES failed to consider cumulative impact assessments in detail as it failed to account
for impacts from onshore developments/projects. It will be necessary to assess information from
onshore projects and determine whether these may result. in an adverse effect cumulatively with the
| proposed development, We advise in particular that the following onshore windfarm is considered as
part of this cumulative assessment — Keith Inch and Green Hill, Peterhead.

Finally, should it be concluded that there would not be an adverse effect on site integrity the
accompanying detailed ornithological assessment also prowdes advice on post-construction
monltonng requirements and license conditions. ‘

iii) In the light of the appraisal, ascertain whether the proposal will not adversely affect the integrity of
the site for the qualifying interests. If SAC and/or SPA and/or Ramsar sité, give separate conclusions.
If conditions or modifications are requ:red proceed to 4.

SNH considers that it has not been ascertained that the proposal will not adversely ‘affect the
integrity of the sites. Further assessment is required to determine whether or not there would be
an adverse impact on site integrity. The assessment required for this is summarised in the
accompanying detailed ornithological assessment . While for most species it is likely that
further assessment will conclude no adverse effect on ‘site integrity, we are uncertain what
this assessment for common temn will conclude. If the further assessment demonstrates that the
proposed deployment centre would not have an adverse affect on the integrity of these SPAs, and
Marine Scotland are minded to grant a Marine Licence and 36 consent, our objection could be
‘removed subject to the imposition of conditions.
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4, Conditions or modlf' catlons required.

l‘nd.rcate conditions/modifications required to ensure adverse effects are avo;ded & reasons for these.

Condition.'

1. Expert panel appoinfed to advise on
robust moniftoring approach for
environmental issues, particufarly birds. The
monitoring should include:

s  Boat or aerial based surveys to
consider any changes lo species,
densities, behavioural implications
during all phases of the wmdfann
and

«  Measures to detect collisions.

Data collected should be reporied on and
results made available publicly. :

2. Construction Method Statement providing
defails on phasing, durafion of activities efe.
3. Vessel Management Plan providing
defalls on vessefs to be used, steaming
routes, use of ducted propellers.

4. Decommissioning Plan — provision of
details. .

5. Construction restrictions to avoid July
fAugust

Reason:
1.

To ensure best available and most

- appropriate scientific information is used to

inform moniforing sirategy.

To ensure alf environmental issue are taken

“into account in designing the construction of

the windfarm.

To minimise disturbance to marine
mammals through a detailed plan ouﬁmmg
vessel fype and movements.

- To ensure any environmental impacts are

considered. ]
To minimise disturbance to moult periods for
birds.

5. Advice sought

Include here details of or clear reference fo, advice sought from AS, colleagues elc. If no advice

sought give brief reasons/justification.

Advice was sought from:
Marine Renewables QOrnithological Adviser

6. RESPONSE

a) Natura Comments

Haolding Objection

b) SNH Comments (
For SNH advice to other authorities: .

The proposal could raise natural heritage issues of national interest and we therefore object to this
proposal until the further information detailed 1s obtained from the applicant. Further assessment is
required to inform an appropriate assessment to be undertaken by Marine Scotland.

Appraised by

‘| Sue Lawrence/Erica Knott

Date | 31 Oclober 2011
Checked by David Bale
Date .

31 October 2011
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ANNEX C

NATURA APPRAISAL ~ SPECIAL AREAS OF CONSERVATION

Casework Recording System Ref. | 70703 File Ref.

SITE DETAILS

[qB56167

1a. Name of Natura site affected & current status

Name of SAC Site

Key Qualifying
Interests

Moray Firth SAC

Bottlenose Dolphin / Subtlda[ sandbanks

Rivers Dee and South Esk
SAC

Atlantic Salmon / Freshwater Pearl Mussel / otter

Isle of May SAC

Grey Seals / Inshore sublittoral rock reefs

Firth.of Tay and Eden Estuary

Harbour Seals / Subtidal sandbanks, estuaries / intertidal
SAC mudflats and sandfiats

Berwickshire and North
Northumberland Coast

Grey Seals / reefs / sea caves / shallow inlets and bays /
intertidal mudflats and sandflats

1b. Name of component SSSI if relevant

LN/A

1c. European qualifying interest(s) & whether priority/non-priority:

"MORAY FIRTH SAC

Bottienose dolphins

Subtidal sandbanks

These interests are not appraised further asthe
development will have no |mpact at all on th|s
feature

RIVER DEE SAC

Freshwater Pearl Mussel

Atlantic Salmon

Otter

Otter are not appraised further as the
development will have no impact at all on this
feature.

RIVER SOUTH ESK SAC

Aflantic Salmon

Freshwater Pearl Mussel

ISLE OF MAY SAC

Grey seals

Inshore sublittoral rock reefs

These interests are not appraised further as thel
development will have no impact at all on this
feature.

Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary SAC

Harbour Seals

Subtidal sandbanks .

These interests are not appraised further as the
development will have no impact at all on this
feature.

Estuaries

These interests are not appraised further as the
development will have na impact at all'on this .
feature.
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Intertidal mudflats and sandflats These interests are not appraised further as the
: development will have no impact at all on thlS
feature,

Berwickshire and North Northumberland

Coast SAC .

Grey Seals :

Intertidal mudflats and sandflats These interests are not appraised further as the

: development will have no impact at all on this
. feature.

Reefs : These interests are not appraised further as the-
development will have no impact at all on this
feature.

Sea caves ‘These interests are not appraised further as the
,development will have no impact at all on this
feature. :

Shallow inlets and bays _ These interests are not appraised further as the

' . ‘ development will have no impact at all on this
feature.

1d. Conservation objectives for qualifying interests:

Moray Firth SAC R
To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the quallfymg speCIes or significant disturbance to the
qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained and the site makes an

appropriate contribution to achieving favourable conservation status for each of the qualifying |

features; and

To ensure for the quallfymg species that the following are established then maintained in the long
term:

Population of the species as a viahle component of the site

Distribution of the species within site

Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species

Structure, function and supporting.processes of habitats supporting the spemes

No significant disturbance of the species.

Qualifying Species

+ Bottlenose Dolphin

Rivers Dee and South Esk SACs

To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species or significant disturbance to the
qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained and the site makes an
appropriate contribution to achieving favourable conservatlon status for each of the qualifying
features; and

To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:.

« Population of the species, including range of genetic types for salmon, as a viable
component of tha site '
Distribution of the species within site
Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the species -

Structure; function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species

No significant disturbance of the species

Distribution and viability of freshwater pearl mussel host species

Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting freshwater pearl
mussel host species .

Qualifying species:
Allantic salmon
Fresh water pearl mussel
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Isle of May and Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary SACs
To avoid deterioration of the habitats of the qualifying species (listed below) or significant
disturbance to the qualifying species, thus ensuring that the integrity of the site is maintained and
the site makes an appropriate contnbutlon to achieving favourable conservation status for each of
the qualifying features; and
To ensure for the qualifying species that the following are maintained in the long term:
= Population of the species as a viable component of the site
Distribution of the species within site . :
Distribution and extent of habitats supporting the speues 7
Structure, function and supporting processes of habitats supporting the species .
No significant disturbance of the species .

Qualifying species-
Grey Seal (Isle of May and Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast)
Harbour Seal (Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary)

PROPOSAL DETAILS

2a. Proposal title ‘
Application far consent under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and a Marine Licence under’
Party 4, Section 20 of the Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 to construct and operate an offshore
wmdfarm Aberdeen Bay.

2b. Date consultation sent: 3 August 2011

2c. Date consultation received

2d. Name of consuliee ‘ SNH

2e. Name of competent authority Marine Scotland

2f. Type of Case: ‘ Marine Renewahles — Offshore Wind - Appl|cat|on

2g. Details of proposed operation (inc. location, timing, methods):
Installation and operation of a European Offshore Wind Deployment Centre consisting of 11
turbines, inter-array and export cables. To be located 2-4.5km off the coast of Blackdog,
Aberdeenshire and likely to be constructed in 2013 and 2014. Method of construction not yet
known, nor the operation period of the different turbines to be deployed and how they would be
replaced.

APPRAISAL IN RELATION TO REGULATION 48

.3a..Is the operatlon directly connected W|th or necessary to conservation management of the -
site? YES/NO If YES give details:

[ No - |

3b. Is the operatlon Ilkely to have a significant effect on the qualtfylng interest? ConSIder each
qualifying interest in relation to the conservation objectives.

i) indicate which feature of interest could be affected by the proposed operation and bneﬂy in what
‘way; Iif none provide a brief justification and the proceed to v), otherwise continue:

ii) refer to other plans/projects with similar effects/other relevant evidence;

iii) consider scale, longevity, and reversibifity of effects;

iv) consider whether proposal contributes fo cumulative or incremental impacts with other projects
completed, underway or proposed,

v) give Yes/No conclusion for each interest.

Moray Firth SAC

Bottlenose dolphins — yes.

Bottlenose dolphins occur regularly throughout the year in Aberdeen Harbour, just south of the
proposed deployment centre. Photo ID has confirmed that at least some of these individuals are
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from the Moray Firth SAC and as there are no known other bottlenose dolphin populations along the
east coast of Scotland, it is assumed that all of them are part of the SAC population. The dolphins
are believed to travel south from the Moray Firth along the east coast of Scotland with regular
sightings as far as the Firth of Forth®.

Bottlenose dolphin distribution appears to be more coastal than other cetacean species that occur in
Aberdeen Bay. They are observed regularly (throughout the year) at Aberdeen harbour entrance for
foraging and may also be transrtmg through the area to other preferred areas for foraging or nursery
area e.g. St Andrews Bay °. The IVIoray Firth populatlon of bottlenose dolphins prefer coastal
habitats. A study by Armstrong 2011* found that the preferred depth for BND was 4.5 - 35m (117
sightings) and that of 202 sightings 85% were found within 800m of the shore with only 1 sighting
3.4km from the share,

' Potentlal impacts from the proposed dep1oyment centre on bottlenose dolphins are:
" Construction
s Sub acoustic noise arising from construction activities including deployment of foundations,
resulting in disturbance or potential injury and death.
« Boat movements, cable-laying and other construction activity may give rise to disturbance.
¢ There may also be impacts to the prey species of dolphin — either from the placement of
mfrastructure (habitat changes, pollutron sediment increase efc) or due to noise.
Operation .
¢ Boat movements and other operatlon and maintenance activity may give rise to
disturbance,
s Presence of structures may cause dlsturbance ! barrier effects
Decommissioning
e Activity associated with removal of turbines may give rise to d|sturbance due to increased
vessel movements, noise etc. .

River Dee SAC

Salmon and Freshwater Pearl Mussel - Yes -
River South Esk SAC

Salmon - and Freshwater Pearl Mussel Yes

Atlantic salmon occur along the coast of NE Scotland and spawn in several NE rivers. The closest
designated natural heritage site to EOWDS is the River Dee SAC, which is located approximately
7.2 km south of the proposed development. The River South Esk SAC is located approximately 58
km south of EOWDC.
Potential impacts from the proposed deployment centre on Atlantic salmon and freshwater peari
mussels are:
Construction - ‘
» Sub acoustic noise ansmg from construction activities mcludlng deployment of foundations
. resulting in disturbance or potential injury / death
s Pollution/Increased sedimentation durmg constructlon particularly foundations and cable
laying
Operation
« Effects of EMF on fish passage, partlcularly from the land fall cabling rather than the inter-
. array cabling.
Decommissioning

»  Activity associated with removal of turbines may give rise to disturbance due to mcreased

2 Thompson, P.M., Cheney, B., Ingram, 3., Stevick, P., Wilson, B. & Hammond, P.S. (Eds) {2011).

Distribution, abundance and population structure of bottlencse dolphins in Scottish waters. Scottish
Government and Scottish Natural Herltage funded report Scottlsh Natural heritage Commissioned
report No.354 .

* Armstrong J. (201 1) The long-term distribution, habitat use and site fidelity of bottlenose dolphins ﬁ-equentmg
the outer southern Moray Firth coastline: a spatlo-temporal analysis with implications for existing population
management. MRes Thesis
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vessel movements, sedimentation, noise etc.
Freshwater pearl mussels rely on salmon and sea trout as host species during the larval stage of
their reproduction. Any impacts on these host species may therefore have an impact on freshwater
pearl mussels.

Isle of May / Berwickshire and North Northumberland Coast SACs
Grey seal — Yes

Firth of Tay and Eden Estuary SAC

Harbour (common) seal — No

Grey seals occur throughout Scottish waters. Recent analysis of seal telemetry data by SMRU® has
shown that grey seals tagged in both the Isle of May SAC and Berwickshire and North -
Northumbertand Coast SAC appear to routinely travel past Aberdeen (through the proposed
location) on their way to the Pentland Firth. Grey seals will haul out at various places along the
route and may therefore use the grey seal haul out sites in Aberdeenshire. The proportion of the
SAC populations that travels in this way is not known nor how long they - remain in this area for.

The telemetry study showed that harbour seals tend to be more limited in their movements (foraging
distances - approx 50km) than grey seals and stay in the same area. The Firth of Tay and Eden
Estuary SAC is approximately 90km from the development site and would normally be considered
outwith ‘normal’ harbour seal foraging range, it would therefore be exceptional that harbour seals
found in the vicinity of the proposed windfarm are from either this SAC or the Dornoch Firth SAG -
the two closest harbour seal SACs, both are beyond the 50km normal foraging range. Most recent
tagging data from the Firth-of Tay and Eden Estuary from Spring 2011 from 5 mdnnduals indicate
that none of these individuals travelled as far as Aberdeen Bay.

Potential impacts from the proposed deployment centra on grey seals are:
Construction
s Sub acoustic noise arising from construction activities mcludlng deployment of foundations
resulting in disturbance or potential injury / death
+ Patential for vessel movements for operation and maintenance activities to requrre use of
vessels with certain types of ducted propellers. There is a potential issue relating to ducted
propellers ad cork screw injuries. Guidance is currently being drafted by the Statutory
Nature Conservation Agencies alongside various strands of research will mean this issue
will be continually reviewed to provide most up to date guidance.

Decommissioning
s Activity associated with removal of turbines may give rise to disturbance due to increased
lvessel movements noise etc.

3c. Appraisal of the implications for the site in view of the site’s conservation objectives. '

i) Describe for each European qualifying inferest the potential impacts of the proposed operation
detailing which aspects of the proposal couid impact upon them and their conservation objectives

i) Evaluate the significance of the potential impacts, e.g. whether short/long term, reversible or
irreversible, and in relation to the proportior/importance of the interest affected, and the overall effect
on the site’s conservation objectives. Record if additional survey information or specialist advice has
been obtained.

Generic

For all the mobile spemes impacts will occur away from the designated site area, so it is for the
following conservation objectives to be considered against the potential impacts:

¢ Will the proposal cause significant disturbance to mobile species (bottle nose dolphins, grey

* SNH Commissioned Report 441: Utilisation of space by grey and harbour seals in the Pentland F irth and
Orkney waters 2011
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seal and salmon) while they are autwith the SAC such that the \nabllrty of the SAC population is
affected?

+ Wil the proposal in any way affect the population viability of the SACs from which the mobile
species are connected? This could include indirect impacts — such as the degradation or loss
of supporting habitats or feeding grounds which are outwith the SAC but which help to maintain
the population of mobile species in the SACs in the long-term.

For freshwater pearl mussels, the conservation objective that requires consideration is:

+ Distribution and viability of freshwater pearl mussel host species i.e. impacts on salmon may
have an indirect effect on FWPM and if the salmon in the Rivers Dee and South Esk are
assessed not to be at risk from an adverse effect on site integrity, then FWPM can also-he
ruled out as being at risk in both these SACs.

Proposal Details

The development comprises. (ES Chapter 3):

11 turbines and foundations likely to be developed intwo phases - 4 turbines in 2013 and 7 turbines
in 2014,

Turbine types are not yet determined but will be of a typical design comprlsmg a tower, nacelle and
3 blades; foundations could comprise gravity foundation, monopile in steel, steel tripod or piled
concrete tripod, jacket structure or suction bucket.

Potentially one anemometer mast.

Inter-array cables between each turbine location linking to an cnshore substatlon The lnter -array
cables are likely to be approximately 13km in length and are likely to be 33kv 3 core cables.

A maximum of 4 export cables is proposed again these are likely to be 33kv 3 core cables with an
approximate total length of 26km ) comprising 4 differing lengths connecting the windfarm to the
onshore substation. '

Potential impacts from this deveioprhent

Construction
As indicated above there are a number-of aspects that could lead fo impacts during construction for
each of the SAC qualifying interests. S

Death / Displacement / Barrier Effects / Indirect Impacts
e - Construction Activities including \}essel movements; cable laying

Studies have shown that dlsplacement of marine mammals and fish sSpecies can occur from
increased vessel movements and noise disturbance from construction activities.® Seals and
cetaceans have been recorded both within the windfarm area and the Aberdeen harbour mouth.
During construction there will be increased vessel traffic, noisy activities associated with foundations
and activities associated with-the inter-array cabling and grid connections. Aberdeen Harbour
(approx 7km) is in close proximity to the proposed windfarm footprint, the port is busy and has an
associated anchorage area during peak demand. Although seals and cetaceans at the harbour
mouth are therefore accustomed to frequent vessel movements they will still take avoiding action at
certain levels of activity.

-In order to reduce the risk of corkscrew injuries to seals, up to date advice on vessels operating with
ducted propellers can be provided as details emerge on construction methods and operating and
maintenance requirements. This relates to issues that have been raised regarding recent injuries to
seals, particularly harbour seals where there is a possibility that seals are attracted to certain types

of ducted propellers and are drawn through resulting in a cork screw fatality.

® Baldock A (2008) The Effect of Boats on the Foraging Behaviour of the Bottlenose Dolphin (Tursiops
truncatus) in Aberdeen Harbour Using Observational and T-POD Data. MSc Thesis; Richardson W, Greene
CR, Malme CI, Thompson DH (1995) Marine Ma.mmals and Noise. Academic Press, San Diego, CA

Braﬂdt, M 1, Diederichs, A, Betke, K, Nehls, G. (2011) Responses_of harbour porpoises to pile driving at the

Horns Rev 11 offshore wind farm in the Danish North Sea Mar ecol prog ser 421:205-216
® http://ince.defra.gov.uk/pdf/INCC_Guidelines_Piling%20protocol August%202010.pdf
? www.offshorewind.co.uk/Assets/1351_emf research report 04_05_06.pdf
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A vessel management plan will be required as mitigation to minimise the risk of injury and
disturbance to seals and cetaceans. :

s Sub Acoustic Noise

There have been limited studies on |mpacts from piling on fish or marine mémmals There are a
number of effects_ that noise can have rangmg from death, physmal damage, behavioural avmdance
and no reaction. =~

Impacts frbm existing offshore windfarms have to date only been able to consider impacts to
harbour porpoise and seal species, spemes which are more commonly encountered in the UK and
other areas of Europe where offshore wind is being developed. ‘

Piling works have been taking place in Aberdeen harbour recently. Refurbishment of several of the
piers and berths has required consfruction activity . :ncludmg vibro-piling, drilling etc. As part of the
consenting process for these works consideration of noise impacts on both Atlantic salmon and
bottle nose dolphins was required. Sub acoustic noise was modelled to determine the extent that
the vibro-piling noise was predicted to travel. As part of the consent mitigation was agreed including
(i) diurnal restrictions to piling activity, and

(ii) observations and soft start procedures for marine mammals.

The ES has provided a prediction of sub acoustic noise, with a worst case scenario based on the
selection of a foundation monopile of 8.5metre diameter, Differing peak to peak levels of noise
impacts will have differing results. Most species will exhibit strong behavioural avoidance at 90dbht,
however at 75dbht most individuals will exhibit “significant .avoidance’, (ES — Technical appendix
3.1). The ES also identifies that for all species, lethal effects may occur within 3m of the noise
source and physical injury out to 60m. There is a further caveat indicating that the model used may
have overestimated impacts and that lethality is not expected to occur. Tables 1.9.14 — 1.9.17
provide an estimated impact range for a number of marine species, from 4 turbine locations. The
greatest extent of 'the mean range predicted for SAC qualifying interests are seal sp — 10km, bottle
nose dolphins — 9.2km and salmon 4 tkm. These ranges extend to and include Aberdeen harbour
mouth

Piling noise will result in disturbance and therefore displacement. Limited periods of disturbance
may not lead to displacement on a permanent basis, however it is likely that during construction
species will show an avoidance reaction. A recent study by Brandt et al (2011) at the Horns Rev I
offshore wind famm found that porpoise acoustic activity was reduced by 100% for 1 hour after pile
driving and stayed below normal levels for 24 to 72 hours at a distance of 2.6 km from the
construction site. They concluded that the behavioural response of harbour porpeises to pile driving
lasted much longer than previously reported.” . There have been no studies on how bottlenose | -
dolphins or cetacean species would react to piling at offshore wind farms. Given that porpoise are
known to be sensitive to noise disturbance we can assume that other species may also show similar
reactions.

Consequently there is Iikely fo be temporary displacement cf bettlenose dolphins and seals from
these foraging areas during and possibly.after piling activity. In addition, construction noise from
piling may act as a temporary barrier to movement north and south of the windfarm, due to the
preference by dolphins / seals to remain in 'coastal waters. Howevet any displacement or barrier
effect should be short lived, the worst case scenario indicates piling would last a maximum of 4 —~ &
hours and there are alternatlve foraging areas avallable which are also used, either side of the
| development. )

Adult salmen returning to their natal river are likely to take avoidance action during piling events.
This may result in adult salmon delaying entry to the natal river which can be mitigated by diurnal
restrictions preventing piling at night. Evidence indicates that smolts leave the River Dee during high
fide / high water and darkness A dlurnal restriction would also help reduce any |mpact to smolt
mlgratlon : .
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The installation of driven piles in the marine environment without mitigation is likely to produce noise
levels capable of caUsin'g injury and disturbance to marine mammals and fish. The Statutory nature
conservation agencnes have produced a protocal for minimising the risk of injury to marine mammals
from piling noise® Physical impacts to dolphins, seals and salmon can be reduced through

| mitigation such as soft start procedures. The deployment of marine mammal cbservers and use of
Passive Acoustic Monitoring (PAMS) prior to any piling commencing can ensure that no piling
commences while dolphlns and seals are present within the mitigation-zone.

. Indirect effects int_:luding effects on prey species through water guality

Construction activities will result in increased sediment release within the bay. Aberdeen bay is
currently -a highly dynamic location. As foundations are to be constructed individually within a
phased timeframe, sediment released from individual foundations and cabling works have been
modelled. Note the monopile of 8.5m has been modelled based on it being the worst case scenario
for sediment released with approximately 2100m3 of seabed disturbed. The sediment disturbance
at each foundation location has been modelled with in-situ sediment release and there will be
temparary increase in suspended sediment concentrations (SSC) as each turbine foundation is
constructed along with each of the cable routes.

There are some potentially conflicting assessments of suspended sediment levels made between
different sections of the ES e.g. section 2.4.2 of Appendix 8.1 and section 3.2 of Appendix 22.2. The
localized maximum concentrations in Chapter 8 (Coastal processes), are above the levels indicated
elsewhere in the ES and above the threshcold given. for causing avoidance reactions in juvenile
Atlantic salmon in freshwater. This inconsistency needs to be rectified and an assessment made as
to how quickly any plume would disperse. We consider that, subject to this re-assessment, the
-| plumes are likely to disperse qu1ckly and not have a significant adverse impact on marine mammals
or salmon. :

Construction activities could also give rise to pollution, depending on the materials used during
construction, or through collision of boats. This could be addressed by requiring pollution prevention
measures in the construction method statement and environmental management system and
through a vessel management plan.

Operation and Maintenance _

As indicated ahove there are a number of aspects that could lead to impacts during operation and
maintenance for each of the SAC qualifying interests.

Displacement / Barrier Effects / [ndirect Impacts ‘ ‘

Vessel movements and activities associated with operation and- maintenance could result in
temporary disturbance and / or displacement. Q&M activities impacts will be less frequent and
intensive compared to during construction. Mitigation to reduce these impacts as undertaken during
construction should be deployed, including use of marine mammal observers (as detailed in the
SNCA piling protocol), requirements of vessel / helicopter details should be submitted as part of an
‘O&M Plan within the Environmental Management Plan.

With regard to fish migration, particularly Electro Magnetic Fields (EMF).. impacts and Atlantic
salmon, conditions will be required identifying a minimum depth requirement for the burial of the grid
export cable. . Evidence indicates that the greater the burial depth the more it reduces any potential
EMF effect. Current knowledge indicates that EMF fields may disrupt salmon migratory abilities
which rely on the earth’s magnetic fields. If cables which emit EMF fields are sufficiently buried
(depends on ground condltlons etc.) than these effects are minimised and therefore impacts are |
lessened®.

Operation / maintenance activities could also give rise to pollution, depending on the materials used
during construction, or through collision of boats. This could be addressed by requiring pollution
prevention measures in the environmental management system and through a vessel management
plan. :

Decommissioning .
Details on decommissioning of the windfarm are not.provided; there will be different methods for
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decommissioning, such as complete remaval, partial removal of all parts etc. Where structures
| have been drilled into the seabed, current practice is either to leave them in place or to cut off at the
sea bed level. The impacts of this would not result in impacts greater than those experienced during
construction. Further advice will be provided as part of the consultation on a decommissioning plan.

iii) In the light of the appraisal, ascertain whether the proposal will not adversely affect the rntegnty of
the site for the qualifying interests. If SAC ando/or SPA and/or Ramsar site, give separate conclusions.
If conditions or modifications are required, proceed fo 4.

SNH considers that it has not been ascertained that the proposal will not adversely affect the
| integrity of the site within the supporting ES / Information to inform HRA for this application. SNH
have however, undertaken an appraisal of the potential impacts and this appraisal should assist
Marine Scotland as the competent authority to determine this application.

SNH has concluded in the light of the SAC interests (bottlenose dolphins, grey seal, Atlantic
salmon and freshwater pearl mussel that no adverse effects on site integrity will occur so0
long as cond.-ﬂons are attached to any consent to minimise :mpacts

This proposal however is not just a small scale wmdfarm but a deployment centre, which ‘at the
heart of the EOWDC project is the interaction between a research and potential test and training
centre with a small, highly innovalive, commercially operated and highly instrumented and
monitored offshore wind farm’. (ES Appendix 28.1, section3.3).

SNH therefore provides a number of recommendations for conditions etc. if the project is consented,
to increase the evidence base to help inform wider offshore renewable industry requirements by
providing results for a detailed, robust monitoring plan with analysis of results publicly available.

Y

5. Conditions or modifications required.

Condition: Reason:
1. Expert panel appointed fo adviseon | 1. Toensure best available and most
robust monitoring approach for appropriate scientific information is used to
environmental issues, particularly inform monitoring strategy.
marine mammals. . _
2. Construction Method Statement 2. Toensure all environmental issue are taken
providing details on phasing, duration jnto account in designing the construction of
of activities, poilution preventfon - the windfarm.
measures eflc. : 3. To minimise disturbance to marine mammals
3. Vessel Management Pian providing ‘ through a detailed pian outlining vessei type
details on vessels fo be used, and movements. .
steaming routes, use of ducted :
propellers. - 4. . To ensure this aspect of construction and
4. Export cable details (location, timing, © operation is considered in sufficient detail and
type, method elc} fo be agreed in mitigation provide if necessary.
advance of any works commencing. 5. To ensure any environmental impacts are
5. Decommissioning Plan — provision of " considered,
details. 6. To minimise disturbance o manne mammal
6. Construction rastrictions fo avoid July species.
/August . 7. To minimise disturbance to marine mammal
7. Restriction of piling activity to dayhght . and Atlantic salmon.
- hours .8 To minimise disturbance to marine mammals.
8. Use of MMOs and PAMs during piling ' :
to ensure that start up does not occur
while dolphins, seals (and other
cetaceans) are within the mitigation
zone 9. To allow any unseen doiphins and seals to
9. Piling to commence with soft start. - take avoiding action and reduce the risk of
' death and injury, and thereby minimise
disturbance to marine mammals
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5. Advice sought. ’
Include here details of or ciear reference to, advice sought from AS, co!leagues efc. If no advice
sought give brief reasons/justification.

Advice has been sought from the following specialism’s within SNH:

Marine mammais / ecology

Diadromous fish .

Inshore fisheries

Protected places (Natura)

Coastal processes

In addition, advice has also heen sought from SCM — Marine Renewables, Principal Adwsers -
Casework and Advice and Marine along with the Area Manager - Tayside and Grampian.

6. RESPONSE

a) Natura Comments (for additional guidanbe see Development Management and the Natural
Heritage, section 8, or the Natura Model Responses (in the Natura Casework Guidance) for all
other Natura casework)

Conditioned objection

In our view, this proposal is likely to have.a significant effect on the qualifying interest(s) of the
above SAC sites. As a conseqguence Marine Scotland is required to undertake an appropriate
assessment in view of each site's conservation objectives for the qualifying interests affected. To
help you do this, we would further advise that {on the basis of our appraisal, if the proposal is
undertaken strictly in accordance with conditions outlined above then the proposal will not
adversely affect the integrity of the site.

b) SNH Comments
For SNH advice fo other authorities:

This proposal could be progressed. However, the proposal does raise natural heritage issues of
national significance and we therefore object to thlS proposal unless it is made subject of the
mitigation measures through conditions.

Appraised by Sue Lawrence / Erica Knott
Date - . 26 QOctober 2011

Checked by David Bale

Date . 1 November 2011
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Sutherland Al (Andrew)

From: Ferguson V {Val)

Sent: 17 August 2011 09:12

Tor * Sutherland Al (Andrew)

Subject: . Aberdeen Offshore Wind Deployment cenire

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:  Red

Andrew,

‘Thanks for sending this through. | have no comments to make on this case. So long as
you are consulting Aberdeen Harbour and take on board any issues relating to harbour .
access | am content.

Val Ferguson

Ports and Harbours Qrancﬁ
" Area 2G North

Victoria Quay |
| Edinburgh

E346 6QQ

0:13 1244 7878

~val.ferguson@transportscotland.gsi.gov.uk -

07/01/2013




 OurRef. SCTESS6B R R RO ) P Comsnt it

.'YourRef 018/OWIAOWFL-9 B U T N PRSP R 'gmgﬁm
L L T T o141.2214080
AndrewSu’dterIand R Lo T P800 0864387 N
Marine Renewables LtcensrngAdwsor IR LT T T Eglasgow@jmp.cok
. Scottish Government e LT T i ceuk
Maririe:Laboratory. . ' Sl R T A ALTIR-CO-
.. PO.Box 101 _: SRR - B
" 375 Yictoria Road i ' ‘
Aoerdoen Rscsweo
AB118DB-
23 SEP 2911
o DearSIrs .__-_- -.'...-3_--_;-..;. S
: -ELECTRIC{TY ACT 1989

THE ELECTRICITY WQRKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND)
REGULATIONS 2000
MARINE {(SCOTLAND) ACT 2010
THE MARINE WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) REGUALTION 2007

' PROPOSED EUROPEAN WINDFARM, ABERDEEN BAY ABERDEEN (ENVIRONMENTAL B
STATEMENT) ‘ _

With reference to your oorrespondence dated 3""' August 2011 on the above deve]opment we write fo

lnform you of our involvement -as Term Consultants to Transport Scotland ~ Trunk Road Network

Management Dlrectorate (TS-TRNMD) in re[atron to the provision of advrce on issues aﬁectlng the trunk
“road network. : : : T

B ?. We have been fon.varded various pleces of mformahon for the proposed European Oﬁ‘shore W‘nd Farm
Development. We have revrewed thee information prowded by the applicant, includirg the Envlronmental
Statement (ES)and would make: the followmg comments on behalf of Transport. Scotland ' :

We understand that the srte of the' proposed wmdfarm lies approxmateiy 2.4 kilometres offshore from' the
coastline of Aberdeenstire at. Blackdog We note that the total area of the wind ‘turbine layout is
approxamately4 3 km? and is situated wu‘hln a 20 km? lease boundary awarded by The Crown Estate. ‘'We
_niote that the information provided within the ES deals mainly with the offshore operatlons of the proposed
development and ‘we accept that the offshore actwmes would not have any- srgmﬁcant environmenia!
impaét on the trunk road network

Notmthstandmg that, we: note thata planmng applrcatlon to oover the onshore operatlons of the proposed
development will be made: separately under the Town and, Country Planning (Scottand) Act 1997 once
those activities have been identified. A full review of the onshors operation -and its effects on the trunk
road network «(if any) would be undertaken .once the. apphcatron has been 'submitted. Therefore, on the
basis of the information provided in- support of the current application, we can confirm our agreement to
thie conclusion thatthe offshore activities would not have any signfficant envrronmental impact on the trurk
road network and we do not requrre any futther lnformatlon m this regard

- JMP- Consultants erited Regrstered Oﬂjoe Mereanhle Chambers 53 Boﬂ'lwe'H Sb‘eet, Glasgow G2 TS L R‘egis_‘_tered in"Soo_ttand, I"to, 88008

JMP cares for'the environment and lises recycled paper: and card ‘




- SIS Page 2
19 Septernber 2011 ' . OurRef  SCT 65568

Proposed Europaan Wind Farm, Absrdeen Bay, Aberdeen (Env:ronmental : Your Ref 018!0WIAOWFL-9
Statementy - o o _

F{rust that the above is satlsfac‘tory and shoulcl you wish to discuss any |ssues ralsed in. greater detall,
. please do not hesrtate to contact me atour G[asgow office. : :

Yours fa_lthfullyf

Associate Director . e
Tel S
Email ]mp_co_uk,.

Cc M‘élqoh‘h Fo'rsym.,m Transbort Scotland Development Mana’gerﬁén't




WDCS

Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society

WDCS Dolphin Centre
Spey Bay

MORAY

Seotland

Phone’

25th October 2011 ' -wd_csorg

WWW.WACS.Org

Dear Mr Sutherland
WDCS comments on the European Offshore Wind Development Centre

Thank you for providing WDCS with the oppbrtunity to comment on the proposed development of '
the ‘European Offshore Wind Development Centre in the waters off Aberdeen. WDCS has been part
of the stakeholder group surrounding discussions about this development since 2007. We
acknowledge the small scale of this development, consisting of eleven turbines, as compared to
other larger sites planned to be developed in Scottish Territorial Waters and UK waters.

We understand that this site is intended to be a test site and therefore should demonstrate best
practise in its approach to environmental assessment and monitoring of potential impacts. We have
only provided comments on Appendix 12.1 and 12.2 and brief comments on Appendix 28.1.and 29.1
that relate to marine mammals. '

WDCS welcome the commitments from the Scottish and UK Governments to renewable energy
generation, particularly noting the potential adverse consequences of climate change for cetaceans
{whales, dolphins and porpaises). This is an issue that we have been working on for some time™.
WDCS would like to support an innovative and dynamic marine renewable industry that is adaptive
and demonstrates best practice.

However, we have serious concerns about the possible negative impacts these dévelopments may
have on cetaceans'in Scottish and UK waters if not developed with appropriate consideration to the
application of existing legal protection and an adequate scientific understanding. .

The waters around Scotland offer a range of rich cetacean habitats with maore than twenty species
“being recorded here, and many routinely- encountered in coastal waters, including off the

! See, for example, Whales in Hot Water available at www.wdcs.org




Aberdeenshire coast. In a European context, Scottish waters are very lmportant for-a number of
cetaceans with large percentages of Europe’s populations bemg found here.

- Large gaps remain in our knowledge of the cetaceans which live year round or migrate through these
waters. No clear picture exists of their abundance and distribution in mast areas, including off
Aberdeen. Whilst the data collected in preparation for this development go some way to answer
some basic and important biological questions, we believe that there is still some way to go before
the Habitats Directive requirements for strict protection can be ensured and Natura 2000
conservation objectives ¢an be met, '

Overall, Appendix 12.1 provides an adequate summary of the current knowledge of cetaceans in
Aberdeen Bay. However, as presented, we do not believe that enough effort data has been collected
and we were disappointed that not all collected data were available in the Environmental
Statement. This should not be acceptable as it clearly impedes effective decision making. We were
very disappointed with the standard of Appendix 12.2 (Marine Mammal EIA), which makes a number
of assumptions that are not based in fact and are not precautionary in nature. Detailed comments
are provided in the appendix to this letter.,

Specific comments regarding Aberdeen Bay

Aberdeen Bay is a significant region for a number of cetacean species within both a Scottish and a
regional context. The diversity of cetacean species regularly encountered in this region is not found
elsewhere outside of Scottish waters in the whole of Northern Europe

The population of bottlenose dolphfns that are offered protection through the Moray Firth Special
Area of Conservation are found in the Aberdeen Bay area all year round (Tahle 5 of Appendix 12.1)
and regularly forage in the area around Aberdeen harbour and, as identified in the ES, this puts them
in close proximity to the proposed site of the development. '

Minke whales and white-beaked dolphins, which are both Priority Marine Features (PMF) under the
Scottish Marine Protected Area (MPA) Project, are seascnally resident in the Aberdeen Bay area.
Risso’s dolphins appear to be seen more frequently in the area in recent years and yet we still know
very little about the importance of the area for this PMF.

To date, impacts of rharine wind farms have focused on harbour porpoises, the species most
commonly encountered in most parts of Europe. There are no impact studies, of which we are
aware, on the impacts on these Priority Marine Features or any other cetacean species found in the
Aberdeen Bay area. As a result, there will be wider interest, including from the international
scientific community,' in the monitoring and mitigation work undertaken and the subsequent results
to minimise disturbance from this development. ' '

Potential impacts

As the Scottish and UK governments strive to meet their greenhouse gas emission targets and
renewable energy commitments, renewable development continues at a rapid pace. Vast areas of
the seas surrounding the UK have already been set aside for marine renewable development and, in
addition to habitat loss caused by the presence of these structures, WDCS is concerned about the



potential for ¢etaceans to be disturbed and displaced, including by the noise introduced into their
environment. Noise will be produced throughout the life of the development, including construction, .
operational and decommissioning phases, and from associated vessel traffic. Noise pollution has the
potential to displace animals and populations, interfere with normal behaviour and, at very high
|nten5|t|es is physically damaging.

As the marine renewable industry is a relatively new one, a lack of detailed information about the
potentlal impacts on cetaceans and other marine life means that a hlghly precautionary approach is
required in the development of this industry.

We have little information about how cetaceans will interact with other new renewable structures
being placed in the water column and other 5|gn|f|cant impacts that may come to light as the
industry develops.

The combined effects of these developments with other industries operating in the marine
environment, such as shipping and oil and gaé exploration, are also largely unknown. Yet it is
'.im‘portant that cumulative and in-combination impacts be adequately considered as our
understanding develops. '

We acknowledge that there could be positive impacts of renewable developments for cetaceans
such as the establishment of fisheries no-go zones around-devices, yet there is little evidence to
support this at the moment. . '

Pile driving

We are partlcularly concerned about the intense impulsive naise caused by the pile-driving that is -
likely to be used to anchor the turbines to the seabed. Pile driving is one of the loudest sources of
underwater noise. As the report documents, this activity may disrupt the behaviour of marine
mammals at distances of many kildmetres, with hearing potentially impaired at close range.

Disturbance impacté as a result of pile driving and the possible displacement, particularly of the
bottlenose dolphins from key habitat around the harbour entrance, and the unknown consequences

of this, have not been adequately considered in this ES. We are particularly concerned about the

potential for increased impacts from pile driving due to reverberations off the harbour wall.

In addition, there are no impact studies on pile driving on those Priority Marine Features or any'
other cetacean species found in the Aberdeen Bay area and so measures to minimise disturbance
should be carefully thought through. We believe that an independent scientific panel.is required and
should consider the implications and -scientific requirements for monitoring and mitigation more
fully than the ES has done.

Monitoring and mitigation

It is essential that appropriate and adequate baseline monitoring surveys are conducted before
construction begins, to allow for properly info‘rmed_ decision making, effective impact monitoring
and adaptive management. The baseline data ‘reported in this ES does not cover twd years, is piece-
meal and does not appear to answer any specific research questions, such as how many animals will




be impacted, whether this will be detrimental to the local population or where they might go
if/when they are displaced. This is despite the year-round presence of the Moray Firth SAC protected
bottlenose dolphins and numerous cther EPS species, which are likely to be disturbed as a result of
development activities.

For example, the average bottlenose dolphin grbup size is five animals. This small number of animals
is a significant percen'tage of the overall population of 193 animals (Thompson et al., 2011) that are
protected by the Moray Firth 'Special Area of Conservation {SAC). This number of animals is likely to
he encountered in the vicinity of the harbour and so measures to mitigate impacts need to be
transparent and proven as effective — to meet the conservation objectives of the site and to ensure
scientific certainty under the EU Habitats Directive. B

The summary of Appendix 12.1 states “A higher number of bottlenose dolphins were recorded in the
wind farm area in comparison to the control site and in the vicinity of the entrance to Aberdeen
harbour, which is a known hotspot for dolphin sightings.” It seems very likely that bottienose
dolphins will be displaced or otherwise impacted by the development activities. There is no evidence
to support that the animals can and will move out of the area to forage elsewhere. It is therefore

essential that impacts of displacement are fuily considered and that a longer term monitoring
l programme is scientifically robust and is maintained to ensure that any potehtial impacts are
monitored and mitigated effectively.

Once a deacision has been made that development can safely proceed without impacts on the marine
environment, monitoring should then continue during development to document any observable
impacts and mitigation should occur to minimise the effects on EPS species, including cetaceans.

WDCS are supportive of a Marine Marmmal Protection Plan (MMPP). However, it is not adequate 1o
state that such an MMPP will be developed to address and mitigate impacts. The assumption that
this is possible is incorrect. The MMPP needs to ensure that all aspects of the monitoring and
mitigation are effective and will enable the requirements of ‘strict protection’ of EPS and the
conservation objectives of Natura site designation to be met. It does not currently do this.

It would be appropriate to form a small independent scientific panel to ensure adequate
consideration is given to all relevant marine species, including cetaceans, in the design and
implementation of all stages of monitoring and mitigation. WDCS would like to be included in such a
panel,

Effective nﬁanagement strategies should include adequate and transparent mo'nitoring, mitigation
and subsequent adaptive management. Important considerations include:

*  What monitoring arid mitigation measures are available

e What measures have been validated and how well i:hey wark

* What uncertainties and gaps remain in monitoring and mitigation strategies

e What research activities are needed to address those uncertainties and gaps

¢ How monitoring and mitigation data might be better collected, stored and analysed to

_provide insights into developing new and effective mitigation approaches



¢ How monitoring data might be used to assess mitigation efficacy over large temporal and
spatial scales

e  How the results of these studies will be fed back into the decision maklng process to further
develop future mitigation and management decisions

SUMMARY . .

At such an early stage of licensing of marine wind farms, where so little is known about potential
impacts, it-is critical that monitoring and mitigation measures are adequate to allow detailed analysis
of potential impacts to enable an adaptive approach to future decision making.

Continued uncertainties surrounding the foundation structures and mitigation measures as part of
the MMPP make it very difficult to offer substanti.ve comments about these key parts of the
development. Overall we continue to have considerable concerns about the potential impacts of pile
driving activities and the current lack of specific measures to mitigate impacts effectively to prevent
both injury and disturbance of European Protected Species {EPS).

Part of the population of bottlenose dolphins that are offered protection through the Moray Firth
Special Area of Conservation are found in the Aberdeen Bay area all year round. Their dependence
on the area around the harbour puts them in close proximity to the development of the site. This'ES
does not make convincing arguments for maintenance of the SAC conservation objectives. Various
other cetacean species are found in the Aberdeen Bay area, including PMFs, and the ES does not
make convincing arguments that existing mitigation measures can effectively deal with disturbance.

It seems very likely that bottlenosé dolphins and other cetacean species will be dfsplaced ar
otherwise impacted by the development activities, Arguments made in the ES to dismiss habitat
displacement and potential impacts of pile driving are unconvincing. These matters are not trivial
and more certainty about the potential impacts to both individuals and populations is required.

- As a result, we disagree that the risk of an adverse impact will be low for bottlenose- dolphins
{Appendix 29.1 - section '8.1.2) and that the proposed development either alone or in-combination
will not cause an adverse effect on the integrity of the relevant SAC with regard to bottlenose
dolphin {section 8.1.4). As stated above, we do not 'believ_e that enough has been done to determine
this.

Given the current flaws in the ES and the outstanding uncertainties concerning the potential impacts
of the dévelopment of offshare wind farms for the range of cetaceans that are likely to be disturbed,
we make the following recommendations: : ;

Specific recommendations to Marine Scotland Licencing Team on the EOWDC:
* An independent scientific panel should be formed to ensure adequate scientific
consideration is given to all relevant cetacean species in the design, scale and
implementation of all stages of monitoring and mitigation; - |




Adeq-uafe monitoring should be undertaken {determined by-the scientific panel) to take full
account 'of disturbance, and. to the distances that are reported in suentlﬁc literature, not
theoretical assumptions;

A longer term scientifically robust monitoring programme should be set up and maintained
to ensure that any potential impacts are monitored and mitigated effectlvely;

The Marine Mammal Protection Plan {(MMPP) should be designed based on the expertise of
the scientific panel;

The MMPP should consider the difference between moriitoring and mitigation, and should
only rely on tested mitigation measures to reduce impacts of development;

A disturbance licence should be required, to include a detailed assessment of how many

animals of each species are likely to be disturbed, what percentage of the population is likely -
to be disturbed and what behaviours are.likely to be impacted as determined by the
scientific panel; '

A detailed scientific report of monitoring results should be provided to SNH within a suitable
timeframe of the development; ‘

Given the potential for wide-ranging impacts of pile driving especially, and the critical calving
periad of some species between April and September (Table 5), any pile driving should occur
outside of these spring and summer months, but taking full account of bottlenose dolphins,
grey seal and other marine species biologically important activities;

The EOWDC ES shduld be peer-reviewed to ensure that it is accurate in its interpretation of
the existing science, appropriately identifies data gaps and generally reaches a suitable
standard to make an informed decision; and,

Data should be publicly available within a suitable timeframe and in an appropriate format
so that they can be included in the INCC Joint Cetacean Protocol. '

Recommendations to enable industry best practise in marine renewabhle energy development:

Primarily, detailed gmdance on disturbance licencing should be produced with key

stakeholder input, asa priority; ‘ .
+ As INCC has done with marine mammal data collected on seismic survey vessels (see Stone,

1997; 1998; 2000; 2003a; 2003b; 2003c; Stone and Tasker, 2006), an annual and publicly
available review of all scientific data collected from renewables developments should be
produced to inform future plans through an adaptive approach; - '

Quieter and more benign alternatives to pile-driving are an important and viable option that
governments and ather key stakeholders, including The Crown Estate, should be funding to

- develop. Similarly, there may be methods that can be used to limit noise;

The Scottish Government and The Crown Estate should fully consider how to understand
and effeg:tive]y monitor and mitigate against cumulative impacts of wider renewables
developments on mobile species who's range includes more than one development site or
animals that move from one development site to the next as a result of activities being
undertaken; '

Prioritise and assist in funding those data gaps which are most important, to ensure that
strict protection of species are maintained;

The COWRIE research fund should be continued and extended to include full consideration
of the range of species found in Scottish waters; and,



* An independent environmental audit should be planned once the MS licencing department
has been in operation for a year to assess the level of adequacy of supporting material for
environmental assessments and to ensure an adequate standard is maintained.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these concerns in person.

Yours sincerely
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Speciﬁc'comménts on the European Offshore Wind Development Centre ES

Detailed comments on Appendix 12.1

As the Marine Mammal Environmental Baseline report (Appendix 12.1) shows, Aberdeen Bay is a
sighificant region for a number of cetacean species within both a Scottish and a regional context. The
diversity of cetacean species regularly encountered in this region is not found elsewhere outside of
Scottish waters in the whole of Northern Europe. Yet we note the Iarge errors surroundmg the field
data collected, due to the small number of surveys conducted (Figure 22).

There are sorme obvious flaws in the data collected. Those of primary concern to us are outlined
| here:
* Field survey coverage does not cover the ranges over which we can anticipate disturbance to
occur (Figure 2}; : ' :
¢ Some data collected were not included in the ES (Table 2};
® \We see that two years of data is not available (Tables 1 & 2 for visual and Tables 4 & 5 for
acoustic data). Both of these factors are likely to inhibit appropriate decision making to
ensure strict protection; and,
¢ Sea state is not included in the boat based data analysis. Increasing sea state is known to be
" a critical factor in sightability of some key species in the region, including both harbour
parpoises and minke whales.

During the boat-based surveys bottienose doliphin sightings were frequently made at the entrance to
Aberdeen Harbour (Figure 8 in Appendix 12.1). We are very concerned about the potential for
increased impacts from pile driving due to reverberations off the harbour wall. These should be
modelled and ground-truthed with in-field acoustic data. Alternatives to, and effective mitigation
far, pile driving are required and should be develaped.-

That dolphins were not visually detected on SMRU surveys in 2010 and 2011, and yét dolphins were
heard acoustically {page 131}, testifies to the fact that visual surveys cannot be relied upon to detect
animals in order to aid mitigation. Further, detection of animals in itself is not a mitigation measure.

The average bottlenose dolphin group size is five animals. This small number of animals is a
significant percentage of the overall population of 193 animals (Thompson et al., 2011) that are
protected by the Moray Firth Special Area of Conservation (SAC). This number of animals is likely to
be encountered in the vicinity of the harbour and so measures to mitigate impacts need to be
transparent and proven as effective — to meet the conservatlon objectwes of the site and to ensure
~ scientific certainty under the EU Habitats Directive.

Summary of Appendix 12.1 . .

Appendix 12.1 accurately summarises that “The main findings from this review indicate that of the
marine mammal species recorded in the area, bottlenose dolphins, harbour porpoises, white-beaked
dolphins, minke whales, harbour and grey seals are regularlj) present in the area. Therefore, these
species could be qﬁ’écted by potential impacts associated with the proposed dévelopment, such as
underwdter noise disturbance, changes in prey availability and foraging areas, displacement and '
barrier effects.” WDCS agree with this part of the summary.
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However, we do not believe that these findings are given adequate consideration, as the summary
goes on to propose, “These potential impacts and possible mitigation measures will be addressed in
the ES technical report.” :

Further, we note that the summary states “A higher number of bottlenose doiphins were recorded in
the wind farm areqa in comparison to the contral site and in the vicinity of the entrance to Aberdeen
harbour, which is a known hotspat for- dolphin sightings.” 1t seems very Iikély that bottlenose
dolphins will be displaced or otherwise impacted by the development activities. It is therefore
essential that the conservation objectives of the site can be met. Impacts of displacement should be -
fully considered and a longer term monito-ring programme should be scientifically robust and
maintained to ensure that any potential impacts are monitored and mitigated effectively.

Detailed comments on Appendix 12.2 — Marine Mammal EIA

Risk assessment _ o

Taking a risk assessment approach may not be most appropriate given the lack of data surrounding
the distribution and abundance of cetaceans in the region, the value of the region for important
biological activities such as feeding and breeding, as well as the lack of any existing data on the
pofential impacts of renewables developments on cetaceans. The ES does nof cléarly state how it
ensures to maintain the conservation objectives of the Moray Firth SAC for the bottlenose dolphins
or ensure strict protection of other cetaceans. '

Mitigating for injury and disturbance

There is a clear difference between injury, that occurs at short distances from the pile driving, and
can be mitigated t0 some extent to a distance of 500m — 1km, and disturbance, for which the
impacts can be varied and can occur to much greater ranges-up to ten’s of km. Section 1.1 is
somewhat confusing in its representation of the differences between injury and disturbance.

Speculation in the EIA .

Appendii( 12.2 makes a number of assumptions that are not based in fact and are not precautionary
in nature. For example, “it is expected that the perceived loudness of the piling activity will cause the
marine mammal to exhibit an aversive behavioural reaction, with the animal moving from the area
before the onset of any auditory injury can occur.” No scientific evidence is provided to support
these claims. On the contrary, there is some evidence that cetaceans will approach low intensity
airguns (for exarhple, MecCauley et a'l., 2000; Weir, 2008) and other surveys occurred with mixed:
responses from different species (Stone and Tasker, 2006). We do not know how these species will
respond to piling activity. ‘ o '

“The potential exclusion of bottlenose dolphins through behavioural displacement for the duration of
the piling activity and out to an extent of 16 km has been assessed as being of high magnitude, and
‘therefore potentially of major significance to the bottlencse dolphin. As bottlenose dolphins are
present along the east coast of Scotland, it has been predicted that the temporary displacement of
animals from the Aberdeen Bay area will be mitigated by animals moving into other areas within
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their natural range, this is a hypothetical assessment and is based on the available habitat rdnge fdr
bottlenose dolphins being extensive covering the coastal waters along the Scottish east coast.” The
" range of the bottlenose dolphins has expanded in the last decade, from the animals being almost
wholly found within the boundaries of the SAC to a wider distribution along the coastline, down to St
Andrews Bay and beyond. Yet the reason for this expansion is not known. For example, the animals
“may have been displaced from the Moray Firth due to prey depletion or noise pollution impacts
from human activities occurring there, including seismic surveys. Therefore, it is not édequate to
assume that displacement will not have a significant impact on such a small and vulnerable
population, which a_lready face a large humber of human activities on a daily basis.

“Any temporary exclusion of the cetacean species from Aberdeen Bay is considered to be of low to
negligible magnitude, given that there is likely to be adequate dreas for foraging relatively nearby. if
piling accurs during summer months {July/Augﬁst} the significance of this is likely to increase to
moderate for the white beaked dofphins, but wifl still be a minor impact for all other cetacean
species.” There is no evidence to support that the animals can and will move out of the area to
forage. This assessment ishot ad'equate to ensure protection of the hottlenose dolphins.

“Masking of biologically relevant sounds produced by high frequency cetaceans, such as the harbour
porpaise, and possibly mid-frequency cetaceans, such as the bottlenose dolphin, is unlikely as the
piling pulses have little high frequency energy. The pile driving pulse are of short duration, and are
therefore may be below the time where full detection of signalé is possible in cetaceans.” There is
" evidence of displacement of harbour porpoises around pile driving activity and concerns have been
raised for cetaceans regarding cumulative exposure over time, such as exposure to repetrtlve pulses
during pile driving (De Jong & Ainslie, 2009; Madsen, 2005).

These arguments to dismiss habitat displacement and potential impacts of pile driving are
unsubstantiated. These matters are not trivial and more certainty about the potential impacts to
both individuals and populations is required.

“Noise dose modelling has also been carried noted that this is considered an unlikely scenario as it
implies that the animal makes no attempt to flee the high sound field area.” There is some evidence
to show that foraging animals, even (or especially) compromised ones, will remain in an area despite
noise (for example, Beale and Monaghan, 2004; Beale, 2007). '

WDCS are supportive of a Marine Mammal Protection Plan (MMPP). However, it is not adequate to
state that such an MMPP will be developed to address and mitigate impacts. The MMPP needs to
ensure that all aspects of the monitoring and mitigation are effective and will enable the
requirements of ‘strict protection’ of EPS and the conservation objectives of Natura site designation
to be met.

Section 2.2.1 documents the existing baseline. Currently a number of survey techniques have been

employed for short periods but the combination for these does hot equate to two vyears
environmental monitaring. This is not sufficient.
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. The ‘duration of effect’ {section 2.3) is inappropriate for cetaceans. For example, impacts of between
1-5 years is considered short-term in the document, yet the maximum longevity of a harbour
porpoise in the UK is reported to be about 24 years (Lockyer, 1995), whereas mast don’t live longer
than-10 years {Jefferson et a/, 2008). Impacts that could span for half an animal’s life could not be
considered short-term. An independent scientific stakeholder group would help to ensure that data

~collected are appropriate to the true potential scale of effects for the animals. -

Section 2.4 should consider military activities that occur in the Moray Firth and wider North Sea area
including, but not limited.to, NATQO Exercise Joint Warrior, which is a large multi-national exercise
that occurs twice annually. ‘

Consideration of cumulative and in-combination impacts does not extend to future wind
developments. Whilst this may be following the letter of the law, we believe that not considering
future developments that are planned to occur, means that this development cannot be considered
as ‘best practice’. ' h

Section 3.1 (Impact Assessment) i$ entirely speculative. Whilst multiple approaches have been
reviewed, almost all of the data are theoretical.

“Afthough, to dbte, there have never been any records of piling having caused any form of physical
injury to a marine mammal.” (Section 3.1.1.1) Absence of evidence is not the same thing as evidence '
of absence.

Page 32: “It can be seen that the animal would have to be hetween 1 and 1.5 km at the onset of
piling to avoid a q’amaging. sound exposure level, assuming that it stayed in the same position
throughout the entire piling operation. It should be noted that this scenario is considered highly
unlikely as marine species are likely to attempt to escape areas where injury is hke.’y to be caused.”
This is specu[atlon

Given the potential for wide-ranging disturbance impacts of pile driving for a number of species, and
the critical calving period of most regular visitors being between April.and September (Table 5 in
Appendix 12,1}, as a minimurm, any pile driving that is permitted should occur outside of these spring
and sumimer months. However, full account should be taken of bottlenose dolphins, grey seal and
other marine species breeding activities.

Section 3.1.1.4 (Mitigation) is wholly inadequate. The authors are confusing management measures
to ohserve animals {monitoring) and those to minimise disturbance (mitigation measures). The use
-of MMOQOs (marine mammal observers) and PAM (passive acoustic monitoring) are not in themselves
mitigation measures. They are merely monitoring measures that help to determine if mitigation
measures (such as shutting down the piling when animals approach) should be required.

Mitigation measures ‘should be required to miinimise disturbance, as well as to minimise physical -
impacts.
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Pre-piling {introducing more noise into the marine environment) and soft start are not proven
mitigation technigues.

No mention is made to shutting down activities should animals, including but not limited to,
European Protected Species and Natura specieé be observed within a pre-determined distance of.
activities. If shut down is proposed within the ‘mitigation zone’ of 1km, then this should be included
in the bullet point list of mifigation measures to be included. If shut down is not proposed, then the
only reason to monitor out t6 1km is to record incidences where animals enter that zone during
construction operations. :

The use of Acoustic Mitigation Devices {AMD’s) introduces more noise pollution into the water and
these are not a proven method of deterrent for cetaceans. They may induce the ‘dinner bell’ effect
in seals as other {presumed) similar Acoustic Deterrent Devices {ADDs) have done in the past. if
concerns about injuring marine mammals are such that additional noise sources are being
considered as a mitigation then alternatives to pile driving should be seriously considered, especially
given the sensitivities of battlenose dolphins, harbour seals and other marine mammals in the area.

Section 3.1.2.2 (Assessment of behavioural effects) is all theoretical speculation. At such early stages
of licensing of marine wind farms, where so little is known about potential impacts, it is critical that
monitoring and mitigation measures are adequate to allow detailed analysis of potential impacts to
enable an adaptive.approach to future decision making. '

Acoustic monitoring is an important component of this and whilst habitat displacement may be
monitored using this approach for some species (but not minke whales), there are many more subtle
impacts, including stress response, that we cannot yet monitor for (Wright et al., 2007a; 2007b).

Acoustic monitoring should be conducted to distances over which impacts are anticipated. As.the
report concludes that dolphins may be displaced for a distance of 12-13 km and that harbour
porpoises may be displaced for a distance of 22 km, impact monitoring and analysis of populatibn
level impacts should be conducted to these distances. These distances are theoretical and based on
very little real-time data and require ground-truthing. '

The report continually cites hahituation as a limiting factor to behavioural disturbance. A recent
peer-reviewed publication says this about habituation: “However, misinterpretation of the
theoretical basis for these _studies can jeopardise this objective and lead to management outcomes
that are detrimental to the wildlife they are intended to protect. Misapplication of the terms
‘habituation’, ‘sensitisation” and ‘tolerance’ in impact studies; for example, can lead to fundamental
misinterpretations of research ﬁndmgs Habituation is often used incorrectly to refer to any form of
moderation In wildlife response to human disturbance, rather than to describe a progressive
reduction in response to stimuli that are perceived as neither aversive nor beneﬁcral This
. misinterpretation, when coupled w:th the widely held assumption that habituation has a positive or
neutral outcome for animals, can lead to inappropriate decisions about the threats human
interactions pase to wildlife” {Bejder et al., 2009). : ‘
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Section 3.1.2.3. uses Temporary Threshold Shift (TTS), a hearing symptom which an lead to
Permanent Threshold Shift (PTS), which is considered as mjury Auditory |mpacts are not an
appropriate measure for behavioural disturbance. :

*The range at wh:ch potential adverse behavioural responses is considerable being up to 22 km for
harbour porpoise and 16 km for common and grey seals. For harbour porpoises the results of post-
monitoring studies suggest that after piling stops the ammqls have been found to return to the area
within a few hours. Thérefore, behavioural disturbance, which could lead to displacement of marine
mammals from the piling activities, is only expected to occur for the duration of piling activities.” This
statement is inaccurate in that it is being selective about the data it reviews. Whilst some data
shows that porpoises return after construction to forage in the wind-farm- site {Lindeboom et al.,
2011), other studies have shown that porpoises do not return to the wind farm site and the reason
for this. is not known. A study in the Baltic Sea, Nysted, showed that porpoises left the area after
construction and did not return during the operational phase (Tougaard et al, 2009). Therefore
these results cannot easily be extrapolated to any wind farm.

The distances over which displacement (and so a crude measure of behavioural disturbance) are
reported in scientific literature are greater than those bein'g-produced by theoretical assessments.
Environmental decision making should rely much less on theoretical assessments. It is necessary to
ensure that adequate real time monitoring is occurring to inform future decision making.

Section 3.1.6.1 discusses the potential for vessel collisions as a result of increasing vessel traffic. The
potential for collisions remains, and as the source of corkscrew deaths of seals off the east coast of
" Scotland remains unknown but is pdssibly linked to bow thrusters, this cannot be ruled out.

Poor general standard of Environmental Impact Assessment
‘We believe that the standard of Appendix 12.2 is questionable in some parts We have grave
misgivings about assumptions being made to support decisions about significant impact in other
_parts. This Appendix is speculative in parts and plays down poteritial impacts in @ number of areas
where significance is being determined. Such an approach can lead to ‘death by a thousand cuts’.

The standard of ElAs has been a consistent problem with the oil and gas industry {Green, 2000} and
we are keen that this poor standard of. enwronmental assessment and reporting.is not rephcated
within the marine renewable energy |ndustry as it develops

It is very important that ElAs for all marine, renewable enérgy developments are consistent and
adequate in their review of baseline data and pofential impacts for the outcomes to be able to offer
the requirements of ‘strict protection” that is offered to cetaceans in Scottish waters. Marine
Scotland should maintain a standard that is based in fact, acknowledges the data gaps and works to
fill those gaps which are most lmportant whilst ensuring that strict protection of the species in the
area are maintained. ‘

We recommend that all marine rene"wab1é energy EAs that are available after one year of the Marine
Scotland licencing department commencing its decision making should be audited, to determine
strengths and weaknesses in each EA and to ensure a common and suitable standard in the future.
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Appendix 28.1 Draft EMP

Having a marine mammal scientist rather than a marine mammal observer on staff would be a
better use of resources {section 4.1). This would help to ensure that monitoring and mitigation were
appropriate and adequate. WDCS would welcome such a move.

We note the reference to the MMPP in outline briefing note 3 {marine miammals) of Appendix 28.1.
We also note that soft start is listed as mitigation for noise and vibration impacts on fish (including
salmon and sea trout) and sheilfish in outline briefing notes 4 and 9. However we are not aware that
soft start has been proven as an effective mitigation technique for any of these species.

Appendix 29.1 Information to inform the HRA

 We disagree that the risk of an adverse impact will be Iow for bottlenose dolphins {section 8.1.2) and
that the proposed development either alone or in-combination will not cause an adverse effect on
the integrity of the relevant SAC with regard to bottlenose dolphin (section 8.1.4). As stated above,
we do not believe that enough has been done to determine this.

The report states that “The use of a soft start and marine mammal observers complying with the
relevant JNCC guidance will reduce the risk of bottlenose dolphins being present within close
proximity of thé construction activities.” However JNCC guidance only deals with injury and not
disturbance. This statement is miéleading and inaccurate.
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