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Philip Rew-Williamson  

Scottish Power Renewables          

East Anglia One (North) and East Anglia Two 

 

By email philip.williamson@rhdhv.com 

 

 

Dear Mr Rew-Williamson, 

 

East Anglia ONE North and East Anglian TWO Offshore Wind Farms.  The impact of offshore 

infrastructure on the significance of coastal heritage assets: a screening exercise  
 

The Suffolk Preservation Society (SPS) welcomes the screening report and agrees with the scope of 

the screening exercise.  However, we have the following concerns about the method of the 

assessment and the conclusions drawn: 

 In particular, the absence of any reference to Historic England Guidance, The Setting of 

Heritage Assets , Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (Second 

Edition). The stage 3 Assessment checklist provides very relevant criteria for assessing 

impact upon setting including prominence, conspicuousness, dimensions, materials, 

introduction of movement, change to skyline, change of character and permanence. The 

proper application of the Historic England guidance would provide more robust, objective 

conclusions than those set out in the report.   

 The guidance, when considering setting and significance, states that Settings of heritage 

assets which closely resemble the setting at the time the asset was constructed or formed are likely to 

contribute particularly strongly to significance. This is clearly applicable here where 300 metre 

high, animated and lit structures are to be introduced into a setting unchanged since the 

construction of the heritage assets. The acknowledgement that the proposed windfarms 

will materially affect large areas of unaltered seascapes is fundamental to a balanced 

assessment of the impacts of the proposals upon the setting of Suffolk’s coastal heritage, 

including its historic settlements, which are predicated upon defence, tourism and fishing. 

 The conclusions drawn predictably under-estimate the likely harmful impacts upon coastal 

heritage. The adopted method relies heavily upon a consideration of views from the asset 

to the turbines, rather than the generally accepted broader interpretation set out in the 

guidance which stresses the experiential qualities which make an important contribution to 

setting and significance. Whilst sea views from designated assets are clearly important, the 
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impact of animated, lit, mechanical structures up to 300m in height on our coastal heritage 

must be reflected in a more proportionate way.  

In summary, SPS considers that the generalised conclusion - that the proposed developments 

would not materially affect the significance of any designated asset on the coast - fails to reflect the 

accepted methodology agreed by conservation professionals including the IHBC. 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 
Fiona Cairns MRTPI  IHBC 

Director 

 

Cc: Phil Butler SPS 

 

 

 

 


