North Lincolnshire Council’s Answers to Examining Authority’s second round of written questions
and requests for information for Hornsea Offshore Wind Farm (Zone 4) - Project Two.
Question LH15
Section 5 of the SoCG between the applicant and Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) in relation to
onshore heritage refers to a disagreement in relation to completion of the agreed programme of
archaeological trial trenching evaluation in respect of non-designated archaeological remains.
a)

Do HE and the local authorities agree with the applicant that the trenching undertaken to
date combined with the various non-intrusive surveys has characterised the archaeology of
the proposed cable route?

b)

Is this sufficient to properly assess the heritage interest of the proposed development.

c)

Is this sufficient information to be able to propose appropriate mitigation?

d)

Does the applicant’s commitment, (in Table 6.22 of Volume 3, Chapter 6: Historic
Environment (APP-048a)) 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 (paras 5.1.3 and 5.1.4 of the SoCG) (REP2-033 and REP2-035)
represent a satisfactory response to the issue?

e)

If not please state why not and how the DCO could secure this work if it is deemed
necessary?

Answer
a)

The SoCG between the applicant and North Lincolnshire Council (NLC) also refers to this
matter as not agreed.
NLC cannot agree that the trial trenching to date has characterized the archaeology given
that there has been no evaluation, either geophysical survey and/or trial trenching, in a
number of areas along the cable route. We consider that evaluation comprising geophysical
survey followed by trial trenching is required prior to the determination of the DCO, in the
following areas:
i)

The area to the east of Habrough Road and north of Faulding Lane (between plots
105 & 107 though for clarity these plots lie to the west of Habrough Road where the
route of Project 1 diverges from that of Project 2). This area includes the cable route
and the Temporary Construction Compound 24-C2 1, 2, 3 (see Sheet 26 Project
One/Project Two Interface ES vol 4 Annex 4.5.4; PINS document ref 7.4.5.4). Overall
this area is c. 5ha.

ii)

The Trenchless Construction Compound 25-C1a 3 in Plot 113 (Sheet 27 Project
One/Project Two Interface ES vol 4 Annex 4.5.4; PINS document ref 7.4.5.4), c.
0.5ha; the Romano-British settlement identified in Plot 112 to the southwest is likely
to continue into this area.
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iii)

The Compensation Compound 25-C3 2, 3 in Plot 112A (Sheet 27 Project One/Project
Two Interface ES vol 4 Annex 4.5.4; PINS document ref 7.4.5.4), c.0.5ha.

iv)

The Temporary Construction Compound 26-C1 1,2,3 and Temporary Access 26-A2
1,2,3 (Sheet 28 Project One/Project Two Interface ES vol 4 Annex 4.5.4; PINS
document ref 7.4.5.4), c.1ha.

v)

To the north of Chase Hill Road, the cable route through plot 134; the
Compensation Compound 27-C5 2, 3; Temporary Construction Compound 27-C1 2,3
and the southwest edge of the Converter/Substation site (Sheet 29 Project
One/Project Two Interface ES vol 4 Annex 4.5.4; PINS document ref 7.4.5.4); c.3.5ha

b)

NLC consider that the works undertaken to date are not sufficient to properly assess the
heritage interest of the proposed development, as stated above geophysical survey followed
by trial trenching as appropriate is required to properly assess the heritage interest of these
areas.

c)

NLC considers that the works undertaken to date are not sufficient to be able to propose
appropriate mitigation. Without the completion of the evaluation to identify and
characterize the significance of any further archaeological sites in these areas, it is not
possible to assess the impact of the development, nor propose what mitigation is
appropriate. In the event that trial trenching indicates that remains of national significance
would be harmed by the development, mitigation to conserve that significance may require
in situ preservation, avoiding any damage to remains, and require localized redesign of the
site layout.

d)

NLC considers that the applicant’s commitment in Table 6.22 of Volume 3, Chapter 6:
Historic Environment (APP-048a) does not represent a satisfactory response to the issue.

e)

In the event of remains of national significance being identified post-determination of the
DCO it is difficult to see how the requirements of the DCO could accommodate a potential
redesign to secure in situ preservation of such remains within the order limits.
Where the evaluation revealed remains of less than national importance and preservation
by record was considered appropriate, the local authority would wish to have this
information to agree the details of the mitigation prior to the determination. It is important
that sufficient time is allowed within the pre-construction programme for the recording
works to be carried out to an adequate standard without causing delay to the construction;
if the location and extent of these works is not known pre-determination, this provision will
be difficult for the local authority to enforce.

Question LH16
The applicant believes that following the geophysical survey in the area to the east of Habrough
Road (between Plots 105 and 107) and of Plots 121, 127, 134 and 141 the further trial trenching, with
further mitigation as applicable, (proposed as mitigation within Volume 3, Chapter 6 Historic
Environment (APP-048a)), is appropriate for Plots 121, 127, 134 and 141 to the North of Chase Hill
Road and for the east of Habrough Road between Plots 105 and 107.
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Furthermore, the applicant believes that Requirement 6 of the draft DCO secures this mitigation
adequately (REP2-035), but North Lincolnshire Council and Lincolnshire County Council disagree
(REP2-033 and REP2-035)
Will the applicant explain:
a)

why it is not necessary to undertake this geophysical survey work in the examination period;

b)

how long the survey work might take; and

c)

provide wording to ensure that if it is not carried out prior to the Secretary of State’s decision
on the DCO, the survey work is secured in the DCO for early implementation?

Answer
This question is directed to the Local Authorities and the applicant, but the question explicitly states
that it is to the applicant, and is worded as such. To avoid duplication NLC do not wish to make any
further comment over and above the answers to question LH15 above.
Question LH17
The applicant has provided at Deadline 2a visualisations of the worst case scenario visual impact of
the two main buildings at the electrical transmission stations in Works 8A and 8B if the mode of
transmission is HVDC (REP2A-011).
a)

Do HE and the local authorities have any further comment to make on the visual impact of
these structures specifically and with reference to the setting of listed buildings and schedule
monuments in the vicinity and the adequacy of the proposed mitigation?

b)

With particular reference to Thornton Abbey and Manor Farm Moated Site East Halton – if
further mitigation is required what form should it take?

Answer
The Inspectors' following question LH18 to the applicant is useful in this respect that is to explain the
maximum and relative heights of the HVDC station to the Project One equivalent.
With regard to Manor Farm Moated site, East Halton the visualisations indicate the visual impact of
the massing and intrusion of industrial development into the setting of the scheduled monument.
Mitigation of this adverse impact is not proposed in the ES other than landscape planting at the
HVDC site. The council considers that more effective screening could be provided between the
monument environs and the proposed development. Gapping up and planting of trees along the
hedgerow boundary visible in the Existing and Proposed HVDC View of the Deadline 2a
visualisations, together with planting of a number of strategically located mature tree specimens
within this field could more effectively screen the proposed development.
Similarly, judicious planting between Thornton Abbey and the proposed development could do
much to screen the visual impact of the proposed development in the key views when emerging
through the gatehouse entrance, looking across the longitudinal access of the remains of the church
and from the upper floors of the gatehouse and curtain wall.
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North Lincolnshire Local Plan saved policy LC20 South Humber Bank Landscape Initiative provides for
industry to contribute to such opportunities to improve the local environment, including screening,
field boundary management and tree and hedge planting, with new planting carefully positioned for
maximum effect. Humber INCA is the organization set up to work with the South Humber Bank
industries to manage and improve nature conservation in the area. Whilst the suggested mitigation
for off-site planting to mitigate the impacts on the scheduled monuments is obviously dependent on
landowner permission and cooperation, Humber INCA is well placed to facilitate this negotiation. In
November 2014 we suggested to the applicant that they consider working with Humber INCA to
achieve the desirable mitigation.
Question LH20
a)

Has the hedgerows plan for Hornsea Project 1 been signed off by the local authorities?

b)

If so, has Hornsea Project 1 undertaken studies to determine which hedgerows to remove?

c)

If so, could this information, as has been the case for archaeological information, be used to
assist Hornsea Project 2?

d)

Has a protocol been agreed between the applicant and the local authorities on (i) relevant
criteria for hedgerow removal, and (ii) which hedgerows to remove?

Answer
NLC can confirm that the submission of details for the discharge of the DCO requirements for
Hornsea Project One (hedgerows fall under requirement 8) are currently under consideration.
Question CL22
Please provide an update on the application to North Lincolnshire Council for a Certificate of
Lawfulness, including screening opinion given (dated 23/07/15) and application documents, in
respect of the routes for cable connections to the Killingholme Sub-station and any negotiations with
the land owners required to secure appropriate land rights for the installation?
Answer
NLC can confirm that a Screening Opinion for the construction, installation, maintenance and
operation of an underground electrical grid connection and associated infrastructure was adopted
on the 22/07/2015 which concluded that the proposed development was not considered to
constitute EIA Development. Please see copy of Screening Opinion attached.
SCR/2015/0026 Screening Opinion to install and operate an underground gas supply pipe (up to
4.4km in length and 0.4 m in diameter) and associated infrastructure to connect to a high pressure
gas supply for the supply of natural gas to the North Killingholme Power Station is under
consideration.
PA/2015/1026 Application for the certificate of lawful development for a proposed electrical grid
connection, Centrica Energy, Access Roads to Power off Chase Hill Road, North Killingholme has
been approved. Please see copy attached.
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PA/2015/0398 Planning permission for a cable route amendment as an alternative to the current
route where it connects to the existing National Grid substation at North Killingholme, Land west of
Power Station, North Killingholme has been approved. Please see copy attached.
NLC can also confirm that conditions have been imposed that ensure that the same protective
provisions imposed on the DCO have been imposed on the above Planning Permission.
Question SE12
What are the current socio-economic impacts monitoring provisions anticipated by the applicant and
the local authorities for Hornsea Project 2?
Answer
For the avoidance of duplication please refer to the SoCG paragraphs 3.1.28 to 3.1.32, the socio
economic section of the LIR and Requirement 18 of the Draft DCO.
Question DC33
a)

Do NE, MMO and the local authorities consider that they have sufficient information on the
principles and parameters to be used in drafting the Ecological Management Plan (EMP) to
be confident that the submitted plan will be capable of approval?

b)

Do they consider that they have or will have sufficient information and assurances about
monitoring to be confident that the submitted EMP will be monitored adequately?

c)

Do they consider that they will have sufficient information to be confident about the
enforcement of the EMP?

Answer
NLC can confirm that there is sufficient information on the principles and parameters to be used in
drafting the Ecological Management Plan (EMP) to be confident that the submitted plan is capable of
approval and that there is sufficient assurances that the EMP will be monitored and enforced
adequately. Please see submitted SoCG for further details.
Question DC34
a)

Do NE, MMO and the local authorities consider that they have sufficient information on the
principles and parameters to be used in drafting the CoCP to be confident that the submitted
code will be capable of approval?

b)

Do they consider that they have or will have sufficient information and assurances about
monitoring to be confident that the submitted CoCP will be monitored adequately?

c)

Do they consider that they will have sufficient information to be confident about the
enforcement of the CoCP?

Answer
NLC can confirm that:
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a)

When considering the Environmental Health concerns, there is sufficient information on the
principles and parameters to be used in drafting the CoCP to be confident that the
submitted code can be capable of approval once it has been updated to take account of the
relevant up to date details for construction methods, mitigation and monitoring.

b)

At this stage NLC only have the outline CoCP so there is not currently sufficient information
and assurances about details of monitoring to state whether monitoring will be adequate.
However, the outline CoCP provides a suitable basis for agreement of the details of
monitoring for this to be addressed through Requirement 8. This includes provision for
written schemes for the management and monitoring of dust and noise to be agreed with
the local authorities before construction begins.

c)

For the Environmental Health concerns the outline CoCP provides a suitable basis allowing
for agreement of the details to give confidence that the approved CoCP would be
enforceable.

Please also see submitted SoCG for further details.
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