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INTRODUCTION

1.1

Reason for this Statement of Common Ground

1.1.1

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared by SMart Wind
Limited (SMart Wind), as agents on behalf of Optimus Wind Limited and Breesea
Limited (together ‘the Applicant’) and The Historic Buildings and Monuments
Commission for England (Historic England) (together ‘the parties’) as a means of
clearly stating all the areas of agreement, and any areas of disagreement,
between the two parties in relation to the Development Consent Order (DCO)
application for the Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm, Project Two (‘the Project’). This
SoCG does not deal with or extend to any development other than the Project.

1.1.2

On the 1st April 2015, the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for
England (informally known as English Heritage) became two organisations; the
name “English Heritage” was retained by the charity which was set up to manage
properties and the Commission retained its role of statutory advisor on the
historic environment. Throughout this SoCG, the Commission is called “Historic
England” and is the consultee on cultural heritage, as prescribed under the
Infrastructure Planning (Interested Parties and Miscellaneous Prescribed
Provisions) Regulations 2015. Any references to English Heritage in
correspondence should now be read as referring to “Historic England”.

1.2

Approach to SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been developed during the pre-examination/examination phase
of the Project and following pre-application consultation. In accordance with
discussions between the Applicant and Historic England the SoCG is focused on
the key issues raised by Historic England during the pre-application consultation,
the pre-acceptance consultation and prior to examination.

1.2.2

Section 3 and section 4 highlights the common ground that exists between both
parties with respect to onshore heritage and marine archaeology respectively.

1.2.3

Section 5 highlights those matters where agreement has not yet been reached
between both parties with respect to onshore heritage.

1.2.4

Throughout this document the phrase “It is agreed…” is used as a precursor to
any point of agreement that has been specifically stated by agreement between
the parties to this SoCG.

1.2.5

The phrase “It is not agreed…” is used as a precursor to any point that parties to
this SoCG wish to state as not yet agreed.

1.2.6

It is the intention that this document gives the Examining Authority (Ex.A) sight of
the level of common ground between the parties at an early stage of the
examination process. It is envisaged that there is no requirement for further
iterations to this SoCG. All matters agreed at this stage will remain agreed
throughout examination.

1.3

The Development

1.3.1

The DCO Application indicates that the Project will constitute up to two offshore
wind generating stations with a total capacity of up to 1,800 MW and will include
all associated offshore and onshore infrastructure. There will be up to 360
turbines (depending on turbine type) within Project Two, with turbine capacities
ranging from 5 MW up to 15 MW being considered.

1.3.2

The DCO Application indicates that the area within the Hornsea Zone in which
the Project’s turbines and inter-array cabling, as well as associated infrastructure
such as offshore HVAC collector substations, offshore HVDC converter stations
and offshore accommodation platforms will be placed, has been labelled
‘Subzone 2’. Subzone 2 is located in the centre of the Hornsea Zone and has a
total area of 462 km2. The western boundary of Subzone 2 lies 89 km from the
coast of the East Riding of Yorkshire and the eastern boundary is 50 km from the
median line between UK and Dutch waters.

1.3.3

The DCO Application indicates that the offshore cable route extends from the
proposed landfall at Horseshoe Point in Lincolnshire, offshore in a north-easterly
direction to the southern boundary of Subzone 2. The route is approximately 150
km in length. From the proposed landfall point at Horseshoe Point, onshore
cables will connect the offshore wind generating stations to the onshore HVDC
converter/HVAC substation (which depending on which of these options goes
forward could comprise up to two electrical transmission stations) which will in
turn, connect to the existing National Grid substation at North Killingholme in
North Lincolnshire, a total distance of approximately 40 km. For the purposes of
this SoCG, ‘offshore’ refers to the land and seabed on the seaward side of the
mean high water mark and ‘onshore’ refers to the land (and any seabed) on the
landward side of the mean high water mark.

1.3.4

The Project comprises up to two offshore wind farms: Project A and Project B
together with the associated development and grid connection for each project.
The DCO Application indicates that both wind farms have the same connection
point into the National Grid substation and follow the same cable route.

1.3.5

Project A and Project B are likely to be constructed by different operators:
Optimus Wind Limited (‘Optimus Wind’) in the case of Project A and Breesea
Limited (‘Breesea’) in the case of Project B. Both Optimus Wind and Breesea are
named as an undertaker within the DCO. Optimus Wind is the relevant
undertaker in relation to the Project A works, whilst Breesea is the relevant
undertaker for the Project B works and the shared works, which can be carried
out by Optimus Wind or Breesea. This is subject to the transfer provisions
included within the draft DCO.

1.3.6

To facilitate this multi undertaker approach, the draft DCO provides for four
deemed marine licences, two for Project A (one for the generating station
(deemed marine licence A1) and one for the offshore transmission infrastructure
(deemed marine licence A2)) and two for Project B (again, one for the generating
station (deemed marine licence B1) and one for the offshore transmission
infrastructure (deemed marine licence B2)).

1.3.7

The draft DCO confers on Optimus Wind powers of compulsory acquisition,
subject to the consent of Breesea, over land required for the Project A works and
the shared works or to facilitate, or which is incidental to those works and it
confers on Breesea powers of compulsory acquisition, subject to the consent of
Optimus Wind, over land required for the Project B works and the shared works
or to facilitate, or which is incidental to those works.

1.3.8

The works are described in such a way in the DCO application as to allow
flexibility as to whether they form one or two wind generating stations together
with the required associated development. This approach means that the
consent
if granted will be flexible and will allow a commercial decision to be
made post-consent on how Project Two will be built out.

1.4

Application elements under Historic England’s remit

1.4.1

Works No. 1A and 1B to 5A and 5B inclusive (offshore works) and 6A and 6B, 7A
and 7B, 8A and 8B, 9A and 9B and 10 inclusive (onshore works), as detailed in
Part 1 of Schedule A of the draft DCO (PINS Doc. Ref. 3.1), describes the
elements of the Project which may affect the interests of Historic England during
the construction, operation and decommissioning of the Project.

2

CONSULTATION

2.1

Summary

2.1.1

The consultation undertaken by the Applicant during the pre-application process
is detailed in the Consultation Report (PINS document reference 2,1), which
accompanied the DCO submission and which demonstrates how the Applicant
has complied with its duties under Section 42, 47, 48 and 49 of the Planning Act
2008.

2.1.2

Consultation has also been undertaken with Historic England prior to January
2013 in relation to Project One. Synergies with Project One and Project Two
have been identified at an early stage. The Project Two SoCG represents a
composite record of points agreed/not agreed in a Project Two context only.

2.2

Pre-Application Consultation

2.2.1

It is agreed that Table 2.1 below presents a chronological overview of the
principal consultations in relation to the application which were undertaken with
Historic England during the pre-application process. The Applicant (and its
archaeology consultants RPS Energy Consultants Limited) has engaged with
Historic England, as statutory consultee on cultural heritage, on the Project
during the pre-application process, both in terms of informal non-statutory
engagement and formal consultation as outlined in Table 2.1 below.

Table 2.1: Consultation undertaken with English Heritage/Historic England preapplication.
Date

Activity

05/11/2012

Historic England provided a response in relation to the Scoping
Report.
The main marine archaeology issue raised was that a mitigation
strategy or Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) is to be agreed
with Historic England prior to any development occurring in
accordance with condition 10 of Schedules H. I.J and K of the draft
DCO.
The main onshore archaeology issue raised was that the
Environmental Statement should examine the potential effects which
the on-shore cabling and the Converter Substations might have upon
the significance of all designated and undesignated heritage assets
(including, where appropriate, their settings) along its route

31/01/2013

Phase 1 Consultation information sent to now Historic England.

12/03/2013

Historic England provided a response in relation to Phase 1
Consultation information.
The main marine archaeology issue raised was that all applicable
marine survey programmes support the development of a WSI.

04/09/2013

Meeting with Historic England to discuss the availability of geoarchaeological information to inform the Project assessment.

17/06/2014

Phase 2 Consultation information sent to now Historic England.
Historic England responds to Section 42 pre-application consultation
request.
Onshore heritage comments related to the following:
 Wetland deposits on terrestrial cable route and the offer of further

advice from the HE Science Advisor (East Midlands) in order to
determine areas where these deposits might exist and where there
might be a higher chance of encountering Palaeolithic or Mesolithic
archaeological material;
21/07/2014

 Impacts of National Grid substation connection on the historic

environment;
 Design of and relative impacts of electrical transmission system

options.
Offshore heritage comments related to the following:
The main marine archaeology issue raised was in relation to the
assessment of the magnitude of impact on unknown wrecks and
appropriate mitigation is to be specified within the WSI.
30/07/2014

Follow up to response of 21/07/14 with additional onshore comments

Date

Activity
from Historic England focusing on the assessment of setting impacts
on the significance of designated heritage assets in the
Environmental Statement, and the assessment and mitigation of
impacts on non-designated archaeological remains along the pipe
trench. This stated that:
“English Heritage would not necessarily agree with all the
assessments in the Environmental Statement which conclude that
there is no impact on some of the heritage assets assessed.
However, given the degradation of the historic setting resulting from
the location of the oil refinery and other existing industrial
development it is likely that the additional negative impacts will be
limited.”

13/09/2014

Further Onshore Consultation documents issued to Historic
England.comprising SMW response to S42 consultation response of
21/07/14 and 30/07/14

16/09/2014

Section 48 notice issued to Historic England.

10/10/2014

Meeting with Historic England to discuss the development of
separate SoCG for onshore and offshore archaeology.
Historic England response to Section 42 further consultation under
Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008: Changes to the underground
onshore cable route and associated infrastructure. Onshore
comments related to the following:
 Refer to previous advice provided by Historic England
 Recommendation to consult the relevant local authorities’ historic

environment services for their possible views on matters for which
we may not provide comments, such as the setting of Grade II listed
buildings.
 Recommendation to be guided by the advice of the local authorities’

14/10/2014

archaeological advisors in respect of the potential impacts on nondesignated remains arising from the revised scheme.
 In relation to the alternative cable routes to reach the North

Killingholme substation recommendation to be guided by the advice
of the local authorities’ historic environment services in relation to
the archaeological potential of both alternatives.
 Advice to explore the potential to reduce any impacts on the

significance of designated heritage assets resulting from the
scheme through selection of the alternative which would reduce
loss and damage of non-designated heritage assets within the
settings of designated heritage assets which might contribute
positively to their significance.

Date

04/11/2014

Activity
Meeting with Historic England to discuss contents of the letters of
21st and 30th July 2014 and 14th October 2014, with particular
reference to the onshore heritage assessment of impacts on the
significance of heritage assets through this development in their
settings.

2.3

Post-Application Consultation

2.3.1

It is agreed that Table 2.2 presents an accurate chronological overview of the
principal consultations with Historic England undertaken post submission of the
application.

Table 2.2: Consultation undertaken with Historic England post-application.
Date

Activity

06/02/2015

Email to Historic England to confirm submission of the Project to
PINS.

26/02/2015

Written response from Historic England relating to the Archaeological
Assessment of Geophysical and Geotechnical Data for the Round 3
Hornsea Zone, Subzone 2 and Offshore Cable Route Extension.

10/03/15

Section 56 notification to now Historic England.

30/03/15

Response from SMart Wind to Historic England with regards to
Historic England comments on the Archaeological Assessment of
Geophysical and Geotechnical Data.

22/04/15

Section 56 Relevant Representation letter submitted by Historic
England.

01/06/2015

Draft offshore SoCG sent to Historic England.

10/06/2015.

Draft onshore SoCG received by Historic England.

3

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – ONSHORE HERITAGE

3.1

Introduction

3.1.1

The following sections of this SoCG set out those aspects of the submitted
application documentation for the Project which are agreed between the parties.

3.1.2

Where the agreements set out in the following sections refer to sections of the
ES, it is agreed that those statements apply equally to the equivalent data,
descriptions or analyses set out in any relevant technical reports, survey reports
or any other application documents.

3.2

Consultation

3.2.1

It is agreed that Table 6.4 of Volume 3, Chapter 6: Historic Environment,
summarised in Tables 1.1 and 1.2 of this Statement of Common Ground, above,
presents a fair and accurate description of the consultation undertaken with
Historic England.

3.3

Study Area

3.3.1

It is agreed that the study area used for the assessment of designated heritage
assets, as detailed in Section 6.2 and Figure 6.1 of Volume 3, Chapter 6: Historic
Environment is appropriate.

3.4

Methodology

3.4.1

It is agreed that those designated heritage assets within the study area are
presented on Figures 6.1 to 6.7 of Volume 3, Chapter 6: Historic Environment.

3.4.2

It is agreed that the methodology detailed in Sections 6.5 and 6.6 of Volume 3,
Chapter 6: Historic Environment on which Historic England was consulted within
their remit, was adequate to inform the EIA.

3.4.3

It is agreed that the assessment of the significance of potential impacts relating
to the historic environment within Historic England’s remit referred to the
appropriate guidance, which is listed in Section 5.3.18 of Volume 3, Chapter 6:
Historic Environment and also the English Heritage document ‘Conservation
Principles’ which is referenced in section 6.6.7 et seq of Volume 3 chapter 6:
Historic Environment. This guidance relates to the process of assessing the
historic environment effects of developments and their significance, and also
includes guidance on assessing cumulative effects.

3.5

Draft DCO

3.5.1

It is agreed that the draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 8 sets out the
requirement that no part of the authorised development landward of MLWS is to
commence within the area of a local planning authority until a code of
construction practice relating to the works authorised landward of MLWS, and
based on the outline code of construction practice has been submitted to and
approved by the local planning authority. It is agreed that this requirement should
be retained.

3.5.2

It is agreed that the draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 6 sets out the
requirement that no part of the authorised development landward of MLWS is to
commence within the area of a local planning authority until a written scheme for
the investigation (WSI) of areas of archaeological interest landward of MLWS
has been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority and that the
works will be carried out in accordance with the approved scheme. It is agreed
that this requirement should be retained in order to ensure that all archaeological
work is conducted with the appropriate level of specialist expertise under and in
accordance with a scheme approved by the local planning authority.

4

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – MARINE ARCHAEOLOGY

4.1

Introduction

4.1.1

The following sections of this SoCG set out agreed statements pertaining to
those aspects of the project, Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and
associated draft DCO and deemed Marine Licences that are of interest to
Historic England.

4.1.2

All matters which are applicable to the Project and have previously been agreed
with Historic England for Hornsea Project One are contained within Appendix 1.
The agreed Project One SoCG informed discussions and drafting for this
document, the Project Two SoCG. The Project Two SoCG represents a
composite record of points agreed/not agreed in a Project Two context only.

4.1.3

It is agreed that, based on the information contained in the DCO application, the
mitigation proposed and secured within the draft DCO in relation to the works is
sufficient.

4.2

Study Area

4.2.1

It is agreed that the study area used to inform the assessment of the Project on
marine archaeology was appropriate.

4.3

Consultation

4.3.1

It is agreed that throughout the pre-application process, the level of consultation
and the provision of information has been sufficient in informing Historic England
of the development of the Project and the predicted impacts on marine
archaeology.

4.4

Baseline Environment

4.4.1

It is agreed that the marine archaeological baseline environment has been
adequately described in the Environmental Statement. Geotechnical and
geophysical archaeological analysis reports were provided to Historic England
on the 10 December 2014 for review where the contents were taken into
consideration in the Environmental Statement.

4.4.2

It is agreed that the results of the geotechnical and geophysical archaeological
analysis reports have been appropriately included in the relevant sections of the
Environmental Statement.

4.5

Worst Case Scenario

4.5.1

It is agreed that the marine archaeology assessment has been undertaken on
the basis of i) the greatest area of near-surface sediments disturbed and ii) the
greatest penetration depth of foundations.

4.5.2

It is agreed that given the design parameters of the Project, gravity base
foundations would result in the worst case scenario for near-surface prehistoric
land surfaces, shipwrecks and aircraft wrecks.

4.5.3

It is agreed that given the design parameters of the Project, jacket (suction pile)
foundations would result in the worst case scenario for deeply buried prehistoric
land surfaces.

4.6

Designed-in Mitigation Measures Adopted as part of the Project
with Respect to Marine Archaeology

4.6.1

It is agreed that the measures presented in Table 9.16 of Volume 2, Chapter 9:
Marine Archaeology and Ordnance of the Environmental Statement are sufficient
to minimise impacts to the marine historic environment during the construction
and operation of the proposed project.

4.7

Methodology

4.7.1

It is agreed that the approach adopted in Volume 2, Chapter 9: Marine
Archaeology and Ordnance of the Environmental Statement is appropriate to
assess the magnitude and range of impacts from the proposed project on
archaeological receptors.

4.7.2

It is agreed that the matrix approach to the assessment that has been adopted in
Table 9.15 of the same chapter ensures that all subjective determinations of
impact significance are repeatable and are understood.

4.8

Impact Assessment

4.8.1

It is agreed that the Applicant has adequately assessed impacts on marine
archaeology from the project.

4.8.2

It is agreed that, in accordance with the outcome of the assessment presented in
Volume 2, Chapter 9: Marine Archaeology and Ordnance of the Environmental
Statement, the impacts on marine archaeology during construction, operation
and decommissioning are unlikely to be significant, assuming that the measures
presented in Table 9.16 of Volume 2, Chapter 9: Marine Archaeology and
Ordnance of the Environmental Statement are implemented.

4.9

Cumulative Impact Assessment

4.9.1

It is agreed that the use of the Humber Regional Environmental Characterisation
boundary as the Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA) study area was
appropriate.

4.9.2

It is agreed that the Applicant has adequately assessed impacts on marine
archaeology from the project, together with other projects and activities within the
Humber Estuary Regional Environmental Characterisation (REC).

4.10

Historic Seascape

4.10.1

It is agreed that the statement of baseline, methodology and impact assessment
relating to the effects of the Project on the historic seascape, as presented in
Volume 2, Chapter 10: Seascape and Visual Resources of the Environmental
Statement confirms that the intended development at this location may lead to
change in the historic seascape character and that elements of this change
would be permanent.

4.11

Deemed Marine Licences

4.11.1

It is agreed that a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI), pursuant to Conditions
10(2)(g) and 11 of Schedules H, I, J and K of the draft DCO, provides the
appropriate mechanism by which mitigation (a summary of which is provided in
Table 9.16 of the Environmental Statement) is to be agreed prior to the
construction of the Project to safeguard against significant adverse effect on
marine archaeological receptors.

4.11.2

It is agreed that details of specific mitigation measures and their implementation,
summarised in Table 9.16 of the Environmental Statement, are set out in Volume
5, Annex 5.9.2: Archaeological Monitoring and Mitigation: Draft Written Scheme
of Investigation (“the Draft WSI”).

4.11.3

It is agreed that the Draft WSI is subject to on-going consultation with Historic
England and will remain a draft document until after consent is granted for the
development where it will be finalised and implemented in accordance with the
draft DCO, Schedules H, I, J and K (draft Deemed Marine Licences), Part 2,
Conditions 10(2)(g) and 11.

4.11.4

It is agreed that where feasible, the Applicant will seek approval of a single
Written Scheme of Investigation covering Work Nos. 1A and 1B to 5A and 5B,
rather than seeking approval of a separate WSI under each Deemed Marine
Licence. It is agreed that the WSI, pursuant to Conditions 10(2)(g) and 11 of
Schedules H, I, J and K of the draft DCO, provides the appropriate mechanism
by which mitigation is to be agreed prior to the construction of the Project.

4.11.5

Historic England submitted a Relevant Representation in relation to the Project
on 22 April 2015 to the Planning Inspectorate. Table 4.1 below sets out the
Applicant’s response to each of the offshore issues raised in the Relevant
Representation. These matters are agreed between the Parties.

Table 4.1:

Issues raised by Historic England offshore in Relevant Representation
– now agreed.

Issued raised by Historic England in
Relevant Representation

The Applicant’s response

(dated 22 April 2015)

1. We note that the assessment provided
in this chapter has developed a mitigation
strategy that includes: the preparation of a
draft WSI; the application of AEZs; and
archaeological support for future marine
surveys. However, it must be noted that in
conjunction with these approaches must
be the agreement of the implementation of
the Archaeological Reporting Protocol to
mitigate against any impacts to sites,
artefacts or features that are identified,
damaged or destroyed during the
development, construction, operation and
decommissioning phases of this proposed
project.

An Archaeological Reporting Protocol is
covered in several sections of the draft
offshore WSI (Volume 5, Annex 5.9.2:
Archaeological Monitoring and Mitigation:
Draft Written Scheme of Investigation,
PINS Document Ref 7.5.9.2), including at
paragraphs 2.1.9, 2.1.10, 2.1.12, 3.1.4,
3.1.5, Section 5.6 and Appendix A.
The WSI, pursuant to Condition 10(2)(g) of
Schedules H, I, J and K of the draft DCO,
will include monitoring during and post
construction, including a conservation
programme for finds and a reporting and
recording protocol, including reporting of
any wreck or wreck material during
construction, operation and
decommissioning of the authorised
scheme.

Issued raised by Historic England in
Relevant Representation

The Applicant’s response

(dated 22 April 2015)
2. We note from this paragraph that the
impacts on marine archaeology from
seabed preparation prior to gravity base
foundation installation and sand wave
clearance associated with cable installation
will be permanent. Whilst we agree that
such affects will be permanent, the effects
of the preparation and clearance on
unknown features of archaeological
interest, which cannot be avoided, will
have a direct not indirect impact and the
magnitude of the impact cannot therefore
be negligible. Whilst we acknowledge the
applicants assumption that the
Archaeological Reporting Protocol will act
as a mitigation measure against the
impacts on unknown sites, features and
artefacts of archaeological interest, an
impact will have occurred. Therefore, the
magnitude of impact cannot be negligible.

We note that at paragraph 9.6.63 of the
Marine Archaeology and Ordnance chapter
(Volume 2, Chapter 9: Marine Archaeology
and Ordnance, PINS Document Ref 7.2.9)
the impact should read direct, as per Table
9.12, not indirect.
The Applicant notes that given the
requirement for pre-construction surveys
within the Deemed Marine Licence,
pursuant to Condition 10(2)(g)(v) of
Schedules H, I, J and K of the draft DCO,
together with the potential for micrositing of
elements of the project, the magnitude of
impact on currently unknown sites,
features and artefacts of archaeological
interest is considered to be negligible. It is
further noted that likely effects would not
be significant in EIA terms.

5. We anticipate that the collection and
analysis of further data, and the
development of the project, will produce
revisions to the draft WSI provided within
the submitted Environment Statement. It is
therefore important that the applicant
enacts effective monitoring of this
document and provides the necessary
updates to ensure that the scheme of
investigation is appropriate to the final
design for this proposed project. We also
note reference to the effectiveness of a
watching brief to coincide with the
installation of foundations, however little
consideration given to the variety of
foundations which could be employed with
regard to their installation, dimensions, and
any subsequent associated buffering and
scour protection.

Revisions to the WSI are covered in
several sections of the draft offshore WSI
(Volume 5, Annex 5.9.2: Archaeological
Monitoring and Mitigation: Draft Written
Scheme of Investigation, PINS Document
Ref 7.5.9.2), in particular in Section 3.
With respect to the variety of foundations
which could be employed, extensive
consideration has been given throughout
the impact assessment, in particular at
paragraphs 9.6.2, in Table 9.12 and then
throughout Section 9.6 of the Marine
Archaeology and Ordnance chapter
(Volume 2, Chapter 9: Marine Archaeology
and Ordnance, PINS Document Ref 7.2.9).

5

MATTERS NOT AGREED

5.1.1

All matters not agreed with Historic England concern onshore heritage. Historic
England submitted a Relevant Representation in relation to the Project on 22
April 2015 to the Planning Inspectorate. Table 5.1 below sets out the Applicant’s
response to each of the offshore issues raised in the Relevant Representation.
The following table does not take into account Historic England’s written
representation on Project Two due to be submitted July 2015. It is noted that the
Historic England view remains as stated in the Relevant Representation.

Table 5.1:

Matters not agreed.

Issued raised by Historic England in
Relevant Representation

The Applicant’s Response

(dated 22 April 2015)
3. Our comments with respect to these
onshore elements are concerned
principally with the setting impacts of the
converter/substation at the end of the
cable route at North Killingholme, and any
significant issues arising from the
presence of non-designated
archaeological remains along the pipeline
route. However, despite comments
produced for Project One and at the
Preliminary Environmental Information
consultation stage for Project Two. It is
disappointing to see the same issues arise
once again with the assessment provided
in the current document.

Noted. In addition it is noted that a
thorough assessment of the effect of the
project on heritage assets has been
undertaken. This includes a consideration
of the impacts of the converter/substation
at North Killingholme on the settings of
heritage assets and those on nondesignated archaeological remains along
the pipeline route.

4. The definition of setting with respect to
the individual assessments of impact on
designated assets is often drawn too
narrowly and focused upon exclusively
visual relationships. It does not appreciate
the potential for broadly contemporaneous
heritage assets to make a positive
contribution to setting and hence
significance even if they cannot be
identified to be directly historically related.

Noted.

GLOSSARY
Term

Definition

Cumulative effects

The combined effect of the assessed project in combination
with the effects from a number of different projects, on the
same single receptor/resource.

Cumulative impacts

Impacts that result from changes caused by other past,
present or reasonably foreseeable actions together with the
project.

Design envelope

A description of the range of possible elements which make
up the project design options under consideration, as set out
in detail in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description. This
envelope is used to define the project for Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) purposes when the exact
engineering parameters are not yet known. This is also often
referred to as the “Rochdale Envelope”.

Development Consent
Order (DCO)

A legal order granting development consent for one or more
nationally significant infrastructure projects.

Effect

Term used to express the consequence of an impact. The
significance of effect is determined by correlating the
magnitude of the impact with the importance, or sensitivity,
of the receptor or resource in accordance with defined
significance criteria.

Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA)

A statutory process by which certain planned projects must
be assessed before a formal decision to proceed can be
made. Involves the collection and consideration of
environmental information, which fulfils the assessment
requirements of the EIA Directive, including the publication
of an Environmental Statement.

Impact

Change that is caused by an action; for example, land
clearing (action) during construction which results in habitat
loss (impact).

Magnitude

A combination of the extent, duration, frequency and
reversibility of an impact.

Maritime archaeology

The physical remains of past human activity on and beneath
the seabed including boats and ships that have been
wrecked, sunk or have foundered, aircraft losses, historical
human structures (such as settlements) and artefacts which
rest upon the seabed as the result of being jettisoned or lost
overboard (for example, anchors, cannon or fishing gear).

Mitigation

Measures (which may include process or design) intended
to avoid, reduce and where possible, remedy significant
adverse impacts of a development.

Term

Definition

Project One

The first offshore wind farm project within the Hornsea
Round 3 Zone. It has a maximum capacity of 1.2 GW or
1,200 MW and includes all necessary offshore and onshore
infrastructure required to connect to the existing National
Grid substation located at North Killingholme, North
Lincolnshire.

Project Two

The second offshore wind farm project within the Hornsea
Round 3 Zone. It has a maximum capacity of 1.8 GW
(1,800 MW) and includes offshore and onshore
infrastructure to connect to the existing National Grid
substation located at North Killingholme, North Lincolnshire.

Sensitivity

The extent to which a study subject can accept a change of
a particular type and scale without unacceptable adverse
effects.

Significance

The significance of an effect combines the evaluation of the
magnitude of an impact and the sensitivity of the receptor.

Subzone 1

The area within the Hornsea Zone where the Project One
wind turbines will be sited.

Subzone 2

The area within the Hornsea Zone where the Project Two
wind turbines will be sited.
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1
1.1

INTRODUCTION
Reason for this Statement of Common Ground

1.1.1

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared by
SMart Wind Limited (as agent for Heron Wind Limited, Njord Limited
and Via Aura Limited) (‘the Applicant’) and English Heritage (EH) as
a means of clearly stating the areas of agreement, and any areas of
disagreement, between the two parties in relation to the proposed
Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the Hornsea
Offshore Wind Farm, Project One (‘the Project’).

1.1.2

SoCG(s) are an established means in the planning process,
particularly in the existing inquiry system, of allowing all parties to
focus on the specific issues that need to be addressed. The
Infrastructure Planning (Examination Procedure) Rules 2010
specifically envisage the agreement and submission of SoCG (Rule
8(e)). In addition, a SoCG may be requested by the Examining
Authority (formerly the Infrastructure Planning Commission, now the
Planning Inspectorate (PINS)), as a means of informing their
examination of issues surrounding a DCO application.

1.2
1.2.1

Structure
The structure followed in this SoCG is as follows:
Introduction
o

Reason for this Statement of Common Ground

o

Structure

o

The Development

o

Application elements under English Heritage remit

Consultation
o

Summary

o

Pre-application

o

Post-application

Accepted Data/Statements
o

Historic Environment – Onshore/Intertidal


Introduction



Policy context
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Methodology



Study area



Existing environment



‘Worst Case’ definition



Assessment of impacts



Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements



Cumulative impacts



Transboundary effects



Inter-relationships



Draft DCO

Matters under discussion
Glossary
1.2.2

Throughout this document the phrase “It is agreed…” is used as a
precursor to any point of agreement that has been specifically stated
by agreement between the parties to this SoCG.

1.2.3

Where relevant, agreed statements in this SoCG make reference to
requirements set out in Part 3 of Schedule A of the draft DCO and
where appropriate, to conditions set out in the deemed Marine
Licences within the draft DCO. Unless otherwise specified, each
statement is relevant to all four draft deemed Marine Licences.

1.2.4

The phrase “It is not agreed…” is used as a precursor to any point
that parties to this SoCG wish to clearly state as not yet agreed.

1.2.5

Statements relating to matters not agreed will be the subject of ongoing discussion wherever possible to resolve, or refine, the extent
of disagreement between the parties involved.

1.2.6

It should be noted that a separate SoCG is being developed in
relation to offshore and certain aspects of intertidal Historic
Environment with English Heritage (Document Reference: UK04050210-STM-0022).

1.3
1.3.1

The Development
The Project will constitute up to three offshore wind generating
stations with a total capacity of up to 1,200 MW and will include all
associated offshore and onshore infrastructure. There will be up to
332 turbines (depending on turbine type) within the Project, with
6

turbine capacities ranging from 3.6 MW up to 8 MW being
considered.
1.3.2

For the purposes of the Project the area within the Hornsea Zone in
which turbines and inter-array cabling, as well as associated
infrastructure such as offshore collector substations, offshore
converter stations and offshore accommodation platforms will be
placed, has been labelled ‘Subzone 1’. Subzone 1 is located in the
centre of the Hornsea Zone and has a total area of 407 km 2. The
western boundary of Subzone 1 lies 103 km from the coast of the
East Riding of Yorkshire and the eastern boundary is 43.6 km from
the median line between UK and Dutch waters.

1.3.3

The offshore cable route extends from the proposed landfall at
Horseshoe Point in Lincolnshire, offshore in a north-easterly
direction to the southern boundary of Subzone 1. The route is
approximately 150 km in length. In the event that the mode of
transmission is HVAC, the offshore export cable will connect with an
offshore reactive compensation substation located along the route.
From the proposed landfall point at Horseshoe Point, onshore cables
will connect the offshore wind farms to the onshore HVAC substation
/ HVDC converter station which will in turn, connect to the existing
National Grid substation at North Killingholme in North Lincolnshire
district, a distance of approximately 40 km. For the purposes of this
SoCG, ‘offshore’ refers to the land and seabed on the seaward side
of the mean high water mark and ‘onshore’ refers to the land on the
landward side of the mean high water mark.

1.3.4

Since the Project may comprise up to three offshore wind generating
stations, three separate project companies (Heron Wind Limited,
Njord Limited and Vi Aura Limited) were incorporated with the
intention that each company will construct and operate one of the
offshore wind generating stations, whilst the grid assets, including
any property to be acquired compulsorily, will be held by Heron Wind
Limited. This is provided for in the DCO by splitting the offshore
wind generating stations into three separate work nos. (work no. 1,
work no. 2 and work no. 3) and stating in the definition of
‘undertaker’ that for the purposes of constructing and operating work
nos. 1, 2 and 3, the undertaker is Heron Wind Limited, Njord Limited
and Vi Aura Limited respectively and for all other purposes the
undertaker is Heron Wind Limited. To facilitate this multi undertaker
approach, the DCO includes four deemed Marine Licences, one for
each of the offshore wind generating stations for the benefit of the
respective undertaker and one for the offshore transmission
infrastructure for the benefit of Heron Wind Limited.
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1.3.5

1.4

This approach means that the consent granted will be flexible and
will allow a commercial decision to be made post-consent on
whether the Project should be built out in two or three phases. If it is
decided that only two offshore wind generating stations will be built
then Heron Wind Limited and Njord Limited will share what would
otherwise have formed the third offshore wind generating station.

Application elements under English Heritage (EH) remit

1.4.1

English Heritage (EH) is the Government's statutory adviser on the
historic environment. Officially known as the Historic Buildings and
Monuments Commission for England, EH is an executive NonDepartmental Public Body sponsored by the Department for Culture,
Media and Sport.

1.4.2

Work Nos. 7 – 12 and associated development detailed in Part 1 of
Schedule A of the DCO submitted to PINS on 30 July 2013 describe
the onshore and intertidal elements of Project One which may affect
matters within the remit of EH during the construction, operation and
decommissioning of the project.

1.4.3

The intertidal works are covered by the offshore SoCG currently
being agreed with English Heritage (Document Reference: UK04050210-STM-0022).

8

2
2.1

CONSULTATION
Summary

2.1.1

The Applicant engaged with EH on the Project during the preapplication process both in terms of informal non-statutory
engagement and formal consultation carried out pursuant to Section
42 of the Planning Act 2008 (the 2008 Act). The consultation
undertaken by The Applicant during the pre-application process is
detailed in the Consultation Report (Document Reference 2.1) which
accompanies the DCO Application. Detail on consultation
undertaken with EH is also presented in chapters 5 of Volume 3
(onshore) of the Environmental Statement.

2.1.2

During formal consultation EH provided comments on the
Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) during Phase
3 Section 42 consultation in August/September 2012 and on the
draft Environmental Statement during Phase 4 Section 42
consultation in January – March 2013.

2.1.3

Following the submission of application documents to The Planning
Inspectorate on 30th July 2013 Section 56 notification was carried
out following acceptance and during this period English Heritage
submitted a Relevant Representation, following which both parties
engaged in pre-examination consultation to clarify any outstanding
issues with regard to those areas of the historic environment within
the remit of EH.

2.1.4

A summary of the pre-application and post application consultation
between the Applicant and English Heritage is set out in Section 2.2
and 2.3 of this document respectively.

2.2

Pre-application Consultation

2.2.1

Table 2.1 presents a chronological overview of the principal
consultation responses and meetings with English Heritage in
relation to the application during Phases 1 to 4 of the pre-application
consultation phase.

Table 2.1: Consultation undertaken with English Heritage pre-application
Date
09.12.11

Activity
Phase 2 consultation response from EH raised the
following issues:
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Date

Activity


09.02.12

07.02.12

May 2012

11.07.12
12.09.12

The requirement to include permanent effects on
landfall, onshore cable route and onshore converter
station upon archaeological remains and the setting
of heritage assets;
 The need to consider impact upon the setting of any
heritage assets including the line of four designated
medieval moated sites which lie to the east of North
Killingholme in relation to the height of the
converter station; and
 The recent English Heritage publication "The setting
of heritage assets" may be helpful in undertaking
this part of the appraisal.
Telecom to discuss the possible impact of the proposals
for the onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation at
Killingholme on the settings of designated heritage assets.
An agreement was made to have a site meeting once the
HVDC converter/HVAC substation location had been
determined.
SMart Wind response to Phase 2 consultation stated that
the points raised would be included in the Environmental
Statement.
Comments received from EH in the 2nd Scoping opinion
noted that the Scoping Report stated that no change is
anticipated on landscape and visual amenity by the use of
HVAC technology. Clarification regarding this matter was
therefore requested. They also required the Environmental
Statement to examine the potential effects which the
onshore transition pits and cabling might have upon the
significance of all:
 Non-designated archaeological remains of national
importance and their settings; and
 Non-designated features of local historic or
architectural interest and value (since these make
an important contribution to the local distinctiveness
of an area and its sense of place).
Site monitoring of Trenches 93-99, area of medieval
activity at North Killingholme, EH approved the work.
The EH Phase 3 consultation response raised the
following points:
 In terms of the onshore infrastructure, EH
considered the scope and extent of the proposed
assessment to be broadly acceptable in relation to
effects upon terrestrial archaeology and the historic
environment;
 EH asked that it was ensured that the assessment
has focussed on an area up to 5 km from the
onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation site;
 EH were particularly keen that the EIA fully
10

Date

Activity
examines the impact upon Thornton Abbey; and
EH referred to the desirability of carrying out a
balloon exercise better to locate the position of the
proposed HVDC converter/HVAC substation site in
the landscape.
Meeting to discuss Phase 3 consultation response. The
following points were discussed:
 It was agreed that Thornton Abbey would be
assessed;
 It was agreed that a screening exercise would be
undertaken for parks and gardens and Grade I and
II* listed buildings which could be potential
receptors within 10 km. Those impacts that were
considered potentially significant would then be
assessed in the Environmental Statement; and
 EH noted that there were three moated sites to the
west of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation site
that were also considered to be receptors. It was
agreed that these could be visited through access
via Public Rights of Way (PRoWs) to determine if
further assessment was required.


03.10.12

10.10.12

The results of the intertidal walkover survey were reported
to EH.

12.03.13

Phase 4 consultation response from EH noted that in
terms of the onshore infrastructure, they consider that the
scope and extent of the proposed assessment to be
broadly acceptable insofar as it relates to evaluating the
likely significant effects upon terrestrial archaeology and
the historic environment.

2.3
2.3.1

Post-application Consultation
Table 2.2 presents a chronological overview of the principal
consultations with English Heritage that have been undertaken
subsequent to the application including in relation to this SoCG.

Table 2.2: Consultation undertaken with English Heritage postapplication
Date

Activity

28.11.2013

Email from SMart Wind to agree engagement strategy
and initial response to the points raised in EH relevant
representation.
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Date

Activity

11.12.2013

Provision of the first draft of the SoCG to EH by the
Applicant.

23.12.2013

Email from EH Head of Marine Planning to confirm the
Inspector of Ancient Monuments has been away and
confirmation the SoCG should be agreed with an
alternative contact.

27.12.2013

Provision of the first draft of the SoCG to the alternative
EH contact.

15.01.2014

Telecom to discuss and update the SoCG draft.

15.01.2014

Provision of the second draft of the SoCG to EH.

2.3.2

Following receipt of the EH Relevant Representation from the
Planning Inspectorate on the 24th October 2013 comments raised,
which require clarification have been captured in Appendix A of the
SoCG, alongside a response from the Applicant on each item.
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3
3.1

ACCEPTED DATA
ENVIRONMENT

/

STATEMENTS

–

HISTORIC

Introduction

3.1.1

Information about the potential impacts of the proposed wind farm
relating to the historic environment were included in the Draft
Environmental Statement issued to EH and other consultees in
accordance with Section 42 of the Planning Act in January 2013.

3.1.2

The assessment of potential impacts on the historic environment is
contained in Volume 3, Chapter 5 of the Environmental Statement
(PINS document reference 7.3.5) which was included with the DCO
application made to the PINS on 30 July 2013 and which was
accepted on 22 August 2013.

3.1.3

Unless otherwise stated, all references to paragraphs and tables in
this section refer to the Environmental Statement Volume 3, Chapter
5: Historic Environment.

3.2

Consultation

3.2.1

There has been engagement and consultation between SMartWind
and EH with regards to the historic environment, both in terms of
offshore and onshore impacts.

3.2.2

Tables 2.1 and 2.2 of this document present a chronological
overview of the consultation undertaken with EH.

3.3
3.3.1

3.4
3.4.1

Study Area
It is agreed that the study area used for the historic environment
assessment, as detailed in Section 5.2 and Figure 5.1 of Volume 3,
Chapter 5 responds to advice provided by EH during pre-application
consultation.

Methodology
It is agreed that those designated sites of historical/archaeological
interest within the study area are presented on Figures 5.1 to 5.7 of
Volume 3, Chapter 5.
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3.4.2

It is agreed that the methodology detailed in Sections 5.5 and 5.6 of
Volume 3, Chapter 5 upon which EH was consulted within their
remit, was adequate to inform the EIA.

3.4.3

It is agreed that the assessment of the significance of potential
impacts relating to the historic environment within EH’s remit was
carried out with reference to the appropriate guidance, which is listed
in Section 5.3.17 of Volume 3, Chapter 5 and also EH’s
Conservation Principles which is referenced in section 5.6.7 of
Volume 3 chapter 5. This guidance relates to the process of
assessing the historic environment effects of developments and their
significance, and also includes guidance on assessing cumulative
effects.

3.5

Assessment of impacts in the Environmental Statement

3.6.1

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment
during the construction phase include impacts on the settings of
designated heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments, Listed
Buildings, Conservation Areas and Registered Parks and Gardens in
addition to impacts on the overall historic landscape and
undesignated archaeological remains.

3.6.2

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment
during the operational phase include impacts on the settings of
designated heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments, Listed
Buildings, Conservation Areas and Registered Parks and Gardens in
addition to impacts on the overall historic landscape and
undesignated archaeological remains.

3.6.3

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment
during the decommissioning phase include impacts on the settings
of designated heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments,
Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Registered Parks and
Gardens in addition to impacts on the overall historic landscape and
undesignated archaeological remains.

3.6
3.7.1

Draft DCO
It is agreed that the draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 8
sets out the requirement that no part of the works above mean low
water level within the area of a local planning authority may
commence until a written scheme for the investigation (WSI) of
areas of archaeological interest has been submitted to and approved
by the relevant local planning authority, and that the works will be
carried out in accordance with the approved scheme.
14

3.7.2

There has been engagement between Smartwind and EH with
regards to both offshore and onshore elements of the project and
with regards to the historic environment. The requirement for
archaeological work and the relationship with the Code of
Construction Practice and DCO is the subject of ongoing discussion
between the applicants, EH and the relevant local authorities. There
is a need to address and resolve the outstanding issue of the scope,
nature and phasing of the archaeological investigations and a
timescale for production of the corresponding WSI for mitigation
requirements to be approved by the relevant local authorities. This
process is designed to ensure that the archaeological investigation
work is appropriately controlled, recorded, published and archived.
It is hoped that these discussions will be positive and it will be
possible to update the SoCG in due course.
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4

ENGLISH HERITAGE RELEVANT REPRESENTATAION
MATTERS

4.1.1

All matters raised in EH relevant representation in relation to
onshore Historic Environment are summarised in Appendix A.

4.1.2

Items 4, 6 and 7 in appendix A relate to the offshore and intertidal
zones. They are considered as part of the Offshore EH SoCG (Doc
Ref No UK04-050210-STM-0022).

4.1.3

With respect to Items 1, 2 and 3 of Appendix A it is agreed that no
further action need be taken by the Applicant, however the EH view
remains as stated in the relevant representation.

4.1.4

With respect to Item 5 of Appendix it is agreed that this will be
progressed as part of the onshore Written Scheme of Investigation
(WSI).

16

Glossary

5

Term

Definition

DCO

A legal order granting development consent for one
or more nationally significant infrastructure projects.

Environmental
Statement

A document reporting the findings of the EIA and
produced in accordance with the EIA Directive as
transposed into UK law by the EIA Regulations.

Impact

Change that is caused by an action; for example,
land clearing (action) during construction which
results in habitat loss (impact).

Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Project
(NSIP)

Large scale developments including power
generating stations which require development
consent under the Planning Act 2008. An offshore
wind farm project with a capacity of more than 100
megawatts (MW) constitutes an NSIP.

National Policy
Statement (NPS)

A document setting out national policy against
which proposals for major energy projects will be
assessed and decided on.

(Onshore) Cable
route corridor

This term applies to onshore cable route corridor
references (landward of the mean low water) from
the landfall at Horseshoe Point to the grid
connection point at North Killingholme. The cable
route corridor is approximately 40 km in length and
comprises a permanent land take area,
approximately 20 m (up to 30 m) in width, which will
contain the cable circuits. Contiguous to the
permanent area, there will be an areas of
temporary land take for construction and working,
which including the permanent land take will, in
width, equal a total of approximately 40 m, plus
additional works compound and side accesses.

Onshore HVDC
converter/HVAC
substation

Depending on what transmission option is chosen
an HVAC substation or an HVDC converter station
consisting of a building at one end of the site
abutting an open yard, possibly partitioned with
concrete or steel walls or fences containing
17

Term

Definition
switchgear, electrical reactors and other electrical
equipment.

Planning
Inspectorate (PINS)

The executive agency of the Department for
Communities and Local Government responsible
for operating the planning process for NSIPs.

The Offshore Works

All aspects of The Project below MHWM

The Onshore Works

All aspects of The Project above MHWM

The Project

All aspects of the proposals identified in the
application
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Appendix A – APPLICANT RESPONSE TO RELEVANT
REPRESENTATION
No.

English
Heritage
Onshore
Relevant
Representation
Comments

Applicant Response

1 English Heritage’s comments with
respect to these onshore elements
are concerned principally with the
setting impacts of the
converter/substation at the end of
the cable route at North
Killingholme, and any significant
issues arising from the presence of
undesignated archaeological
remains along the pipeline route.

Noted.

2 Volume 2, Chapter 5: Historic
Environment (PINS Document
Reference 7.3.5) - The
Environmental Statement
comments in regard to several
designated heritage assets that the
National Heritage List for England
“gives virtually no indication of, or
consideration to, the setting of” the
asset in question. This should not
be expected; it is not the function of
the list entry to describe the setting
of the designated asset since views
on what comprises a heritage
asset’s setting may change as the
asset and its surroundings evolve,
or as the asset becomes better
understood.

Concerns regarding the Project
One assessment are noted, as is
the conclusion that the settings
of designated heritage assets in
the vicinity of the HVDC
converter/HVAC substation are
already degraded and that the
additional negative impacts
(resulting from the proposed
scheme) will therefore be limited.
Therefore it is agreed with
English Heritage that the
applicant will take no further
action in relation to this point.

The definition of setting with
respect to the individual
assessments of impact on
designated assets is often drawn
too narrowly and focused upon
exclusively visual relationships. It
does not appreciate the potential
for broadly contemporaneous
heritage assets to make a positive
contribution to setting even if they
cannot be identified to be directly
19

related. This understanding of
setting including the influence of
spatial associations and the historic
relationships between places is
discussed in English Heritage’s
published guidance on The Setting
of Heritage Assets (2011). As a
result there is limited appreciation
in the Environmental Statement of
the nature of wider relationships
between associated assets and
consequently limited assessment of
the potential impact on this wider
setting. This is apparent for
example in regard to the historic
landscape comprising the four
scheduled moated sites,
associated listed buildings not
restricted to those within the
scheduled areas, and
undesignated archaeological
remains at the northern end of the
pipeline where it connects to the
HVDC converter and HVAC
substation.
English Heritage would not
necessarily agree with all the
assessments in the Environmental
Statement which conclude that
there is no impact on some of the
designated heritage assets
assessed. However, given the
degradation of the historic setting
resulting from the location of the oil
refinery and other existing industrial
development it is likely that the
additional negative impacts will be
limited.

20

3

Volume 2, Chapter 5: Historic
Environment (PINS Document
Reference 7.3.5) - Excavation of
the pipe trench will entail the
destruction and loss of medieval
saltern mounds which may
delineate the contemporary
coastline and sections of medieval
cultivation systems (ridge and
furrow). Whilst mitigation through
restoration of the contours of these
features along the route of the
pipeline will reduce the long term
visual impacts on the setting of
other heritage assets and the
remainder of similar heritage
assets and resources preserved in
the areas affected, this cannot
nullify the loss of evidential value to
the setting of the same assets.

Acknowledged, the applicant will
continue to seek the advice of
the relevant local authorities'
historic environment services
with regard to the programme of
further archaeological work along
the onshore cable route corridor.
Therefore it is agreed with
English Heritage that the
applicant will take no further
action in relation to this point.

In English Heritage’s opinion the
archaeological work onshore as
conducted (in relation to the cable
route) is sound and provides
sufficient information for an
informed decision to be made on
the scheme. We recommend that
you are guided by the advice of the
relevant local authorities’ historic
environment services in relation to
the treatment of undesignated
archaeological remains along the
route.
4

However, we would comment on
our one area of concern which
relates to the inter-tidal zone, and
the potential for older sediments
and potential archaeological
remains to be buried below the
surface, which may well be
impacted within the construction /
burial of the cable in this area. This
issue is highlighted in the
geoarchaeological assessment at
the end of the intertidal walkover
survey report (Section 7.6.5.6) as
follows: A7. It is recommended
that any further archaeological

Where additional geotechnical
survey is proposed within the
intertidal zone such surveys will
be designed to incorporate any
methodologies required to
provide information to assist in
the archaeological
characterisation of the deposit
sequence within that zone. This
issue is being progressed as part
of the offshore SoCG.
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work at Horseshoe Point includes a
programme of borehole survey or
test pit excavation to establish in
more detail the character of these
deposits. Depending on the results
of such work, then
palaeoenvironmental assessment,
possibly supported by radiocarbon
dating, may be necessary. It should
also be noted that if there are any
extensive in situ earlier Holocene
deposits at the study site, then
there is a possibility that these may
have archaeological as well as
palaeoenvironmental potential.
5

Given the likelihood of multiple
excavations taking place in
advance of the pipeline
construction process, it is
recommended that a route-wide
sampling strategy is developed in
advance of the site work, so that a
strategic approach can be taken,
rather than piecemeal and random
samples taken on a site by site
basis. We would recommend that
you engage in early consultation
with our Senior Science Advisor, Dr
Jim Williams, who will be happy to
advise you further in this regard.

Acknowledged, the Applicant will
agree a suitable programme of
further archaeological work along
the onshore cable route. In
agreeing the detail of this
programme, the applicant will
consult with the English Heritage
Senior Science Advisor.

6 Deemed Marine Licence 4
This has been covered in the
Section 9(g) Amend to: “A written
offshore SoCG.
scheme of archaeological
investigation (WSI) in relation to
Wind Farm Area 4 in accordance
with industry good practice and to
be approved in writing by the MMO,
English Heritage and any relevant
Local Authority to include:”

7 Section 10 Amend to: “The
This has been covered in the
undertaker shall ensure that a copy offshore SoCG.
of any agreed archaeological report
is deposited with the National
Record of the Historic Environment
(NRHE), by submitting an English
Heritage OASIS form with a digital
22

copy of the report. If the report
relates to the foreshore, the
undertaker shall notify Lincolnshire
County Council that the OASIS
report has been submitted to the
NRHE.
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1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Reason for this Statement of Common Ground

1.1.1

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared by SMart
Wind Limited (SMart Wind), the agent,on behalf of Heron Wind Limited,
Njord Limited and Vi Aura Limited (together ‘the Applicant’)and English
Heritage(together ‘the parties’) as a means of clearly stating the areas of
agreement, and any areas of disagreement, between the two parties in
relation to the proposed Development Consent Order (DCO) application
for the Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm, Project One.

Approach to SoCG

1.2.2

In accordance with discussions between SMart Wind and English
Heritage, the SoCG is focused on the key issues raised by English
Heritage during pre-application consultation and within the Relevant
Representation from English Heritage submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on the 11 October 2013.

1.2.3

Section 3 highlights the common ground that exists between both parties.

1.2.4

Section 4 highlights those matters where agreement has not yet been
reached.

1.2.5

Throughout this document the phrase “It is agreed…” is used as a
precursor to any point of agreement that has been specifically stated by
agreement between the parties to this SoCG.

1.2.6

The phrase “It is not agreed…” is used as a precursor to any point that
parties to this SoCG wish to state as not yet agreed.

1.2.7

Statements relating to matters not agreed will be the subject of on-going
discussion wherever possible to resolve, or refine, the extent of
disagreement between the parties involved.
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1.3

The Development

1.3.8

Project One will constitute up to three offshore wind generating stations with a total
capacity of up to 1,200 MW and will include all associated offshore and onshore
infrastructure. There will be up to 332 turbines (depending on turbine type) within
Project One, with turbine capacities ranging from 3.6 MW up to 8 MW being
considered.

1.3.9

For the purposes of Project One the area within the Hornsea Zone in which
turbines and inter-array cabling, as well as associated infrastructure such as
offshore HVAC collector substations, offshore HVDC converter stations and
offshore accommodation platforms will be placed, has been labelled ‘Subzone 1’.
Subzone 1 is located in the centre of the Hornsea Zone and has a total area of
407 km2. The western boundary of Subzone 1 lies 103 km from the coast of the
East Riding of Yorkshire and the eastern boundary is 43.6 km from the median
line between UK and Dutch waters.

1.3.10

The offshore cable route extends from the proposed landfall at Horseshoe Point
in Lincolnshire, offshore in a north-easterly direction to the southern boundary of
Subzone 1. The route is approximately 150 km in length. In the event that the
mode of transmission is HVAC, the offshore export cable will connect with an
offshore reactive compensation substation located along the route. From the
proposed landfall point at Horseshoe Point, onshore cables will connect the
offshore wind farms to the onshore HVAC substation / HVDC converter station
which will in turn, connect to the existing National Grid substation at North
Killingholme in North Lincolnshire district, a distance of approximately 40 km. For
the purposes of this SoCG, ‘offshore’ refers to the land and seabed on the seaward
side of the mean high water mark and ‘onshore’ refers to the land (and any seabed)
on the landward side of the mean high water mark.

1.3.11

Since Project One may comprise up to three offshore windfarm areas, three
separate project companies (Heron Wind Limited, Njord Limited and Vi Aura
Limited) were incorporated with the intention that each company will construct and
operate one of the offshore wind generating stations, whilst the grid assets,
including any property to be acquired compulsorily, are intended to be held by
Heron Wind Limited. This is provided for in the DCO by splitting the offshore wind
generating stations into three separate work nos. (work no. 1, work no. 2 and work
no. 3) and stating in the definition of ‘undertaker’ that for the purposes of
constructing and operating work nos. 1, 2 and 3, the undertaker is Heron Wind
Limited, Njord Limited and Vi Aura Limited respectively and for all other purposes
the undertaker is Heron Wind Limited. This is subject to the transfer provisions
included within the DCO. To facilitate this multi undertaker approach, the DCO
includes four deemed Marine Licences, one for each of the offshore wind
generating stations for the benefit of the respective undertaker and one for the
offshore transmission infrastructure for the benefit of Heron Wind Limited.
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1.4
1.4.12

Application elements under Interested Party’s remit
Work Nos. 1 to 7(offshore works) detailed in Part 1 of Schedule A of the DCO
[PINS Document Reference 3.1] submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) on
30 July 2013 describe the offshore elements of Project One which may affect the
interests of English Heritageonce under construction and in operation.
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2

CONSULTATION

2.1.13

A summary of the consultation to date with English Heritage can be found within
the Hornsea Project One Consultation Report (Document Reference 2.1) and in
Table 10.3 of Volume 2, Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement (Document
Reference 7.2.10). A brief summary is given below.

2.1.14

As statutory consultee on cultural heritage, English Heritage has been consulted
with respect to the development of Project One since September 2010. Initial
consultation focused on the approach taken to assessing the archaeological
resource located in the vicinity of Project One.

2.1.15

English Heritage were listed as a prescribed consultee by the then Infrastructure
Planning Commission (IPC) under Regulation 9 of the Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment)Regulations 2009 and were consulted
throughout all formal phases of consultation.

2.1.16

Through each phase of consultation, regular meetings and correspondence have
fed into the assessment of Project One on the maritime historical and cultural
environment. In coordinating geophysical and geotechnical surveys for Project
One, and as recommended by English Heritage, archaeological input from a
suitably qualified archaeologist was sought to inform survey scope and to include
archaeological analysis of any geophysical results or geotechnical samples. In
identifying the archaeological resource and presenting this in the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report (PEIR) published in July 2012, English Heritage
recommended in their response to the PEIR that a draft Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI) be prepared.

2.1.17

The draft Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) was appended to the draft
Environmental Statement issued at Phase 4 Consultation in January 2013. A
Phase 4 Consultation Review Table was also distributed to English Heritage which
sought to outline the areas of agreement/disagreement with respect to the draft
application documents presented at Phase 4 Consultation including the draft
Development Consent Order and draft Deemed Marine Licence. English Heritage
provided a response to this review table on the 29April 2013 and this response
can be found in Annex I.In the response English Heritage agreed that the
consultation conducted by SMart Wind on Project One was appropriate in
considering archaeological requirements and ensuring that appropriate levels of
information and mitigation measures have been included in the assessment.

2.1.18

A pre-application consultation meeting was held on 30 April 2013 to address any
issues within English Heritage’s response to the Phase 4 Consultation. This
meeting along with subsequent communications on the draft deemed marine
licences (Letter from English Heritage to SMart Wind dated 05/07/2013) has been
used to inform the content of this SoCG.

2.1.19

Following the submission of the application for development consent for Project
One on the 30 July 2013, a draft version of the SoCG was sent to English Heritage
8

on the 21 August 2013 which was used to inform discussions held at a meeting on
the 4 September 2013.
2.1.20

Following the submission of the English Heritage relevant representation on
Project One in October 2013, another meeting was organised for the 6 November
2013 to progress the agreement of the SoCG between the two parties. Following
the meeting, the SoCG was updated to reflect the discussions and outcomes of
this meeting. The updated SoCG was then sent to English Heritage on the 03
December 2013.

2.1.21

On the 10 January 2014, English Heritage confirmed that there were no further
comments on the draft SoCG. The final version was then sent to English Heritage
for sign off on the 10 January 2014.
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3

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – MARINE ARCHAEOLOGY
Study Area

3.1.22

It is agreed that the study area used to inform the assessment of Project One
on marine archaeology was appropriate.

3.1.23

It is agreed that the use of the Humber Regional Environmental
Characterisation boundary as the Cumulative Impact Assessment study area
was appropriate as discussed and agreed at the pre-application consultation
meeting between English Heritage and SMart Wind in October 2012.
Consultation

3.1.24

It is agreed that throughout the pre-application process, the level of
consultation and the provision of information has been sufficient in informing
English Heritage of the development of Project One and the predicted
impacts on marine archaeology.
Baseline Environment

3.1.25

It is agreed that the marine archaeological baseline environment has been
adequately described in the Environmental Statement.Subsequent
geotechnical and geophysical archaeological analysis reports were provided
to English Heritage on the 18 April 2013 for review wherethe contents were
taken into consideration in the Environmental Statement.

3.1.26

It is agreed that the results of the geotechnical and geophysical
archaeological analysis reports have been appropriately included in the
relevant sections of the Environmental Statement.
Worst Case Scenario

3.1.27

It is agreed that given the design parameters of Project One, Gravity base
foundations would result in the worst case scenario for the majority of marine
archaeological receptors.

3.1.28

It is agreed that monopile foundations would also be considered within the
worst case assessment on Palaeolandscapes due to the maximum depth at
which they could be installed as discussed in the pre-application consultation
meeting on the 29 April 2013.
Designed-in Mitigation measures adopted as part of Project One with
respect to marine archaeology.

3.1.29

It is agreed that the measures presented in Table 10.14 of Volume 2,
Chapter 10 ofthe Environmental Statementare sufficient to minimise impacts
10

to the marine historic environment during the construction and operation of
the proposed project.
3.1.30

It is agreed that as recommended by English Heritage through the Phase 4
Consultation Review Table, micro-siting has been further considered within
the draft WSI.
Methodology

3.1.31

It is agreed that the approach adopted in Volume 2, Chapter 10 Marine
Archaeology of the Environmental Statement is appropriate to assess the
magnitude and range of impacts from the proposed project on
archaeological receptors.

3.1.32

It is agreed that the matrix approach to the assessment that has been
adopted in Table 10.13 of the same chapter ensures that all subjective
determinations of impact significance are repeatable and are understood.
Impact Assessment Results

3.1.33

It is agreed thatthe Environmental Statement submitted with the application
for development consent fully addresses the concerns highlighted in the
Phase 4 Consultation Review Table with respect to the impact assessment
(sensitivity levels etc). Thus it is agreed that the impact assessment results
presented in Volume 2, Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statementare
adequate acknowledging that any conclusion regarding "minor adverse"
impact is applicable at the landscape scale only and that significance of
impact may be higher for highly sensitive archaeological features within any
submerged and buried landscape complex.
Cumulative Impact Assessment Study Area

3.1.34

It is agreed that the Environmental Statement submitted with the application
for development consent in July 2013 addresses thepoints raised in the
Phase 4 Consultation Review Table with respect to the scope of the
Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA).

3.1.35

It is agreed that in including further consideration of industries such as
commercial fishing within the scope of the cumulative assessment the CIA
results presented in Volume 2, Chapter 10 of the Environmental
Statementare adequate.
Historic Seascape

3.1.36

It is agreed that the statement of baseline, methodology and impact
assessment relating to the effects of Project One on the historic seascape,
as presented in Volume 2, Chapter 11 of the Environmental Statement have
been carried out appropriately.
Deemed Marine Licences
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3.1.37

It is agreed that Condition 9(2)(g) of the
draft deemed marine
licencesprovides the appropriate mechanism by which mitigation (a
summary of which is provided in Table 10.14 of the Environmental
Statement) is to be agreed prior to the construction of Project One to ensure
no significant adverse effect on marine archaeological receptors.

3.1.38

It is agreed that details of specific mitigation measures and their
implementation, summarised in Table 10.14 of the Environmental
Statement, are set out in the draft WSI.

3.1.39

It is agreed that the draft WSI is subject to on-going consultation with English
Heritage and will remain a draft document until consent is granted for the
development where it will be implemented in accordance with Condition
9(2)(g) of the draft deemed marine licences.

3.1.40

It is agreed that where feasible, the Applicant will seek approval of a single
Written Scheme of Investigation covering Work numbers 1 – 7, rather than
seeking approval of a separate Written Scheme of Investigation under each
Deemed Marine Licence.
Relevant Representation

3.1.41

It is agreed that the intertidal construction work within the ‘Temporary
Working Areas’ and the ‘Project One Export Cable Route Convergence
Corridor’ as presented in the Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 3
Project Description Figure 3.15 will be subject to a pre-construction survey
as committed to under Condition 14 (2) (c) to inform the presence and nature
of any archaeological features which will be carried out to the required detail
set out within the WSI to be submitted and approved under Condition 9(2)(g)
of draft deemed marine licence 4.
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4
4.1.42

MATTERS NOT AGREED
There remain no matters of disagreement between English Heritage and
SMart Wind in relation to the application for development consent for Project
One.
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