LATE SCOPING CONSULTATION RESPONSES

Consultation bodies have 28 days to respond with any comments,
stating either the information that they consider should be included
in the ES or that they do not have any comments.

Any responses received after the deadline will not be considered
within the scoping opinion but are forwarded to the applicant for
consideration in accordance with the policy set out in the
Commission's Advice Note 7: Environmental Impact Assessment,
Screening and Scoping.

The following EIA scoping consultation responses were received
after the consultation deadline specified under legislation and
therefore did not form part of the Commission's scoping opinion.
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Dear Mark

PROPOSED OFFSHORE WIND FARM GALLOPER OFF THE SUFFOLK COAST

We have now had an opportunity to review the Environmental Impact Assessment
Scoping Report, provided by Royal Haskoning on behalf of SSE and RWE NPower
Renewables, for the proposed Galloper Wind Farm project (the extension to the
Greater Gabbard Wind Farm) and would comment as follows:

The Environmental Statement should supply detail on the possible the impact on
navigational issues for both Commercial and Recreational craft, viz.

Collision Risk

‘Navigational Safety

Visual intrusion and noise

Risk Management and Emergency response

Marking and lighting of site and information to mariners

Effect on smalll craft navigational and communication equipment

The risk to drifting recreational craft in adverse weather or tidal conditions
The likely squeeze of small craft into the routes of larger commercial vessels.

A Navigational Risk Assessment will need to be submitted in accordance with MGN
371 and 372, and the DTI/DfT/MCA Methodology for Assessing the Marine
Navigational Risks of Offshore Wind Farms.

Reference should be made to any Marine Environmental High Risk Areas
(MEHRAS) established on adjacent coastlines. ‘

The cumulative and in combination effects require serious consideration, and
particularly the adjacent Round 3 Windfarm proposals.

Casualty information from the MAIB and RNLI would also be good data sources, in
establishing the risk profile for the area.
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Given that the capacity of the individual wind turbine generators have not been
decided the principles of the Rochdale envelope should be used in the EIA.
Minimum safe air clearances between Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) and
turbine blades should be suitable for the vessel types identified in the traffic survey
and not less than 22 metres.

The reference to the IALA recommendations on the marking of wind farms should be
amended to O-139 Edition 1 December 2008 which replaced all previous versions.

The MCA Shipping Route template does not recommend the development of
windfarms within a distance of 5 nautical miles from the entry/exit of a Traffic
Separation Scheme (TSS) and furthermore recommends a minimum separation of
3.5 nautical miles between turbines on opposite sides of a route. It is unlikely that
the risk to the safety of navigation will be reduced to ALARP levels without the
introduction of an IMO approved extension to the TSS and/or the provision of marine
sensors to support the Sunk Vessel Traffic Service.

The shipping and navigation study should include radar and manual observations in
addition to AIS data to ensure vessels of less than 300gt are captured. Given the
potential displacement of traffic to the east of the site full consideration of the
implications to all identified marine users will need to be assessed.

The offshore human environment should also include recreational and other sport
activities. Any application for operational safety zones will need to be carefully
assessed and additionally supported by experience from the Greater Gabbard
development and operational wind farms.

Particular consideration will need to be given to the implications of the site size and
location on SAR resources and Emergency Response & Co-operation Plans
(ERCOP) and Guard Vessel provisions. '

Developers need to be aware that the radar effects of OWF on ship’s radars are an
important issue and will be subject to further discussion within the radar sub group
of NOREL The radar effects will need to be assessed on a site specific basis taking
into consideration previous reports on the subject available on the MCA website at:
http://www.mcga.gov.uk/c4mca/mcga07-home/shipsandcargoes/mcga-
shipsregsandguidance/mcga-windfarms/offshore-
renewable_energy_installations.htm Extending the wind farm in the proposal will
significantly increase the exposure of vessels to these effects.

Kind regards
4
4 D\M—’O

Capt. Paul Townsend
Navigation Safety Branch

cc. Jim Spooner/Phillip Smith (DfT) and Kaimes Beasley (MCA - CNIS)



Suffolk Coastal District Council
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Mark Wilson Please ask for: Bob Chamberlain
Case Leader Direct Dial: (01394) 444429
Infrastructure Planning Commission E-mail address: bob.chamberlain
Temp}e Quay House @Suffolkcoasjal.gov.uk
Temple Quay Our Ref: RSC/6.81
Bristol IPC Your Ref: 100709 _EN010003_163869
SRR 10 AUG 2010

REF: 6 August 2010
Dear Mr Wilson

PROPOSED OFFSHORE WIND FARM GALLOPER: SCOPING OPINION UNDER
INFRASTRCUTURE PLANNING (EIA) REGULATIONS 2009

I refer to your letter dated 9 July 2010 in respect of the above subject.

This Council has no comments on the offshore elements of the scoping document but wishes to
express some concerns regarding the onshore elements, in particular the substation provision as set
out below:

1) The scoping report does not adequately cover how RWE & SSE have come to focus down on
only 2 option sites for their 132kv substation both of which are in the Suffolk Coast and
Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), a national landscape designation. The
scope of search should be widened to include other sites locally, such as the Sizewell A site,
and it should be made clear and transparent as to why a site outside the AONB was not
chosen? The study area is too restricted.

2) In January 2006 this Council refused planning permission C05/1949/FUL for a 132kv
substation on land south of Sizewell Gap Road because of its concerns over the impact on the
AONB and the poor relationship to the existing Sizewell complex. The applicant withdrew its
appeal against this decision when an acceptable alternative on land adjacent to Broom Covert
was agreed. The proposed “Option 2” includes the area of the undisputed refusal eliminating
this as a realistic option —the Scoping Report therefore effectively offers only one site for the
local community to consider.

3) The scoping report does not address the 400kV infrastructure that will be needed. It does not
explain how the power generated will be linked to the National Grid or how this fits with the
Sizewell C potential new build in terms of Grid connection. It is therefore difficult to judge
the in combination effects.
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