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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project overview 

Dogger Bank Teesside A & B will comprise two offshore wind farm projects within the Dogger Bank Zone.  
Each of these will have a generating capacity of up to 1.2GW and will connect via onshore infrastructure, to 
the existing National Grid Electricity Transmission (NGET) substation at Lackenby, near Eston, Redcar & 
Cleveland.  Dogger Bank Teesside A & B will thus have a total generating capacity of up to 2.4GW and as 
such is classed as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP).  The National Infrastructure 
Directorate of the Planning Inspectorate, formerly the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) is the body 
responsible for examining applications for Development Consent Orders (DCO) under the Planning Act 2008 
(as amended). 

Peak Ecology are acting as framework ecological advisors to Forewind in relation to the onshore 
infrastructure associated with the Dogger Bank Teesside wind farm.  This Technical Report identifies and 
describes the Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) work carried out for the onshore electrical connections 
for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B only.  

The EcIA described within this document draws upon an ecological dataset gathered from 2011 to 2013 from 
a study area of approximately 9.1km2 or 916ha in extent.  Broadly, this includes an approximately 9km long 
cable corridor of up to 1km width, together with areas around both the landfall and converter station 
locations. However, the specific survey areas for individual ecological topics vary. For example, all existing 
records of bats were collated from a 10km wide corridor (5km either side of the cable route). In comparison, 
great crested newts Triturus cristatus were surveyed in ponds and ditches within 250m of the working width.  
 
This has been an iterative EcIA process, with early survey findings influencing both the routing and micro-
siting of the cable route and the site selection works for the converter station locations.  As such this can be 
considered the first phase of ‘mitigation by avoidance’, as expanded upon in the Impacts and Mitigation 
section below.  

1.2 Project description 

In overview, the onshore infrastructure for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B comprises: 

• Landfall - an area along the Teesside coastline between Redcar and Marske-by-the-Sea, where the 
joint transition bay is located and the offshore export cables come ashore.  The total construction 
space is 2.5ha per project; 

• Joint transition bay – an area where the offshore marine cables are jointed to the onshore cables, 
approximately 48m2 in extent per project, inland from the Mean High Water Mark; 

• An approximately 7km long cable route section comprising two co-located high voltage direct current 
(HVDC) underground cable systems together with related auxiliary/ancillary systems, within a 
surveyed cable corridor of 1km, between the landfall and the onshore converter stations.  The 
construction width is up to 36m wide (18m per cable system) and will predominantly be installed 
through open cut trench, with some sections of Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) through more 
significant features e.g. rivers, main roads and railways; 

• Two onshore converter stations approximately 5ha (construction area of approximately 3ha and up 
to approximately 2ha mitigation land (as required) – to be co-located in a single site near to the 
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existing NGET substation at Lackenby, within the Wilton Complex.  Each converter station converts 
HVDC export power to 400kV high voltage alternating current (HVAC) prior to connection to the 
existing NGET substation at Lackenby.  The operational area will be approximately 2ha with night 
time lighting for security purposes; 

• An approximately 2km long cable route section comprising two co-located HVAC cable systems 
within a cable corridor of 1km, between the onshore converter stations and the existing NGET 
substation at Lackenby.  The working width for the cable will be up to 39m wide (19.5m per cable 
system); and 

• A package of enabling works at the existing NGET substation at Lackenby (all of which are 
contained within the current footprint of works). 

In terms of associated project features, there will be a temporary haul road associated with each project, 
located within the cable route working corridor, along with a primary construction compound of 5,000m2 and 
two intermediate compounds of 784m2 in extent.  Also a total of thirteen HDD compounds of either 2,000m2 
or 1,200m2 will be required in association with the HDD crossing points of which eight are proposed.  

All of these features will be temporary; although they will require a hard standing base comprised of 
aggregates or similar, this is to be removed upon completion of construction.  At least some of the temporary 
compounds will be secure lock ups for plant and materials, and will have to be fenced and have at least 
some night time lighting for security purposes. 

A full project description is given within the Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 5 Project Description.  

1.3 Ecological studies 

A comprehensive programme of ecological studies has been carried out in relation to this project and the 
following series of Technical Reports has been produced:  

• Peak Ecology (2012) Breeding Birds Survey 2012 Technical Report. Dogger Bank Teesside Project 
A & B, Onshore Electrical Connection; 

• Peak Ecology (2013a) Wintering Birds Survey November 2011 – March 2012 Technical Report. 
Dogger Bank Teesside Project A & B, Onshore Electrical Connection; 

• Peak Ecology (2013b) Bat Survey Technical Report. Dogger Bank Teesside Project A & B, Onshore 
Electrical Connection; 

• Peak Ecology (2013c) Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey Technical Report. Dogger Bank Teesside 
Project A & B, Onshore Electrical Connection; 

• Peak Ecology (2013d) Great Crested Newt Survey Technical Report. Dogger Bank Teesside Project 
A & B, Onshore Electrical Connection; 

• Peak Ecology (2013e) Riparian Mammal Survey Technical Report. Dogger Bank Teesside Project A 
& B, Onshore Electrical Connection; 

• Peak Ecology (2013f) Reptile Survey Technical Report. Dogger Bank Teesside Project A & B, 
Onshore Electrical Connection;  
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• Peak Ecology (2013g) Autumn Passage and Wintering Birds September 2012 – March 2013 
Technical Report Dogger Bank Teesside Project A & B, Onshore Electrical Connection; and 

• Peak Ecology (2014a) Golden Plover and Lapwing at the Landfall – Desk Based Assessment and 
Additional Field Surveys. Dogger Bank Teesside A & B, Onshore Electrical Connection. 

1.4 Ecological Impact Assessment 

EcIA is the ecological component of the full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process.  It considers 
impacts upon designated nature conservation sites; habitats; assemblages of species (e.g. breeding birds, 
bats or riparian mammals); individual species (e.g. great crested newts and badgers Meles meles); or 
combination features such as hedgerows that support breeding birds, trees that support roosting bats or 
ponds that support breeding great crested newts. 
 
The EcIA described herein follows the Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management’s (IEEM) (now 
the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management CIEEM) ‘Guidelines for Ecological Impact 
Assessment in the United Kingdom’ (IEEM, 2006).  These guidelines allow for the use of professional 
judgment in their interpretation and application, as opposed to being a set of strict rules.  This will be 
expanded on in the following sections.  
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2 GUIDANCE AND CONSULTATION 

2.1 Planning policies 

National Policy Statements (NPS) provide the primary basis on which the Planning Inspectorate is required 
to make its decisions.  In preparing this assessment the following NPS were reviewed: 

• Overarching NPS for Energy (EN-1) (DECC 2011a); 

• NPS for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) (DECC 2011b); and 

• NPS for Electricity Network Infrastructure (EN-5) (DECC 2011c). 

The specific assessment requirements for terrestrial ecology, as detailed within the NPS, are repeated in the 
following paragraphs.  The assessment requirements suggested within the NPS have been applied to this 
assessment and where appropriate the specific sections of this Technical Report that address the issues are 
indicated.  Where any part of the NPS guidance has not been followed within this assessment, it is stated 
after the NPS text and a justification provided. 

EN-5 is the primary decision-making guidance document for the Planning Inspectorate on nationally 
significant electricity network infrastructure in England and Wales.  This document does not specifically 
consider terrestrial ecology impacts, other than the potential for bird strike on overhead power lines, which is 
not relevant to Dogger Bank Teesside A & B given that buried cables are to be installed.  

EN-1 contains generic requirements for the assessment of impacts on terrestrial ecology (broadly termed as 
“Biological and Geological Conservation” within that NPS). 

In relation to the general assessment considerations, Section 5.3.3 of the NPS states that: “Where the 
development is subject to EIA the applicant should ensure that the ES clearly sets out any effects on 
internationally, nationally and locally designated sites of ecological or geological conservation importance, on 
protected species and on habitats and other species identified as being of principal importance for the 
conservation of biodiversity”. 

Section 3.1 of this report refers to ecological sites and geological sites are considered separately within the 
ES. 

Section 5.3.18 of EN-1 requires appropriate mitigation measures to be included as an integral part of the 
proposed development.  In particular, the following should be demonstrated: 

• During construction, ensure that activities will be confined to the minimum areas required for the 
works; 

• During construction and operation best practice will be followed to ensure that risk of disturbance or 
damage to species or habitats is minimised, including as a consequence of transport access 
arrangements; 

• Habitats will, where practicable, be restored after construction works have finished; and 

• Opportunities will be taken to enhance existing habitats and, where practicable, to create new 
habitats of value within the site landscaping proposals. 
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Section 5.3.4 of EN-1 continues with: “The applicant should show how the project has taken advantage of 
opportunities to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geological conservation interests”. 

Opportunities to enhance biodiversity interests are considered within the mitigation outlined within Section 4. 
In addition, a detailed review of relevant planning policies outside of the NPS was carried out as part of this 
EcIA, including: 

• National Planning Policy Framework; and 

• Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council (RCBC) Adopted Development Plan. 

This review is presented in Appendix 2.  

2.2 Other legislation, standards and guidance 

The EcIA was undertaken with reference to the following legislation and guidance documents: 

• Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010); 

• Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) as amended; 

• Protection of Badgers Act (1992); 

• Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act (2006); 

• Hedgerow Regulations (1997); 

• UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Action Framework which supersedes the UK Biodiversity Action Plan 
(BAP) (UKBAP 1992-2012); and 

• Tees Valley Local BAP (LBAP) (2012) - a review of priority habitats and species within the LBAP is 
provided in Appendix 5.  

2.3 Consultation 

Forewind has undertaken a thorough pre-application consultation process, which has included the following 
key stages: 

• Scoping Report submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (May 2012); 

• Scoping Opinion received from the Planning Inspectorate (June 2012); 

• First stage of statutory consultation (in accordance with sections 42 and 47 of the Planning Act 2008) 
on Preliminary Environmental Information (PEI) 1 (report published May 2012); and 

• Second stage of statutory consultation (in accordance with sections 42, 47 and 48 of the Planning 
Act 2008) on the draft ES (published November 2013) designed to allow for comments before final 
application to the Planning Inspectorate).  

In addition, consultation associated with the Dogger Bank Creyke Beck application (Forewind August 2013) 
has been taken into account for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B where appropriate.  
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In between the statutory consultation periods, Forewind consulted specific groups of stakeholders on a non-
statutory basis to ensure that they had an opportunity to inform and influence the development proposals.  
Consultation undertaken throughout the pre-application development phase has informed Forewind’s design 
decision making and the information presented in this application.  Further information on the consultation 
process is presented in Chapter 7 Consultation.  A Consultation Report is also provided alongside the ES as 
part of the overall planning submission. 

A summary of the consultation carried out at key stages throughout the project, of particular relevance to 
Terrestrial Ecology, is presented in Table 1.  This table only includes the key items of consultation that have 
defined the assessment.  A considerable number of comments, issues and concerns raised during 
consultation have been addressed during consultation meetings and hence have not resulted in changes to 
the content of the ES.  In these cases, the issue in question has not been captured in Table 1.  A full 
explanation of how the consultation process has shaped the ES, as well as tables of all responses received 
during the statutory consultation periods, is provided in the Consultation Report. 

The joint consultation response from the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Natural England 
was included within the joint scoping opinion and consultation response (June 2012), and the December 
2013 response (Table 1) have both been given particular weight. 

In additional to these statutory consultation events, Forewind has consulted both statutory and non-statutory 
stakeholders on an ongoing basis to ensure that they have had an opportunity to inform and influence the 
development proposals.  Consultation undertaken throughout the pre-application development phase has 
informed various project decisions and the information presented in this document.  Further information 
detailing the consultation process is presented in the ES Chapter 7 Consultation.  A Consultation Report is 
also provided as part of the overall planning submission. 

A summary of the relevant key consultation carried out at key stages throughout the project is summarised in 
Table 1 with further details provided in Appendix 4. 

Table 1: Summary of key consultation 
Date Consultee Summary of Issue Outcome 

February 2012 
(Meeting) 

Natural England  Provision of Ecological Scope of Works for 
agreement by Natural England. 

Natural England written 
acceptance of scope of 
works (June 2012) & 
revised survey timetable 
(October 2012) 

February 2012 
(Email 
comment) 

Natural England  Recommendation to consult with RSPB, 
British Trust for Ornithology (BTO) and 
Wildlife Trust. 

Consultation has been 
undertaken with the 
RSPB and Wildlife Trust 
(attendance at workshop 
in April 2012) and BTO 
(review of BTO data).  

May 2012 
(Scoping 
Response) 

Durham Bat 
Group 

Generic comment on bat legislation and the 
possibility of migratory bats across the North 
Sea. 
Requested a copy of the EIA and expected 
all surveys to be undertaken following the 
Bat Conservation Trust guidelines and by 
suitably qualified and licensed ecologists. 

A copy of the EIA will be 
provided and all surveys 
have been undertaken 
by suitably qualified and 
licensed ecologists. 

June 2012 North Yorkshire Cumulative impacts require consideration Cumulative impacts for 
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Date Consultee Summary of Issue Outcome 
(Scoping 
Response) 

County Council for onshore and offshore and thorough 
assessment of both the onshore and 
offshore ecological impacts (in particular the 
impacts upon marine ecology, including 
nationally important sea bird populations). 

onshore considered 
herewith in Section 5.5.  
Offshore cumulative 
impacts in relation to 
ornithology are covered 
in Chapter 11 Marine 
and Coastal 
Ornithology. 

June 2012 
(Scoping 
Response) 

Tees Valley 
Wildlife Trust 

Satisfied with the approach taken and the 
options presented (landfall and converter 
station). Beach in this area is locally 
important (and designated as a Local 
Wildlife Site (LWS), sections of Grundales 
are designated as locally important coastal 
grasslands. 

Impacts on designated 
sites have been 
considered within this 
assessment. 

June 2012 
(Scoping 
Response) 

Joint Nature 
Conservation 
Committee & 
Natural England 

Consider the likelihood that the proposal will 
have a significant effect on internationally 
designated sites and therefore will require 
assessment under the Habitats Regulations. 
Full consideration of impacts on habitats 
and species, including: 
 - Historical survey data;  

 - Status of habitats and species;  

 - Development effects; and  

 - Mitigation or compensation details. 

 
Ornithological studies should include 
surveys of wintering, breeding and passage 
species which are qualifying features of the 
Special Protection Area (SPA), and impacts 
including direct habitat loss, displacement 
and disturbance should be considered. 
Inter-relationships - to take an ecosystem 
approach and consider inter-relationships 
when looking at impacts. 

Assessment will be 
undertaken as part of the 
Habitats Regulation 
Assessment (HRA) and 
impacts on all 
appropriate ecological 
receptors has been 
undertaken and reported 
within the ES.  Two 
years wintering bird data 
and one year passage 
and migration data has 
been obtained. 

June 2012 
(Scoping 
Response) 

North York 
Moors National 
Park 

The EIA should address the issue of 
whether the wind farm is likely to affect the 
feeding patterns of seabirds which nest 
along the coastal cliffs and makeup part of 
the diverse ecology of the National Park 
natural environment. 

Impacts on the cliff 
nesting birds will be 
avoided through the use 
of HDD. 

February 2013 
(Email) 

Natural England Confirmed that survey data for ecological 
surveys is valid for up to 3 years barring any 

No pre-construction 
survey requirements up 
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Date Consultee Summary of Issue Outcome 
significant landscape changes. They also 
confirmed that Wintering Bird surveys are 
valid for up to 5 years, excluding significant 
landscape changes 

to 3/5 years from 
completion of baseline 
surveys.  

December 
2013 
(Statutory) 

Natural England Designated sites: Natural England are in 
agreement with the assessment of impacts 
on designated sites and would advise the 
use of HDD to avoid impacts on the Redcar 
to Saltburn Coast LWS. 
 
Protected species: Natural England consider 
that the mitigation measures with regard to 
bats, breeding birds, otter and badger are 
appropriate. 
 
Wintering birds: Natural England has 
concerns over wintering birds on the coastal 
fields at the landfall and notes that large 
numbers of golden plover were using the 
coastal fields in November and December.  
Concerns remain regarding the number of 
golden plover (and lapwing) remaining 
during January to March since numbers 
fluctuate between survey years. Further 
information is required to support mitigation 
proposals.     

Information on 
designated sites within 
the study area is 
provided in Section 
4.1.1 with impacts 
considered in Section 
5.2.1. 
 
Mitigation measures for 
protected species have 
been committed to (see 
Section 5.3.1 and 5.5). 
 
Wintering birds: an 
additional desk study 
and survey was 
undertaken for golden 
plover and lapwing in 
2014.  See Sections 
4.4.5, & 5.2.3.  

December 
2013 
(Statutory) 

RCBC The Council stated they did not have an in 
house ecologist and therefore were not in a 
position to provide a detailed response with 
regard to ecology.  They stated that advice 
be taken from the statutory consultees 
including Natural England and the RSPB, as 
well as more local information sources such 
as Tees Valley Wildlife Trust. 
 

N/A 

December 
2013 
(Statutory) 

The Forestry 
Commission 

No further comments to provide, as no 
ancient woodland has been identified within 
the study area. 

N/A 

December 
2013 
(Statutory) 

Tees Valley 
Wildlife Trust 

No onshore comments were made at this 
stage, response focused on offshore issues 
only. 

N/A 

December 
2013 
(Statutory) 

RSPB No onshore comments were made at this 
stage, response focused on offshore issues 
only. 

N/A 

February 2014 
(Non – 
statutory) 

Natural England Discussion with Natural England regarding 
wintering bird survey results from 2014 and 
proposed impacts and mitigation, in 
response to draft ES comments. 

Wintering birds: an 
additional desk study 
and survey was 
undertaken for golden 
plover and lapwing in 
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Date Consultee Summary of Issue Outcome 
2014.   

February 2014 
(Non – 
statutory) 

Natural England Response from Natural England following 
submission of wintering bird desk study and 
2014 survey results.  Natural England 
advised that, in the interests of best practice 
and minimising the risk of disturbance, 
works to the landfall, in the coastal fields are 
avoided from October to February inclusive.  
Work should also be avoided during March 
in the event of prolonged periods of freezing 
weather. 

Forewind acknowledge 
response received from 
Natural England 
regarding timing of 
landfall works at the 
coastal fields.  Forewind 
propose proportionate 
mitigation measures will 
be implemented during 
the autumn/winter 
months at this location, 
and these are listed in 
Section 5.2.3. 

 

In addition to the specific consultation described in Table 1, two ecology workshops have been held in 
relation to Dogger Bank Teesside A & B.  An introductory workshop was help on the 3 April 2012 to introduce 
the proposed approach to ecological study, including the extent of surveys and methods to be used, to 
statutory and non-statutory consultees including Natural England, the Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds, Teesmouth Bird Club, Industry Nature Conservation Association (INCA) and Tees Valley Wildlife 
Trust. The general consensus from the workshop was that the approach outlined appeared sensible and 
appropriate.  Further details from the workshop are provided in Appendix 4a.   

The second workshop was held on the 15 May 2013 with the following: Hartlepool Borough Council, RCBC, 
Teesmouth Bird Club, Durham Bat Group and North East of England Reptile and Amphibian Group.  Natural 
England, the RSPB, Tees Valley Wildlife Trust, North Yorkshire Bat Group and the Environment Agency 
were invited but did not attend.  The general consensus from the workshop was that a sensible approach 
had been employed to ensure appropriate coverage of all potential ecology issues at the site.  Further details 
from the workshop are provided in Appendix 4b.  
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3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Definition of study area 

The basic study area comprised a 500m buffer either side of a provisional cable route and around land for 
potential converter stations sites.  Given the iterative, ongoing nature of project design, the cable route has 
been subject to minor alterations throughout the process.  However, the extent of the original surveys was 
sufficient to accommodate those alterations and to ensure that the survey data taken forward within this 
assessment is a valid dataset. 

Surveys for individual species and species groups utilised their own study areas for a number of reasons 
relating to species ecology and survey logistics, as detailed below. 

3.2 Detailed methodologies 

Detailed methodologies relevant to each of the individual ecological topics are included in the series of 
Technical Reports (Section 1.4).  For ease of reference, Table 2 provides a concise review of the study 
area, ecological scope of works and methods used.   

Table 2: Review of ecological scope of work and methods 

Study Survey sub-type Study area Methodologies/Further details 

Desk Study 

Statutory and non-
statutory 
designated sites 

Initial search for all 
sites within 5km of 
cable route centre 
line for statutory 
designated sites 
and 1km for non-
statutory sites. 

Web searching using the Multi-Agency 
Geographical Information for the 
Countryside (MAGIC) website.  Data 
supplied by the Environmental Records 
Information Centre for the North East of 
England (ERIC). 

Species of Principal 
Importance1 

5km either side of 
cable route centre 
line for bats. 1km 
either side of cable 
route centre line 
for all other 
species. 

Web searching on the National Biodiversity 
Network (NBN) Gateway (NBN 2012) and 
data supplied by ERIC, the North Yorkshire 
Bat Group, Teesmouth Bird Club, the North 
East Reptile and Amphibian Group. 

NB. The desk study is reported within the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey Technical Report (Peak Ecology 
2013c). 

                                                      

 

1 Species of Principal Importance include statutory protected species, species listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act 
(2006), listed on the on the UK BAP (the priority species and habitats remain following the 2010 review) or Teesside 
LBAP.  
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Study Survey sub-type Study area Methodologies/Further details 

Extended Phase 1 
Habitat Survey 

Phase 1 habitats 1km wide cable 
corridor. 

Standard approach to classification and 
mapping of Phase 1 habitats and use of 
Target Notes (JNCC 2010).  In addition, 
many habitat features were photographed 
and hedgerows were assessed against the 
Hedgerow Regulations2. 

Extensions 1km wide cable 
corridor 

Extension of standard Phase 1 Habitat 
Survey to include assessment of habitats 
for their potential to support protected or 
notable species (Institute of Environmental 
Assessment (IEA) 1995), including great 
crested newts, reptiles water vole, otter, 
dormice, bats, breeding birds, invertebrates 
and any signs of badger3  

See Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2013c). 

Ornithology survey Breeding bird 
survey 

Three transects 
were selected 
within the 1km 
wide cable 
corridor: (1) 
Landfall to Yearby; 
(2) Yearby to 
Wilton; and (3) 
Lackenby. 

These survey transects were selected to 
cover the majority of land within the cable 
corridor and where possible, specific to the 
cable route.  Methods involved a 3-visit 
version of the Common Birds Census 
(CBC) (Marchant 1983). 

See Breeding Birds Survey 2012 Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2012). 

Ornithology survey Wintering bird 
survey, 2011 - 2012 

Four 1km2 survey 
squares were 
selected at 
potential landfall 
sites: (1) Saltburn-
by-the-Sea to 
Marske-by-the-
Sea; (2) Marske-
by-the-Sea to 
Redcar; (3) 
Warrenby; (4) 

At least once monthly visits between 
November and March 2012 (from January 
to March, twice monthly visits were made) 
following CBC methodologies (Marchant 
1983). Short sea watches were included at 
the coastal squares. 

                                                      

 

2 A brief assessment of the hedgerows within the site was carried out, including their physical characteristics (including 
height, width, gaps, presence of ditches) and their floral composition.  An assessment was then made as to whether or 
not each hedgerow qualified as ‘Important’ under ecological criteria of The Hedgerow Regulations 1997. 
 
3 The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey was carried out in line with JNCC (2010), IEA (1995) and the Institute of Ecology 
and Environmental Management’s new Guidelines for Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (IEEM 2012). 
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Study Survey sub-type Study area Methodologies/Further details 

Teesport. 
See Wintering Birds Survey November 2011 – March 2012 Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2013a). 

Ornithology survey 
Autumn passage 
and winter birds 
survey, 2012 - 2013 

Two areas 
surveyed including 
the preferred 
landfall between 
Marske-by-the-Sea 
and Redcar and 
representative 
inland fields 
between Yearby 
and Wilton. 

Twice monthly visits between September 
2012 and March 2013 were made to both 
sites following a combination of walked 
transects and vantage point surveys 
following the CBC (Marchant 1983) 
methodologies. Short sea watches were 
included at the landfall. 

See Autumn Passage and Wintering Birds September 2012 – March 2013 Technical Report (Peak Ecology 
2013h). 

Ornithology survey Wintering bird 
survey, 2014 

One 1km2 survey 
square from 
Marske-by-the-Sea 
to Redcar.   

Twice monthly visits between January and 
February 2014, following CBC 
methodologies (Marchant 1983).  

See Golden Plover and Lapwing at the Landfall report – February 2014 Technical Report (Peak Ecology 
2014). 

Great crested newt 
survey 

- 
Ponds and ditches 
within 250m of 
working areas. 

Standard methods, including the Habitat 
Suitability Index (HSI) (Oldham et al. 2000) 
and subsequent presence/likely absence 
surveys and population size class 
assessments were used (English Nature, 
2001). The 536m wide study area was 
agreed in advance with Natural England 
but was not enforced strictly and various 
additional ponds were scoped into the 
study. 

See Great Crested Newt Survey Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2013d).  

Reptiles - 
Eight higher 
potential areas 
were selected 
within the 1km 
wide cable corridor 

Artifical refugia (50cm squares of 
mineralized roofing squares) were laid at 
each site (350 in total) and once bedded in, 
were checked seven times during suitable 
weather (Froglife 1999 and Gent & Gibson 
2003).   

See Reptile Survey Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2013f).  
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Study Survey sub-type Study area Methodologies/Further details 

Riparian mammals 
survey - 

250m either side of 
the cable route 
centre line. 

Standard survey methods for water voles 
(Strachan, Moorhouse & Gelling 2011) and 
otters (National Rivers Authority 1993) 
were used.  With water voles, there was an 
emphasis on identifying and mapping 
habitat with the potential to support them, 
due to the mobile nature of the species. 

See Riparian Mammal Survey Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2013e). 

Bat surveys - 
A series of three 
activity transects 
within the 1km 
cable corridor were 
surveyed.  

Transects were devised to cover a wide 
range of habitats along the entire length of 
the cable corridor.  Methods followed the 
Bat Conservation Trust’s ‘Bat Surveys: 
Good Practice Guidelines, Second Edition’ 
(Hundt 2012). 

See Bat Survey Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2013b).  

3.3 Evaluation and Impact Assessment methods 

3.4 Evaluation methodology 

The approach adopted here is based upon the EcIA guidelines (IEEM 2006) which suggest that it is best to 
use the geographical scale at which a receptor (i.e. a habitat, species or other ecological resource) may or 
may not be important as the appropriate measure of value. 

In order to identify the geographical scale at which a receptor is important, IEEM recommend that legal 
protection be considered separately from ecological value, and suggest that it is better to use professional 
judgment when making such assessments.  IEEM suggest that, that a very small population of great crested 
newts should not to be given the same weight as a very large one, and that it is better to consider the 
population present on a given site and to apply judgment as to the geographic scale at which it is important, 
rather than use a set ‘pigeon hole’ system.  

With regard to Dogger Bank Teesside A & B, the geographical scales of importance have been interpreted 
as presented in Table 3 below: 

Table 3: Evaluation of ecological value 

Geographical Scale from Guidelines Interpretation 

International International 

UK UK 

National (i.e. England/Northern 
Ireland/Scotland/Wales) 

England 

Regional North-east England 
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Geographical Scale from Guidelines Interpretation 

County (or Metropolitan - e.g. in London) Redcar and Cleveland  

Local or Parish 
Cable corridor, including wider areas at the 
converter stations and landfall locations. 

Within zone of influence only (which might be the 
project site or a larger area).  

As above 

 

In practice, decisions made on the geographical scale of importance require the application of professional 
judgment and are (to a degree) subjective. 

3.5 Impact assessment methodology 

According to the EcIA Guidelines the starting point for an EcIA is to determine which ecological receptors 
within the site are both of sufficient value to be included in the assessment and vulnerable to significant 
impacts arising from the development.  It is suggested that only Valued Ecological Resources (VERs) which 
might be impacted upon significantly are considered (the term VER is interpreted as synonymous with the 
more usual ‘receptor’ and these terms are interchanged frequently).  The approach aims to avoid describing 
or quantifying effects which might not be significant, for example if they affect receptors of low or little value.   

In terms of identifying VERs these include sites, habitats, species assemblages, individual species or 
combination features and the idea is to review the geographical scale of importance at which each receptor 
is considered important.  In practice, it seems appropriate to include all receptors considered important at 
above the County scale but to exercise professional judgment over the inclusion of locally important 
receptors, with a view to only including them where particular circumstances suggest their inclusion.  

The assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed development needs to take into account both on-
site impacts and those that may occur to adjacent and more distant ecological features.  Impacts can be 
described as positive or negative in terms of ecological impact. These terms should be considered 
interchangeable with the terms beneficial (positive) and adverse (negative) which are used within the ES as 
consistent terms across all chapters.  Impacts can be permanent or temporary, direct or indirect and can 
include: 

• Direct loss of wildlife habitats; 

• Fragmentation and isolation of habitats; 

• Changes to key habitat features; and 

• Changes to the local hydrology, water quality and/or air quality. 

Additionally, IEEM (2006) suggest it important to consider the likelihood that a change/activity will occur as 
predicted and to quantify the degree of confidence in the impact assessment presented.  The following 
model is given as an example: 

• Certain/near-certain: probability estimated at 95% chance or higher;   
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• Probable: probability estimated above 50% but below 95%; 

• Unlikely: probability estimated above 5% but less than 50%; and 

• Extremely Unlikely: probability estimated at less than 5%. 

These ‘confidence limits’ have been used repeatedly during the EcIA process; essentially at each major 
decision making stage. When describing changes/activities and impacts on ecosystem structure and 
function, the guidelines recommend that reference should be made to the following parameters: 

• Positive (beneficial) or negative (adverse); 

• Magnitude/extent; 

• Duration; 

• Reversibility; and 

• Timing/frequency.  

Magnitude/Extent 

Magnitude refers to the 'size' or ‘amount’ of an impact, determined on a quantitative basis if possible.  For 
example, it might be possible to estimate the proportion of an animal population that would be lost to a 
development.  The extent of an impact is the area over which the impact occurs.  When the receptor being 
considered is the habitat itself, magnitude and extent may in fact be synonymous. 

Duration  

Duration refers to the time for which the impact is expected to last prior to recovery or replacement of the 
resource or feature.  This should be defined in relation to ecological characteristics (for example species 
lifecycles) rather than human timeframes.  For example, five years, which might seem short-term in the 
human context or that of any other long-lived species, would span at least five generations of dragonflies.  

The duration of an activity may differ from the duration of the resulting impact caused by the activity.  For 
example, if short-term construction activities cause disturbance to birds during their breeding period, there 
may be longer-term implications due to a failure to reproduce in the disturbed area during that season.  

Reversibility  

An irreversible (permanent) impact is one from which recovery is not possible within a reasonable timescale 
or for which there is no reasonable chance of action being taken to reverse it.  A reversible (temporary) 
impact is one from which spontaneous recovery is possible or for which effective mitigation is both possible 
and an enforceable commitment has been made. 

In some instances, the same activity may cause both irreversible and reversible impacts.  For example, 
consider two of the potential impacts arising from the placement of a temporary access through an ancient 
wood that is subsequently allowed to grow over.  The change experienced by common woodland birds of the 
loss of food and shelter in the woodland edge may be reversible in as little as ten years, as these resources 
will be replaced once the access route has grown over.  Many birds are sufficiently mobile and adaptable to 
accommodate this change with no significant impact on populations.  But, the impact on ground flora along 
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the route of the access may be irreversible (or effectively so) if the fragile woodland soils on which they 
depend have been compacted. 

Timing and frequency  

Some changes may only cause an impact if they happen to coincide with critical life-stages or seasons (for 
example, the bird nesting season).  This may be avoided by careful scheduling of the relevant activities.  

The frequency of an activity and hence the resulting impact should also be considered.  For example, there 
may be occasions when a single person walking a dog will have very limited effect on nearby waders using 
wetland habitat.  However, if numerous walkers subject the waders to frequent disturbance, then feeding 
success may be significantly reduced.  In extreme cases the birds could be permanently displaced. 

Assessment of Impact Significance  

An ecologically significant impact is defined as an impact (negative or positive) on the integrity of a defined 
site or ecosystem and/or the conservation status of habitats or species within a given geographical area. 

The value of any feature that will be significantly affected is then used to identify the geographical scale at 
which the impact is significant.  This value relates directly to the consequences, in terms of legislation, policy 
and/or development control at the appropriate level.  A significant negative impact on a feature’s importance 
at one level would be likely to trigger related planning policies and, if permissible at all, generate the need for 
development control mechanisms, such as planning conditions or legal obligations, as described in those 
policies. 

If an impact is found not to be significant at the level at which the resource or feature has been valued, it may 
be significant at a more local level.  

Significant impacts on features of ecological importance should be mitigated (or compensated for) in 
accordance with guidance derived from policies applied at the scale relevant to the value of the feature or 
resource.  

Impacts are described using standard EIA terminology, i.e. negligible, minor, moderate and major adverse 
and minor, moderate and major positive. Negligible impacts are not considered significant. The terms minor 
to major provide a general index of the significance of the impact, with a minor impact being less significant 
than a moderate impact, and so on.   

Integrity  

A particular definition of site integrity is provided in the Government circular: biodiversity and geological 
conservation – statutory obligations and their impact within the planning system (Office of the Deputy Prime 
Minister Statutory Instrument 06/2005) as follows:  

'The integrity of a site is the coherence of its ecological structure and function, across its whole area, 
that enables it to sustain the habitat, complex of habitats and/or the levels of populations of the 
species for which it was classified.'  

A site/ecosystem that achieves this level of coherence is often referred to as being in a favourable condition. 
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Conservation status  

For habitats, conservation status is determined by the sum of the influences acting on the habitat and its 
typical species, that may affect its long-term distribution, structure and functions as well as the long-term 
survival of its typical species within a given geographical area; and  

For species, conservation status is determined by the sum of influences acting on the species concerned 
that may affect the long-term distribution and abundance of its populations within a given geographical area.  

Conservation status may be evaluated for any defined study area at any defined level of ecological value. 
The extent of the area used in the assessment will relate to the geographical level at which the feature is 
considered important.  

3.6 Cumulative Impact Assessment 

The EIA considers cumulative impacts, so that the effects of building Dogger Bank Teesside A & B are 
considered in combination with other proposed projects.  The Cumulative Impact Assessment for Dogger 
Teesside A & B is presented in Section 5.5. 
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4 THE ECOLOGICAL BASELINE 

4.1 Designated Sites 

4.1.1 Statutory designated sites 

There are nine designated sites within the 5km study area (Table 4).  This includes one SPA and Ramsar 
site, five Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and two Local Nature Reserves (LNRs).  Statutory sites 
are those with legal protection, for example SSSIs are protected via the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
(as amended), As such, they receive greater weight during the EcIA process than non-statutory sites. 

Table 4 below also shows the direction and distance of the site from the study area, the area of the site and 
the area that falls within the 5km search buffer.  
 
Table 4: Statutory designated sites 

Site name Brief description4 Distance (km) 
and direction 

Total area (ha) 
and area 
within study 
area 

Teesmouth & 
Cleveland 
Coast Ramsar 

An estuarine complex of intertidal sand and 
mudflats, rocky shore, saltmarsh, freshwater 
marsh and sand dunes. The site supports a rich 
assemblage of invertebrates, including the seven 
Red Data Book species.  The estuary is also an 
important spring and/or autumn staging area for 
migratory waterbirds. 

3.5 NW 1,250.4/160.4 

Teesmouth & 
Cleveland 
Coast SPA 

During the breeding season the area regularly 
supports little tern Sterna albifrons.  On passage 
the area regularly supports sandwich tern Sterna 
sandvicensis and over winter the area regularly 
supports knot Calidris canutus and on passage 
supports common redshank Tringa tetanus. 

3.5 NW 1,250.4/160.4 

South Gare & 
Coatham Sands 
SSSI 

‘The site is of considerable interest for its flora, 
invertebrate fauna and birdlife. The range of 
habitats present includes extensive tracts of 
intertidal mud and sand, sand dunes, saltmarsh 
and freshwater marsh. 

3.5 NW 396.3/137.9 

Saltburn Gill 
SSSI 
 

Steep sided coastal dene, incised into glacial 
clays, shales and sandstones of the Lower 
Jurassic period. The site comprises the eastern 
slopes of the gill which are of particular 

4.3 SE 
 

20.0/20.0 
 

                                                      

 

4 Each brief description is taken from the original English Nature (Now Natural England) citation website found at http://www.english-
nature.org.uk/citation 
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Site name Brief description4 Distance (km) 
and direction 

Total area (ha) 
and area 
within study 
area 

importance in supporting one of the few relatively 
undisturbed areas of mixed deciduous woodland 
in Cleveland. 

Lovell Hill Pools 
SSSI 

The site supports an outstanding assemblage of 
dragonflies and damselflies.  The pools and 
surrounding habitats also support populations of 
both great crested newt and smooth newt 
Lissotriton vulgaris. 

1.9 S 9.7/9.7 

Redcar Rocks 
SSSI 

An important feeding ground for several species 
of wading birds e.g. knot, turnstone Arenaria 
interpres, sanderling Calidris alba and purple 
sandpiper C. maritima, especially during the 
winter months. 

2.2 NW 30.2/30.2 

Tees & 
Hartlepool 
Foreshore & 
Wetlands SSSI 

Several coastal areas which are an integral part of 
the complex of wetlands, estuarine and maritime 
sites supporting the internationally important 
population of wildfowl and waders on the Tees 
Estuary.  Saltholme and Dorman’s Pools and 
Haverton Hole support a nationally important 
assemblage of breeding birds. 

4.3 NW 245.3/20.1 

Guisborough 
Branch 
Walkway LNR 

A 2.5 mile walkway along the former railway line 
containing a variety of habitats including wetland, 
farmland and woodland. 

4.0 S 8.3/6.9 

Flatts Lane 
Woodland 
Country Park 
LNR 

An urban fringe wildlife site with areas of 
grassland and scattered ponds. 

2.5 SW 40.9/40.9 

 
None of the statutory designated sites fall within the cable route corridor.  The closest site to the cable 
corridor is the Lovell Hill Pools SSSI which is just over 2km south at its closest point.  None of the sites are 
linked in any way to the proposed works areas and therefore no impacts are anticipated on any statutory 
designated sites.  The statutory designated sites will not be considered further within this assessment. 

4.1.2 Non-statutory designated sites  

There are four Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs) within the 1km study area (Figure 1a in Appendix 1 and Table 
5). LWSs are non-statutory in that they indicate a level of biodiversity interest but do not receive legal 
protection. As such they are treated with less weight during EcIA than statutory sites. 
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Table 5: Sites of local wildlife interest including non-statutory designations 

Site Name Brief description 
Distance 
(km) and 
direction 

Total area 
(ha) 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS 

Designated for vascular plants and 
coastal grassland, covering both the 
sandy foreshore and low boulder cliffs, 
and for its wintering bird assemblage. 

0/NE 164.1 

Wilton Woods Complex LWS Broadleaved woodland and replanted 
ancient woodland. 

0.6/S 256.3 

Errington Woods LWS Broadleaved woodland and replanted 
ancient woodland. 

1.1/S 201.5 

Eston Moor LWS 
Mosaic of woodland, wetland, 
grassland and heath habitats that 
support a diverse range of fauna 
including birds, dragonflies and moths.   

1.1/SE 80.7 

 
The closest site is the Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS which falls within the boundary of the study area 
(61.5ha within study area) and is crossed by the cable.  This site has been included for assessment.  None 
of the other sites are considered likely to be impacted on by the works in any way and therefore are not 
included for any further assessment. 

4.2 Habitats 

4.2.1 Overview 

The Dogger Bank Teesside A & B study area, which very broadly, is orientated east to west/south west, is 
predominantly located within arable farmland, sandwiched between heavy industry and residential 
development to the north and the North York Moors to the south.  The lowland arable landscape comprises 
agricultural grasslands, arable fields and woodlands, with scattered villages such as Yearby and Kirkleatham 
and newer residential development such as New Marske. 

The range of habitats along the cable corridor is relatively limited given the extent of the survey area, with 
large areas being either arable fields, sheep or horse grazed semi-improved grassland or developed land 
used either for residential housing or industrial development.  There is a strip of coastal habitat at the eastern 
limit of the study area, near the landfall, and there are wetland habitats including ponds, ditches, wet/marshy 
grassland and woodland also present.  The coastal habitat is included within the Redcar to Saltburn Coast 
LWS.  Both grasslands and arable fields are divided by shallow drainage ditches and hedgerows.  There are 
three water courses running south to north across the cable corridor: Kettle Beck; Mains Dike; and Roger 
Dike, with Long Beck located near the landfall running west to east. 

Detailed habitat maps and photographs are provided as Figure 2a to Figure 2g within Appendix 1. 



Dogger Bank Teesside A & B  
Ecological Impact Assessment Peak Ecology Limited 
    

Revision 03 Page 21 Dr Mark Webb 

 

4.2.2 Spatial statistics 

The Phase 1 habitat survey mapping includes 26 specific habitat types.  For ease of reference and to 
facilitate synopsis, these 26 habitat types have been grouped where appropriate to form a refined list of ten 
broad habitats, as follows (the 26 specific habitat types are italicized in Table 6). 

Table 6: Broad habitat types identified within the study area 
 
Broad habitats 

 
Description and specific habitats 
 

Arable Ploughed fields actively farmed for cereals, oilseed rape and root 
crops 

Agriculturally improved grasslands Improved grasslands and amenity grasslands - both high-input 
grasslands (enriched by inorganic fertilisers) of low ecological value 

Semi-improved grasslands 
Including poor semi-improved or neutral grassland - semi-
improved.  For this synopsis, these were viewed as synonymous, as 
they were dominated by species poor semi-improved grasslands on 
neutral soils 

Coastal grassland Includes coastal grassland habitat only 
Ruderal habitats Dominated by plants colonising disturbed ground, including 

Ruderal/disturbed, Tall herb and fen – tall ruderal and Manure piles 

Woodland and scrub 
All types of wooded (i.e. tree/shrub dominated) habitat, including: 
Broadleaved woodland semi-natural; broadleaved woodland 
plantation; mixed woodland plantation; and scrub 

Hedgerow All semi-natural hedgerows. 
Wetland vegetation Marshy grassland and marginal vegetation associated with ponds, 

including , Marsh/marshy grassland and Marginal vegetation 
Open water Including running water and standing water – eutrophic 

Developed land 
Including Bare ground, Bareground/hardstanding, Hardstanding, 
Railway, Buildings, Allotment, Ornamental planting and 
Private/residential (including some private gardens but not all). 

 
Table 7 provides a detailed breakdown of the GIS statistics for these broad habitats, considering both the 
1km wide study area and the working footprint (as described in Section 1.2).  
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Table 7: Refined List of Habitats with Spatial Data 

Habitats Area: 1km wide 
study area (ha) % of study area 

 
Area: working 
width (ha) 

% of working 
footprint 

Arable 437.7 46.5 38.4 88.9 
Agriculturally improved 
grasslands 108.7 11.5 0.9 2.1 

Semi-improved grasslands 94.1 10.0 1.1 2.5 
Coastal grassland 3.8 0.4 0.0 0.0 
Ruderal habitats 2.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 
Woodland and scrub 61.2 6.5 0.7 1.8 
Wetland vegetation 0.4 0.0 0.00 0.00 
Open water 4.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 
Developed land  225.0 23.9 1.9 4.6 

No access 3.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 
     
Hedgerows 22.34km N/A 0.75km N/A 
     
Total 940.6 100 43.2 100.0 
 

The spatial statistics show the 1km wide study area comprises 46.5% arable, together with 11.5% 
agriculturally improved grasslands and 10% semi-improved grasslands.  Given that the semi-improved 
grasslands were species-poor in nature, it is appropriate to describe the study area as being dominated by 
arable fields and species-poor grasslands to the extent of 68.1%.  The remaining 31.9% includes 23.9% 
developed land and 6.5% of woodland and scrub, leaving only 1.5% of the study area to be spread across 
the other minority habitats. The ‘No access’ area was on the outer edge of the study area and is not 
considered to represent a constraint to this assessment - the total coverage of Phase 1 survey was 99.6%. 
Hedgerows are listed within the table, but as a linear feature and so they are not included within the areas 
described. In all there were 96 hedgerows totaling 22.3km in length within the study area.  

When considering the working area, the spatial statistics show that the proportion of arable fields and semi-
improved grassland is significantly higher (90.9%) than the wider study area (68.1%) and so it is clear that 
the scheme is largely situated within agricultural habitats of lower ecological value. 

For ease of reporting, given the linear nature of the projects, the cable corridor was split into three sections, 
separated by an obvious linear break such as a road or river feature, as follows: 

• Section A: Landfall to A174; 

• Section B: A174 to Wilton Complex and Mains Dike; and 

• Section C: Wilton Complex and Mains Dike to Lackenby.  
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These sections were described individually within the Extended Phase I Habitat Survey Report (Peak 
Ecology 2013c). 

4.3 Evaluation of habitats with biodiversity value 

4.3.1 Overview 

Despite the predominance of agricultural habitats of lower ecological value, it is nevertheless important to 
consider the other habitat types present, particularly where they may be of increased potential interest.  Thus 
each habitat feature present within the 1km wide study area was checked against the UK BAP (JNCC 2008) 
and the Tees Valley LBAP.  Also, it should be noted that given the relatively large scale of Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B, even a habitat type with a low percentage representation in terms of land area might 
actually be relatively large in extent.  A summary of the habitats with biodiversity value of relevance to the 
study area is presented in Table 8.  References are to Target Notes (TNs), i.e. points of interest noted during 
the habitat mapping and shown on Figure 2a to Figure 2g of Appendix 1. 

Table 8: Summary of habitats within the study area and their potential for BAP status 
 Biodiversity value 

UK BAP Priority 
Habitat 

Tees Valley 
LBAP 

Applicability 

Arable Yes (Arable Field 
Margins) Yes 

In general the arable field margins within the 
survey area on site were not priority habitat 
under the BAP.  Many fields had small field 
margins which contained no notable arable 
weeds having mostly been semi-improved 
grassland species assemblages. 

Grassland 
Yes (Lowland 
Meadow, Roadside 
Verges) 

Yes 
Most of the grassland was low quality 
improved and semi-improved pasture. It is felt 
that none of these areas may be considered as 
potential priority habitat. The most diverse of 
these grasslands appeared to be associated 
with road verges which are still of poor quality 
and do not provide a wide diversity of species. 

Maritime cliffs 
and slopes Yes Yes The small cliffs at the landfall are subject to 

continual erosion and are un-vegetated and 
are not considered to be priority habitat under 
the BAP. 

Broadleaved 
woodland 

Yes (Semi-natural 
broadleaved lowland 
woodland) 

Yes Ancient woodland indicators are present in 
some woodlands (TN L163, TN L345). Much of 
the broadleaved woodlands are plantation 
shelterbelts or recent plantations which are not 
classed as priority habitat. 

Mature trees 
No (only considered 
in wood pasture and 
parkland priority 
habitat) 

No There were mature trees along the corridor, 
although none were found within a wood 
pasture or parkland habitat. 

Gardens and 
allotments 

No Yes There are a number of allotment gardens 
throughout the study area.  It is unlikely that 
these areas are to be impacted, as they are 
located within the outer edges of the buffer 
zone. 
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 Biodiversity value 
UK BAP Priority 
Habitat 

Tees Valley 
LBAP 

Applicability 

Ponds 
Yes Yes It is possible that at least some ponds on site 

would be considered priority habitat, although 
none were found to contain great crested 
newts, which is often a material consideration.  

Hedgerows Yes Yes Most hedgerows, regardless of quality, fall 
under the priority habitat type. 

 

The following paragraphs provide some expansion on those habitats present which appear to represent BAP 
quality habitats.  As in Table 8, the headings used are taken from the UK BAP priority listings.  Where a 
habitat type is known exclusively or particularly from a designated site, it is considered under the site in 
question. 

4.3.2 Broadleaved woodland 

There were several pockets of woodland along the cable corridor; however most were either too small or not 
of sufficiently high quality to come under UK or LBAP Priority Habitat designation.  One area of woodland 
(L163) may well qualify as LBAP priority habitat due to the presence of a diversity of broadleaved species 
and/or a ground flora with ancient woodland indicators.  

L163 (Section C) has some evidence of ancient woodland species.  There were mature trees (ash Fraxinus 
excelsior, oak Quercus spp.), along with semi-mature specimens and the ground flora had dog’s mercury 
Mercurialis perenne, ramsons Allium ursinum and bluebells Hyacinthoides non-scripta present. 

4.3.3 Grassland 

The coastal grassland was a very narrow strip confined to the cliff tops and dune area.  Some areas 
appeared tussocky and species poor.  These grasslands, whilst supporting flora different to that found in the 
nearby amenity, agriculturally improved or species poor semi-improved grassland were small and unlikely to 
qualify as Priority Habitat in BAP terms.  They do however fall within the boundary of the Redcar to Saltburn 
Coast LWS. 

4.3.4 Hedgerows 

All hedgerows (of at least 20m length) consisting predominantly (i.e. 80% or more cover) of at least one 
woody UK native species are covered by this Priority Habitat, where each UK country can define the list of 
woody species native to their respective country (UKBAP Priority Habitat Definitions 2008).  Under this 
definition the majority of the hedgerows within the study area would not be considered Priority Habitat, as the 
hedgerows were recorded as being species poor and dominated by hawthorn Crataegus monogyna. 

4.3.5 Identification of Valued Ecological Habitat Resources 

A summary has been provided of the main habitat types found within the study area.  Table 9 assigns a 
‘value’ to each habitat type to inform the selection of habitat types considered to be VER.  Where habitats 
are dominated by lower value examples but there are one or two minority higher value examples, the 
evaluation reflects the dominant nature of the habitat.  It is not considered helpful to assign a higher value 
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across a habitat type, when for example 95% or more might be of lower value. That said, wherever the 
minority higher value components were sufficient in extent or quality to warrant it, they were mapped 
separately and so in practice nothing of significance is ‘lost’ by taking this approach.   
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Table 9: Identification of Valued Ecological Habitat Resources  

Receptor Key features 
Geographical 
Scale of 
Importance 

Rationale 

Coastal grassland 
contained within the 
Redcar to Saltburn 
Coast LWS 

Designated for its Coastal 
Grassland Habitat and Vascular 
Plants.  Mapped as Coastal 
Grassland. 

County 

Local Wildlife Sites are non-statutory sites, often known as County Wildlife sites 
and as such might be expected to be of County value.  This site is small and not 
in a particularly favourable condition. 

Hedgerows 
 
Typically species-poor.  County 

The hedgerows are predominantly species poor and none qualify as ‘Important’ 
under the Hedgerow Regulations. They are however an integral part of the 
agricultural landscape and help to provide connectivity between semi-natural 
habitat features and habitat resources for bats and farmland birds.  

Woodland and scrub 
Includes all woodland and scrub 
habitat types, which combined 
comprise 6.5% of the study area. Local 

There are a number of woodland habitats listed as Priority Habitats under the 
UKBAP and LBAP Broad Habitat Broadleaved, Mixed and Yew Woodland. 
Much of the woodland in the study area is planted and not of high ecological 
value but the plantations do supplement the hedgerow network. 

Arable 
Large arable fields divided by field 
drains and/or hedgerows 
represent the dominant habitat 
type (46.5% of cable corridor). 

Local 

Arable Field Margins are a Priority Habitat under the UKBAP however higher 
quality margins are not prevalent within the study area. There is an Arable Field 
Margin Habitat Action Plan (HAP) cited in the Tees Valley LBAP. The farmland 
landscape of which clearly arable fields are the major component supports a 
valuable farmland bird fauna.   

Agriculturally 
improved grasslands 

Agriculturally improved 
grasslands are the second most 
frequent natural habitat type 
(11.5%). 

Local 

The agriculturally improved grasslands within the study area are of low 
ecological value. That said they likely play a supporting role in terms of 
supporting declining farmland birds, particularly species such as lapwing 
Vanellus vanellus.  

Semi-improved 
grasslands 

Semi-improved grasslands 
account for 10%. Local 

Neutral grassland – Lowland Meadows is a UK BAP Priority Habitat, but the 
areas mapped within the study area are all species poor and included as semi-
improved somewhat generously.  

Ruderal habitats Accounts for 0.2%. Local Ubiquitous habitat type with common species recorded. 
Wetland vegetation Accounts for 0.0%. Local Limited in extent and not a valued habitat within the study area. 

Open water 
Open water includes ditches, 
ponds and streams and accounts 
for 0.4%. 

Local Limited in extent and not a valued habitat within the study area.  

Developed land Areas of hard standing, buildings 
and bare ground (23.9%). Local Includes some residential gardens but is dominated by industrial areas with little 

value to wildlife. 
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The final scope of Valued Ecological Habitat Resources includes: 

• Coastal grassland within the Redcar to Cleveland LWS (which will be assessed under designated 
sites); and 

• Hedgerows.  

4.4 Species of Principal Importance 

4.4.1 Badgers 

Whilst there was evidence of badgers within the study area the overall level of badger activity was low.  An 
apparent main sett was recorded on the west side of Mains Dyke, to the north of the Wilton Complex access 
road, approximately 200m from the HVDC cable route (Peak Ecology 2013c, Target Notes 15 – 22).  

Due to the distance of the sett from the proposed works, no impacts are anticipated. 

4.4.2 Bats 

Overview 

The Bat Survey Technical Report (Peak Ecology 2013b) has been used as the basis of this assessment.  
This contains desk study data and data from field surveys carried out in 2012 and 2013.   

The ERIC, Durham and North Yorkshire Bat Groups were contacted for records of bats or bat roosts within 
the 5km study area.  There are two known bat roosts in or near to the study area.  A common pipistrelle 
Pipistrellus pipistrellus maternity roost is present in Wilton village, approximately 640m from the southern 
edge of the study area.  The second is a soprano pipistrelle roost, approximately 75m from the cable route 
and located between Kirkleatham village and the A174 (Figure 1d, Appendix 1).  This record was supplied 
to within a 1km Ordnance Survey grid square.  In this case the mapped point appears to be in field but that is 
simply the centre of the 1km square and in reality it is more likely to have been recorded in a building within 
Kirkleatham village, i.e. at a greater distance from the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B cable route.  

Habitats considered suitable for roosting, foraging or commuting bats, and with the potential to be affected by 
the scheme were identified using this desk study data, together with online aerial photography and as part of 
the Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey (Peak Ecology 2013c).  As a result, three bat activity transect routes 
were devised for field survey to encompass the whole of the cable corridor, converter station and 
surrounding area.  They were: 

• Transect 1: landfall to Grewgrass Farm; 

• Transect 2: Yearby; and 

• Transect 3:  Wilton Complex. 

These transects are mapped in Figure 3a to Figure 3l in Appendix 1.  The transect surveys followed the 
standard survey methodology (Hundt 2012) and are detailed in Peak Ecology (2013b) together with the 
survey findings.  The first two transect survey visits were both undertaken at dusk, in July (all 3 transects) 
and September (all 3 transects) 2012. Two further survey visits, undertaken at dusk and dawn within the 
same 24 hour period, were implemented in May (Transects 1 and 2) and June 2013 (Transect 3).  
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Bat Activity Transects – General Activity 

Bat activity was recorded during all transects, although there was considerable variation between transects, 
as well as between each transect survey visit.  This is likely to be representative of bat activity along the 
cable corridor, landfall and converter station, as bat activity varies with a number of factors such as the time 
of year, the weather conditions, random disturbance events and changes to roosting conditions.  

The majority of bat calls recorded during transects were from common pipistrelle bats with pipistrelle bats (all 
species) making up approximately 97% of all the bat calls recorded during the transect surveys. Myotis sp 
were recorded within the woodland edge of Wilton Wood on Transect 2.  Both habitat and flight behavior 
suggest that these Myotis sp may have been Natterer’s bat (Myotis nattereri) given that the bats were flying 
high around the woodland canopy.  An additional Myotis sp call was recorded at the western edge of 
Transect 3 during survey visit 3.  This Myotis sp was thought likely to be Daubenton’s bat (Myotis 
daubentonii) as the bat was seen foraging, flying low over the surface water within a drainage ditch. 

Noctule were also recorded on Transects 2 and 3 during survey visits 3 and 4.  A total of two brief passes 
were recorded on survey visit 4 of Transect 3 at the western edge of the transect.  A single noctule pass was 
recorded on survey visit 3 of Transect 2 just south of Point Count 5.  All noctule calls recorded were brief 
indicating that Noctule are not foraging within the area, but commuting through it to get to foraging habitat 
further afield.  

The species recorded are all relatively common in Redcar & Cleveland and within the UK in general 
(Altringham 2003). 

A summary of the average number of bat passes recorded during the three separate transects is displayed in 
Graph 1.  The highest average number of bats recorded was during Transect 2 - Yearby ( = 67.5; Graph 
1).  The habitat in this area, comprising areas of mature woodland and small waterbodies (Rogers Dike and 
Main Dike and a number of ponds), connected by hedgerows, is considered good for foraging bats. 

Transect 3 (Wilton Complex) had the lowest average levels of bat activity (  = 52.5), despite the numerous 
patches of woodland and stretches of open woodland around Wilton and Lazenby villages that would appear 
to provide good potential for foraging bats.  This demonstrates that habitat use by bats is therefore not 
always predictable. The low average activity recorded during the transect is likely to be related to limited 
roosting opportunities in the area, as the availability and use of suitable summer roosting sites is likely to be 
directly related to the levels of foraging and commuting activity.  
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Graph 1: Average number of bat passes for each transect 

 

 

Bat Activity Transects – Bats’ Use of the Landscape 

In order to better understand how bats were using the landscape along the transect routes, the times of the 
calls recorded were then analysed (Graph 2).  For example, bat activity in Hour 1 is likely to indicate that a 
bat roost is relatively close by, with bats leaving the roost and commuting to their foraging grounds. Bat 
activity later on in the survey is likely to indicate bats are using the area for foraging.  
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Graph 2: The average number of bat passes per hour recorded during the transects 

 
Note: Hour 1 refers to either the hour after sunset or the hour before sunrise, with Hour 2 referring to the second hour after sunset and 
two hours before sunrise. 

Transects 1, 2 and 3 all show increased levels of bat activity after dusk suggesting that these are potential 
foraging areas located away from roosts.  This notion appears to correspond with the desk study records.  

The majority of the transect routes passed through areas considered to be of good to moderate potential 
habitat for foraging bats and it is likely that irrespective of the roost locations, bats would use a high 
proportion of this landscape for foraging. 

Furthermore, bat activity was variable between the survey visits, as can be seen in Graph 3, as bats will 
change their behavior according to the weather conditions, available prey resources and the time of year.  
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Graph 3: The total number of bat calls recorded per hour for each survey visit 

 

It can be seen from the survey maps (Figure 3a to Figure 3l, Appendix 1) that the majority of bat activity 
was along hedgerows and other existing linear features.  This is expected given that transect routes were 
mainly along linear features. 

In general, the landscape in the survey areas provided numerous opportunities for foraging and commuting 
bats, as seen in the results of the transect surveys. The most important habitat features for bat movement 
through the landscape have been identified, as detailed in Table 10. 

Table 10: Locations of important foraging/commuting routes along each transect 
Transect Number  Sections of 

Hedgerow/woodland 
considered Important for bats 

Sections of Watercourse 
considered Important for bats 

1 - Landfall to Grewgrass Farm Woodland adjacent to railway 
along Green Lane 

None identified 

2 - Yearby Hedgerows immediately south of 
Turners Arms Farm 

Roger Dike, Mains Dike 

3 - Wilton Complex Northern edge  woodland strip to 
north west of Lazenby village 

None identified 

4.4.3 Ornithology overview 

Birds were identified as an assemblage of potential conservation interest and as such have received a 
relatively large amount of survey effort.  Potential impacts on birds were flagged as an issue of particular 
concern during an early stage consultation meeting on the 3 April 2012, attended by Natural England, the 
RSPB, Teesmouth Bird Club, INCA and Tees Valley Wildlife Trust (Section 2 .3). 
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The assessment work described herein utilises the following Technical Reports: Breeding Birds Survey 2012 
(Peak Ecology 2012); Wintering Birds Survey, November 2011 – March 2012 (Peak Ecology 2013a), Autumn 
Passage and Wintering Birds, September 2012 – March 2013 (Peak Ecology 2013g) and Golden Plover and 
Lapwing at the Landfall, February 2014 (Peak Ecology 2014).   

4.4.4 Breeding birds 

An initial ecological scoping visit was undertaken early in April 2012 to select breeding bird survey routes to 
cover key areas of the study area.  The three transects selected were designed to include a representative 
range of the habitat types present, including any areas showing particular potential for birds.  They varied in 
length dependent on ease of access throughout the area and the network of footpaths and bridleways 
available to utilise.  The transect routes selected were as follows: 

• Transect 1 – landfall to Yearby; 

• Transect 2 – Yearby to Wilton; and 

• Transect 3 – Lackenby. 

Three individual survey visits were undertaken between April to June 2012 using methods as detailed in 
Peak Ecology (2012). 

The total number of species recorded on Transect 1 was 45; 42 on Transect 2 and 35 on Transect 3.  Table 
11 provides a summary of the breeding bird survey data.  

Table 11: Numerical summary of breeding birds data, Teesside 2012 

Conservation Status Transect 1 
Landfall to Yearby 

Transect 2 
Yearby to Wilton 

Transect 3 
Lackenby 

Red Listed 10 (22%) 5 (12%) 6 (17%) 
Amber listed 12 (27%) 10 (24%) 9 (25%) 
Green Listed 21 (47%) 25 (60%) 16 (45%) 
Species not assessed 
by BOCC 2 (4%) 2 (5%) 4 (11%) 

Schedule 1 Protected5 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

UK BAP Species 12 (27%) 7 (17%) 9 (26%) 

Total Number of 
Species 45 42 35 

  

                                                      

 

5 Legal protection e.g. via Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and listing on the UK BAP 
are separate to the Birds of Conservation Concern (BOCC) system (Eaton et al 2009) and species might be listed on all 
three, i.e. as a Red List species, a BOCC and a Schedule 1 species. 
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Given the length of the survey transects, and the fact that each was repeated three times, these totals are 
not particularly high.  This is especially so when it is considered that, in line with the survey methodology 
used, a (small) proportion of the species recorded were non-breeding birds that might have been foraging on 
or flying over the site.   

The 45 species recorded on Transect 1, including ten Red listed and 12 Amber listed species, totalling 49% 
of the species recorded, is the highest of the three transects.  Transect 2 (Yearby to Wilton) recorded 42 
species, of which five were Red listed and ten were Amber listed, which combined represent 36% of the 
species recorded.  The results from Transect 3 (Lackenby) produced fewer species, i.e. 35 in total of which 
six were Red listed and nine were Amber listed, together accounting for 43% of the species recorded.  

Along Transect 1, ten of the Red list species recorded were breeding including house sparrow Passer 
domesticus, grey partridge Perdix perdix, skylark Alauda pratensis, spotted flycatcher Muscicapa striata, 
song thrush Turdus philomelos, starling Sturnus vulgaris, marsh tit Poecile palustris, linnet Carduelis 
cannabina and yellowhammer Emberiza citrinella.  Overall the species were representative of urban habitats 
and farmland, including declining farmland bird species such as grey partridge, skylark, linnet and 
yellowhammer (all Red listed).  There were also a number of species typically associated with wetland and 
scrub, such as the Red listed marsh tit, and the Amber listed willow warbler Phylloscopus trochilus, 
whitethroat Sylvia communis and reed bunting Emberiza schoeniclus.  Of note were the six to eight pairs of 
bullfinch Pyrrhula pyrrhula and linnet recorded as probable breeders. 

At Transect 2, the Red list breeding species included house sparrow, grey partridge, skylark and song 
thrush.  Most notable were very large numbers of willow warbler, i.e. over 23 pairs recorded as probable 
breeders. 

At Transect 3 an additional species of note was grasshopper warbler Locustella naevia, a species often 
associated with damp scrub, although only present as one pair of possible breeders.  The other Red list 
species were house sparrow, skylark, starling, song thrush and yellowhammer. 

Given the landscape setting within which these transects are located, i.e. primarily industrial and intensive 
agricultural land, this breeding bird fauna is considered valuable.  Furthermore, it is clear that relatively small 
areas of scrub and wetland contribute significantly to the mosaic of habitats including hedgerows, 
woodlands, grasslands and arable fields.  Scrub habitats are often treated as being of low ecological value 
but at Teesside they would appear to have value in supporting a relatively rich breeding birds fauna 
considered to be of County value.  

4.4.5 Wintering birds 

Studies of wintering birds have been extensive, taking places over the winters of 2011 - 2012 and 2012 – 
2013 and winter 2014. 

Winter 2011 – 2012 

The wintering bird surveys that took place over 2011 – 2012 utilised a combination of methods at four sites, 
as detailed in Peak Ecology (2013a).  The survey sites were very broadly spread in relation to the cable 
corridor because at this earlier stage in the project, various landfall options were under consideration. These 
sites were: 

• Site 1 – Saltburn to Marske (Windy Hill Farm); 

• Site 2 – Marske to Redcar (Coast car park); 
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• Site 3 – Warrenby.  This site comprised three components, a vantage point from Warrenby Corner 
across scrub and dune habitat, an inshore vantage point from Coatham Sands, and a winter 
walkover of Coatham Marsh; and 

• Site 4 – Teesport. 

Each of these sites was surveyed up to eight times over the winter period and inshore sea-watch vantage 
point surveys were included within the survey efforts for Sites 1 to 3.  A detailed plan showing the survey 
locations is given in Figure 4 (Appendix 1).  Table 1 to Table 7 in Appendix A of Peak Ecology (2013a) 
give a numerical summary of the findings, as summarised in the following paragraphs.  

Site 1 – Saltburn to Marske 

Terrestrial winter bird surveys highlighted the attraction of pasture and also arable fields for foraging to 
several species, particularly during differing tidal conditions, e.g. at times of high water.  Pasture south-west 
of Windy Hill Farm was spread with farmyard manure in early March which also provided additional attraction 
for foraging birds, particularly waders and starling.  Birds were mainly distributed in the arable and pasture 
fields south-west of the farm and included good numbers of lapwing (maximum 320) and golden plover 
Pluvialis apricaria (maximum 400) in January and February 2012 and also black-headed gulls 
Chroicocephalus ridibundus on most visits.  Passerines, other than starling, were recorded intermittently with 
few present on most visits.  Species recorded included; a dark-bellied brent goose Branta bernicla bernicla 
feeding in pasture off Church Howle Crescent, Mediterranean gull Larus melanocephalus – two birds (adult & 
second winter) feeding with black-headed gull on arable and pasture fields, three stonechat Saxicola rubicola 
and a mobile flock of 45 snow buntings Plectrophenax nivalis. 

Inshore sea-watch surveys at the site often recorded very few birds, although red-throated divers Gavia 
stellata and shag Phalacrocorax aristotelis were present on most visits mainly feeding inshore.  Birds were 
noted on the beach regularly, mainly gulls, but this area was often very disturbed at low water due to 
walkers.  A flock of 80 common scoters Melanitta nigra was recorded on the sea just to the south-east on 13 
February 2012. 

Site 2 – Marske to Redcar (including landfall location) 

Inland vantage point surveys at this site generally recorded few species although a large winter flock of 
golden plover were recorded in November 2011 (3,500) and December 2011 (3,300).  Lapwings were also 
present in good numbers with a flock of up to 800 (November 2011).  Golden plover and lapwing were 
present in one large flock mainly in the area of fields denoted as Grundales on the map.  This area appeared 
to have the shortest grass sward and crop height of the whole field area.  Golden plover were not present 
after December, but small numbers of lapwing remained, often congregating on the adjacent school fields.  

Inshore sea-watch surveys produced reasonable numbers of bird registrations inshore on most visits and 
also on the beach area at low water.  The beach was disturbed by walkers and birds were therefore mobile. 
As with Site 1, red-throated divers and shag were present on most visits mainly feeding inshore as were 
great-crested grebe Podiceps cristatus, razorbill Alca torda and guillemot Uria aalge and on one occasion a 
flock of 54 common scoters were present.  

Site 3 – Warrenby 

(i) Warrenby Corner – few species were recorded in this area as it was quite heavily disturbed by on-going 
works and walkers.  Notable species recorded included a female scaup Aythya marila on the pool further 
west of the vantage point position and a single grey partridge foraging in the grass on 8 March 2012, 
although not significant in terms of the development.  Magpie Pica pica formed a moderate sized roost in the 
trees with 41 counted leaving on 30 November 2011.  
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(ii) Inshore Vantage Point – this location recorded the highest number of bird species on the inshore sea-
watches of Sites 1, 2, or 3, i.e. 25.  Of note was the high percentage of Amber listed species, which was 18 
or 69%.  Waders were present on the beach area either feeding or roosting but were regularly disturbed by 
walkers.  Red-throated divers and shags were present on most visits mainly feeding inshore.  Notable 
species recorded included; an Iceland gull Larus glaucoides (second winter bird) on 25 January 2012 and 
the wintering flock of snow buntings which numbered 60 on 14 February 2012.  

(iii) Coatham Marsh – this site often appeared devoid of birds as the marsh is extensive and the pools on this 
section rather small.  Teal Anas crecca were present on the pools in small numbers most visits, up to three 
water rails Rallus aquaticus were heard calling in the marsh and reed bunting was also present.  The grass 
paddocks and rough grassland adjacent to the marsh held feeding and territorial oystercatcher Haematopus 
ostralegus occasionally but also good numbers of carrion crows Corvus corone.  A flock of 40 linnets were 
noted over-flying the area on 30 November 2011. 

Site 4 – Teesport  

Surveys at this site were discontinued in mid-February 2012, as the decision was made not to pursue this 
landfall option, although few birds were recorded from the five survey visits conducted between November 
2011 and mid-February 2012.  Much of the area is industrial and disturbed and of restricted access, so not 
easily covered.  Dabholm Gut, the tidal channel along the north-east boundary held good numbers of birds at 
low water when access was available; 360 teal on 25 January being the most significant record.  

Autumn and winter 2012 - 2013 

The autumn passage and wintering birds surveys carried over 2012 – 2013 took place at two survey sites, as 
by this time a preferred landfall and cable route were under consideration.  These study sites were: 

(1) arable fields at the landfall (Redcar to Marske-by-the-Sea) with an inshore sea watch from the coastal car 
park; and,  

(2) inland arable fields between the villages of Yearby and Wilton.  

A combination of terrestrial winter walkover bird surveys, inshore vantage point surveys and walked transect 
surveys were undertaken, with 14 survey visits to each site between September 2012 and March 2013. 
Table 1 and Table 2 in Appendix A of Peak Ecology, 2013g give a detailed summary of the survey dates 
and weather conditions, and Table 3 and Table 4 provide a numerical summary of the findings which are 
mapped in detail within Figure 1 to Figure 28 in Appendix B. 

Site 1 - Arable fields at the landfall and inshore sea watch 

A total of 69 species were recorded of which three were Schedule 1, ten were UKBAP, 11 were Red listed 
and 31 Amber listed.  A further 24 were Green listed and there were three introduced species.  There were a 
large number of golden plover and lapwing present on the arable fields at the landfall.  Large numbers of 
starling were present near the vantage point at the coastal car park and along the southern edge of the 
residential housing at Redcar. 

Golden plover numbers were highly variable and are illustrated in Graph 4, which shows the number of 
golden plover recorded on each of the 14 survey visits.  
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Graph 4: Total number of golden plover per visit at the landfall arable field 

 

Lapwing were also recorded in high numbers mixed within the flock of golden plover.  They were recorded on 
a total of 12 of the 14 survey visits.  Whilst numbers of lapwing were significantly lower than that of golden 
plover, the fluctuations in numbers mimicked that of the golden plover.  Numbers of lapwing were at their 
highest during visit 6 with 200 birds recorded within the eastern half of the arable fields. Visits 4, 7, 8, 10 and 
11 recorded numbers of birds fluctuating around 120. 

Starling were recorded at the coastal car park on all 14 survey visits.  Numbers were at their highest during 
visits 1, 2, 4, and 5 recording, 1,011, 3,884, 2,000, and 1,710 starling respectively.  All other visits recorded 
birds in much lower numbers fluctuating between seven and 700.  The birds appear to spend much of their 
time between the coastal car park and the nearby residential area of Redcar to the north.   

Redwing Turdus iliacus and fieldfare Turdus pilaris were both recorded within the arable field and are a 
common winter migrant to the area. 

Site 2 – inland arable fields between the villages of Yearby and Wilton 

A total of 36 species were recorded, of which three were Schedule 1, seven were UKBAP, seven Red Listed, 
nine Amber listed and a further 16 species which were Green listed, with another four introduced or feral bird 
species recorded. 

A total of ten of the birds within the species list for this area were only recorded as flying over the site. These 
were herring gull Larus argentatus, black-headed gull, common gull Larus canus, kestrel Falco tinnunculus, 
mallard Anas platyrhynchos, pink-footed goose Anser brachyrhynchus, common buzzard Buteo buteo, raven 
Corvus corax, and Canada goose Branta Canadensis.    
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Of the 26 other species recorded, 13 of these birds are associated with the hedgerows surrounding the 
arable fields and the adjacent areas of woodland habitat.  Many of these birds are resident birds which are 
likely to stay within the surrounding area even outside of the breeding season. 

In general, all bird species were recorded in low numbers on all of the survey visits to the inland fields with 
the exception of mixed flocks of feral pigeon Columba livia, wood pigeon Columba palumbus and carrion 
crow Corvus corone. 

On three visits, up to four quail Coturnix coturnix were recorded within the field margins of the arable field. 
Whilst quail have been known to be in the area during the summer and autumn within Redcar & Cleveland, 
they are a migratory species leaving the UK in the winter months.  As such, the small numbers recorded 
within the inland fields are likely to be birds that were not ready for migration at the end of the autumn and 
have stayed.  

Golden Plover and Lapwing, Winter 2014, Detailed Desk Study and Surveys of the Landfall 

Site 1 Coastal fields between Redcar and Marske-by-the-Sea 

Review of designated sites for nature conservation 

In response to the consultation response of Natural England in December 2013 (Section 2.3), a detailed 
desk based assessment was undertaken which collates all the existing known information on golden plover 
and lapwing abundance within the vicinity of the coastal landfall site (Figure 4a, Appendix 1).  A detailed 
review of the field survey results from the 2011/2012 and 2012/2013 surveys has also been undertaken. 

A total of eight statutory designated sites were recorded within 10km of the cable landfall area, of these five 
(Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA, Tees and Hartlepool Foreshore and Wetlands SSSI, South Gare and 
Coatham Sands SSSI, Seal Sands SSSI and Seaton Dunes and Common SSSI) are designated in part, due 
to the habitats they contain supporting important assemblages of migratory and overwintering wildfowl and 
wading birds. 

In particular, Tees and Hartlepool Foreshore and Wetlands SSSI (approximately 3.6km north-west) 
comprises several coastal areas which are an integral part of the complex of wetlands, estuarine and 
maritime sites supporting the internationally important population of wildfowl and waders on the Tees 
Estuary.  In winter, counts have shown that proportions of the total Tees population of lapwing and golden 
plover have been recorded on Saltholme Pool (approximately 11.5km west) and Dorman’s Pools (11km 
west). 

Seal Sands SSSI are the only extensive area of intertidal mudflats, with tidal channels on the East coast of 
England between the Lindisfarne National Nature Reserve to the north and the Humber Estuary to the south, 
a distance of 200 miles.  These mudflats are of great ornithological importance attracting large numbers of 
migratory wildfowl (c. 4,000) and wading birds (c. 24,000) especially during the winter months.  The mudflats 
are used as feeding ground by wading birds including lapwing. 

Review of existing records 

Within the desk study information provided by Teesmouth Bird Club (Peak Ecology 2013c), a description of 
the fields at the landfall was given, including a brief statement on the use of the fields by golden plover and 
lapwing, as detailed below: 

Being so close to the coast, the fields are a magnet for feeding waders, particularly during periods of hard 
weather and at high tide.  Flocks of over 2,000 Lapwings and 1,700 Golden Plovers have been recorded, 
while small numbers of Ruff are seen during the autumn.  Historically, Stead (1969) stated that “large flocks” 
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of Golden Plovers favoured these fields.  A personal count by the author of this report on 12 February 2008 
produced 1,000 Golden Plovers, 1,500 Lapwings and 500 Wood Pigeons, all of which were feeding or 
roosting. Turnstone, Oystercatcher, Redshank and Curlew also use the fields for feeding, particularly after 
heavy rain when muddy pools collect.  Whooper Swans, Pink-footed Geese and occasional Brent Geese 
drop in as they pass through on migration and over the years the site has attracted a number of national rare 
and scarce birds, including American Golden Plover, Buff-breasted Sandpiper, Dotterel and Short-toed Lark. 

As part of the original desk study search no specific data was provided with regards to dates and counts of 
birds. 

The BTO were consulted with regards to Wetland Birds Survey (WeBS) data on golden plover and lapwing 
within the nearest and most appropriate site to the landfall.  There is a WeBS site which has been created 
along the coastline at Redcar.  The southern tip of the WeBS site falls just inside the landfall area for the 
project.  On request of the data, BTO informed Peak Ecology that that although the site had been created, 
BTO had not yet received any data for the area, and expect that no surveys have been conducted in this 
area to date.  Figure 1 shows the area of land covered by the Redcar to Marske WeBS area. 

 

Figure 1: Land covered by the Redcar to Marske WeBS area 

Teesmouth Bird Club provided all their up-to-date data on the numbers of golden plover and lapwing at the 
landfall costal fields (Figure 4.19).  A total of ten records of golden plover and five records of lapwing were 
returned covering a period from November 2005 to October 2012.  Records from 2013 had not yet been 
submitted by most members of the bird club.  Of the records returned, golden plover had a peak count of 
2,300 in November 2005.  Three records were returned within the January – March period, 1200 golden 
plover during January 2008, 1000 birds in February 2008 and 300 golden plover recorded in January 
2011.  Of the five lapwing records returned, lapwing had two peak counts of 1,500 during February 2008 and 
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October 2011.  Only two records were returned within the January – March period. The first record being the 
peak count in February 2008, and another record of 300 lapwings during January 2011. 

Review of field surveys 2011/2012 - 2012/2013 

As part of the detailed desk study undertaken in relation to golden plover and lapwing, the previous field 
survey data (2011/2012 and 2012/2013) obtained for the species was reviewed.   

Of a total of 22 survey visits, golden plovers were recorded on 13 survey visits.  Peak counts of 3,500 golden 
plover were recorded in November 2011, and the second highest count of 3,300 in December 2011. These 
were the only two visits during the 2011 – 2012 wintering bird survey when golden plover were recorded. 
During the 2012 – 2013 surveys lower numbers of golden plover were recorded over a prolonged period.  
Peak counts were recorded in December 2012 of 950, and secondly in November 2012 (850).  

Lapwings were recorded on 17 out of 22 survey visits.  Lapwings were also recorded in high numbers mixed 
within the flock of golden plover. 

A peak count of 800 lapwings was recorded in November 2011, with the second highest count of 750 in 
December 2011.  Lapwings were recorded on many of the survey visits, however sometimes in relatively low 
numbers.  Whilst numbers of lapwing were significantly lower than that of golden plover, the fluctuations in 
numbers mimicked that of the golden plover. 

A summary of the desk study data obtained from Teesmouth Bird Club has been combined with the field 
study results for 2011/2012 and 2012/2013 (Graph 5 and Graph 6).  Please note that those records 
appearing in red refer the desk study data obtained from Teesmouth Bird Club, whilst those records in green 
are from data collated during field surveys. 

Graph 5: Numbers of golden plovers recorded during both field surveys and desk study 
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Graph 6: Numbers of lapwings recorded during both field surveys and desk study  

 

Potentially available alternative habitats 

The detailed desk study also located similar alternative habitat in the proximity of the landfall coastal fields 
that could be used by golden plover and/or lapwing. 

Many of the arable fields at the landfall during the winter of 2012-2013 had a tall stubble remaining from the 
crop planted earlier in the year.  This has been due to the farmer being unable to plough the fields at the end 
of the crop season due to a very wet autumn leaving much of the fields heavily water logged. 

From the aerial photography and map assessment, there appears to be a limited number of arable fields, 
along the coastline in this area, with many fields appearing to be improved grassland grazed by either sheep, 
cattle or horses.  The nearest arable fields to the site appear to be to the east of Saltburn-by-the-Sea (NZ 
678 214) (Figure 2), and differs from the landfall, as the fields are located at the top of a steep bank 
compared to the lower lying landfall.  These fields are approximately 5km from the landfall. 

The second area lies further still, to the east of Skinningrove (NZ 721 199) (Figure 2).  Whilst these fields are 
approximately 9.7km from the landfall there are closer to sea level and therefore more similar to the landfall 
than those fields located at Saltburn-by-the-Sea. 

The remainder of the coastal area appears to be largely residential housing and improved grassland to the 
east of the landfall, whilst to the north, the area is dominated by industrial areas, with the exception of 
Coatham Marsh Local Nature Reserve, which contains relict salt marsh and coastal wetland habitats. 
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Figure 2: Locations for potentially available alternative habitats 

Review of field surveys 2014 

A total of four survey visits were conducted between January and February 2014 (two in January and two in 
February 2014).  The surveys revealed very low numbers of both golden plover and lapwing.  Graph 7 
provides the results of each of the survey visits, whilst Figure 4b, Appendix 1 shows the locations of each of 
the golden plover and lapwing registrations. 

During visits 1, 2 and 4, lapwing were recorded adjacent to the fields, on amenity grassland at the rugby club 
and Bydales School.  Two lapwing were recorded at each of visits 1 and 2, while 12 lapwing were recorded 
on visit 4.   

Graph 7: Numbers of individual golden plovers and lapwings recorded during surveys undertaken 
during 2014 
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Summary findings and evaluation 

The findings across all years’ work, i.e. winter 2011 – 2012, autumn and winter 2012 – 2013 and winter 2014 
are summarised in the following paragraphs.  

It appears that much of the autumn passage and wintering bird interest along the proposed cable route is 
centred on the arable fields at the landfall, located between Redcar and Marske-by-the-Sea.  The inland 
arable fields were limited in the number of birds they support during the autumn and winter months, with 
many species only recorded as flying over the fields, using habitat outside of the cable corridor. 

Large flocks of golden plover and lapwing appear to move around and utilise the large arable fields at the 
landfall; this is probably dictated by the state of the arable field at the time. For example, golden plover prefer 
open, short vegetation (less than 10cm), for example fields left as stubble during autumn and winter.  These 
provide an abundance of food in the form of soil and ground-surface invertebrates, including earthworms, 
leatherjackets, beetles and spiders (Kirby et al. 2000).  

The number of golden plover recorded during the winter of 2011 – 2012 was far higher than during the winter 
of 2012 - 2013, with peak counts of 3,500 and 3,300 golden plover recorded on the 28 November 2011 and 
12th December 2011 respectively.  Although the peak numbers recorded were lower during the 2012 - 2013 
surveys their presence was recorded over a longer duration.  Speculatively, this could be due to the elevated 
number of golden plover consuming the ground invertebrates available in a much shorter time, therefore 
depleting potential food resources quickly, and forcing the birds to move on to other foraging areas.  The 
reduced number of golden plover recorded during 2012 - 2013 may mean that the available ground 
invertebrates were able to sustain the smaller population for a prolonged period of time. 

During the surveys undertaken in 2014 at the Redcar to Marske Coastal Fields, golden plovers were present 
on one of the four survey visits, and 11 birds were recorded altogether.  Similarly lapwings were present 
within the fields on one of the four survey visits, and 2 birds were recorded altogether.  In addition, lapwings 
were recorded in amenity grassland adjacent to the fields, and 16 birds were recorded in total over four 
survey visits.  By combining the numbers for golden plover and lapwing recorded in 2014 surveys in 2011-
2012 and 2012-2013, the average numbers of these birds is reduced to 28 birds for golden plover and 74 
birds for lapwing.   

In both the winter of 2011 – 2012 and the autumn and winter of 2012 – 2013, the highest counts of golden 
plover and lapwing occurred in the months of November and December.  The same was recorded at nearby 
Saltholme in 2008 (Joynt 2008).  In addition, the desk assessment and surveys undertaken for golden plover 
and lapwing in 2014 provided evidence of low numbers of both species from January to March generally in 
the Redcar to Marske Coastal Fields.   

During the 2011 - 2012 surveys the maximum number of golden plover recorded (3,500 and 3,300) came 
close to the national threshold for the species, therefore making the population likely to be of regional 
importance.  The thresholds of both international and national importance for golden plover are 9,300 and 
4,000 respectively (Holt et al. 2011).  

Teesmouth Bird Club recorded that the WeBS recorded a maximum of 1,200 golden plover in the early 
months of 2008 on the arable fields at the landfall, with 2,000 and 2,300 golden plover recorded in November 
and December 2008 at Saltholme Pools (Joynt et al. 2008) showing that there are other areas close by 
which also appear to support large numbers of golden plover. 

With regards to lapwing and golden plover, the JNCC selection guidelines for SPAs under the European 
Union Birds Directive, for non-breeding birds, work on a 1% of UK population threshold.  The UK population 
of lapwing is thought to be in the region of 1,500,000 birds and so the peak count of 800 birds represents 
0.05%, i.e. 5/100th of the 1% threshold (Stroud et al. 2001).  
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However, the UK population of golden plover is thought to be in between 200,000 and 250,000 birds and so 
the 3,500 birds recorded during 2011 - 2012 represent 1.40 to 1.75% of the UK population, and in 2012 - 
2013 having recorded 950, 0.38% to 0.48% of the UK population (Stroud 2001).  In practice, non-breeding 
populations of over 2,500 birds have been interpreted by JNCC as qualifying for SPA status.  Of the 22 UK 
SPAs for which non-breeding golden plover is a qualifying species, the average number of birds is 3,056 
(Stroud et al. 2001). 

The closest SPA to the study area is the Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA, and neither lapwing nor 
golden plover are qualifying species for this site.  The coastal fields within Site 2 are also not included within 
the boundary of any nearby SSSIs.  The closest of which is the Redcar Rocks SSSI which is over 2km north 
west of the study area.   

Site 2 does fall within an area of interest for the Teesmouth Bird Club (known to the club as the ‘Redcar to 
Marske Coastal Fields Important Bird Area’.  General information and detailed survey data on the bird fauna 
of Redland to Marske Coastal Fields was provided by Teesmouth Bird Club (October 2012).  Their report 
was included as Appendix A of Peak Ecology (2012).  There are two other areas of interest that the 
Teesmouth Bird Club have provided in the vicinity (Figure 1b, Appendix 1).  The areas of notable interest to 
the club fall within the boundary of the Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS and therefore have been captured 
under the assessment of impacts on the LWS. 

Clearly there is a year on year variation, but on a precautionary basis, the wintering bird fauna associated 
with Site 2 is considered to be of Regional value.      

4.4.6 Great Crested Newts 

Habitats suitable for great crested newts were relatively limited given the extent of the study area.  In total, 
13 water bodies were identified, including 11 ponds and two ditches.  The ponds varied from farm ponds and 
hollows to large man-made storage ponds or reservoirs.  The ditches were drainage channels in and around 
the arable fields, well managed and re-trenched regularly.  

The majority of terrestrial habitat surrounding water bodies was of low suitability for great crested newts.  
Suitable terrestrial habitat within the study area included hedgerows, treelines, scrub, broadleaved woodland 
and semi-improved grassland, and in places these habitats form small corridors of connective habitat 
between waterbodies.  

The ‘Great Crested Newt Survey Technical Report’ (Peak Ecology 2013d) has been used for the basis of this 
assessment.  This Technical Report contains desk study data supplied by the ERIC, HSI scores for ponds 
and the findings of presence/likely absence surveys carried out in the spring of 2013. 

There are two recent records of great crested newts (see Figure 1e, Appendix 1), both within/near to 
Errington Wood, approximately 1km from the southern edge of the study area and separated by the New 
Marske residential area. 

Due to access restrictions, HSI are only available for ten of the 11 ponds.  Owing to difficulties in applying the 
HSI to ditches, the two ditches were assessed less formally.  Of the ten ponds assessed, three were classed 
as ‘Good’ (P1, P2 & P11), two as ‘Average’ (P4 & P5), one as ‘Below Average’ (P9) and four as Poor (P3, 
P6, P7 & P12).  Both ditches, i.e. D42 and D60 were classed as being of ‘Low Potential’.  Ponds with high 
HSI scores are more likely to support great crested newts than those with low scores. 

The presence/likely absence survey produced no records of great crested newts and they are not considered 
further within this assessment.  
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4.4.7 Reptiles 

The ‘Reptile Survey Technical Report’ (Peak Ecology 2013f) has been used as the basis of this assessment.  
This contains desk study data, an assessment of habitat suitability and the findings of the field surveys, 
carried out in spring 2013.  Desk study records are shown in Appendix A of Peak Ecology (2013f). 

Summary of desk study 

The ERIC provided nine records of slow worm Anguis fragilis  from between 1960 to 2011, all centred on the 
town of Saltburn-by-the-Sea, where there would appear to be a long-term population. The nearest of these 
records is approximately 2.34km from the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B study area, at its northwestern limit 
near to the landfall. 

There were eight records of viviparous (or common) lizard Zootoca vivipara between 1984 to 2010 which 
were scattered in their distribution.  A single record of viviparous lizard was returned from Redcar Golf 
Course pool in 1984 and the closest record was from 2010 from Marske Sands and Hazelgrove, near 
Saltburn-by-the-Sea.  The record is approximately 675m from the study area at its southern limit, near to 
Lackenby substation.   

The North East Reptile and Amphibian Group provided two observation records of reptiles from the 1990’s 
and from outside of the cable corridor.  A single record of adder Vipera berula was recorded at the southern 
end of Redcar Racecourse in June 1991. A single record of viviparous lizard was recorded on in 1992 on 
Eston moor.  

Summarising these desk study records, three species of reptiles have been recorded from this general area, 
although none from within the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B study area itself.  Slow worm would appear to be 
confined to Saltburn-by-the-Sea. Adder have been recorded once from Redcar Racecourse. This may be an 
anomaly and could represent an animal brought into that site with hay or straw for example. Viviparous lizard 
records are widely scattered and they may occur widely in suitable habitats.  

Summary of field survey 

Habitats with the potential to support reptile populations were relatively limited in extent, although there were 
small areas scattered throughout the study area. Eight such areas (Figure 5, Appendix 1) were selected for 
reptile field survey using artificial refugia.  These were checked seven times over mid-March to mid-June 
2013.  

No reptiles were found during the reptile surveys and so they are not considered further within this 
assessment.  

4.4.8 Riparian Mammals 

The ‘Riparian Mammal Technical Report’ (Peak Ecology 2013e) has been used as the basis of this 
assessment.  This contains desk study data and data collected from field surveys carried out in 2012 and 
spring 2013. 
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Summary of desk study 

Desk study records are shown in Appendix A of Peak Ecology (2013e).  Five records of water vole were 
returned by the ERIC.  Two of these were from the Coatham Marsh area, approximately 2.5km to the north 
of the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B study area, where there is a known population.  One was from Errington 
Wood, approximately 1km to the south of the study area.  The remaining two records were from the Kettle 
Beck, dated 1998 and 2007.  Both records were located outside the study area, to the north of its southern 
limit, along a stretch of Kettle Beck which is located near the A1053 within the north western edge of the 
Wilton Complex.  The closest of these (from 2007) would appear to be within 50m (the desk study records 
are recorded within 100x100m squares and so it is not possible to be more precise).   

One record of otter was returned by the ERIC, recorded in 2006 on the A1042 north of Kirkleatham, outside 
of the study area.  There was no detail associated with this record, but it is assumed that this is the record of 
a road collision fatality, given its location and the fact that otter records are often of dead animals on roads. 

Summary of field survey 

The results of the riparian mammal field survey work have been tabulated within Appendix B and mapped 
within Appendix C of Peak Ecology (2013e).  

A total of 49 watercourses, mostly ditches, were surveyed during 2012 and 2013.  Of the 49 watercourses 
surveyed, 16 were considered unsuitable and 33 were recorded as having low potential to support water 
vole.  Many contained minimal suitable aquatic or marginal vegetation and were located within small isolated 
clusters.  None of the ditches were connected with Kettle Beck, where water vole had been previously 
recorded.  No field evidence of water voles was found.  

No evidence of otter were recorded during any of the ditches surveyed.  Overall, the majority of ditches were 
considered to be unsuitable for otter due to the absence of fish and other prey species. 

Reviewing the desk study and field survey data, it is considered unlikely that riparian mammals are breeding 
or resident within the study area.  It is possible that otters, as a mobile, wide ranging species might commute 
across the study area, with potential routes including Mains Dike, Roger Dike, Long Beck and Kettle Beck.  

This EcIA assumes that neither otter nor water vole are resident or breeding within the study area, but does 
consider potential impacts on commuting otter.   

4.4.9 Other Species 

The Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey (Peak Ecology 2013c) identified that the study area was only 
considered likely to support common species of invertebrates and did not have any potential to support 
dormice. 

4.4.10 Identification of Valued Ecological Species Resources 

Based on the desk study and field survey results to date, a valuation of species and species groups, using 
an estimation of the geographical scale of importance is presented in Table 12.  

Where lower value habitats support higher value species or species assemblages, the habitat is valued in its 
own right, and the higher value is attributed to the relevant species/group.  For example, arable habitats 
within the study area are of low ecological value and of importance at the Local scale only.  They do however 
help to support, as part of a mosaic of habitats, the breeding bird population which is of higher ecological 
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value and considered to be of County importance.  The separation of farmland birds and arable fields is of 
course an academic exercise carried out to try and improve clarity. In practice the two are linked functionally. 

Only those receptors considered important at above the County level are taken forward as VERs. 
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Table 12: Identification of Valued Ecological Species Resources 

Receptor Key features 
Geographical 
Scale of 
Importance 

Rationale 

Wintering birds The Redcar to Marske Coastal 
Fields Regional* 

The wintering bird fauna at Redcar to Marske Coastal Fields included peak counts 
of 3,500 golden plover which represents over 1% of the UK wintering population. 
However, this area has not been included within the internationally important 
Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA or within any of the multiple nationally 
important SSSIs within the Teesside area. 

Breeding birds 

The mosaic of habitat present, 
including woodlands, grassland, 
agricultural land, scrub and 
wetland features throughout the 
study area. 

County* The breeding bird fauna contains Red and Amber list BOCC such as grey partridge, 
skylark, linnet, bullfinch, marsh tit, grasshopper warbler and yellowhammer.  

Bats 

A small number of hedgerows, 
woodland and watercourses have 
been identified as being important 
to bats.  

County* 

The bat species recorded were all common and activity levels have been variable 
but in general, the landscape in the survey areas provided numerous opportunities 
for foraging and commuting bats, as seen in the results of the transect surveys.  All 
species (except of the common pipistrelle) are listed as priority species on the 
LBAP.  All bat species are listed on the UKBAP and on Section 41 of the NERC Act 
2006. 

Otter Potentially, Kettle Beck, Roger 
Dike or Mains Dike. Local 

Otter are a European and UK Protected Species, UK BAP, LBAP and Section 41 
NERC Act 2006 species. Otter are known to be present within the wider Teesside 
area from the desk study, although they have not been recorded within the study 
area. It is considered likely that the ditches (Kettle Beck, Mains Dike or Roger Dike 
in particular) within the study area may fall within the wider territory of a commuting 
otter although no signs were detected during any surveys undertaken. 

Badgers 

A main badger sett 200m to the 
north of the cable route in the 
south west of the Wilton 
Complex.  

Local 

Given the size of the study area and the degree of ecological survey effort, the 
extent of badger field signs recorded is low.  In that context, breeding setts would 
appear to be relatively scarce locally. 

 
*Taken forward for impact assessment purposes.  
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The VER that have been taken forward to the impact assessment phase include receptors valued as a 
minimum at County level and include: 

• Wintering birds; 

• Breeding birds; and 

• Bats. 

Mitigation for other receptors (badgers and otter) have been outlined in Section 4. 
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5 IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 Overview of Construction, Operation and Decommissioning 

Despite the proximity of heavily industrial land, the study area is located in the majority within agricultural 
land of relatively low ecological value. Over two-thirds (68.1%) of the study area consists of arable fields and 
species poor grasslands considered to be of Local value only.  23.9% of the study area contains developed 
land and so these low value habitats together comprise 92%.  Thus, it follows that the potential ecological 
effects of the projects are likely to be limited.  

The majority of the ecological effects of the onshore electrical connections for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B 
will be associated with the construction phase, i.e. cable installation, and given Forewind’s commitment to 
reinstatement, essentially will be temporary effects.  

There will be operational effects, for example, attributable to security lighting around the converter stations 
site.  However any such effects of light will be minimal when considered in the context of converter stations 
site on the edge of the Wilton Complex, which is a large industrial area of over 500ha containing Teesport 
Power Station. 

Also, it is necessary to consider decommissioning at the end of the project’s life although in this case, 
decommissioning is always going to represent a lower impact than construction.   

A tabular approach to impact assessment presentation has been taken to improve comparability with the 
other environmental disciplines and the approach taken within the ES. Efforts have been made to ensure 
that this does not constitute an oversimplification or over-reliance on a categorical, ‘pigeon hole’ approach 
and explanatory text is provided where a clear explanation has not been possible within the table, in 
accordance with the EcIA Guidelines.  

5.1.2 Construction phasing and timing 

The final definitive development plan, incorporating all elements of the project, is likely to be defined post 
consent.  In order to accommodate this, and to ensure that the ultimate project has been properly assessed, 
it has become routine practice to employ a ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach to EIA.  This involves defining the 
envelope of project components which (for each and every relevant receptor) is likely to have the most 
adverse impacts.  Provided that a Development Consent application is made in terms which constrain 
development to the defined Rochdale Envelope, the flexibility which that envelope provides can be lawfully 
provided for within a DCO. 

Forewind proposes that the EIA will look at the maximum potential impacts that could realistically arise, from 
those development options likely to have the most adverse effects, on each and every receptor within the 
EIA process.  

The timing and phasing of construction of the two projects will be determined post consent.  There are four 
key principles that form the basis of the Rochdale Envelope approach, relating to how the projects will be 
built. These are: 

• Two projects may be constructed at the same time, or at different times; 
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• If built at different times, either project could be built first; 

• If built at different times, the duration of the gap between the end of the first project to be built, and 
the start of the second project to be built may vary from overlapping, to up to five years; and  

• Partial installation of elements of the second project may be completed during the construction of the 
first project, e.g. through the use of ducts to provide conduits for a later cable installation.  

Taking the above four principles into consideration, Forewind has identified four representative onshore 
construction scenarios as follows: 

• Single project scenario, i.e. only Project A or Project B is built – either project will have the same 
impact as the land take footprint is the same; 

• Projects A & B are built concurrently – provides the worst ‘peak’ impact and maximum working 
footprint;  

• Projects A & B are built sequentially, i.e. one after the other with a gap of up to five years – provides 
the worst duration impact; and 

• Project A is built and the conduits for Project B are installed with a gap of up to five years when 
conduits are installed for Project B. 

For the single project scenario, a single assessment is presented since there are no differences between the 
projects.  For the conduit scenario, there is no significant difference in the working width or scale of impact 
compared to the concurrent scenario, but there is the requirement for impacting small areas of land twice for 
the second project.  Thus, there is the potential for an extended period of disturbance or a second separate 
disturbance event, depending on the timing.  However, the ecological effects of the conduits option are 
always considered to be less than the maximum duration attributable to the sequential construction, or the 
maximum peak scenario.  Thus, the conduits option is not considered further. 

Overall, the construction scenarios that will be presented within the impact assessment are: 

• Single project; and 

• Two projects – concurrent or sequential. 

5.1.3 Embedded mitigation 

The site selection process has identified a preferred onshore cable route and converter stations site which 
minimises direct impacts to known environmental constraints.  This has resulted in the avoidance of 
ecological features wherever possible and reduced the overall extent of potential ecological impacts.  In 
particular:  

• The initial routing of the cable deliberately avoided statutory designated sites and any woodlands or 
ponds visible on Ordnance Survey mapping; 

• The project has benefitted from early ecological input and an iterative EIA process, where emerging 
survey findings have fed into ongoing design work.  In a number of instances minor route shifts have 
been made on ecological grounds; 
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• Extensive consultation with statutory and non-statutory consultees has taken place, and consultee 
comments and feedback have been properly considered during the design process; and 

• Forewind’s ecologists and landscape architects have liaised in order to ensure an integrated design 
approach to the landscaping of the permanent converter stations site.  This collaboration extends to 
the detailed design of general (re)planting schedules. 

The embedded mitigation measures are not listed or considered again. For example, where the cable has 
been routed around woodland, the potential effects of routing through the woodland have not been 
considered because this is not part of the final scheme.  

5.1.4 Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) 

The standard approach to crossing minor water courses is to use an open cutting or trenching technique.  In 
brief, with this method some simple measures, for example cofferdams and submersible pumps, are put in 
place to contain the water either side of the working width and the cable trenching then continues through 
the (now dry) watercourse.  Once complete, the water course is re-instated and the water containment 
measures removed.  On the majority of smaller drains and ditches, this is the most appropriate method. 

HDD is a trenchless technique for drilling underneath watercourses (or other constraints such as roads and 
railways).  It is an effective method for mitigating ecological impacts, and can significantly reduce the level of 
impact on higher value ecological features such as watercourses and hedgerows. 

On Dogger Bank Teesside A & B, HDD is proposed in the following eight locations, working inland (west by 
south west) from the landfall: 

• A1085 coast road and the low dunes with coastal grassland habitat at the landfall; 

• Intersection of Green Lane, Redcar and the railway line;  

• A174; 

• Grewgrass Lane and Roger Dike; 

• Fishponds Road; 

• Fields between Fishponds Road and A174; 

• Mains Dike and the A174 into the Wilton Complex and 

• A1053, Greystone Road to existing NGET substation at Lackenby. 

It has not been considered necessary to consider the effects of open cutting through features earmarked for 
HDD, such as Roger Dike and Mains Dike.  Where there is flexibility in the choice of crossing technique, the 
EcIA is based on the realistic worst case scenario, i.e. where there remains the option for open 
cutting/trenching or HDD, the EcIA assumes that open cutting/trenching will take place. 

5.2 Potential construction effects on Valued Ecological Resources 
 
The sections below consider the construction effects on the VERs and a summary of the assessment is 
provided at the end of Section 4 in Table 18. 
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5.2.1 Designated sites 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast Local Wildlife Site 

Single Project 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS covers both the sandy foreshore and the low boulder clay cliffs with maritime 
vegetation and is considered to be of County level importance.  The latter are included due to their vascular 
plants and coastal grassland and the foreshore is included within the designation due to its wintering bird 
assemblage.  Impacts on the wintering bird assemblage are considered under Section 5.2.3. 

The cable route will come ashore and cross a section of the non-statutory designated site at the beach 
foreshore.  HDD will be undertaken to avoid impacts on the majority of the site and the coastal grassland and 
maritime vegetation will remain unaffected.  It is anticipated that the HDD will start from the transition bay in 
the coastal fields (outside the boundary of the LWS) and exit in the seabed in the sub-tidal area (outside the 
boundary of the LWS).  However, if this is not possible, it will be necessary for the exit point for the HDD to 
be located in the inter-tidal area (sandy foreshore).  It this case, it may be necessary for a degree of open 
trenching and the installation of two cofferdams (10x10x3m) to maintain the joint transition bays, within the 
inter-tidal area, which will directly impact on the beach area within the LWS.  Incidental impacts could result 
during HDD operations including contractor encroachment outside the working area resulting in trampling of 
vegetation.  There is also the potential for dust generation from the works resulting from excavations, 
construction and earthworks which could be deposited on the vascular plants within the designated site.  The 
impacts of dust on receptors is considered in Chapter 30 Air Quality in the ES. 

The mitigation measures outlined below in Table 13 will be undertaken to minimise the construction impacts 
on the habitats within the designated site. 

Table 13: Habitats within the Redcar to Cleveland Coast LWS – mitigation measures 
Mitigation measures 

 
• Construction working areas will be minimised as far as practicable, especially at the foreshore, and will be 

fenced to ensure there is no encroachment outside of the agreed working areas;  

• No storage of materials or machinery will be permitted outside the working width and within the boundary 
of the LWS; 

• An Ecological Clerk of Works (ECW) will provide toolbox talks to contractors, supervise vegetation 
clearance prior to construction and oversee key construction activities; 

• Inform the Tees Valley Wildlife Trust in advance of works taking place; 

• Strict adherence to all mitigation measures outlined for dust in Chapter 30 Air Quality, including damping 
down dusty surfaces, temporary covering of earthworks and the implementation of a ‘Dust Management 
Plan’; and 

• Reinstatement of habitats affected by the works following construction. 

 
When the overall size of the LWS site is considered and following the implementation of mitigation 
measures, overall negligible impacts are predicted on the habitats within the designated site. 
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Two projects – concurrent 

The worst case scenario is considered to be Dogger Bank Teesside A & B being constructed at the same 
time due to the additional area that will be required for the section of cable trenching and installation of up to 
four cofferdams (10x10x3m) within the sandy foreshore. The impacts on the beach will be temporary with the 
areas being reinstated on completion of the works. 

Similar potential impacts are anticipated with incidental encroachment outside the working area and dust 
generation during the works. 

The mitigation measures detailed in Table 13 will be implemented and overall the area of temporary impacts 
will result in a minor adverse impact on the habitats within the designated site. 

5.2.2 Habitats with biodiversity value 

Hedgerows 

Single project 

Hedgerows were identified as being important at the County scale.  Predominantly, they are species-poor 
and none qualified as ‘important’ under the Hedgerow Regulations.  They are considered an integral part of 
the agricultural landscape and help to provide connectivity between semi-natural habitat features and habitat 
resources for such species as bats and farmland birds.  

The construction phase of the project will require removal of sections of hedgerow to allow the cable route to 
pass through.  Within the study area, a total of 96 hedgerows totaling 22.3km were recorded.  Throughout 
the whole length of the route, a total of 15 hedgerows will be crossed by the cable.  This will include 12 
crossings for the HVDC cable route (18m wide) and three crossings for the HVAC which has a working width 
of 20m.  HDD will avoid all impacts on three of the hedgerows along the HVDC cable route.  The cable route 
crosses some hedgerows on a diagonal angle and overall, approximately 300m of hedgerow will require 
removal.  The impact is certain to occur, will be highly localised, temporary and reversible. 

To reduce construction impacts, mitigation outlined in Table 14 will be adhered to. 

Table 14: Hedgerows – mitigation measures 
Mitigation measures 
• The working areas will be clearly marked out on site to prevent any unnecessary damage or disturbance 

to land outside the development footprint; 

• Any vegetation clearance will be undertaken outside the breeding bird season (mid-February to end of 
August inclusive, with seasonal variation). If this is not possible, an ecologist will check the area prior to 
clearance for active nests.  Any active nests will be left in situ with an appropriate buffer within which no 
works will be undertaken until the nest is no longer occupied; and 

• Following construction, the hedgerow will be reinstated as soon as possible.  Hedgerows will be re-
planted with regionally appropriate, species rich planting. 

  
With the implementation of the mitigation above, it is considered that the overall construction of a single 
project is anticipated to have negligible impact on hedgerows which are of importance at the County Level.  
In the long-term, once the hedgerows are reinstated and mature, with the inclusion of the species rich 
planting, a minor beneficial impact is anticipated. 
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Two projects – concurrent and sequential 

With either project scenario, double the length of hedgerow would require removal to allow for cable 
crossings, i.e. circa 600m.  No additional impacts are anticipated as a result of the construction of both 
projects. 

Providing the mitigation in Table 14 is implemented, the doubling in extent of temporary hedgerow loss is 
considered to be a minor adverse impact in the short term and similarly to the single project scenario, a 
minor beneficial impact in the long-term, with reinstatement of all stretches. 

5.2.3 Species of principal importance 

The VERs identified were wintering birds (Regionally important), breeding birds (County importance), and 
bats (County importance). 

Wintering Birds 

Single Project 

The wintering birds fauna utilising the agricultural fields on the coast and immediately inland in the vicinity of 
the landfall, represent the most important aspect of the ecology within the study area.  The agricultural fields 
close to the landfall are a popular local birdwatching area (Britton and Day 2004) and the foreshore along the 
Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS was included within the LWS designation on account of its wintering birds 
fauna. 

Based on the comprehensive desk study received from Teesmouth Bird Club (Appendix C, Peak Ecology 
2013c) and the findings of the wintering birds studies carried out over the winter of 2011 – 2012 and autumn 
and winter of 2012 - 2013, as well as additional studies undertaken for golden plover and lapwing in 2014, 
this fauna has been evaluated as of Regional importance. 

Probably more than any other habitat type, ploughed arable fields can be easily and quickly reinstated. 
Ordinarily, when it comes to birds, arable fields are being assessed in the context of farmland birds, many of 
which are declining.  Farmland birds tend to be mobile and adaptable; they move around the landscape 
using different fields at different times of the year and changing their behaviour with shifting patterns of 
cultivation.  Further, farmland birds are resistant to disturbance.  Farmland is by definition a constantly 
disturbed habitat and the birds are habituated to large agricultural machinery.  The area of foreshore is also 
recognised as being popular with surfers (Marine Conservation Society 2013) and dog walkers. There is also 
the busy Coast Road (A1085), within close proximity of the coastal fields and therefore birds within this area 
are subject to a certain degree of disturbance from these activities.  

The birds using the fields are wintering birds including species which breed on the North York Moors to the 
south.  It would appear that these species, including golden plover and lapwing, aggregate in flocks near the 
coast after the breeding season, before dispersing further afield.  That said, this pattern of behaviour does 
not apply to all.  For example, there are more golden plover wintering here than breed on the North York 
Moors (Alastair McLee, Teesmouth Bird Club, pers. comm.).  Others, e.g. snow bunting (amongst others), 
are probably winter visitors to the UK that breed elsewhere, for example in Scandinavia and Siberia.  

Collectively, it is likely that a series of habitat areas are utlilised by these birds, with year to year variation in 
use depending on the weather, food availability and other such factors.  A network of protected sites in the 
Teesside area has been established in order to provide habitat areas for birds and it would appear that a 



Dogger Bank, Teesside A & B  
Ecological Impact Assessment Peak Ecology Limited 
    

Revision 03 Page 55 Dr Mark Webb 

 

variety of locations are available to this end.  Seven SSSIs are included within the Teesmouth and Cleveland 
Coast SPA which totals over 12.4km2 (1,240ha) in extent. 

The coastal fields are essentially 0.7km2 (70ha) of arable fields of low ecological value in a good strategic 
location between the North York Moors to the south and a series of protected bird sites to the immediate 
north.  

However, as suggested above, it is highly likely that there is year on year variation in field use.  One year the 
fields might be freshly ploughed, the next left as stubble, the year after that sown with winter wheat.  They 
are also subject to periodic flooding (Peak Ecology, 2013a).  Overall, an assemblage of birds would not be 
able to rely on them being available in a particular condition each and every year and it is considered that 
they play a supporting role with regard to the wintering birds of Teesside as opposed to a critical one. 

As described in Section 5.2.1, the works at the landfall will comprise an HDD under the coastal grassland 
and low cliffs, together with the Coast Road. It is anticipated the HDD will begin at sea, however if that is not 
a viable option, open trenching and cofferdams will be required within the beach area Either way, the joint 
transition bay (48m2 in extent for a single project) will be located within an HDD construction compound 
(2,500m2) the eastern area of the fields, inland from the mean high water mark.  The onshore cable will run 
through the fields from the joint transition bay to a second HDD located in the south west corner of the fields.  
There would also be a HDD compound (1,200m2) and small site construction compound (784m2) in the far 
south west corner of the fields, near to the Redcar Road and railway.  The length of cable through this 
section of fields is approximately 980m and 18m wide (0.018km2 or 1.76ha). 

All the impacts associated with the scheme in this area would all be temporary in nature. Given that the birds 
are using actively farmed fields (and in close proximity to a busy road and where there is heavy use of dog 
walkers), it seems reasonable to assume that like farmland breeding birds, they would be resistant to a 
degree of disturbance by agricultural machinery and nearby traffic.. Thus, the birds may continue to use the 
fields during the construction period, although perhaps in reduced numbers or for a reduced period of time.  

There have been various studies on anthropogenic disturbance on wintering wading birds on coastal sites, 
although most of these relate to the mudflats and shorelines (e.g. Goss–Custard & Verboven 1993 and 
Burton et al, 2002).  Some of these studies have looked at different types of disturbance, from walking, dog 
walking, water sports, aircraft noise, military shooting ranges etc. including calculated disturbance - flight 
distances of different species of waders and waterfowl to the various types of activities.  For example, 
Tensen and Van Zooest (1983) (in Smit & Visser 1993), state that golden plover were “fairly tolerant” of 
walking disturbance compared with for example, redshank and curlew with a ‘take-flight’ mean distance of 
approximately 45m.  A study in North Kent by Liley & Fearnley (2011), gave a median no reaction response 
distance of 137.5m (range 50-190m) for golden plover and 100m (range 20-175m) for lapwing; this was 
averaged over all the types of disturbance encountered. 

It is also noted that, between the last survey visit in December 2012, and the first visit in January 2013, 
development relating to the sewage treatment works to the south of Redcar to Marske Coastal Fields 
resulted in low level disturbance to birds to the northern part of the fields, whilst an open trench was dug to 
lay a pipeline from the sewage treatment works to the coast.  Works in this area continued throughout the 
remaining survey visits.  This observation showed to have little effect on the number of golden plovers or 
lapwings, however other birds such as feral pigeon and gull species reduced in number slightly. 

The total working area for all activities within the fields is approximately 2ha.  This equates to approximately 
3% of the field being directly affected by the works.  The remaining 97% of the field does not fall within the 
scheme footprint.  There would be other potential impacts outside the working area including visual and 
noise disturbance from the construction machinery and personnel.  Disturbance may reduce the feeding 
efficiency of a species and either displace them into other feeding areas or decrease their food intake rates.  
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The impacts of disturbance effects during construction are also likely to be influenced by the presence of 
locally available alternative feeding and roosting areas (Environment Agency 2006). 

Provisionally, given the disturbance distances found in the studies cited above and the proposed cable route 
running through the southern extent of the coastal fields, utilising the median figures of the Liley & Fearnley’s 
(2011) results, approximately 0.34km2 (34.4ha) of habitat would be unsuitable for either species, leaving 
approximately (and provisionally) 53% of the field area to the north of the route still available to golden plover 
and lapwing during the construction period. 

The disturbance effects will remain throughout the construction period which will be two weeks for cable 
installation, two months for the HDD works and 24 weeks for works within the landfall envelope.  Therefore, 
for up to two weeks, approximately 47% of the field will remain unavailable to wintering birds.  For up to 22 
weeks, the foreshore area around the landfall and the coastal fields in the vicinity of the joint transition bay 
will remain unavailable along with the HDD area close to the railway line, however this working footprint is far 
less associated with these works only, with the majority of the field being unaffected. 

The measures outlined in Table 15 will reduce construction impacts on wintering birds in the coastal fields 
and within the foreshore of the LWS. 

Overall, the area of coastal grassland and foreshore within the LWS are of Regional value for wintering birds.  
The coastal fields do not fall within the boundary of any statutory designated sites.  The works will be 
temporary in nature and there is alternative habitat along the coast, relatively close to the scheme.  With the 
implementation of the mitigation outlined above, a negligible effect is anticipated on wintering birds. 

Two Projects - sequential 

The worst case scenario for wintering birds would be the sequential construction Dogger Bank Teesside A & 
B, especially with no time interval between the construction projects and disturbance across consecutive 
winters.  This would equate to 6% of the arable fields being directly affected by the works, leaving 94% of the 
fields available for wintering birds. The duration of works at the landfall is anticipated to be 24 weeks for each 
project, so with no gap between works, up to 48 weeks.  The cable installation period within the coastal fields 
will be up to one month for the sequential build scenario.  The HDD works remain the same duration of up to 
two months.  Therefore, whilst the area around the landfall will not be available for up to 48 weeks, the works 
and reinstatement within the majority of the remainder of the field will be completed within one month. 

The mitigation in Table 15 will be implemented to reduce all construction impacts.  The additional duration of 
disturbance at the landfall would increase the magnitude of the effect and a minor adverse effect is 
anticipated on wintering birds. 
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Table 15: Wintering birds – mitigation measures 
Mitigation measures 
Construction activities within the coastal fields and at the landfall location, which could potentially directly 
affect 6% of the fields, will be avoided during the key months of November – December.  A combination 
of the following mitigation measures shall be implemented during the remaining autumn/winter months 
(October, January – March inclusive) in order to reduce impacts further: 

• Clear fencing of the working area and restriction of personnel movements outside the 
working area; 

• Installation of hoarding along the edge of the working area to reduce visual disturbance; 

• Strict adherence to all mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 29 Noise and Vibration; 

• Noise levels will be kept to a minimum and wherever possible silenced equipment and 
sound mufflers will be used; 

• Following construction, reinstatement of all land within the working footprint; and 
 
• Supervision of key stages of the works by an ECW. 

 

Breeding birds 

Single Project 

Following the survey work carried out in 2012, the breeding bird fauna proved to be relatively species rich 
and contained a number of Red and Amber listed BOCC.  Given the landscape setting within which these 
transects are located, i.e. primarily industrial and intensive agricultural land, this breeding bird fauna is 
considered to be of County value.  

At the converter stations site, there would be permanent loss of up to 4ha of arable land.  However the 
habitat within the converter stations site is not considered to be of value to breeding birds since it is located 
within a featureless arable field on the edge of the Wilton Complex.   

The installation of the cable systems will require 15 hedgerow crossings to allow the trenching installation 
work to progress.  If the hedgerow removals were undertaken within the bird nesting season, this could 
potentially lead to the loss of nest, eggs and chicks.  Overall, a total of approximately 300m of hedgerow will 
require removal prior to works being undertaken.  22.3km of hedgerow was recorded within the study area. 

The construction works could lead to disturbance from noise and visually from the presence of machinery 
and personnel which could deter birds from nesting close to the working area.  The works within the 
converter station are anticipated to take up to 36 months in duration, with the cable installation taking up to 
24 months to complete across the project. 

The mitigation detailed in Table 15 will be implemented in order to reduce the overall construction impacts 
on breeding birds. 
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Table 16: Breeding birds – mitigation measures 
Mitigation measures 
• The working areas will be clearly marked out on site to prevent any unnecessary damage or disturbance 

to land outside the development footprint; 

• Any vegetation clearance will be undertaken outside the breeding bird season (mid-February to end of 
August inclusive, with seasonal variation). If this is not possible, an ecologist will check the area prior to 
clearance for active nests; 

• Should an active nest be found during construction, works will cease immediately and an exclusion zone 
(the size will depend on the species sensitivity) will be set up around the nest until the young have 
fledged; 

• If the bird is a Schedule 1 species (not anticipated since none have been recorded during surveys), then 
work will cease and Natural England consulted with regard to an appropriate course of action to avoid 
disturbance to the species; 

• Ensure construction plant and traffic activity is kept to designated access road to avoid disturbance to 
ground nesting birds; 

• Following construction, reinstatement of all habitats including hedgerow re-planting with regionally 
appropriate, species rich planting; and 

• At the converter stations site, as part of screening, areas of additional native woodland and copses will be 
planted.  This will improve the existing woodland habitat within the converter stations site and provide 
further opportunities for breeding birds.  

 
 
With the implementation of the mitigation outlined in Table 16, the temporary nature of works and the long-
term habitat reinstatement works, the overall impact on breeding birds is considered to be negligible. 

Two Projects – sequential 

With either of the two project scenario, twice the length of hedgerow would require removal to allow for cable 
crossings, i.e. approximately 600m.  With the sequential scenario, with no time interval between the 
construction projects, the cable route installation could take up to 48 months and up to 72 months for works 
at the converter stations. 

Providing the mitigation in Table 16 is implemented, the doubling in extent of temporary hedgerow loss and 
additional duration of disturbance is considered to be a minor adverse impact. 

Bats 

Single Project 

The bat species recorded were common and widespread species, and activity levels were variable but it is 
clear that overall, the hedgerow network is used by bats for feeding and commuting, or at least moving 
around the landscape.  Overall, bats have been valued as of County importance and no bat roosts have 
been identified within the 1km study area.  The cable route has been designed to avoid all impacts on 
mature trees. 
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As outlined above under hedgerows, the construction phase of works would result in the loss of 
approximately 300m of hedgerow.  The relatively short gaps in hedgerows ( = 20.25m, n=15) could result in 
temporary disruption to foraging or commuting routes in the short-term. 

Bats are well known to use linear features within the landscape (Natural England 2007; Walsh and Harris 
1996).  These linear features offer protection from predators and shelter from the wind for both bats and their 
prey, making them important as both commuting and foraging routes through a landscape (Garland and 
Markham 2007). 

There are some differences amongst published studies between European and UK based studies as to 
whether bats will cross gaps in hedgerows or treelines.  For example, it has been reported that a gap of 10m 
may cause a bat to stop using a particular hedgerow (Entwistle et al. 2001), whereas Verboom and Huitema 
(1997) found in Dutch landscapes that bats would cross gaps of up to 110-150m in an open and patchy 
landscape and suggest that smaller bats e.g. pipistrelle species, will also cross gaps up to 200m in relation to 
traditional flight routes (Natural England 2012).  It is known that bats can change their use of the landscape 
and habitat features throughout the year relating to weather conditions, prey resources, location of roosts, 
and changes in roost locations.  

During the construction phase the converter station and site compounds will require night-time lighting for 
security reasons.  Standard construction works along the cable corridor will be conducted during daylight 
hours and under normal circumstances no task lighting will be required.  Some specific construction works 
will need to be performed continuously and may need to be carried out outside of daylight hours.  For such 
occasions, suitable task lighting will be required.  The lighting could deter bats for foraging or commuting 
around the periphery of the converter site or along the lit sections of the construction corridor.  Many night 
flying insects are attracted to light and studies have found that certain species (including pipistrelles) swarm 
around white mercury street lights, whilst other species such as Daubenton’s generally avoid it ((Bat 
Conservation Trust 2009).  It is also believed that artificial lighting can increase the chance of bats being 
preyed upon (Bat Conservation Trust 2009).  The overall area requiring lighting is small and the converter 
stations site is on the edge of the already well lit Wilton Complex.  The mitigation detailed in Table 17 will be 
implemented in order to reduce construction impacts. 

Table 17: Bats – mitigation measures 
Mitigation measures 
• The working areas will be clearly marked out on site to prevent any unnecessary damage or disturbance 

to land outside the development footprint; 

• For night-time lighting at the converter station site and compounds, and for any occasions where task 
lighting is required, low pressure sodium lamps will be used (instead of mercury or metal halide lamps).  
The lighting should be directional and spill minimized through the use of hoods, cowls, louvres or shields.  
Ideally, movement sensors will be used to reduce the overall duration that lighting is on each night; 

• Following construction, the hedgerow will be reinstated as soon as possible.  Hedgerows will be re-
planted with regionally appropriate, species rich planting; 

 
• Should any trees require removal, a bat visual assessment and surveys (if required) will be undertaken.  

Mitigation will be designed and a licence (if required) obtained from Natural England prior to works; and 
 

• At the converter stations site, as part of screening, areas of additional native woodland and copses will be 
planted.  This will improve the existing woodland habitat within the converter stations site and provide 
further opportunities for foraging bats. 
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Following the implementation of the mitigation above, the temporary loss of hedgerows and the lighting of the 
converter stations site compounds and occasional task lighting along the cable corridor is considered to have 
a negligible impact on bats. 

Two Projects – sequential 

With either of the two project scenarios, twice the length of hedgerow would require removal to allow for 
cable crossings, i.e. approximately 600m.  With the sequential scenario, with no time interval between the 
construction projects, the cable route installation could take up to 48 months and up to 72 months for works 
at the converter stations. 

Providing the mitigation in Table 17 is implemented, the doubling in extent of temporary hedgerow loss and 
additional duration of disturbance is considered to be a minor adverse impact on bats. 

5.3 Potential operation effects on Valued Ecological Resources 

The vast majority of the ecological effects of the onshore electrical connections for Dogger Bank Teesside A 
& B will be associated with the construction phase of cable installation.  The cable route will be buried below 
ground and therefore not affect any terrestrial ecology receptors.  Only those receptors close to the converter 
station site (bats) are considered to be potentially affected. 

No impacts are anticipated on any habitats of biodiversity value, breeding or wintering birds during the 
operational phase of Dogger Bank Teesside A & B. 

5.3.1 Species of principal importance 

Bats 

All scenarios 

The converter station site will require night-time security lighting which could disrupt foraging or commuting 
bats utilising the woodland band around the site.  Assuming that sympathetic lighting is used (as outlined in 
Table 17), and once the landscape planting is established, the additional woodland will provide further 
foraging and in the long-term, potentially roosting opportunities.  Overall, no impacts on bats are anticipated 
during the operational phase of the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B. 

5.4 Potential decommissioning effects on Valued Ecological Resources 

It is necessary to consider decommission at the end of the project’s life. In terms of decommissioning, it is 
understood that these would comprise: 

• Majority of the buried cable system left in situ, although it may have to be removed from the landfall 
area; 

• Dismantling and removal of above ground electrical equipment; 

• Removal of any building services equipment; 

• Demolition of the buildings and removal of security fences; and 

• Landscaping and reinstatement of the site. 
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The decommissioning works will form part of an overall ‘Decommissioning Plan’, for which a full EIA will be 
carried out in advance of any decommissioning works taking place. 

It is anticipated that whilst decommissioning the project would cause ecological impacts it is reasonable to 
suggest that these would always be no worse than those caused by construction, and so the above 
consideration of construction impacts would capture this more than adequately.  It is likely that protected 
species surveys of the converter stations site and perhaps of other sensitive species or assemblages, would 
be required to identify any constraints to works posed by changing patterns of distribution of such species.  

5.5 Other Ecological Receptors requiring mitigation during construction 

Badgers 

Badgers are known to be present in the local area and therefore during the construction phase of the 
development, a means of escape (e.g. plank of wood) will be provided in any excavations left open 
overnight. 

The construction phase of works is not programmed to begin until mid-2015.  There is the potential for further 
setts to have been constructed within or close to the working area.  Therefore, a brief walkover survey should 
be undertaken of the proposed works area (including cable route, compounds, HDD locations, access points 
etc.) and up to 50m around, to ensure that no new badger setts have been constructed prior to works 
beginning. 

Otters 

Otters are a protected by UK and European legislation (under the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations (2010) and Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) as amended).  They are also listed as UK BAP 
and LBAP priority species.  No signs of otter were recorded during the surveys, however on a precautionary 
basis and for reasons of legal compliance; mitigation will be undertaken for the species. 

During the construction phase of works, the site compounds will be securely fenced to prevent otters 
entering the compounds.  There will be strict adherence at all times to pollution prevention guidelines, in 
order to minimise the risk of pollution. 

During the brief walkover survey for badgers, the watercourses that will be crossed by the cable will be re-
assessed for their potential to support otter.  Should any watercourse be considered suitable for the species, 
an otter survey will be undertaken and if otter signs are detected, appropriate mitigation would be 
implemented in advance of works taking place. 
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Table 18: Construction impact matrix 

Valued 
Ecological 
Resource 

G
eo

gr
ap

hi
ca

l 
sc

al
e 

of
 

im
po

rt
an

ce
 Impacts in the absence of mitigation 

Confidence in 
EcIA 

predictions6 
Mitigation 
measures 

Residual 
impact7 

Confidence in 
mitigation 

predictions8 Impact Construction 
scenario 

Impact 
magnitude or 
extent 

Duration of 
impact Reversibility Timing and 

Frequency 

Redcar to 
Saltburn Coast 
LWS 

County 
Habitat 

damage or 
loss 

Single project Minor Adverse Temporary Reversible in up 
to 2 -3 years N/A Probable 

Table 13 

Negligible Certain/ near- certain 

Two projects -  
concurrent Minor Adverse Temporary Reversible in up 

to 2 -3 years N/A Probable Minor adverse Certain/ near- certain 

Hedgerows County 
Habitat loss 
and 
fragmentation 

Single project Minor Adverse Temporary Reversible in 10 – 
15 years 

Impact less in 
winter 

Certain/ near- 
certain 

Table 14 

Negligible Certain/ near- certain 

Two projects – 
concurrent or 
sequential 

Moderate 
Adverse Temporary 

Reversible in 10 – 
15 years 

Impact less in 
winter 

Certain/ near- 
certain 

Minor adverse Certain/ near- certain 

Wintering birds Regional Disturbance 

Single project Minor Adverse Temporary Reversible in up 
to 2 - 3 years 

Impact only 
occurs in winter Probable 

Table 15 

Negligible Probable 

Two projects – 
sequential 

Moderate 
Adverse Temporary Reversible in up 

to 4 - 5 years 
Impact only 
occurs in winter Probable Minor Adverse Probable 

Breeding birds 

 

County 

 

Damage or 
destruction of 
birds’ nests 
and 
disturbance 

 

Single project Minor Adverse Temporary Reversible in 2-3 
years 

Reduced impact 
if breeding 
season avoided 

Probable 
Table 16 

 

Negligible Probable 

Two projects – 
sequential Minor Adverse Temporary Reversible in 4-5 

years 

Reduced impact 
if breeding 
season avoided 

Probable Minor Adverse Probable 

Bats 
County 

 

Habitat loss 
and 
fragmentation 
and 
disturbance 

 

Single project Minor Adverse Temporary Reversible in 10 – 
15 years 

Impact less in 
winter Probable 

Table 17 

 

Negligible Probable 

Two projects – 
sequential 

Moderate 
Adverse Temporary 

Reversible in 10 – 
15 years 

Impact less in 
winter Probable Minor adverse Probable 

 

                                                      

 

6 Confidence that the evaluation and assessment of impact is correct given that certain parameters may be estimated (and difficult to estimate). Certain/near certain is ≥95%. Probable is 50 – 94%. Unlikely is 6 – 49%. Extremely unlikely is ≤5%.  
 
7 Residual impacts’ are assessed on the assumption that the mitigation suggested is adopted and implemented fully. It is the residual impacts that are described in the text in Sections 5.2 and 5.3 above.  
 
8 Confidence that the mitigation suggested will go ahead, be successful within the predicted timeframes and that the prediction of residual impacts is accurate. Confidence ‘bands’ as above. 
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5.6 Cumulative Impact Assessment 

As introduced in the Methodology section above, the EIA also considers cumulative impacts, so that the 
effects of building Dogger Bank Teesside A & B are considered in combination with other proposed projects.  
Details of the approach to cumulative impact assessment adopted for the ES are provided in Chapter 33 
Cumulative Impact Assessment.  Thirty-two projects were identified initially, and this long list was reduced 
to the following short list of eight projects with the potential to cause cumulative impacts in that they could 
impact upon the receptors identified within the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B ecological study area.  The full 
list of thirty-two projects and an outline of the screening process is included in Chapter 25 Terrestrial 
Ecology (Table 10.1): 

1) Tees Renewable Energy Plant underground cable - 400kv cable for connection of Tees Renewable 
Energy Plant and the existing NGET substation at Lackenby. 

2) Yorkshire Potash Pipeline - Twin 625mm steel pipelines of 45km length from new mine south of Whitby to 
Teesside.  

3) Dogger Bank Teesside C & D - The third and fourth projects of the second stage of the Dogger Bank 
development.  Dogger Bank Teesside C & D will comprise two wind farms, each with a generating capacity 
of up to 1.2GW, which will connect into the national grid just south of the Tees Estuary.  The Dogger Bank 
Teesside C & D will have a total generating capacity of up to 2.4GW.  

4) Teesside Power Station – demolition of eight off heat recovery system generator exhaust stacks.  

5) Scoping request for two wind turbines -  Proposal for the installation of two turbines with 140m max height 
and also includes the site compound; equipment; buildings; new vehicular access onto A174 and associated 
infrastructure. 

6) Single wind turbine – installation of a single turbine (maximum tip height 78m) on land approximately 
600m southeast of Turners Arms Farm. 

7) Teesside Power Plant – demolition of a power station. 

8) Elring Klinger – installation of single wind turbine on land to the west of Kirkleatham Business ParkThe 
realistic worst case scenario approach has also been applied to the Cumulative Impact Assessment.  When 
the worst case scenarios for the project in isolation do not result in the worst case for cumulative impacts, 
this is addressed here and summarised in the ES Chapter 33 Cumulative Impact Assessment.  

A review of the cumulative impacts of Dogger Bank Teesside A & B with the eight projects listed is given in 
Table 19 which includes recommendations for additional mitigation in relation to these cumulative impacts.   

5.7 Summary statement of impacts 

This EcIA examines the potential impacts on nature conservation and ecological interests associated with 
the construction, operation and decommissioning phases of the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B. 

A range of ecological impacts have been identified, primarily in relation to construction. Sequential 
construction of two projects, with no time interval between the completion of the first project and 
commencement of the second project, was considered to represent the worst case with three of five impacts 
identified, particularly in relation to disturbance effects on birds and bats. Subsequently, a suite of 
appropriate mitigation measures have been recommended.  
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Residual impacts identified include minor adverse impacts on the Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS, 
hedgerows, wintering birds, breeding birds and bats. In each case these only apply under two project 
scenarios, they have been assessed as negligible for a single project.   

Potential cumulative impacts with other local projects have also been considered and provisionally, additional 
mitigation recommended. With this additional mitigation, no change in the level of post-mitigation impact is 
predicted.  

Overall, the most significant post-mitigation impact is that on wintering birds, considered to be minor 
adverse at the Regional scale and thus this is considered to represent the overall level of impact of the 
scheme, in line with the EcIA guidelines. 
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Table 19: Cumulative Assessment of Ecological Impacts 
Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

Tees 
Renewable 
Energy Plant 
Underground 
Cable 
(TREPUC) 

400kv cable for 
connection of the Tees 
Renewable Energy 
Plant and the existing 
NGET substation at 
Lackenby. 

From Tees Dock down 
western edge of Wilton 
Complex to existing 
NGET substation at 
Lackenby. 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS is outside the zone of 
influence of the TREPUC and so no cumulative 
impacts are predicted.   

None. 

Hedgerows - Temporary loss of hedgerows. 

Where the TREPUC runs down the western side of 
the Wilton Complex it enters the far western end of 
the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B study area. This 
would result in a minor increase in hedgerow loss 
and overall no additional cumulative impact.  

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
shown in Table 14. Post-mitigation impacts 
of a single project are negligible and of two 
projects built concurrently or sequentially, 
minor adverse. In the longer term, replacing 
species poor hedgerows with species each 
planting will lead to minor beneficial impacts 
under both scenarios. Assuming TREPUC 
adopt similar mitigation to that shown in 
Table 14, no additional mitigation would be 
required.  

Wintering birds. The key area for Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B is the arable fields near the landfall 
which are outside the zone of influence for the 
TREPUC and no cumulative impacts are predicted.  

None. 

Breeding birds – damage or destruction of birds’ 
nests and disturbance.  

Where the TREPUC runs down the western side of 
the Wilton Complex it enters the far western end of 
the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B study area. This 

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
shown in Table 16. Post-mitigation impacts 
of single project are negligible and of two 
projects built sequentially, minor adverse. 

Assuming TREPUC adopt similar mitigation 
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Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

would result in a minor increase in the degree of 
hedgerow loss and construction disturbance in an 
area of apparently lower value for breeding birds.  

to Dogger Bank Teesside A & B (Table 16), 
no additional mitigation would be required. 

Bats – habitat loss and fragmentation and 
disturbance. 

Where the TREPUC runs down the western side of 
the Wilton Complex it enters the far western end of 
the Dogger Bank Teesside A & B study area. This 
would result in a minor increase in hedgerow loss 
and construction disturbance in an area of apparently 
lower value for bats. No cumulative impact would 
result. 

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
shown in Table 17. Post-mitigation impacts 
of single project are negligible and of two 
projects built sequentially, minor adverse. 

Assuming that TREPUC are taking similar 
steps to those outlined in Table 17, then no 
additional mitigation would be required. 

Yorkshire 
Potash 
Project 

Two 625mm bore steel 
pipes to transport 
potash ore 45km from 
new potash mine 
south of Whitby to new 
processing plant on 
Teesside.  Working 
width of 45m required 
for installation. 

Down eastern edge of 
Wilton Complex, then 
south east. Crosses 
line of Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B HVDC 
cable to east of Wilton 
Complex. 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS is outside the zone of 
influence of the York Potash Project and so no 
cumulative impacts are predicted.   

None. 

Hedgerows - Temporary loss of hedgerows. 

Where the York Potash Project crosses the Dogger 
Bank Teesside A & B study area, there would 
potentially be a significant increase in the degree of 
hedgerow loss.  

Key mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & 
B is hedgerow re-planting (Table 14). In the 
short term, post-mitigation impacts of single 
project are negligible and of two projects built 
concurrently or sequentially, minor adverse. 
In the longer term, replacing species poor 
hedgerows with species each planting will 
lead to minor beneficial impacts under both 
scenarios. Assuming the York Potash Project 
adopt similar mitigation to Table 14, no 
additional mitigation would be required.  
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Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

Wintering birds. The key area for Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B is the arable fields near the landfall 
which are outside the zone of influence for the York 
Potash Project and so no cumulative impacts are 
predicted.  

None. 

Breeding birds – damage or destruction of birds’ 
nests and disturbance.  

Where the York Potash Project crosses the Dogger 
Bank Teesside A & B study area, there would 
potentially be a significant increase in the degree of 
hedgerow loss and construction disturbance.  

 

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
shown in Table 16. Post-mitigation Impacts 
of single project are negligible and of two 
projects built sequentially, minor adverse. 

Assuming that the York Potash Project are 
taking similar steps top those outlined in 
Table 16, then no additional mitigation would 
be required. 

Bats – habitat loss and fragmentation and 
disturbance. 

Where the York Potash Project crosses the Dogger 
Bank Teesside A & B study area, there would 
potentially be a significant increase in the degree of 
hedgerow loss and construction disturbance.  

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
shown in Table 17. Post-mitigation impacts 
of single project are negligible and of two 
projects built sequentially, minor adverse. 

Assuming that the York Potash Project are 
taking similar steps top those outlined in 
Table 17, then no additional mitigation would 
be required. 
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Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

 

Dogger Bank 
Teesside C & 
D 

The third and fourth 
projects of the second 
stage of the Dogger 
Bank development. 
Dogger Bank Teesside 
C & D will comprise 
two wind farms, each 
with a generating 
capacity of up to 
1.2GW, which will 
connect into the 
National Grid just 
south of the Tees 
Estuary.  

Landfall and HVDC 
broadly in parallel with 
Dogger Bank Teesside 
A & B as far as the 
Dogger Bank Teesside 
C & D converter 
station in the south 
eastern corner of the 
Wilton Complex. 
HVAC heads north 
from here towards 
National Grid 
substation at Tod 
Point.   

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS – habitat damage or 
loss. Two landfalls would be required within the LWS, 
essentially doubling the level of impact.   

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
given in Table 13. Although all four projects 
together would result in a doubling of the 
level of impact, assuming similar mitigation 
for Dogger Bank Teesside C & D, there 
should be no requirement for further 
mitigation. 

Hedgerows - Temporary loss of hedgerows also 
causing impacts upon breeding birds and bats. 

With both Dogger Bank Teesside A & B, and Dogger 
Bank Teesside C & D together, there would be a 
significant increase in the degree of hedgerow loss.  

Key mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & 
B is hedgerow re-planting (Table 14). In the 
short term, post-mitigation impacts of single 
project are negligible and of two projects built 
concurrently, minor adverse. In the longer 
term, replacing species poor hedgerows with 
species each planting will lead to minor 
beneficial impacts under both scenarios. 
Assuming that Dogger Bank Teesside C & D 
employs similar mitigation to that shown in 
Table 14, no additional mitigation would be 
required.  
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Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

Wintering birds.  The key area for both Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B and Dogger Bank Teesside C & D is 
the arable fields near the landfall.  Cumulative 
impacts are predicted depending on timings and 
project specifics.   

Wintering birds.  The key area for both 
Dogger Bank Teesside A & B and Dogger 
Bank Teesside C & D is the arable fields near 
the landfall.  Preliminary, the level of impact 
would be doubled by having four projects 
compared with two. Cumulative impacts are 
predicted depending on the timings and 
project specifics.  Thus additional mitigation 
will be required (as follows). 

A construction coordination plan for the 
projects will be required, to include detailed 
consideration of how best to minimise 
impacts on wintering birds.  As a preliminary 
illustrative example, works on Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B might take place in 
September and October, November and 
December might be avoided, and works on 
Dogger Bank Teesside C & D take place in 
January and February.  At this stage the 
cumulative impacts would be minor adverse.  

 

Bats – habitat loss and fragmentation and 
disturbance. 

Along the HVDC routes, the combined projects 
(Dogger Bank Teesside A & B and Dogger Bank 
Teesside C & D), would result in a significant 
increase in the degree of hedgerow loss and 
construction disturbance, as the working width would 
be doubled, resulting in hedgerow gaps of 72m (four 

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
shown in Table 17. Impacts of single project 
are negligible and of two projects built 
sequentially, minor adverse. 

Assuming that mitigation for Dogger Bank 
Teesside C & D is similar, then the main 
issue would be the increased width of 
hedgerow gaps. 
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Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

projects) instead of 36m (two projects).  Additional mitigation would be required in the 
form of introducing semi-mature, plant grown 
shrubs in small clusters, within the hedgerow 
re-planting. This would reduce the functional 
length of gaps more quickly, and maintain the 
overall level of impact as minor adverse. 

Teesside 
Power Station 

Demolition of eight off 
heat recovery system 
generator exhaust 
stacks. 

Located off A1053., 
Greystone Road 
Grangetown 

None identified: Planning permission was not 
required for this project, and the following comment 
on the planning application was made: 

“The exhaust stacks to be demolished are located 
within a predominately industrial area. It is not 
considered the demolition of the exhaust stacks and 
retention of the other equipment on the site will have 
not a significantly detrimental effect on the 
surrounding area. The proposed method of 
demolition and restoration of the site is considered to 
be acceptable. Prior Approval of the Local Planning 
Authority is not therefore required”. 

It is considered very unlikely for works to 
have a cumulative impact with the receptors 
identified within this chapter. 

Scoping 
Request for 
two wind 
turbines 

 

Installation of two wind 
turbines with maximum 
tip height of 140m 

 

Within land 680m west 
if Yearby and 650m 
north east of Wilton 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS is outside the zone of 
influence of this project and so no cumulative impacts 
are predicted.   

None 

Hedgerows: Temporary loss of hedgerows. 

Where the Scoping envelope overlaps with the cable, 
should this stretch of hedgerow require removal, it 
would result in a minor increase in hedgerow loss 
and overall no additional cumulative impact. 

Key mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & 
B is hedgerow re-planting (Table 14). In the 
short term, post-mitigation impacts of single 
project are negligible and of two projects built 
concurrently or sequentially, minor adverse. 
In the longer term, replacing species poor 
hedgerows with species each planting will 
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Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

lead to minor beneficial impacts under both 
scenarios. Assuming the project adopt similar 
mitigation to Table 14, no additional 
mitigation would be required. 

Breeding birds – damage or destruction of birds’ 
nests and disturbance.  

Where the scoping envelope crosses the Dogger 
Bank Teesside A & B study area, should this stretch 
of hedgerow require removal, there would potentially 
be a slight increase in the degree of hedgerow loss 
and construction disturbance.  

 

Mitigation for Dogger Bank Teesside A & B is 
shown in Table 16. Post-mitigation Impacts 
of single project are negligible and of two 
projects built sequentially, minor adverse. 

Assuming that the project takes similar steps 
to those outlined in Table 16, then no 
additional mitigation would be required. 

Wintering birds: The key area for Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B is the arable fields near the landfall 
which are outside the zone of influence for this 
project and so no cumulative impacts are predicted. 

None 

Bats: habitat loss, disturbance and collision risk (if 
not sited appropriately). 

Bats within the study area may suffer from a loss of 
foraging habitat, disturbance from the works and 
potentially death through collision. 

Assuming the turbines are sited correctly, 
following appropriate guidance and similar 
mitigation is implemented for the project to 
that outlined in Table 17, no additional 
mitigation is required and no cumulative 
impact is anticipated. 

Installation of 
a single wind 
turbine 

Siting of 1 wind turbine 
(78m max height to tip) 
and transformer/ 

Land approximately 
600m southeast of 
Turners arms farm 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS is outside the zone of 
influence of this project and so no cumulative impacts 
are predicted.   

None 
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(Cirrus 
Energy) 

substation compound 
including new 
vehicular access road 

Hedgerows: Scoping envelope does not fall within 
the working corridor and so no cumulative impacts 
are predicted. 

None 

Breeding birds: Scoping envelope does not fall within 
the working corridor and so no cumulative impacts 
are predicted. 

None 

Wintering birds: The key area for Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B is the arable fields near the landfall 
which are outside the zone of influence for this 
project and so no cumulative impacts are predicted. 

None 

Bats: habitat loss, disturbance and collision risk (if 
not sited appropriately). 

Bats within the study area may suffer from a loss of 
foraging habitat, disturbance from the works and 
potentially death through collision. 

Assuming the turbine is sited correctly, 
following appropriate guidance and similar 
mitigation is implemented for the project to 
that outlined in Table 17, no additional 
mitigation is required and no cumulative 
impact is anticipated. 

Teesside 
Power Plant: 
demolition of 
a power 
station 

Demolition of various 
buildings 

Teesside Power Plant, 
Greystone Road, 
Grangetown 

None identified: Planning permission was not 
required for this project, and the following comment 
on the planning application was made: 

“The power station and other associated structures to 
be demolished are located within a predominately 
industrial area. It is not considered the demolition will 
have a significantly detrimental effect on the 
surrounding area. The proposed method of 
demolition and restoration of the site is considered to 
be acceptable. Prior Approval of the Local Planning 

It is considered very unlikely for works to 
have a cumulative impact with the receptors 
identified within this chapter. 
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Project Details Location Receptors and Impacts Mitigation and Cumulative Impact 

Authority is not therefore required.” 

 

Elring 
Klinger: 
Erection of a 
single wind 
turbine 

Erection of single wind 
turbine (max height 
80m) and associated 
infrastructure including 
access tracks, 
hardstandings, control 
buildings and cabling 

Land west of 
Kirkleatham Business 
Park, Kirkleatham 

Redcar to Saltburn Coast LWS is outside the zone of 
influence of this project and so no cumulative impacts 
are predicted.   

None 

Hedgerows: Scoping envelope does not fall within 
the working corridor and so no cumulative impacts 
are predicted. 

None 

Breeding birds: Scoping envelope does not fall within 
the working corridor and so no cumulative impacts 
are predicted. 

None 

Wintering birds: The key area for Dogger Bank 
Teesside A & B is the arable fields near the landfall 
which are outside the zone of influence for this 
project and so no cumulative impacts are predicted. 

None 

Bats: habitat loss, disturbance and collision risk (if 
not sited appropriately). 

Bats within the study area may suffer from a loss of 
foraging habitat, disturbance from the works and 
potentially death through collision. 

Assuming the turbine is sited correctly, 
following appropriate guidance and similar 
mitigation is implemented for the project to 
that outlined in Table 17, no additional 
mitigation is required and no cumulative 
impact is anticipated. 
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7.1 Appendix 1: Figures 
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7.1.1 Figure 1a to 1e Designated sites and Species Records Maps 
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