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1

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) on behalf of Optimus Wind Limited and Breesea Limited (together
‘the Applicant’) and Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) (together ‘the parties’) as a
means of clearly stating all of 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 This SoCG focusses on onshore heritage as this has been the subject of most
detailed discussion between the parties. There is one area of ongoing discussion in this
regard (as set out in Section 4 of this SoCG). All other matters relating to onshore
heritage are agreed (as set out in Section 3 of this SoCG). For the avoidance of doubt
the parties hereby also agree that LCC do not have any other concerns with the Project
or the grant of the DCO for the Project.

1.2

Approach to SoCG

1.2.1 This SoCG has been developed during the pre-examination phase of the Project
and following pre-application consultation. In accordance with discussions between the
Applicant and LCC, the SoCG is focused on the key issues raised by LCC during the preapplication consultation, pre-acceptance consultation and prior to examination hearings.
1.2.2

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

1.2.3

Section 4 highlights those matters that remain under discussion.

1.2.4

Section 5 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 It is the intention that this document will give the Examining Authority (Ex.A) sight
of the level of common ground between the parties at an early stage of the examination
process. All matters agreed at this stage will remain agreed throughout examination.

1.3

The Development

1.3.1 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
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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 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 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 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. 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 DCO.
1.3.6 To facilitate this multi undertaker approach, the 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 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
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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 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 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 LCC remit.

1.4.1 Works No. 6A and 6B, 7A and 7B, 8A and 8B, 9A and 9B and 10 inclusive, as
detailed in the Onshore Work Plans (PINS Doc. Ref 5.2), and in Part 1 of Schedule A of
the draft DCO (PINS Doc. Ref. 3.1), describes the onshore elements of Project Two
which may affect the interests of LCC during the construction, operation and
decommissioning of the Project.
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2

CONSULTATION

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 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
Lincolnshire County Council during the pre and post application process.
2.1.3 Consultation has also been undertaken with LCC prior to January 2013 in
relation to Project One. Synergies with Project One and Project Two have been identified
at an early stage and therefore all matters agreed in relation to Project One can be found
appended to this document in Appendix 1: Project One SOCG between Lincolnshire
County Council and the Applicant.

Table 2.1: Consultation undertaken with LCC pre and post-application.
Date

Activity

11/12

Response to scoping opinion

31/01/13

Phase 1 Consultation Information sent to LCC

17/06/14

Phase 2 Consultation Information sent to LCC

13/09/14

Further Consultation documents issued to LCC

16/09/14

Section 48 notice issued to LCC

02/12/14

Meeting with County Archaeologist to provide update on Project Two

06/02/2015

Email to LCC to confirm submission of the Project to PINS

10/03/2015

Section 56 notice issued to LCC

01/06/2015

Draft SoCG issued to LCC

11/06/2015

Meeting with LCC to discuss SoCG

10/07/2015

Issue of revised SoCG to LCC for agreement
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3

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS

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

It is agreed that, where the points of agreement, set out in the following sections
of this SoCG, refer to sections of the Environmental Statement 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
Unless otherwise indicated, all references in this section are to Volume 3,
Chapter 6: Historic Environment of the Environmental Statement (PINS Doc Ref
No. 7.3.6) or Annexes 6.6.1 to 6.6.9 (PINS Doc. Ref. Nos. 7.6.6.1 to 7.6.6.9). All
matters which are applicable to Project Two and have previously been agreed
with LCC 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.

3.2

Policy Context

3.2.1

It is agreed that the Overarching NPS for Energy (EN-1), when read in
combination with other relevant NPS, is the primary policy document in relation
to the historic environment where policy is being applied under the Planning Act
2008.

3.2.2

It is agreed that the analysis and summary of the NPS detailed in Sections 6.3.5
to 6.3.16 and Tables 6.1 and Table 6.2 of Volume 3, Chapter 6 accurately
describe the relevant planning policy and context and how the policy has been
considered within the assessment.

3.2.3

It is agreed that the analysis and summary of relevant legislation and guidance
relating to the historic environment identified in Section 6.3 of Volume 3, Chapter
6 adequately sets out how the legislation and guidance have been considered
within the assessment.

3.3

Consultation

3.3.1

It is agreed that Table 6.4 of Volume 3, Chapter 6 presents a fair and accurate
description of the consultation undertaken with LCC which relates to the historic
environment.

3.3.2

It is agreed that, as outlined in Table 6.4 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, LCC have been
consulted on and agreed to the detailed scope of the environmental assessment
for the historic environment, and agreed to the scope of the targeted trial
trenching, as detailed in Annex 6.6.5 Trial Trenching Report (PINS document
reference 7.6.6.5).
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3.4

Study Area

3.4.1

It is agreed that the study area used for the historic environment assessment, as
detailed in Section 6.2 and Figure 6.1 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, comprises all
areas identified by LCC and it is acceptable for the purposes of the impact
assessment within the LCC administrative area.

3.5

Existing Environment

3.5.1

It is agreed that the characterisation of the baseline environment contained
within Section 6.5 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, is an accurate description of the
existing historic environment within the study area.

3.6

Methodology

3.6.1

It is agreed that the characterisation of the existing environment within the study
area in relation to the historic environment was informed by a desk-based
assessment, a walkover survey, an aerial photographic survey, a geophysical
survey, field walking, a trial trenching evaluation and an intertidal walkover
survey, the scope of which were agreed with LCC.

3.6.2

It is agreed that the scoping of a written scheme of investigation (WSI) was
prepared and agreed with LCC and was appropriate and achieved the primary
aim of characterising the study area within LCC’s jurisdiction to inform the EIA.
However the applicant was unable to complete all the trial trenching originally
agreed with LCC. This is a matter of ongoing discussion between the Applicant
and LCC and is included in Section 4 of this SoCG.

3.6.3

It is agreed that those sites of historical/archaeological interest within the study
area are presented on Figures 6.1 to 6.7, and are fully described in Section 6.5
of Volume 3, Chapter 6.

3.6.4

It is agreed that the methodology detailed in Sections 6.5 and 6.6 of Volume 3,
Chapter 6, established in consultation with LCC, was suitable and achieved the
primary aim of characterising the study area within LCC’s jurisdiction to inform
the EIA.

3.6.5

It is agreed that the assessment of the significance of potential impacts relating
to the historic environment was carried out in accordance with the appropriate
guidance, which is listed in Section 5.3.18 of Volume 3, Chapter 6. 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.
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3.7

‘Worst case’ definition

3.7.1

It is agreed that a realistic worst case development scenario has been
established according to the Design Envelope principles, using project
specification details given in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the
Environmental Statement.

3.7.2

It is agreed that each of the definitions of the maximum adverse scenarios
relating to each of the potential impacts relating to the historic environment
during all development phases, as defined in Table 6.13 of Volume 3, Chapter 6,
are appropriate for assessing the maximum likely impacts relating to the historic
environment. In addition, it is agreed that the scenarios identified are clearly
described and sufficiently justified.

3.7.3

It is agreed that, with the information available at the current time, for the
purposes of the historic environment, the likely worst case scenario for
decommissioning within the LCC administrative area is to assume the removal of
the jointing pits and link boxes.

3.7.4

It is agreed that no other project permutations, when considering the details set
out in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the Environmental Statement,
could lead to any greater effect relating to the historic environment than the worst
case scenarios set out in Table 6.13 of Volume 3, Chapter 6.

3.8

Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements

3.8.1

It is agreed that the designed-in mitigation measures adopted as part of the
project in relation to the historic environment, as presented in Tables 6.21 and
6.22 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, are sufficient to reduce the potential for impacts
relating to the historic environment during each stage of development.

3.8.2

It is agreed that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to the historic environment, as listed in Tables 6.21
and 6.22 and Section 6.6.48 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, are accurately captured in
the Outline Code of Construction Practice (PINS document reference 12.4),
which forms part of the DCO submission and which is secured pursuant to
Requirement 8 of Part 3 of Schedule A to the draft DCO.

3.8.3

It is agreed that Table 6.21 of Volume 3, Chapter 6 outlines the requirement for a
programme of advance archaeological investigation which will focus on identified
sites that may be adversely affected by the project, which will be agreed by the
relevant authorities prior to the commencement of the project through the
production of a written scheme of investigation, which is secured pursuant to
Requirement 6 of Part 3 of Schedule A to the draft DCO.
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3.9

Assessment of impacts in the Environmental Statement

3.9.1

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment during the
construction phase include temporary impacts on the settings of heritage assets
including Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and
Registered Parks and Gardens, temporary impacts on the overall historic
landscape and permanent loss of, or damage to, buried archaeological remains
and that these are accurately described in Sections 6.6.53 to 6.6.261 of Volume
3, Chapter 6.

3.9.2

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment during the
operational phase include impacts on the settings of heritage assets including
Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Registered
Parks and Gardens, and impacts on the overall historic landscape and that these
are accurately described in Sections 6.6.262 to 6.6.269 of Volume 3, Chapter 6.

3.9.3

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment during the
decommissioning phase include temporary impacts on the settings of heritage
assets including Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas
and Registered Parks and Gardens, temporary impacts on the overall historic
landscape and permanent loss of, or damage to, buried archaeological remains,
and that these are accurately described in Sections 6.6.268 to 6.6.272 of Volume
3, Chapter 6.

3.9.4

It is agreed that the summary of potential environmental impacts on heritage
assets, and the significance of effect is fairly and accurately presented in Table
6.25 of Volume 3, Chapter 6.

3.10

Inter-relationships

3.10.1

It is agreed that the assessment undertaken and detailed in Volume 3, Chapter
12: Inter-related Effects (Onshore) is fair and accurate, and provides an accurate
description of the likely inter-related effects arising from the project on Historic
Environment receptors.

3.11

Cumulative impacts

3.11.1

It is agreed that the cumulative assessment for the historic environment, as
presented in Section 6.7 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, follows the advice given in
Version 2 of PINS Advice Note Nine: Rochdale Envelope (PINS, 2012) for
NSIPs.

3.11.2

It is agreed that the schemes listed in Table 6.23 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, and
also identified on Figures 5.3 and 5.4 in Volume 1, Chapter 5: EIA Methodology
are considered appropriate for inclusion in the cumulative impact assessment
and that no relevant scheme has been omitted from the list.
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3.11.3

It is agreed that the findings of the cumulative impact assessment, as presented
in Sections 6.7.5 to 6.7.17 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, are fair and accurate in terms
of those schemes that have the potential for cumulative effects on the historic
environment.

3.12

Draft DCO

3.12.1

It is agreed that that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to the historic environment, as listed in Tables 6.21
and 6.22 and Section 6.6.48 of Volume 3, Chapter 6, are accurately captured in
the Code of Construction Practice (PINS document reference 12.4), which forms
part of the DCO submission.

3.12.2

It is agreed that the draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 8 adequately sets
out the requirement that no part of the development will commence in the area of
a local planning authority until a Code of Construction Practice relating to the
works has be submitted to and approved by the relevant local planning authority.

3.12.3

It is agreed that the draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 6 adequately sets
out the requirement that no part of the works may commence until a written
scheme for the investigation 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.

3.12.4

It is agreed that, in relation to the subject areas covered by this SoCG, the
articles of the draft DCO and the requirements set out in Part 3 of Schedule A of
the draft DCO are appropriate and reasonable for the project.
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4
4.1.1

MATTERS SUBJECT TO ONGOING DISCUSSION
There are no matters of ongoing discussion between the County Council and the
Applicant.
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5

MATTERS NOT AGREED

5.1.1

There is one area of disagreement between the Applicant and LCC in relation to
the DCO application for the Project in relation to Historic Environment as stated
in paragraph 4.1.2 of this SoCG, below:

5.1.2

LCC believes that the agreed programme of archaeological trial trenching
evaluation should be completed.

5.1.3

This approach was discussed with LCC in a meeting on the 2nd December 2014,
noted in Table 2.1 of this SoCG. The Applicant’s position on this matter is that the
trenching undertaken to date combined with the various non-intrusive surveys
has characterised the archaeology of the proposed cable route and is sufficient to
properly assess the heritage interest of the proposed development and to
propose appropriate mitigation.

5.1.4

The applicant has committed, in Table 6.22 of Volume 3, Chapter 6: Historic
Environment (PINS Doc. Ref. 7.3.6) to include the recording as appropriate of
those areas of archaeology not previously subject to trial trenching as required by
Requirement 6 of the draft DCO prior to construction.
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1

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) on behalf of Heron Wind Limited,
Njord Limited and Vi Aura Limited (together the ‘Applicant’) and
Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) (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 (‘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, 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

Structure

1.2.1

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 interested party’s remit



Consultation
o Summary
o Pre-application Consultation
o Post-application Consultation



Accepted Data/Statements
o [Topic 1]


Introduction



Policy context
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Consultation



Study area



Existing environment



Methodology



‘Worst case’ definition



Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements



Assessment of impacts in the Environmental Statement



Inter-relationships



Cumulative impacts



HRA specific matters (if required)



Draft DCO

o [Topic 2]


Introduction….etc




Matters under discussion



Glossary



Annexes (where required)

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

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.

1.2.4

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

1.3.1

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.

1.3.2

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.

1.3.3

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 Project One 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, 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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1.3.5

This approach means that the consent granted will be flexible and will allow a
commercial decision to be made post-consent on whether Project One 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.

1.4

Application elements under Lincolnshire County Council’s remit

1.4.1

Works No.7 to No.9 inclusive, as detailed in the Onshore Works Plans and the
Intertidal Works Plans (refer PINS document references 5.2 and 5.3), and Part 1
of Schedule A of the DCO submitted to PINS on 30 July 2013 describe the
onshore elements of Project One which may affect the interests of LCC during
the construction, operation and decommissioning of the project.

1.4.2

The planning process for dealing with proposals for nationally significant
infrastructure projects (NSIPs) was established by the Planning Act 2008 (‘the
2008 Act’). As part of this process, the Examining Authority (ExA) has invited the
relevant local authorities to submit a local impact report (LIR) by the 20th
January 2014, which will provide details of the likely impact of the proposed
development on the authority’s area.

1.4.3

The ExA has requested the local authority to provide a view on the importance of
different social, environmental and economic issues and the impact of the
proposed project on them.

1.4.4

This SoCG is intended to outline matters of factual background to the proposed
project and identifies those areas where there is agreement and disagreement
between SMart Wind and LCC with respect to the onshore and intertidal
infrastructure associated with the Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm, Project One.
Specifically, this comprises the landfall, onshore and intertidal cable route
corridor, and the site compounds and side accesses. This SoCG will assist LCC
in generating their LIR. From ongoing consultation with LCC and the points
raised in the relevant representation, it is agreed that those areas of particular
interest to LCC that form this SoCG are:


Volume 3, Chapter 2: Hydrogeology and Flood Risk in relation to
LCC’s capacity as a Lead Local Flood Authority and the sea
defence and drainage cable crossing points;



Volume 3, Chapter 5: Historic Environment;



Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport;



Volume 2, Chapter 1: Marine Processes in relation to coastal
processes and impacts on the shoreline sandbanks;



Volume 2, Chapter 2: Benthic, Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology in
relation to intertidal ecology;
10

1.4.5



Habitats Regulation Assessment Report in relation to onshore and
intertidal European sites and coastal processes; and



Property and land issues.

It is agreed that LCC have no comments on the remainder of the Environmental
Statement in relation to those topics that are not specifically raised in this SoCG.
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2

CONSULTATION

2.1

Summary

2.1.1

SMart Wind has engaged with LCC on the project during the pre-application
process both in terms of informal non-statutory engagement and formal
consultation carried out pursuant to Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008.

2.1.2

The consultation undertaken by SMart Wind 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 SMart Wind
has complied with its duties under Sections 42, 47, 48 and 49 of the Planning Act
2008.

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
LCC prior to submission of the application.

2.2.2

Further detail on the pre-application consultation undertaken with LCC is
provided in each specific topic raised in this document.

Table 2.1: Consultation undertaken with LCC pre-application.
Date

Activity

LCC Planning Officers
Sept 2010

Meeting with LCC to introduce the project and enter into early
engagement on requirements for the Statement of Community
Consultation (SoCC).

Feb 2011

Draft SoCC issued to LCC and letter from LCC confirming they have
no objection or proposed amendments to make to the SOCC.

Mar 2011

Phase 1 Consultation documentation issued to LCC.

May 2011

Phase 1 Consultation response from LCC suggesting that the cable
route should be run north of Grimsby within the Humber Estuary
landing east of Killingholme.

Nov 2011

Phase 2 Consultation documentation issued to LCC.

Dec 2011

Phase 2 Consultation response from LCC highlighting the following
issues:


Potential impact upon the Humber Flats and Marshes SSSI and
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Date

Activity
Natural England satisfaction;


Location of Onshore converter station should be sited more to
the western end of the former airfield site so as not to visually
impact upon the intertidal mud flats and sand banks;



Preference to locate converter station outside the Coastal
Conservation Area;



Preference for any cabling to be underground;



Location of candidate converter station within a high flood hazard
area; and



The two concurrent consultation exercises relating to Triton Knoll
and the Hornsea Zone. LCC is very concerned to ensure all
possible onshore connection options are explored and discussed
between the relevant parties i.e. LCC, RWE, SMart Wind and
National Grid.

Jan 2012

SMart Wind provided clarifications on the Phase 2 consultation
response from LCC.

Aug 2012

Phase 3 Consultation documentation issued to LCC.

Jan 2013

Phase 4 Consultation documentation issued to LCC.

Mar 2013

Letter from LCC containing response to Phase 4 Consultation,
confirming LCC view about concurrent consultation exercises being
underway for both the Triton Knoll and Hornsea projects, and to make
sure that all possible onshore connection options are fully discussed
between LCC, RWE, SMart Wind and National Grid.

Mar 2013

Teleconference held with LCC to discuss the response to the Phase 4
consultation. LCC suggested that options for shared infrastructure for
both the Triton Knoll and Hornsea projects should be considered.

Mar 2013

SMart Wind response to Phase 4 consultation stating that SMart Wind
do not feel there is value in a joint meeting with Lincolnshire County
Council, RWE and National Grid at this stage in our pre-submission
programme to discuss shared cable route options.

Historic Environment
11.07.11

Meeting to introduce the project (three cable routes and the principle of
an onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation at North Killingholme)
and discuss information required by county archaeologists for cable
route in West and East Lindsey. LCC requested a Desk Based
Assessment (DBA), geophysical survey and fieldwalking of cable route
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Date

Activity
corridor, to be followed by targeted trial trenching. Agreed Written
Scheme of Investigation (WSI) for geophysical survey to be completed
and sent to LCC for approval.

31.10.11

Meeting on site at proposed landfall to discuss surveys of the intertidal
zone. WSI for intertidal walkover completed and approved by LCC.

09.02.12

Meeting to discuss results of non-intrusive surveys and location/
methodology for trial trenching. Agreed WSI for trial trenching to be
completed and sent to LCC for approval.

27.03.12

LCC approved the WSI and proposed trench locations.

01.06.12

Site monitoring of Trenches 8-11 to inspect any archaeological remains
found, to advise on their treatment and/ or to confirm that trenches are
empty of archaeology. LCC approved the work.

08.06.12

Site monitoring of Trenches 37-41 to inspect any archaeological
remains found, to advise on their treatment and/ or to confirm that
trenches are empty of archaeology. LCC approved the work.

18.06.12

Site monitoring of Trenches 7, 16 and 22 to inspect any archaeological
remains found, to advise on their treatment and/ or to confirm that
trenches are empty of archaeology. LCC approved the work.

10.09.12

Meeting to introduce the revised benthiand evaluation proposals and
provide a general project update including extracts of the cable route
from
Volume 1 of the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR).
Updated cable route plans presented showing areas where geophysical
survey has been completed and where there are gaps as a result of
reroutes. Additional geophysical survey proposed and completed in
October 2012.

14.11.12

Email from SMart Wind to LCC stating that not all trial trenches were
undertaken in East Lindsey because of concerns regarding ground
conditions resulting in a lack of landowner permission for access and
requesting a meeting with LCC to discuss further.

15.11.12

Email from LCC noted that they were disappointed to see that none of
the trenches on the new route had been undertaken, especially
Trenches 14 and 15 which indicate high impact on areas of high
archaeological significance. (nb. Trenches were not undertaken
because of concerns regarding ground conditions resulting in a lack of
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Date

Activity
landowner permission for access). LCC is not clear how the significance
of the archaeology can be properly assessed and proper mitigation
proposed unless full excavation of this area is intended.

29.11.12

SMart Wind responded to state that a full draft of the Environmental
Statement would be available for Phase 4 consultation in February 2013
and would contain an assessment and mitigation proposals.

07.03.13

Email from LCC stating that the comments of the 15.11.12 were still a
concern and that they would like to see a comprehensive mitigation
strategy covering the areas SMart Wind were unable to excavate during
the trial trenching scheme.

02.04.13

SMart Wind responded to state that despite best endeavours to
complete all works prior to publication of the draft Environmental
Statement at Phase 4 consultation not all trenching works along the
route could be completed before the winter months when the land
became completely inaccessible due to bad weather. It was also
reiterated following the email on the 14th November that SMart Wind
believe the trenching undertaken to date combined with the various nonintrusive surveys has characterised the archaeology of the proposed
cable route and is sufficient to properly assess the heritage interest of
the proposed development and to propose appropriate mitigation.
A commitment was also made to add further detail to the archaeological
mitigation strategy for East and West Lindsey in order to inform the draft
WSI, a requirement in the Development Consent Order (DCO).
A meeting was also offered to discuss these mitigation proposals
further.

03.04.13

Email from LCC stating if the proposed mitigation is full archaeological
excavation for the one kilometre not evaluated, LCC would have to
accept that as mitigation. However, LCC know there are archaeological
remains in that area and would prefer to have an evidence-based
strategy with knowledge of location, depth, condition and significance of
any remains.

05.04.13

SMart Wind responded stating:


That geophysics is an accurate tool in identifying the likely
location of the salterns in East Lindsey;



SMart Wind could not commit to undertaking the trial trenching
prior to submission (see email 02.02.13);



That under the present circumstances, where trenching didn't
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Date

Activity
take place prior to determination it will be undertaken post
determination in the first instance;


If further excavation in these areas is necessary this would then
be agreed with yourselves and undertaken in addition to the trial
trench locations we would agree now; and



This would strengthen the evidence-based strategy with
knowledge of location, depth, condition…. of any remains you
refer to in your email so that area stripping could be more
accurately targeted.

A further request for a meeting was made.
17.04.13

Email from LCC noted that if the trenching plan that was agreed at the
10 September 2012 meeting is still as agreed, and if the reroute still
stands [in the area of Plot 12] (see Annex 6.5.5, Figure 2), the trenching
results will inform the mitigation strategy for that part of the route. If the
trial trenching cannot be completed in time for the EIA then LCC will
recommend that what archaeological work is still outstanding is
conditioned, that is, if evaluation is not complete, then it will be
recommended that an evaluation phase be undertaken to inform the
written scheme of investigation for archaeological mitigation. LCC
believes that the rest of the route has been subject to sufficient
investigation to allow for a robust mitigation strategy, so just the section
from trenches 12 through to 16 will need to be subject to a postdetermination evaluation phase.
They also declined to meet with SMart Wind to discuss further.

22.04.13

SMart Wind response:


It is acknowledged that only the section between Trenches 12
and 16 will require a post determination evaluation phase;



Confirmed undertaking trenches 12 to 16 following determination
of the application and it would in effect form the first phase of
mitigation in that area;



Confirmed making this commitment in Volume 3, Chapter 5:
Historic Environment of the Environmental Statement prior to
submission;



Reiterated a requirement of the DCO will be to agree a detailed
Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) before commencing any
mitigation in East Lindsey; and



Offered again to meet and discuss further.

Traffic and Transport
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Date

Activity

09.10.12

A meeting was held with LCC, North Lincolnshire Council and North
East Lincolnshire Council Highway Authorities where:

09.04.13



A full list of road crossings and proposed measures to
manage the works was requested;



Relevant committed (cumulative) schemes were identified;



Detailed comments were made on possible points of
access to the cable route;



The key junctions to be assessed were identified; and



Mitigation measures for residential properties in close
proximity to cable route access points were discussed.

A meeting was held with LCC Highway Authorities to discuss:


Concern over the timescale for shuttle working on the A16
while cables are laid across the road;



Concern that possible seasonal variations in traffic flows on
the A1031 had not been taken into account;



Concern over possible damage to local routes caused by
construction vehicles; and



Clarification on the number of HGV movements along local
routes to access HDD sites in advance of the main cable
route works.

All of the above points were discussed and clarified and where
necessary the assessment was updated.
PRoW
02.02.12

Meeting to outline the onshore elements of the project within the
district of East Lindsey and the administrative boundary of LCC, with
particular reference to potential effects on PRoW during the
construction period in order to (a) confirm that the baseline data held
by RPS is correct and (b) discuss the development of a preconstruction strategy to temporarily stop-up or divert PRoW, where
necessary, to minimise disruption to the PRoW network.

14.11.12

LCC were sent details of proposals for temporary diversions of PRoW
and/or traffic management measures during the construction period in
order to minimise the disruption to the local network.
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Date

Activity

09.04.13

LCC stated there preference for pedestrians and HGVs to co-exist on
the side access that runs along Tetn/343/1 and raised the matter of
pedestrian access from the holiday cottages south of crossing 37 to
the village of Holton-le-Clay.

Lead Local Flood Authorities (LLFA)
01.11.12

RPS contacted LCC LLFA on behalf of SMart Wind to confirm contact
detail, responsibilities of the LCC LLFA. No response was received.

02.05.13

SMart Wind contacted LCC LLFA and sent a letter to agree their
consent under section 150 of the Planning Act 2008 to the
disapplication of section 23 (prohibition of obstructions, etc. in
watercourses) of the Land Drainage Act 1991 and to the provisions of
any byelaws made under section 66 (powers to make byelaws) of the
Land Drainage Act 1991 in so far as LCC LLFA would otherwise be
required to grant consent under the provisions.

02.08.13

Signed letter received from LCC LLFA agreeing to the disapplication
and draft protective provisions.

2.3

Post-application Consultation

2.3.1

It is agreed that Table 2.1 presents a chronological overview of the principal
consultations with LCC undertaken subsequent to the application including in
relation to this SoCG.

2.3.2

As part of the Project Examination Strategy, SMart Wind made initial contact with
LCC in September 2013 in relation to an Engagement Plan in order to develop
and agree the SoCG.

2.3.3

It is agreed LCC raised the following topics in their relevant representation
received on the 16th October 2013 which are discussed further in Section 10
‘matters under discussion’ :
Environment

2.3.4

The route lies in very close proximity to the European Marine Site of the Humber
Estuary to the north, and, to the south, to the internationally important grey seal
breeding grounds at the National Nature Reserve of Donna Nook. We would
expect close attention to be paid to any potential disturbance of wildlife, (marine
and onshore) and fauna – especially priority Biodiversity Action Plan speciesthrough a thorough Environmental Impact Assessment. This is likely to include
an additional Appropriate Assessment of any adverse impacts on the European
Marine Site. Impacts should be avoided wherever possible, and mitigated where
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unavoidable, although we would emphasise the environmental sensitivity of this
location.
Coastal Processes
2.3.5

The movement of sediment from the mouth of the Humber along the east coast
is a vital part of the coastal processes that sustain the shoreline, and in the
vicinity of the proposed route there has been particularly active accretion of
marine sediments in recent years. It is extremely important that any works do not
create long-term changes to the existing natural coastal processes, which are a
vital part of the ecological make-up of the locality and of the east coast as far as
the Wash, and also contribute significantly to the sustainability of flood defences.
Flood risk Management

2.3.6

As mentioned above, maintaining the present regime of coastal processes,
particularly sediment movement and deposition, is an important part of coastal
management. The presence of extensive salt marsh and mud flat forms an
integral strengthening of the sea defences themselves, and we would wish to
avoid any long term disturbance of this important resource, including any change
to the gradient of the foreshore.

2.3.7

There are five affected parishes within the LCC Lincolnshire area and there are
seven individual LCC properties/LCC land interests that are within theses
Parishes. The complete list of affected LCC properties/Land interests is as
follows:


Marshchapel Primary School, Sea Dyke Way;



North Cotes Church of England Primary School, Sea Lane;



Tetney Primary School, Humberstone Road;



Holton-Le-Clay Infants School, Church Lane;



Holton-Le-Clay Junior School, Picksley Crescent; and



Foreshore between Donna Nook & Saltfleet Haven [Leasehold
Land].
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Table 2.2: Consultation undertaken with LCC post-application.
Date

Activity

16.10.2013

Email received from LCC with a copy of the relevant representation
detailed in section 1.4 of the SoCG.

28.11.2013

Email sent to LCC planning officer responding to the relevant
representation, requesting a telecom and setting out requirement for a
SoCG to be agreed by 20th January 2014.

10.12.2013

LCC did not attend the preliminary meeting.

19.12.2013

1st Draft Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) issued to LCC.

15.01.2014

Telecom with with LCC to discuss 1st draft of SoCG.

16.01.2014

Email from LCC with comments on the 1st draft of the SoCG and issue of
2nd Draft SoCG issued to LCC.

20.01.2014

LCC agreed updated Section 10 and confirmed acceptance by email
exchange.
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3

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – HYDROLOGY & FLOOD
RISK

3.1

Introduction

3.1.1

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

3.1.2

The assessment of potential impacts on hydrology and flood risk contained in
Volume 3, Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement (PINS document reference
7.3.2) which was included with the DCO application made to PINS on 30 July
2013 and which was accepted on 22 August 2013.

3.1.3

The following sections of this SoCG set out those aspects of the Environmental
Statement that relate to hydrology and flood risk that are agreed. This follows the
structure outlined in Section 1.2.

3.1.4

It is agreed that, where the points of agreement set out in the following sections
refer to sections of the Environmental Statement 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 unless otherwise
indicated, all references in this section are to Volume 3, Chapter 2: Hydrology
and Flood Risk.

3.2

Policy Context

3.2.1

It is agreed that the Overarching NPS for Energy (EN-1), when read in
combination with other relevant NPS, is the primary policy document in relation
to hydrology and flood risk where policy is being applied under the Planning Act
2008.

3.2.2

It is agreed that the analysis of NPS EN-1 in Section 2.3 and Tables 2.1 and 2.2
of Volume 3, Chapter 2 accurately detail the relevant policy in relation to
hydrology and flood risk, and how it has been addressed within Volume 3,
Chapter 2.

3.2.3

It is agreed that the analysis of NPS for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN5), as set out in Sections 2.3.6 and 2.3.7 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, outlines the
issues that are of relevance for the assessment of the proposed project in
relation to hydrology and flood risk.

3.2.4

It is agreed that the Environmental Statement has appropriately considered and
referred to all other relevant policy, guidance and legislation relating to hydrology
and flood risk, as identified in Section 2.3 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, in preparing
the impact assessment.
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3.3

Consultation

3.3.1

It is agreed that Table 2.3 of Volume 3, Chapter 2 presents a fair and accurate
description of the consultation undertaken with LCC which relates to hydrology
and flood risk.

3.4

Study Area

3.4.1

It is agreed that the study area used for the hydrology and flood risk assessment,
as detailed in Section 2.2 and Figure 2.1 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, comprises all
areas identified by LCC and it is acceptable for the purposes of the impact
assessment within the LCC administrative area in its capacity as a Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA).

3.5

Existing Environment

3.5.1

It is agreed that the characterisation of the baseline environment contained
within Section 2.5 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, is an accurate description of the
existing hydrology within the study area.

3.6

Methodology

3.6.1

Characterisation of the existing environment within the study area in relation to
hydrology and flood risk was informed by a series of site visits and a full cable
route survey to establish current site conditions, to identify surface water features
and current land use. A review of available data on the site setting and baseline
conditions was also undertaken, as set out in Section 2.5.2 of Volume 3, Chapter
2.

3.6.2

It is agreed that the surface watercourses encountered along the cable route
have been accurately identified and appropriate crossing techniques have been
recommended, as presented in Sections 2.5.28 to 2.5.33 and Table 2.6 and
Table 2.7 of Volume 3, Chapter 2.

3.6.3

It is agreed that the assessment of the significance of potential impacts relating
to hydrology and flood risk was carried out in accordance with the appropriate
guidance

3.7

‘Worst case’ definition

3.7.1

It is agreed that a realistic worst case development scenario has been
established according to the Design Envelope principles, using project
specification details given in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the
Environmental Statement.

3.7.2

It is agreed that each of the definitions of the maximum adverse scenarios
relating to each of the potential impacts relating to hydrology and flood risk
during all development phases, as defined in Table 2.10 of Volume 3, Chapter 2,
are appropriate for assessing the maximum likely impacts relating to hydrology
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and flood risk. In addition, it is agreed that the scenarios identified are clearly
described and sufficiently justified.
3.7.3

It is agreed that, with the information available at the current time, for the
purposes of hydrology and flood risk, the likely worst case scenario for
decommissioning within the LCC administrative area is to assume the cable will
remain in situ with ends sealed.

3.7.4

It is agreed that no other project permutations, when considering the details set
out in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the Environmental Statement,
could lead to any greater effect relating to hydrology and flood risk than the worst
case scenarios set out in Table 2.10 of Volume 3, Chapter 2.

3.8

Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements

3.8.1

It is agreed that the designed-in mitigation measures adopted as part of the
project in relation to hydrology and flood risk, as presented in Table 2.14 of
Volume 3, Chapter 2, are sufficient to reduce the potential for impacts relating to
hydrology and flood risk during each stage of development.

3.8.2

It is agreed that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to hydrology and flood risk, as listed in Table 2.14
and Section 2.6.12 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, are accurately captured in the Annex
4.3.5 Code of Construction Practice (PINS document reference 7.4.3.5), which
forms part of the DCO submission.

3.9

Assessment of impacts in the Environmental Statement

3.9.1

It is agreed that the potential impacts relating to hydrology and flood risk during
the construction phase include a general risk of flooding from the construction of
the cable route and associated infrastructure at the landfall where flood defences
could be compromised, and throughout the onshore cable corridor where surface
watercourses could be impacted, and that existing drainage pipeline
infrastructure and field drainage could also be compromised by the proposed
works. It is agreed that these impacts are accurately described in Sections 2.6.20
to 2.6.60 of Volume 3, Chapter 2.

3.9.2

It is agreed that the potential impacts relating to hydrology and flood risk during
the operational phase include a risk to major and minor surface watercourses
and that these are accurately described in Sections 2.6.61 to 2.6.82 of Volume 3,
Chapter 2.

3.9.3

It is agreed that the potential impacts relating to hydrology and flood risk during
the decommissioning phase include a risk to major and minor surface
watercourses and that these are accurately described in Sections 2.6.83 to
2.6.94 of Volume 3, Chapter 2.
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3.9.4

It is agreed that the summary of potential environmental impacts in relation to
hydrology and flood risk, and the significance of effect is fairly and accurately
presented in Table 2.16 of Volume 3, Chapter 2.

3.10

Cumulative impacts

3.10.1

It is agreed that the cumulative assessment for hydrology and flood risk, as
presented in Section 2.7 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, follows the advice given in
Version 2 of PINS Advice Note Nine: Rochdale Envelope (PINS, 2012) for
NSIPs.

3.10.2

It is agreed that the schemes listed in Table 2.15 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, and
identified on Figure 5.2 in Volume 1, Chapter 5: EIA Methodology are considered
appropriate for inclusion in the cumulative impact assessment, and that no
relevant scheme has been omitted from the list.

3.10.3

It is agreed that the findings of the cumulative impact assessment, as presented
in Sections 2.7.3 to 2.7.5 of Volume 3, Chapter 2, are fair and accurate in terms
of potential for cumulative effects on water quality and flood risk.

3.11

Draft DCO

3.11.1

It is agreed that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to hydrology and flood risk, as listed in Table 2.14 of
Volume 3, Chapter 2, are accurately captured in the Annex 4.3.5 Code of
Construction Practice (PINS document reference 7.4.3.5), which forms part of
the DCO submission.

3.11.2

It is agreed that the draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 10 adequately
sets out the requirement that no part of the development will commence in the
area of a local planning authority until a Code of Construction Practice relating to
the works has be submitted to and approved by the relevant local planning
authority.

3.11.3

It is agreed that Requirement 15 of the draft DCO is acceptable in ensuring that
no Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) shall commence until a hydrogeological
risk assessment has been undertaken.

3.11.4

It is agreed that, in relation to the subject areas covered by this SoCG, the
articles of the draft DCO and the requirements set out in Part 3 of Schedule A of
the draft DCO are appropriate and reasonable for the project.

3.11.5

It is agreed that LCC LLFA consents under section 150 of the Planning Act 2008
to the disapplication of section 23 (prohibition of obstructions, etc. in
watercourses) of the Land Drainage Act 1991 and to the provisions of any
byelaws made under section 66 (powers to make byelaws) of the Land Drainage
Act 1991 in so far as LCC LLFA would otherwise be required to grant consent
under the provisions. It is agreed that the consent of LCC LLFA to the
disapplication is subject to the Protective Provisions contained in Part 1 of
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Schedule I of the DCO. As agreed by signed letter on the 2nd August 2013 (see
Table 2.1).
3.11.6

It is agreed that LCC LLFA will be consulted on any significant changes to the
Protective Provisions contained in Part 1 of Schedule I of the DCO during the
examination process.
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4

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT

4.1

Introduction

4.1.1

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

4.1.2

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 PINS on 30 July
2013 and which was accepted on 22 August 2013.

4.1.3

The following sections of this SoCG set out those aspects of the Environmental
Statement that relate to the historic environment that are agreed. This follows the
structure outlined in Section 1.2.

4.1.4

It is agreed that, where the points of agreement set out in the following sections
refer to sections of the Environmental Statement 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 unless otherwise
indicated, all references in this section are to Volume 3, Chapter 5: Historic
Environment of the Environmental Statement or Annexes 6.5.1 – 6.5.9.

4.2

Policy Context

4.2.1

It is agreed that the Overarching NPS for Energy (EN-1), when read in
combination with other relevant NPS, is the primary policy document in relation
to the historic environment where policy is being applied under the Planning Act
2008.

4.2.2

It is agreed that the analysis and summary of the NPS detailed in Sections 5.3.5
to 5.3.16 and Table 5.1 and Table 5.2 of Volume 3, Chapter 5 accurately
describe the relevant planning policy and context and how the policy has been
considered within the assessment.

4.2.3

It is agreed that the analysis and summary of relevant legislation and guidance
relating to the historic environment identified in Section 5.3 of Volume 3, Chapter
5 adequately sets out how the legislation and guidance have been considered
within the assessment.

4.3

Consultation

4.3.1

It is agreed that Table 5.3 of Volume 3, Chapter 5 presents a fair and accurate
description of the consultation undertaken with LCC which relates to the historic
environment.

4.3.2

It is agreed that, as outlined in Section 5.4 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, LCC have
been consulted on and agreed to the detailed scope of the environmental
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assessment for the historic environment, and agreed to the scope of the targeted
trial trenching, as detailed in Annex 6.5.5 Trial Trenching Report (PINS document
reference 7.6.5.5).

4.4

Study Area

4.4.1

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, comprises all
areas identified by LCC and it is acceptable for the purposes of the impact
assessment within the LCC administrative area.

4.5

Existing Environment

4.5.1

It is agreed that the characterisation of the baseline environment contained
within Section 5.5 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, is an accurate description of the
existing historic environment within the study area.

4.6

Methodology

4.6.1

Characterisation of the existing environment within the study area in relation to
the historic environment was informed by a desk-based assessment, a walkover
survey, an aerial photographic survey, a geophysical survey, fieldwalking, a trial
trenching evaluation and an intertidal walkover survey, the scope of which were
agreed with LCC.

4.6.2

It is agreed that the scoping of a written scheme of investigation (WSI) was
prepared and agreed with LCC and was appropriate and achieved the primary
aim of characterising the study area within LCC’s jurisdiction to inform the EIA.
However the applicant was unable to complete all the trial trenching originally
agreed with LCC. This is a matter of disagreement between the Applicant and
LCC and is included in Section 10 of this SoCG.

4.6.3

It is agreed that those sites of historical/archaeological interest within the study
area are presented on Figures 5.1 to 5.7, and are fully described in Section 5.5
of Volume 3, Chapter 5.

4.6.4

It is agreed that the methodology detailed in Sections 5.5 and 5.6 of Volume 3,
Chapter 5, established in consultation with LCC, was suitable and achieved the
primary aim of characterising the study area within LCC’s jurisdiction to inform
the EIA.

4.6.5

It is agreed that the assessment of the significance of potential impacts relating
to the historic environment was carried out in accordance with the appropriate
guidance, which is listed in Section 5.3.17 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.
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4.7

‘Worst case’ definition

4.7.1

It is agreed that a realistic worst case development scenario has been
established according to the Design Envelope principles, using project
specification details given in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the
Environmental Statement.

4.7.2

It is agreed that each of the definitions of the maximum adverse scenarios
relating to each of the potential impacts relating to the historic environment
during all development phases, as defined in Table 5.13 of Volume 3, Chapter 5,
are appropriate for assessing the maximum likely impacts relating to the historic
environment. In addition, it is agreed that the scenarios identified are clearly
described and sufficiently justified.

4.7.3

It is agreed that, with the information available at the current time, for the
purposes of the historic environment, the likely worst case scenario for
decommissioning within the LCC administrative area is to assume the cable will
remain in situ with ends sealed.

4.7.4

It is agreed that no other project permutations, when considering the details set
out in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the Environmental Statement,
could lead to any greater effect relating to the historic environment than the worst
case scenarios set out in Table 5.13 of Volume 3, Chapter 5.

4.8

Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements

4.8.1

It is agreed that the designed-in mitigation measures adopted as part of the
project in relation to the historic environment, as presented in Tables 5.21 and
5.22 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, are sufficient to reduce the potential for impacts
relating to the historic environment during each stage of development.

4.8.2

It is agreed that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to the historic environment, as listed in Tables 5.21
and 5.22 and Section 5.6.50 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, are accurately captured in
Annex 4.3.5 Code of Construction Practice (PINS document reference 7.4.3.5),
which forms part of the DCO submission.

4.8.3

It is agreed that Table 5.21 of Volume 3, Chapter 5 outlines the requirement for a
programme of advance archaeological investigation which will focus on identified
sites that may be adversely affected by the project, which will be agreed by the
relevant authorities prior to the commencement of the project.

4.9

Assessment of impacts in the Environmental Statement

4.9.1

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment during the
construction phase include temporary impacts on the settings of heritage assets
including Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and
Registered Parks and Gardens, temporary impacts on the overall historic
landscape and permanent loss of, or damage to, buried archaeological remains
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and that these are accurately described in Sections 5.6.51 to 5.6.260 of Volume
3, Chapter 5.
4.9.2

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment during the
operational phase include impacts on the settings of heritage assets including
Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Registered
Parks and Gardens, and impacts on the overall historic landscape and that these
are accurately described in Sections 5.6.261 to 5.6.269 of Volume 3, Chapter 5.

4.9.3

It is agreed that the potential impacts on the historic environment during the
decommissioning phase include temporary impacts on the settings of heritage
assets including Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas
and Registered Parks and Gardens, temporary impacts on the overall historic
landscape and permanent loss of, or damage to, buried archaeological remains,
and that these are accurately described in Sections 5.6.270 to 5.6.276 of Volume
3, Chapter 5.

4.9.4

It is agreed that the summary of potential environmental impacts on heritage
assets, and the significance of effect is fairly and accurately presented in Table
5.24 of Volume 3, Chapter 5.

4.10

Inter-relationships

4.10.1

It is agreed that the assessment undertaken and detailed in Volume 3, Chapter
11: Inter-related Effects Onshore is fair and accurate, and provides an accurate
description of the likely inter-related effects arising from the project on Historic
Environment receptors.

4.11

Cumulative impacts

4.11.1

It is agreed that the cumulative assessment for the historic environment, as
presented in Section 5.7 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, follows the advice given in
Version 2 of PINS Advice Note Nine: Rochdale Envelope (PINS, 2012) for
NSIPs.

4.11.2

It is agreed that the schemes listed in Table 5.23 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, and
also identified on Figure 5.2 in Volume 1, Chapter 5: EIA Methodology are
considered appropriate for inclusion in the cumulative impact assessment and
that no relevant scheme has been omitted from the list.

4.11.3

It is agreed that the findings of the cumulative impact assessment, as presented
in Sections 5.7.4 to 5.7.22 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, are fair and accurate in terms
of those schemes that have the potential for cumulative effects on the historic
environment.

4.12

Draft DCO

4.12.1

It is agreed that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to the historic environment, as listed in Tables 5.21
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and 5.22 and Section 5.6.50 of Volume 3, Chapter 5, are accurately captured in
Annex 4.3.5 Code of Construction Practice (PINS document reference 7.4.3.5),
which forms part of the DCO submission.
4.12.2

It is agreed that draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 10 adequately sets
out the requirement that no part of the development will commence in the area of
a local planning authority until a Code of Construction Practice relating to the
works has be submitted to and approved by the relevant local planning authority.

4.12.3

It is agreed that draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 8 adequately sets out
the requirement that no part of the works may commence until a written scheme
for the investigation 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.

4.12.4

It is agreed that, in relation to the subject areas covered by this SoCG, the
articles of the draft DCO and the requirements set out in Part 3 of Schedule A of
the draft DCO are appropriate and reasonable for the project.
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5

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT

5.1

Introduction

5.1.1

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

5.1.2

The assessment of potential impacts on traffic and transport is contained in
Volume 3, Chapter 7 of the Environmental Statement (PINS document reference
7.3.7) which was included with the DCO application made to the PINS on 30 July
2013 and which was accepted on 22 August 2013.

5.1.3

The following sections of this SoCG set out those aspects of the Environmental
Statement that relate to traffic and transport that are agreed. This follows the
structure outlined in Section 1.2.

5.1.4

Unless otherwise stated, all references to paragraphs and tables in this section
refer to the Environmental Statement Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport.

5.1.5

Agreement is sought from both LCC and LCC Highways Authority on each of the
headings listed below. Where LCC is referred to, it is understood that LCC
Highways Authority is included within this reference.

5.1.6

It is agreed that, where the points of agreement set out in the following sections
refer to sections of the Environmental Statement 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 unless otherwise
indicated, all references in this section are to Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport of the Environmental Statement or Annexes 6.7.1 – 6.7.8.

5.2

Policy Context

5.2.1

It is agreed that the Overarching National Policy Statement (NPS) for Energy
(EN-1), when read in combination with other relevant NPS, is the primary policy
document in relation to traffic and transport where policy is being applied under
the Planning Act 2008.

5.2.2

It is agreed that the analysis of NPS EN-1 provided in Section 7.3 and Table 7.1
of Volume 3, Chapter 7 accurately details the relevant policy in relation to traffic
and transport and how it has been adequately considered within the assessment
in Volume 3, Chapter 7.

5.2.3

It is agreed that the Environmental Statement has appropriately considered and
referred to other relevant policy, guidance and legislation relating to traffic and
transport, as identified in Table 7.2 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, in preparing the
impact assessment.
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5.3

Consultation

5.3.1

It is agreed that Table 7.3 of Volume 3, Chapter 7 presents a fair and accurate
description of the consultation undertaken with LCC which relates to traffic and
transport.

5.3.2

It is agreed that, as outlined in Section 7.4 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, LCC have
been consulted on and have agreed to the detailed scope of the traffic and
transport environmental assessment, and have agreed to the scope of Annex
6.7.1. Transport Assessment (PINS document reference 7.6.7.1).

5.4

Study Area

5.4.1

It is agreed that the study area used for the traffic and transport assessment, as
detailed in Section 7.2 and Figure 7.1 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, comprises all
areas identified by LCC and it is acceptable for the purposes of the impact
assessment within the LCC administrative area.

5.5

Existing Environment

5.5.1

It is agreed that the characterisation of the baseline environment contained
within Section 7.5 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, is an accurate description of the
existing transport network within the study area.

5.6

Methodology

5.6.1

Characterisation of the existing environment within the study area in relation to
traffic and transport was informed by a series of site visits to audit transport
networks and links, and to review proposed access points. A review of personal
injury road traffic accident records and current bus services and cycle routes in
the area was also undertaken. Baseline traffic flow was established using data
obtained from LCC for their road network within the study area, and from
additional traffic surveys on those links expected to be used by traffic associated
with the project.

5.6.2

An overview of this survey programme is provided in Section 7.5 of Volume 3,
Chapter 7 and in the associated annexes in Volume 6, in particular Annex 6.7.1
Transport Assessment.

5.6.3

It is agreed that the methodology detailed in Section 7.5 and Sections 7.6.4 to
7.6.23 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, established in consultation with LCC, was
suitable and achieved the primary aim of characterising the study area within
LCC’s jurisdiction to inform the EIA.

5.6.4

It is agreed that the scoping of Annex 6.7.1 Transport Assessment as
established in consultation with LCC, including the study area used, was
appropriate and achieved the primary aim of characterising the study area within
LCC’s jurisdiction to inform the EIA.
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5.6.5

It is agreed that HGV access routes to the cable corridor have been fully
appraised in Sections 7.5.11 to 7.5.66 and Figure 7.2 of Volume 3, Chapter 7,
and that existing vehicle restrictions and restrictions on streetworks in the LCC
administrative area have been accurately presented in Sections 7.5.67 to 7.5.69.

5.6.6

It is agreed that a full analysis of road safety records within the local area and on
the routes proposed for use to access the cable corridor has been undertaken,
and LCC concerns have been considered, as presented in Sections 7.5.73 to
7.5.80 of Volume 3, Chapter 7.

5.6.7

It is agreed that seasonal variations in traffic flows on the A1031 have been
considered in Section 7.5.71 of Volume 3, Chapter 7 and Annex 6.7.1: Transport
Assessment and will not alter the conclusions drawn about the suitability of using
shuttle working to lay cables across the A1031.

5.6.8

It is agreed that the assessment of the significance of potential impacts relating
to traffic and transport was carried out in accordance with the appropriate
guidance, which is the Guidelines for Transport Assessment. This guidance
relates to the description of existing transport conditions, the assessment of
highway safety and public transport services, the identification of traffic growth
forecasts, the derivation of generated traffic and the distribution and assignment
of traffic.

5.7

‘Worst case’ definition

5.7.1

It is agreed that a realistic worst case development scenario has been
established according to the Design Envelope principles, using project
specification details given in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the
Environmental Statement.

5.7.2

It is agreed that each of the maximum adverse scenarios relating to each of the
potential impacts relating to traffic and transport during all development phases,
as defined in Table 7.6 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, are appropriate for assessing the
maximum likely impacts relating to traffic and transport. In addition, it is agreed
that the scenarios identified are clearly described and sufficiently justified.

5.7.3

It is agreed that, with the information available at the current time, for the
purposes of traffic and transport, the likely worst case scenario for
decommissioning within the LCC administrative area is to assume the cable will
remain in situ with ends sealed.

5.7.4

It is agreed that no other project permutations, when considering the details set
out in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the Environmental Statement,
could lead to any greater effect relating to traffic and transport than the worst
case scenarios set out in Table 7.6 of Volume 3, Chapter 7.
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5.8

Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements

5.8.1

It is agreed that the designed-in mitigation measures adopted as part of the
project in relation to traffic and transport, as presented in Table 7.11 of Volume
3, Chapter 7, are sufficient to reduce the potential for impacts relating to traffic
and transport during each stage of development.

5.8.2

It is agreed that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to traffic and transport, as listed in Table 7.11 and
Sections 7.6.39 to 7.6.42 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, are accurately captured in
Annex 4.3.5 Code of Construction Practice (PINS document reference 7.4.3.5),
which forms part of the DCO submission.

5.8.3

It is agreed the A16 will be crossed by the onshore cable route using an ‘open
cut’ crossing method and appropriate mitigation measures have been agreed
with LCC Highways Authority to ensure the works will not lead to significant
delays, including shuttle working as described in Section 7.6.59 of Volume 3,
Chapter 7.

5.8.4

It is agreed that video condition surveys will be undertaken before the start of
works and after the substantial completion of works on minor links used by HGVs
to access the cable route. It is agreed that damage to the highway caused by
construction traffic associated with Project One will be repaired.

5.8.5

It is agreed that the potential impacts relating to traffic and transport during the
construction phase include plant and materials associated with the construction
of the cable route, compounds and side accesses being transported by road, and
that these are accurately described in Sections 7.6.43 to 7.6.107 of Volume 3,
Chapter 7.

5.8.6

It is agreed that the potential impacts relating to traffic and transport during the
operational phase include occasional traffic movements to monitor and maintain
the cable route and that these are accurately described in Sections 7.6.108 to
7.6.120 of Volume 3, Chapter 7.

5.8.7

It is agreed that the summary of potential environmental impacts in relation to
traffic and transport, and the significance of effect is fairly and accurately
presented in Table 7.15 of Volume 3, Chapter 7.

5.8.8

It is agreed that the significance of effect for each potential impact is predicted to
be not significant in relation to Traffic and Transport during all phases of
development.

5.9

Inter-relationships

5.9.1

It is agreed that the assessment undertaken and detailed in Volume 3, Chapter
11: Inter-related Effects Onshore is fair and accurate, and provides an accurate
description of the likely inter-related effects arising from the project on traffic and
transport receptors in Table 11.7. It is agreed that the conclusion that the scope
for project lifetime effects on local drivers and pedestrians is limited is accurate.
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5.10

Cumulative impacts

5.10.1

It is agreed that the cumulative assessment for traffic and transport, as presented
in Section 7.7 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, follows the advice given in Version 2 of
PINS Advice Note Nine: Rochdale Envelope (PINS, 2012) for NSIPs.

5.10.2

It is agreed that the schemes listed in Table 7.14 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, and
identified on Figure 5.2 in Volume 1, Chapter 5: EIA Methodology are considered
appropriate for inclusion in the cumulative impact assessment, and that no
relevant scheme has been omitted from the list.

5.10.3

It is agreed that the findings of the cumulative impact assessment, as presented
in Sections 7.7.5 to 7.7.18 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, are fair and accurate in terms
of those schemes that have the potential for cumulative effects on transport
networks.

5.11

Draft DCO

5.11.1

It is agreed that the mitigation measures that will be adopted to minimise
potential impacts in relation to traffic and transport, as listed in Table 7.11 and
Sections 7.6.39 to 7.6.42 of Volume 3, Chapter 7, are accurately captured in the
Annex 4.3.5 Code of Construction Practice (PINS document reference 7.4.3.5),
which forms part of the DCO submission.

5.11.2

It is agreed that draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 10 adequately sets
out the requirement that no part of the development will commence in the area of
a local planning authority until a Code of Construction Practice relating to the
works has be submitted to and approved by the relevant local planning authority.

5.11.3

It is agreed that draft DCO Schedule A Part 3 Requirement 14 adequately sets
out the requirement that no use of highway accesses or alteration to same in
relation to the development is permitted until written details have been submitted
to and approved by the relevant local planning authority.

5.11.4

It is agreed that Articles 9 to 14 of the draft DCO relating to streets are
appropriate and reasonable for the project.

5.11.5

It is agreed that, in relation to the subject areas covered by this SoCG, the
articles of the draft DCO and the requirements set out in Part 3 of Schedule A of
the draft DCO are appropriate and reasonable for the project.
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6

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – MARINE PROCESSES

6.1

Introduction

6.1.1

In Volume 2, Chapter 1 of the Environmental Statement the Applicant has
considered the proposed project in relation to marine and seabed physical
processes, geology and geomorphology, hydrodynamics, seabed sediments,
bathymetry, tides and waves.

6.1.2

The following sections of this SoCG set out those aspects of the Environmental
Statement that relate to marine processes that have been agreed between the
parties. This follows the structure outlined in Section 1.2.

6.1.3

It is agreed that, where the agreements set out in the following sections refer to
sections of the Environmental Statement 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 unless otherwise indicated, all
references in this section are to Volume 2, Chapter 1 of the Environmental
Statement.

6.2

Policy Context

6.2.1

It is agreed that the Overarching National Policy Statement (NPS) for Energy
(EN-1), when read in combination with other relevant NPS, is the primary policy
document in relation to effects upon marine processes where policy is being
applied under the Planning Act 2008.

6.2.2

It is agreed that the NPS for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (NPS EN-3)
describes the principal issues that are of relevance for the assessment of
offshore wind farms on marine processes (paragraphs 2.6.191 to 2.6.194 of EN3).

6.2.3

It is agreed that the policy analysis contained within Volume 2, Chapter 1 (Tables
1.1, 1.2 and 1.3) of the Environmental Statement accurately details relevant
policy in relation to marine processes and how it has been addressed within
Volume 2, Chapter 1.

6.2.4

It is agreed that the Environmental Statement has considered and referred to
other relevant guidance documents and appropriate national and international
legislation in relation to the potential impacts on marine processes in preparing
the impact assessment.

6.2.5

It is agreed that the Environmental Statement contains a complete assessment of
all the potential direct and indirect impacts on marine processes that ought to be
included for this type of development within this site, and as required by the NPS
and any other policy or guidance considered relevant.
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6.3

Methodology

6.3.1

Characterisation of the existing environment in the study area was informed by
available project specific data and other publically available information. An
overview of Project specific data and reports is provided in Volume 2, Chapter 1
of the Environmental Statement (Table 1.5). In addition, modelling was
undertaken in order to assess the effects and impacts of the proposed project on
marine processes, the approach to which is detailed in paragraphs 1.5.13 to
1.5.20 of Volume 2, Chapter 1 of the Environmental Statement.

6.3.2

It is agreed that the methodology undertaken to characterise the existing
environment around the Project with respect to marine processes, as set out in
paragraphs 1.5.1 to 1.5.20 of Volume 1, Chapter 2, provides an appropriate
approach to describing the baseline environment.

6.3.3

It is agreed that the modelling tools used for the assessment, as detailed in Table
1.7 and paragraphs 1.5.13 to 1.5.20 (Volume 2, Chapter 1) of the Environmental
Statement, are appropriate and fit for purpose for the use in the assessment
process.

6.3.4

It is agreed that the assessment methodology detailed in paragraphs 1.6.5 to
1.6.13 takes account of relevant guidance and is appropriate in order to
undertake the impact assessment.

6.4

Study Area

6.4.1

It is agreed that the marine processes study area defined in Volume 2, Chapter 1
Section 1.2 is acceptable for the purposes of describing the baseline environment
and understanding the potential impacts upon marine processes as a result of
the proposed project.

6.5

Existing Environment

6.5.1

It is agreed that the descriptions given in paragraphs 1.5.21 to 1.5.96 Volume 2,
Chapter 1 of the Environmental Statement provide an accurate and appropriate
characterisation of marine processes based on the existing data available from
available literature and site specific surveys.

6.6

‘Worst case’ definition

6.6.1

It is agreed that a realistic worst case development scenario has been
established according to the Design Envelope principles, using project
specification details given in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the
Environmental Statement.

6.6.2

It is agreed that the maximum adverse scenarios relating to each of the potential
impacts on marine processes during all phases of development, as defined in
Table 1.16 of Volume 2, Chapter 1 of the Environmental Statement, are
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appropriate for assessing the maximum likely adverse impacts on marine
processes.
6.6.3

It is agreed that the maximum adverse scenarios identified are clearly described
and sufficiently justified.

6.7

Assessment of impacts

6.7.1

It is agreed that paragraphs 1.6.14 to 1.6.248 of Volume 2, Chapter 1 of the
Environmental Statement presents an assessment of the potential impacts on
marine processes, arising from all stages of development, as per the
requirements detailed in the NPS.

6.7.2

It is agreed that, in accordance with the outcome of the assessment presented in
Volume 2, Chapter 1 of the Environmental Statement, there is limited potential for
a long term, significant impact upon marine processes and that the majority of
effects on marine processes are considered to be localised and short term.

6.7.3

It is agreed, that the potential impacts on marine processes associated with the
construction, operation and decommissioning of the Project are expected to be of
negligible to minor significance.

6.7.4

It is agreed that impacts on the shoreline and offshore sandbanks are considered
to be of negligible or minor adverse significance.

6.7.5

It is agreed that Table 1.24 of Volume 2, Chapter 1 presents an accurate
description, in summary form, of the residual potential impacts on marine
processes.

6.8

Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements/ Deemed
Marine Licence conditions

6.8.1

With respect to mitigation and monitoring measures it is agreed that given the
generally low level of significance ascribed to the predicted changes to marine
processes as a result of the construction, operation and decommissioning of the
project, no specific mitigation is required.

6.9

Cumulative impact

6.9.1

It is agreed that the projects scoped into the cumulative impact assessment, as
detailed in Volume 2, Chapter 1 of the Environmental Statement (Table 1.22), are
appropriate and reasonable in order to undertake the cumulative assessment for
marine processes and that no relevant project has been omitted from the
assessment.

6.9.2

It is agreed that the Design Envelope scenario considered within the assessment
of potential cumulative impacts on marine processes, as presented in Table 1.23
Volume 2, Chapter 1, is appropriate for assessing the maximum likely cumulative
impacts on marine processes.
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6.9.3

It is agreed that the project has sufficiently considered all of the potential
cumulative impacts to inform the assessment and that the outcome of the
cumulative assessment presented in Section 1.7 (Volume 2, Chapter 1) which
concludes that there are unlikely to be any significant impacts, is accurate.

6.10

Transboundary effects

6.10.1

It is agreed that the there is no potential for a transboundary effect with regard to
marine processes (including seabed features, sediments and water quality) from
the project on the interests of other European Economic Area (EEA) States.

6.11

Inter-relationships

6.11.1

It is agreed that the assessment undertaken and detailed in of the Environmental
Statement (Volume 1, Chapter 14) is appropriate, accurate, and that a negligible
impact on marine processes is predicted from the project with respect to interrelated impacts.

6.12

Draft DCO and Marine Licence

6.12.1

It is agreed that, in relation to the subject areas covered by this SoCG, the
articles of the draft DCO and the requirements set out in Part 3 of Schedule A of
the draft DCO are appropriate and reasonable for the project.
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7

ACCEPTED DATA / STATEMENTS – BENTHIC SUBTIDAL AND
INTERTIDAL ECOLOGY

7.1

Introduction

7.1.1

The assessment of potential impacts on intertidal ecology is contained in Volume
2, Chapter 2: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology (PINS document reference
7.2.2) which was included with the DCO application made to PINS on 30 July
2013 and which was accepted on 22 August 2013.

7.1.2

The following sections of this SoCG set out those aspects of the Environmental
Statement that relate to intertidal ecology that are agreed. This follows the
structure outlined in Section 1.2.

7.1.3

It is agreed that, where the agreements set out in the following sections refer to
sections of the Environmental Statement 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 unless otherwise
indicated, all references in this section are to Volume 2, Chapter 2 of the
Environmental Statement or Annex 5.2.2 of Volume 2, Chapter 2.

7.1.4

It is agreed that LCC will not comment on the bentihic and subtidal elements of
Volume 2, Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement or Annex 5.2.2 as this is in
relation to offshore elements of the project which are outwith the jurisdiction of
LCC.

7.2

Policy Context

7.2.1

It is agreed that the Overarching NPS for Energy (EN-1), when read in
combination with other relevant NPS, is the primary policy document in relation
to effects upon intertidal ecology where policy is being applied under the
Planning Act 2008.

7.2.2

It is agreed that the NPS for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (NPS EN-3)
describes the principal issues that are of relevance for the assessment of
offshore projects on intertidal ecology (paragraphs 2.6.64 to 2.6.67, 2.6.81 to
2.6.83 and 2.6.113 to 2.6.114).

7.2.3

It is agreed that the policy analysis contained within Volume 2, Chapter 2 (Tables
2.1 and 2.2) of the Environmental Statement accurately details relevant policy in
relation to intertidal ecology and how it has been addressed within Volume 2,
Chapter 2.

7.2.4

It is agreed that the Environmental Statement has considered and referred to all
other relevant guidance documents and appropriate national and international
legislation in relation to the potential impacts intertidal ecology in preparing the
impact assessment.

7.2.5

It is agreed that the Environmental Statement contains a complete assessment
of all the potential direct and indirect impacts on intertidal ecology that ought to
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be included for this type of development within this site, and as defined by the
NPSs’ and any other policy or guidance considered relevant.

7.3

Methodology

7.3.1

Characterisation of the existing environment in the study area was informed by
project specific surveys and a desktop study.

7.3.2

It is agreed that the methodology employed, and surveys used, to characterise
the existing environment around the Project with respect to intertidal ecology, as
set out in paragraphs 2.5.1 to 2.5.13 of Volume 2, Chapter 2, provides an
appropriate approach to describing the baseline environment.

7.3.3

It is agreed, with regard to the characterisation of habitats and biotopes of
conservation value in the intertidal, that the methods used to identify and assess
the potential for such habitats and biotopes was appropriate in assessing the
presence of those habitats in and around the project area.

7.3.4

It is agreed that the assessment methodology detailed in paragraphs 2.6.3 to
2.6.9 takes account of relevant guidance and is appropriate in order to undertake
the assessment of potential impacts upon intertidal ecology.

7.3.5

It is agreed that the intertidal ecology study area defined in Volume 2, Chapter 2:
Section 2.2 and illustrated in Figures 2.1 and 2.2, is acceptable for the purposes
of describing the baseline environment and understanding the potential impacts
upon intertidal ecology as a result of the proposed project.

7.4

Existing Environment

7.4.1

It is agreed that the descriptions given in paragraphs 2.5.14 to 2.5.48 Volume 2,
Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement provide an accurate and appropriate
characterisation of intertidal ecology based on the existing data available from
accessible literature and site specific surveys.

7.4.2

It is agreed that the descriptions of intertidal ecology baseline environment
describe sufficiently the distribution of biotopes of potential conservation interest,
specifically valued ecological receptors and Annex I habitats.

7.5

‘Worst case’ definition

7.5.1

It is agreed that a realistic worst case development scenario has been
established according to the Design Envelope principles, using project
specification details given in Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of the
Environmental Statement.

7.5.2

It is agreed that the maximum adverse scenarios relating to each of the potential
impacts on intertidal ecology during all phases of development, as defined in
Table 2.9 of Volume 2, Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement, are
appropriate for assessing the maximum likely adverse impacts intertidal ecology.
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7.5.3

It is agreed that the maximum adverse scenarios identified are clearly described
and sufficiently justified.

7.5.4

It is agreed that no other project permutations, when considering the details set
out in the Project Description in the Environmental Statement (Volume 1,
Chapter 3) could lead to any greater effect on intertidal ecology than the worst
case scenarios set out in Table 2.9.

7.6

Assessment of impacts

7.6.1

It is agreed that paragraphs 2.6.10 to 2.6.237 of Volume 2, Chapter 2 of the
Environmental Statement presents a detailed and accurate assessment of the
potential impacts on intertidal ecology, arising from all stages of development.

7.6.2

It is agreed that, in accordance with the outcome of the assessment presented in
Volume 2, Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement, the potential impacts
associated with the project will be of negligible to minor significance given the
generally localised nature of the effects.

7.6.3

It is agreed that, in accordance with the outcome of the assessment presented in
Volume 2, Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement, there will be no significant
effects on Annex I habitats in the Humber Estuary Special Area of Conservation
(SAC).

7.6.4

It is agreed that Table 2.22 of Volume 2, Chapter 2 presents an accurate
description, in summary form, of the residual potential impacts on intertidal
ecology.

7.6.5

It is agreed the Landfall Assessment (Volume 5, Annex 5.1.7) accurately states
any changes to beach morphology are likely to be temporary and reversible
(Paragraph 4. 2.15) and that there are no potential adverse impacts on the
Northcoates Points Lagoon.

7.6.6

It is agreed that the significance of effect for each potential impact is predicted to
be not significant in relation to intertidal ecology during all phases of
development.

7.7

Agreed mitigation measures / DCO requirements/ Deemed
Marine Licence conditions

7.7.1

It is agreed that designed-in mitigation measures adopted as part of the project
in order to reduce the potential impacts on intertidal communities are presented
in Table 2.13 of Volume 2, Chapter 2 and that they are acceptable and
appropriate to the Project design as outlined in Table 2.9.

7.7.2

It is agreed that the measures outlined in Table 2.13 of Volume 2, Chapter 2 are
also included in the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) Volume 4, Annex
4.3.5 of the Environmental Statement.
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7.8

Cumulative impacts

7.8.1

It is agreed that the projects scoped into the cumulative impact assessment, as
detailed in Volume 2, Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement (Table 2.16),
are appropriate and reasonable in order to undertake the cumulative assessment
for intertidal ecology and that no relevant project has been omitted from the
assessment.

7.8.2

It is agreed that the Design Envelope scenario considered within the assessment
of potential cumulative impacts on intertidal ecology, as presented in Table 2.17
Volume 2, Chapter 2 is appropriate for assessing the maximum likely cumulative
impacts on intertidal ecology.

7.8.3

It is agreed that the project has sufficiently considered all of the potential
cumulative impacts to inform the assessment and that the outcome of the
cumulative assessment which concludes that there are unlikely to be any
significant impacts on subtidal and intertidal ecology, is accurate.

7.9

Transboundary effects

7.9.1

It is agreed that the there is no potential for a transboundary effect with regard to
intertidal ecology from the project on the interests of other EEA States.

7.10

Inter-relationships

7.10.1

It is agreed that the assessment undertaken and detailed in the Environmental
Statement (Volume 1, Chapter 14) is appropriate, accurate, and that there is not
anticipated to be any significant inter-related impacts on intertidal ecology as a
result of the project.

7.11

Draft DCO and Marine Licence

7.11.1

It is agreed that, in relation to the subject areas covered by this SoCG, the
articles of the draft DCO and the requirements set out in Part 3 of Schedule A of
the draft DCO are appropriate and reasonable for the project.

7.11.2

It is agreed that Requirement 10 of the draft DCO is acceptable in requiring the
Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Volume 4, Annex 4.3.5 of the
Environmental Statement) to be submitted to and approved by the local planning
authority and adhered to.

7.11.3

It is agreed that Conditions 14 and 16 in Part 2 of draft deemed Marine Licence 4
which concern pre and post construction survey requirements of the extent of
any benthic communities or benthos constituting Annex 1 Habitat in relation to
the offshore export cable, offshore HVAC reactive compensation substation and
intertidal works are acceptable.

7.11.4

It is agreed that the conditions set out in draft deemed Marine Licence 4
contained in Schedule H of the draft DCO are appropriate and reasonable for
matters relating to intertidal ecology.
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8

ACCEPTED
DATA
AND
STATEMENTS
REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT

–

HABITATS

8.1.1

It is agreed that, as a matter of law, where a likely significant effect on a site of
European importance is predicted to arise from a proposed application then the
Secretary of State is required to undertake an Appropriate Assessment (AA)
before permission may be granted. The requirements for AA are set out in the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) and
Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats & c.) Regulations 2007 (as
amended) (“Habitats Regulations”). The ExA’s expectations are set out in PINS
Advice Note 10: Habitat Regulations Assessment relevant to nationally
significant infrastructure projects.

8.1.2

It is agreed that the assessment presented in the HRA addresses the
requirements, in respect of the Project, under regulation 5(2)(g) of The
Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure)
Regulations 2009 to provide a report identifying any European site to which
regulation 48 of the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 and
the equivalent provisions of the Habitats Regulations applies, or any Ramsar
site, which may be affected by the proposed development, together with
sufficient information that will enable the commission to make an appropriate
assessment of the implications for the site if required by regulation 48(1) or the
equivalent provisions of the Habitats Regulations.

8.1.3

It is agreed that the outcome of the HRA, which predicts there to be no adverse
effect on the integrity of Natura 2000 sites as a result of construction, operation
and decommissioning of the Project offshore and onshore components, either
alone or in-combination with other plans and projects, is accurate.

8.1.4

It is agreed that Requirement 9 of the draft DCO is acceptable in requiring an
ecological management plan to be submitted to and approved by the local
planning authority, in consultation with the Environment Agency, and adhered to.

8.1.5

It is agreed that the contents of the draft ecological management plan Volume 6,
Annex 6.3.12 of the Environmental Statement are acceptable (PINS document
reference 7.6.3.12).
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9

PROPERTY AND LAND ISSUES

9.1.1

It is agreed that the properties listed by LCC in Section 2.3.3 of this SoCG have
no interaction with the project.
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10

MATTERS UNDER DISCUSSION

10.1.1

It is agreed that based on the agreed statements made in sections 3, 6, 8 and 9
of this SoCG all concerns raised by LCC in their relevant representation (see
Section 2.3.3) have been suitably addressed by the Applicant.

10.1.2

There is one area of outstanding disagreement between LCC and SMart Wind in
relation to the DCO application for the Project in relation to Historic Environment
as stated in paragraph 4.6.2 of this SoCG. The specific issue under discussion
relates to the archaeological evaluation undertaken as part of the submission.
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GLOSSARY
Term

Definition

The Project

All aspects of the proposals identified in the application

(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.

Cumulative effects

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

Cumulative impacts

Impacts that result from incremental 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 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
(expressed as the ‘significance of effect’), which is
determined by correlating the magnitude of the impact to the
importance, or sensitivity, of the receptor or resource in
accordance with defined significance criteria.
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Term

Definition

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).

Inter-related effects

Multiple effects on the same receptor arising from Project
One. These occur either where a single effect acts on a
receptor over time to produce a potential additive effect or
where a number of separate effects, such as noise and
habitat loss, affect a single receptor, for example marine
mammals.

National Policy
Statement (NPS)

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

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.

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 switchgear, electrical reactors and other
electrical equipment.

Project One

The first offshore wind farm project within the Hornsea
Round 3 Zone. It has a maximum capacity of 1.2 gigawatts
(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.
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