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Dear East Anglia One North and East Anglia Two Case Teams,
 
Project Reference: EA1N - EN010077 and EA2 - EN010078
East Suffolk Council Interested Party Reference: EA1N – 20023870 and EA2 - 20023871
 
I have attached East Suffolk Council’s submissions to Deadline 5 for both the EA1N and EA2
examinations. The submissions include:

Summary of ESC Oral Case ISH3
Summary of ESC Oral Case ISH4
Summary of ESC Oral Case ISH5
Summary of ESC Oral Case ISH6
Response to Hearing Actions Points ISH3, ISH4, ISH5 and ISH6
Comments on Applicants’ Additional Information submitted at Deadline 4

 
ESC provided comments in relation to the draft DCOs submitted at Deadline 3 in our
Deadline 4 response (REP4-059), we have also provided comments within our summary of
oral case for ISH6. Further comments will be provided once further revised draft DCOS are
submitted by the Applicants.
 
If you have any questions regarding this submission please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Kind regards
 
Naomi
 

Naomi Goold BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI |
Senior Energy Projects Officer
East Suffolk Council
|
www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk
 
East Suffolk Council will continue to review and prioritise the
delivery of its services during this unprecedented time. 
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The Planning Act 2008 


 


East Anglia One North (EA1N) and East Anglia Two (EA2) Offshore Wind Farms 


 


Planning Inspectorate Reference: EA1N – EN010077 & EA2 – EN010078 


 


Deadline 5 - 3 February 2021 


 


East Suffolk Council’s Summary of Oral Case - Issue Specific Hearing 3 
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Issue Specific Hearing 3 (19 January 2021) – Biodiversity and Habitat Regulations Assessment 


 


Examining Authority’s Question   East Suffolk Council’s Summary of Oral Case 


    


Agenda Item 1 – Welcome, introductions and arrangements for these Issue Specific Hearings 3 


    


Agenda Item 2 – Effects on offshore ornithology (including HRA considerations) 


a) Red-Throated Diver of the Outer Thames Estuary 


Special Protection Area (SPA)  


i. Update on the status of agreement between the 


Applicants and nature conservation bodies.  


ii. The Applicants’ Deadline 3 Red-Throated Diver 


assessment for East Anglia ONE North [REP3-


049] and offshore order limits reduction [REP3-


052], [REP3-073].  


iii. Elaboration of Natural England’s response to 


[REP3-049] and [REP3-052], as summarised in 


[REP3-113] and [REP3-117], and any additional 


comments submitted at Deadline 4. 


iv. The Applicants’ response to the position of 


Natural England. 


v. Best practice protocol for minimising 


disturbance to Red-Throated Diver [REP3-074] 


and Deadline 4 responses to it. 


vi. Offshore In-Principle Monitoring Plan [REP3-


040; REP3-041] and Deadline 4 responses to it. 


 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to Natural 


England (NE) and the RSPB. 
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b) Kittiwake, Gannet, Guillemot, Razorbill and seabird 


assemblage of the Flamborough & Filey Coast SPA  


i. Update on the status of agreement between the 


Applicants and nature conservation bodies. 


ii. Elaboration of Natural England’s response to 


[REP2-006], as summarised in [REP3-116] and 


[REP3-117], and any additional comments 


submitted at Deadline 4. 


iii. Implications for the East Anglia ONE North and 


East Anglia TWO assessments of the Secretary of 


State’s decision1 to grant development consent 


for the Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind 


Farm project.  


iv. Natural England and the MMO’s position on the 


wider applicability of the approach to securing 


HRA compensation measures in the made 


Hornsea Three Offshore Wind Farm Order 20202 


, specifically Article 45 and Schedule 14, should 


they be required. 


 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE and 


the RSPB. 


c) Lesser Black-Backed Gull (LBBG) of the Alde-Ore 


Estuary SPA 


i. Update on the status of agreement between the 


Applicants and nature conservation bodies. 


ii. Drawing on the Applicants’ response [section 1.4 


of REP3-070] to Natural England’s comments 


[section 1 of REP2-052] on the apportioning 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE and 


the RSPB. 
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methodology for LBBG of the Alde-Ore Estuary 


SPA, and any further position from Natural 


England submitted at D4. 


 


d) The Applicants’ ‘without prejudice’ HRA derogation 


cases and compensatory measures 


i. Drawing on Deadline 3 submissions [REP3-053] 


[REP3-054] 3 and any responses to them at 


Deadline 4. 


ii. Approaches to securing ‘without prejudice’ 


compensation measures within the draft 


DCO/DMLs (notwithstanding the Applicants’ 


intention to provide further detail on 


compensation at Deadline 5). 


 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE. 


e) Any other offshore ornithology matters. 


 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE and 


the RSPB. 


 


    


Agenda Item 3 – Effects on subtidal and intertidal benthic ecology 


Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) as a 


supporting habitat for qualifying features 


a) The Applicant and Natural England to set out their 


position on HRA findings and any work on going to 


address areas of disagreement.  


b) Natural England to set out their position on the 


Applicant’s D3 Clarification Note: Effects on 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE and 


the Marine Management Organisation (MMO). 
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Supporting Habitats of Outer Thames Estuary SPA 


[REP3-059] and whether the submission addresses 


concerns raised that sandwave levelling is likely to 


have a significant effect on the interest features of 


the Outer Thames Estuary SPA.  


 


Sabellaria Reef 


c) The Outline Sabellaria Reef Management Plan 


[REP1-044] including, but not limited to, the 


options in section 1.7.2 and what the implications 


would be if all of these options were exhausted.  


 


    


Agenda Item 4 – Effects on marine mammals (including HRA considerations) 


a) Harbour porpoise of the Southern North Sea SAC  


i. Update on the status of agreement between the 


Applicants and the MMO and nature conservation 


bodies. 


ii. Elaboration of Natural England’s comments 


[REP3-118] on the Applicant’s Marine Mammals 


Addendum [REP1-038] in relation to project-alone 


HRA findings and any related submissions 


(including the Applicants’ response) at Deadline 4. 


iii. Underwater noise implications of the inclusion of 


monopile foundations for offshore platforms: 


Section 3 of the Applicants’ Deadline 3 Project 


Update Note [REP3-052] and any Deadline 4 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE, the 


MMO and The Wildlife Trusts (TWT). 
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responses to it, particularly from Natural England 


and the MMO. 


iv. Inclusion of Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) 


clearance activities within the DMLs: latest 


positions of the MMO and the Applicants. 


 


b) In-Principle Site Integrity Plans  


i. Content of the version 2 In-Principle Site Integrity 


Plans [REP3-044] and any Deadline 4 responses to 


them. 


ii. The inclusion of project-alone effects within Site 


Integrity Plans, drawing on concerns raised by the 


MMO [REP3-109], Natural England [REP3-118] 


and TWT [REP3-148]. 


iii. DCO/DML security (REP-011) 


 


  N/A – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE, the MMO and TWT. 


c) Marine Mammal Mitigation Protocols  


i. Content of the updated draft Marine Mammal 


Mitigation Protocols [REP3-042] and any Deadline 


4 responses to them. 


ii. DCO/DML security [REP3-011]. 


 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE, the 


MMO and TWT. 


d) Cessation of piling  


i. Amended Condition 21(3) of the generation 


assets DMLs and Condition 17(3) of the 


transmission assets DMLs [REP3-011], [REP3-013]: 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE, the 


MMO and TWT. 
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views of MMO, Natural England and The Wildlife 


Trusts. 


 


e) Any other marine mammal matters. 


 


  ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE, the 


MMO and TWT. 


    


Agenda Item 5 – Effects on fish and shellfish ecology 


a) Outstanding effects of concern on fish and shellfish 


ecology 


i. Underwater noise implications, including those 


arising from the inclusion of monopile 


foundations for offshore platforms: Section 3 of 


the Applicants.’ Deadline 3 Project Update Note 


[REP3-052] and any Deadline 4 responses to it, 


particularly from Natural England and the MMO. 


ii. Seasonal restrictions. 


iii. Other effects. 


 


a)   ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE and 


the MMO. 


b) Means of security.   ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE and 


the MMO. 


 


 


c) Any other fish and shellfish matters.   ESC has no comments – comments on offshore birds are deferred to NE and 


the MMO. 


    


Agenda Item 6 – Effects on terrestrial ecology 


Nightjar and Woodlark of the Sandlings SPA   a) ESC has no comments, this is a matter for the Applicants and NE. 
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a) The Applicant and Natural England to provide an 


update on the status of outstanding areas of 


disagreement in relation to the Sandlings SPA 


crossing and to provide an understanding of 


positions on this matter. 


b) Matters in relation to the crossing solutions and the 


Outline Crossing method Statement [REP1- 043].  


c) Update on the status of discussions and any work 


ongoing to address outstanding areas of 


disagreement in relation to the crossing of the 


Hundred River. 


d) Natural England to provide clarification on whether 


the Applicant’s D3 Outline Watercourse Method 


Statement [REP3-048] and whether this addresses its 


outstanding areas of concern. 


 


 


b) ESC understands the Applicants’ position on the two SPA crossing options 


and the desire to utilise an open cut trench method. ESC considers that in 


principle the methodologies identified for both crossing options set out in the 


Outline SPA Crossing Method Statement (REP1-043) are adequate for the 


works proposed under both options, subject to the Deadline 2 comments 


made by stakeholders being addressed (page 6, REP2-029). The Council 


acknowledges the Applicants’ reasoning behind the preference for the use of 


open cut trenching and considers that, on balance, this method would overall 


present the least impact to all receptors (ecological or otherwise). 


 


Whilst the use of a trenchless option would appear to remove the need for 


works within the SPA boundary, it remains unclear to what degree ground 


investigations (Outline SPA Crossing Method Statement (REP1-043 paragraph 


116) in the SPA would be required. Such investigations could require levels of 


access and work within the SPA which would result in significant habitat 


damage.  


 


It is also noted that a trenchless crossing technique (with the compounds 


located within the SPA buffer area) is likely to result in greater air quality 


impacts on designated sites when compared to the use of a trenched crossing 


technique or a trenchless technique with the compounds related outside of 


the SPA buffer area. 


 


c) NE’s concerns in relation to construction impacts on designated sites 


downstream of the Hundred River crossing are noted (Appendix C6 to the 


Natural England Deadline 4 Submission, REP4-092).  
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The Deadline 3 Onshore Ecology Clarification Note (REP3-060) states that the 


working width in the woodland adjacent to the Hundred River crossing will be 


restricted to 27.1m where cable ducts for both projects are installed together 


and we query whether a similar width could be achieved at the river crossing 


itself (as opposed to the 40m width stated in Section 4.8 of the Outline 


Watercourse Crossing Method Statement (OWCMS) REP3-048 for one project 


and 80m width for two), even if it is not possible to maintain this narrowed 


width throughout the 40m river crossing buffer zone. Such a reduction in 


width would minimise the construction impacts on bankside vegetation, 


channel structure and the riverbed. 


 


d) ESC has no comments, this is a matter for the Applicants and NE. 


 


Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy 


a)  The Applicant’s D3 Outline Landscape and Ecological 


Management Strategy [REP3-030] including, but not 


limited to: 


i. Outline Ecological Management Plan 


ii. Pre-construction surveys 


iii. Embedded and additional mitigation for badger, 


bats, Great Crested Newts and reptiles  


iv. Ecological enhancement 


 


  i) ESC currently has no specific comments on the Outline Ecological 


Management Plan (Section 10 of REP3-030). We agree with the principle of 


the approach set out; however, the delivery of successful ecological mitigation 


will be subject to the agreement of the final Ecological Management Plan(s). 


 


ii) ESC considers the Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy 


(OLEMS) needs to recognise that the initial pre-construction walkover survey 


may identify the need for additional pre-construction surveys for receptors 


not currently listed in the OLEMS if the suitability of the site has changed 


(improved) over time (e.g. reptiles). 


 


ESC considers that the long term management and security of replacement 


mitigation woodland is unclear – particularly Work Numbers 24 and 29. It is 


understood that the OLEMS commits to a ten year maintenance period, but it 
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is not clear what happens in year 11 onwards. The period set for failed 


planting in these areas is only five years, this is considered insufficient, the 


replacement period for plant failures should match that of the maintenance 


period e.g. ten years.  


 


iii) Badger – ESC has no comments on the measures proposed. 


 


Bats – Whilst we welcome the proposed use of hazel hurdles (or similar) as 


additional construction mitigation to temporarily ‘bridge’ the gaps created in 


hedgerows, as set out in our Deadline 4 response (REP4-059) a number of 


queries remain. This includes whether any other additional measures (such as 


the use of other temporary vegetation at the crossings is proposed) and 


whether the use of hurdles is proposed post-construction as well. If the use of 


hurdles post-construction is intended in place of replanting, then this needs 


to be further explained as it is unlikely to be an appropriate long term 


mitigation measure. There would also be concerns raised from a landscape 


perspective.  


 


GCN – ESC has no comments on the measures proposed. 


 


Reptiles – It is not clear whether the Reptile Precautionary Method Statement 


(PMoW) will be part of the EMP, or whether it will be a separate standalone 


document? We consider that if it is not part of the EMP then considerably 


more detail on its proposed content should be provided in the OLEMS. Also 


see ii) above in relation to the potential need for the PMoW to be informed 


by pre-construction surveys. 
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iv) As set out in our Deadline 2 response (REP2-029), ESC does not consider 


that the evidence provided to date demonstrates that the projects will deliver 


overall ecological enhancement.  


 


The assessment presented in the Ecological Enhancement Clarification Note 


(REP1-035) relies on the use of part of the DEFRA Biodiversity Metric 2.0 to 


calculate the habitat unit totals, however simply comparing the absolute 


values does not demonstrate that ecological enhancement is likely to be 


achieved as it ignores the differing values of each of the habitat types. Also, if 


based purely on a comparison of units lost vs units created, the projects result 


in a net loss of non-linear (i.e. non-hedgerow) habitat units. Excluding arable 


units (which are the predominant habitat type lost but which are of low 


ecological value), 81 habitat units will be lost but only 71 created. In addition, 


whilst we acknowledge that the presented number of hedgerow units gained 


through new planting appears considerable (a net gain of 497 new units plus 


8 enhanced units), we query whether the figures presented are correct and 


seek clarification on these. In order to assist the understanding of the figures 


presented, it would be beneficial if the Applicants produced a map to illustrate 


the hedgerow units created. 


 


In addition to the above, the Ecological Enhancement Clarification Note 


(REP1-035) states at Table 3 that 85.59km of new hedgerow planting will be 


provided at the substations. This figure appears excessive and further 


clarification in relation to this matter is required. 


 


Agenda Item 7 – Updates to Habitat Regulations 
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Defra has published a policy paper on the changes to 


the Habitats Regulations, as amended by the 


Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU 


Exit) Regulations 2019: 


https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/changes-


to-the-habitats-regulations-2017/changes-to-


thehabitats-regulations-2017 The Applicant and Natural 


England will be invited to comment on the extent to 


which the changes to the Regulations may have 


implications for their position on HRA matters. 


 


  ESC has no comments.  


    


Agenda Item 8 – Any other business relevant to the Agenda  


The ExAs may raise any other topics bearing on 


biodiversity and HRA as is expedient, having regard to 


the readiness of the persons present to address such 


matters. 


The ExAs may extend an opportunity for participants to 


raise matters relevant to the topic of these hearings 


that they consider should be examined by the ExAs. 


If necessary, the Applicants will be provided with a right 


of reply. 


  The Applicants provided further assessment of noise impacts on ecology at 


Deadline 4 (REP-005). ESC will provide written comments on this at Deadline 


5. 


    


Agenda Item 9 - Procedural Decisions, Review of Actions and Next Steps 


The ExAs will review whether there is any need for 


procedural decisions about additional information or 


any other matter arising from Agenda items 2 to 8. To 
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the extent that matters arise that are not addressed in 


any procedural decisions, the ExAs will address how any 


actions placed on the Applicants, Interested Parties or 


Other Persons are to be met and consider the 


approaches to be taken in further hearings, in the light 


of issues raised in these hearings. A written action list 


will be published if required. 


    


Agenda Item 10 – Closure of hearings 
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Deadline 5 - 3 February 2021 


 


East Suffolk Council’s Summary of Oral Case - Issue Specific Hearing 4
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Issue Specific Hearing 4 (19 & 20 January 2021) – Onshore Environment, construction, transport and operational effects 


 


Examining Authority’s Question   East Suffolk Council’s Summary of Oral Case 


    


Agenda Item 1 – Welcome, introductions and arrangements for these Issue Specific Hearings 4 


    


Agenda Item 2 – Energy White Paper: Powering our net zero future 


a) Review of issues arising 


b) Responses 


 


  ESC considers The Energy White Paper is an important and relevant consideration. The document 


confirms that a review of the national policy statements will be undertaken and commitments to 


updating them during 2021. The White Paper is however also clear that until such time as a new 


national policy statement is published the existing documents remain in force.  


 


On page 80 the Energy White Paper sets out in summary, the approach of the Government and 


other relevant bodies to the coordination and consolidation of offshore transmission 


infrastructure.  


 


“The review will seek the appropriate balance between environmental, social and economic costs. 


It will also consider the potential of hybrid, multi-purpose interconnectors, which are already being 


explored by developers in the UK and the Netherlands, to get the most from our offshore wind and 


transmission assets. These hybrid projects could integrate the transmission links we need to 


connect offshore wind to our grid with interconnectors to neighbouring markets.” 


 


The paper goes on to state that “In order to start delivering these benefits, we will encourage 


projects already in development, where early opportunities for coordination exist, to consider 


becoming pathfinder projects.” The term ‘in development’ is however not defined but it is clear 


that these would encompass projects before consent and therefore the current projects would 


appear to fall within this category.  
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ESC would encourage and welcome any additional coordination which can be achieved between 


the two projects which would help to minimise their cumulative impacts as well as to ensure that 


there is sufficient flexibility to respond to policy change or technological advances. Such flexibility 


could be built into the Substations Design Principles Statement (REP4-029) with the addition of a 


new design principle. ESC would support the wording which SCC has submitted at Deadline 5 to 


address this matter.  


 


     


Agenda Item 3 – Landfall and Coastal Processes 


a) The Applicant’s D1 Outline 


Landfall Construction Method 


Statement [REP1-153] 


b) Proposed method(s) of 


installation 


c) Coastal change and the integrity 


of the cliffs 


d) The potential impact on the 


Coraline crag outcrop and 


Leiston-Aldeburgh SSSI 


e) Potential exposure of structures 


and remediation 


 


 


  Landfall and Coastal Processes 


 


a) ESC is are satisfied with the Outline Landfall Construction Method Statement (OLCMS 


REP1-042), subject to the comments below, noting that it includes a requirement for 


further site investigation and design by the Applicants (on cable duct line, breakout 


location and cliff vibration damage risk management), the output of which is to be 


submitted to ESC for review and approval in accordance with Requirement 13.  


 


ESC would have preferred for the documents submitted by the Applicants for scrutiny as 


part of the examination process to have included final works design and specification 


proposals. However, ESC understands that this is not a requirement of the process. That 


being the case, ESC has included protective provisions in the OLCMS requiring the 


Applicants to submit the outstanding site investigation, design and method information for 


approval by ESC before work commences.  


 


b) ESC understands that Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) is proposed by the Applicants. 


The Applicants have confirmed their commitment to this technique within their response 







ESC Ref: EA1N 20023870 & EA2 20023871 – Deadline 5 
 
 


4 | P a g e  
 


to ISH1, CAH1 and ISH2 Hearing Actions Points (REP3-083). This is preferred by ESC to open 


cut excavation and therefore this commitment is welcomed. It is also understood that the 


use of this technology will be secured within an amendment to the wording of Requirement 


13.  


 


ESC believes that installation of ducts at the coastal landfall site by use of HDD, is preferable 


to open cut excavation because the latter would cause far greater temporary and 


permanent disturbance to the coastal environment in the landfall zone. It is recognised 


that a drilling operation presents a potential risk to the land through which it is installed 


from vibration and escape of bentonite fluid. ESC is satisfied that obligations requiring the 


Applicants to identify and propose measures to manage those risks to an acceptable level 


are in place in the OLCMS.  


 


c) ESC is satisfied with the findings of the Applicants’ studies to assess potential coastal 


change over the operational life of the landfall site, that includes a significant risk 


allowance, which will be used to set the transition bay locations. 


 


The Applicants employed consultant RHDHV to prepare a study on coastal change to inform 


the siting and design of the landfall. RHDHV prepared the Suffolk Shoreline Management 


Plan between 2007 and 2010 and were also involved in studies associated with the 


Thorpeness coastal defence scheme between 2010 and 2012. RHDHV are therefore 


familiar with this section of coastline in general and, of key importance, coastal processes 


at Thorpe Ness. The original report was updated at the request of ESC after a significant 


increase in the rates of cliff erosion over the southern part of the potential landfall 


frontage. The study included consultation with the Environment Agency. ESC is satisfied 


that the study findings are robust and provide a sound evidence base for the Applicants to 


base their cable landing design proposal. 
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d) ESC’s objective to avoid a significant negative impact on the Coraline Crag is known to and 


shared by the Applicants (Section 1.3, OLCMS, REP1-042). The outstanding site 


investigation and design actions by the Applicants described in item a) above are required 


to demonstrate compliance by the Applicants with this objective. 


 


The crag outcrop at the Ness is critical to the relative stability of this part of the Suffolk 


coast. It is believed to provide an anchor to the southern end of the Sizewell Bay that 


extends north to the river Blyth estuary at Southwold. Its presence is believed to modify 


water flows and sediment movements which nourish the sandbanks located over the 


Sizewell to Dunwich frontage. Those sandbanks provide protection to the shoreline behind.  


The Ness is also believed to provide stability to the Thorpeness village frontage, under long 


term average conditions. The exposed crag surface is therefore considered to be of 


significant beneficial value to stability of the shoreline and for this reason ESC has opposed 


any activity that may lead to significant damage or loss, including cable landing route 


options that pass to the north of the Ness.  


 


Research also suggests that particular weather conditions acting on the Ness can cause 


persistent erosion pressure to affect the northern part of the Thorpeness village frontage.  


This locally erosive condition appears to have been active over recent years leading to 


untypically high beach variability and rates of cliff erosion. There is concern within the local 


community that the Applicants landing will pass below this eroding cliff and accelerate its 


retreat and also that the transition bay will be at risk from the potentially higher than 


anticipated erosion rates.   


 


ESC’s understanding of the Applicants proposals is that the transition bays will be located 


landward of a cliff zone closer to a part of the Ness where historically there has tended to 


be greater stability, north of those parts that have experienced recent high erosion rates.  


ESC also understands that the HDD line will run in a ~ South East direction from the 
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transition bays, and not directly offshore, and so may pass under an actively eroding cliff. 


This HDD line is necessary to achieve a beach break out location that avoids the exposed 


crag. These assumptions will not be confirmed until receipt of the final design information.   


 


ESC believes that the beach break-out point and cable installation running seaward from it 


will not result in a significant negative impact on either Thorpeness or shorelines to the 


south. 


 


From an ecology perspective ESC agree that HDD is the construction technique that needs 


to be used for the landfall and that it should be ensured that HDD is undertaken in such a 


way that it does not impact on the cliff. There should also be no vehicle movements on the 


beach due to the sensitive shingle flora habitats that are present (which is recognised in 


the OLCMS, paragraph 15 and 54 – REP1-042).  


 


e) ESC requires the Applicants to provide a final `for-construction’ Landfall Construction 


Method Statement (LCMS) to demonstrate how the breakout location and profile of the 


duct installation will be resilient to coastal change over the operational life of the landfall 


site. This to include evidence of consideration of construction tolerances in horizontal and 


vertical planes. Requirement 13 secures the final LCMS and ensures that the document is 


in accordance with the OLCMS. 


 


ESC considers that the Applicants should set up a monitoring programme to compare actual 


shoreline change trends with as-built records to ensure that design assumptions on resilience are 


not compromised. If monitoring suggests there is a risk of duct or exposure of breakout connection 


point damage then ESC considers that the Applicants should submit proposals for remediation to 


the planning authority, and all other relevant approval bodies, at least 12 months in advance (if 


possible) of action being needed. 
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Monitoring could be secured by an update to the OLCMS to ensure that a monitoring provision is 


set out in the final LCMS and secured by Requirement 13, along the lines of Requirement 37. ESC 


recommends that the Applicants use data currently collected, and made publicly available, under 


the Anglia Coastal Monitoring Programme (ACMP) to undertake these reviews.  Only if the ACMP 


is stopped or modified would the Applicants be required to undertake their own surveys.  Annual 


surveys (with a report of findings to ESC) are recommended for at least 3 years following 


installation with a review at end of year 3 to consider a reduction in frequency.  


 


ESC is currently discussing this matter with the Applicants. 


 


    


Agenda Item 4 – Onshore Construction and Operational effects 


a) Air Quality 


b) Noise 


c) Light 


d) Flood Risk and drainage 


i. Surface water flooding in 


Friston 


ii. The Applicant’s D3 Outline 


Operational Drainage 


Management Plan [REP3-046] 


iii. Existing conditions 


iv. Sustainable drainage 


principles 


v. Surface water drainage 


vi. Foul water drainage 


 


   


a) Air Quality 


 


ESC has been able to work with the Applicants to produce an extensive and detailed draft 


Statement of Common Ground (Section 2.5 REP1-072). As a result of this, ESC now has only a 


relatively small number of outstanding concerns regarding the proposed developments. These are 


as follows: 


 


1. ESC remains concerned about the potential for impacts on air quality in the Stratford St 


Andrew Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) (pages 7-9, REP4-059). These relate to the 


risk of in-combination impacts in the event that Sizewell C goes ahead. To mitigate the risk 


of adverse impacts in this area, ESC requests one of two options, option (a) being the 


preference: 
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a) Commitment to a minimum of 70% EURO VI standard construction vehicles with the 


balance EURO V. The figure of 70% is provisional, pending consideration of further 


information to be provided in relation to Sizewell C.  


 


b) Commitment to funding a monitoring programme in the AQMA with a management 


group set up to agree appropriate mitigation, if measured air pollution levels are found 


to exceed the air quality standards. ESC understands that the Applicants are willing to 


discuss funding of air quality monitoring with a view to identifying an appropriate sum 


but have concerns regarding committing to a process of review and further mitigation 


if air quality impacts are identified in the AQMA. 


 


The Applicants and ESC are continuing discussions in relation to the management of impacts in the 


Stratford St Andrew AQMA and we are hopeful an agreement can be reached.  


 


2. ESC is concerned about the potential for air quality impacts at designated habitat sites due 


to Non-Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM). The Applicants’ Air Quality Deadline 3 


Clarification Note (REP3-061 pages 20, 25, 26, 28, 31) demonstrates that there is a risk of 


significant contributions to air pollution levels at designated habitat sites with Stage IV non-


road mobile machinery being utilised. This occurs in an area where HDD is essential. The 


Applicants’ Deadline 3 Onshore Ecology Clarification Note (REP3-060 page 8 sections 32 


and 33) concludes that these impacts are not significant. ESC is concerned that this 


conclusion is not sufficiently robust. Similar concerns have been raised by Natural England 


(Appendix C6 to NE’s Deadline 4 Submission, paragraphs 7-12, REP4-092).  


 


ESC supports the approach being taken by Natural England to seek further detail in order to enable 


a robust assessment to be carried out.  In the event that this process does not satisfactorily address 


ESC’s concerns, ESC requests that a commitment should be added for NRMM used for HDD to 
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comply with Stage V standards. This can be specified in the OCoCP (REP3-022) Section 10.1.6 and 


then final CoCP.  


 


In order to ensure that the findings of the Deadline 3 Air Quality Clarification Note (REP3-061) are 


robust, the following controls should be applied: 


 


a) NRMM should as a minimum comply with Stage IV emissions standards. This can be 


specified in the Outline Code of Construction Practice (REP3-022) Section 10.1.6. 


 


b) Apart from the landfall areas (Construction Work Areas No 6, 7 and 8 shown in REP3-006 


Works Plans (onshore)), open cut trenching should be used in preference to HDD, from the 


perspective of minimising the risk of air quality impacts. This applies specifically to the 


Sandlings SPA Crossing (Construction Work Areas No 11, 12 and 13 3). This supports the 


views on open cut trenching versus HDD previously expressed by ESC (e.g. LIR REP1-132, 


ESC SoCG with Applicants LA02.32 REP1-072, ESC’s Summary of Oral Case from ISH1 and 


ISH, page 10 REP3-094)). 


 


The Applicants commented during the hearing that impacts due to emissions from NRMM are not 


expected to be significant. ESC agrees that, under most circumstances, emissions from NRMM 


would not be significant. However, for the current applications, a large number of NRMM plant 


are proposed to be located close to sensitive locations, including habitat sites that are sensitive to 


air pollution. The results of the assessment carried out by the Applicants and described in the 


Applicants’ “Air Quality Deadline 3 Clarification Note” (REP3-061) confirms ESC’s view that the 


impacts due to emissions from NRMM could be significant, and further attention should be paid 


to assessment and mitigation of these potential impacts.   


 


b) Noise   
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Operational Noise  


 


1. ESC welcomes the downward direction of revised operational noise limits committed to by 


the Applicants during the hearing and within their Deadline 4 Project Updated Note (REP4-


026) and Noise Modelling Clarification Note (REP4-043).  


 


2. ESC however still considers the revised operational noise limits (31/32 dB LAr) would have 


a significant adverse impact on the surrounding receptors as  illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 


of ESC Deadline 4 responses on noise (Appendix 2, page 36, REP4-059). These figures are 


based on the graphs in Appendix 3 of the Applicants’ Response to Appendix 4 of the LIR ref 


(REP3-071).  


 


3. Noise from the proposed industrial sources at this level would permanently alter the 


existing rural sound climate in the area and the proposed operation limits would also set a 


precedent for future wind farm connections to the national grid substation, as discussed in 


6.48 to 6.54 of the Local Impact Report (REP1-132). This would lead to further and 


substantial noise creep in the area over time were further substation connections 


permitted. 


 


4. The proposed operation noise limits were set at Paragraph 121 of Chapter 25 of the 


Environmental Statement (ES) (APP-073) at the background sound level +5dB on the basis 


that the Applicants consider this to be the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level – LOAEL. 


This is not agreed by ESC. Section 11 of BS4142 states that a rating level of around 5 dB 


over the background sound level "is likely to be an indication of an adverse impact, 


depending on context". The Council maintains that a rating level equal to the background 


sound level is a more appropriate figure for the LOAEL threshold, as discussed in Section 


19.22 of the Local Impact Report (REP1-132).  
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5. The operational noise limits were set according to the lowest “representative” background 


sound level reported for the assessment positions in Chapter 25 of the ES (APP-073) of 29 


dB LAf90. However, as discussed in Appendix 4 of the Local Impact Report (REP1-132), these 


figures are subject to flawed analysis and reporting errors. Section 4.3 of the Applicants 


response to this document submitted at Deadline 3 (REP3-071) states in relations to SSR3 


that “The Applicants accept this background noise level was misreported within chapter 25 


of the ES (APP-073) and agree that a mean background sound level of 26.1 dB LAf90,5mins is 


appropriate at SSR3.” However, the Applicants fail to acknowledge that this figure will be 


adversely affected by the noise floor of the sound level meter used and that the mean of 


the true background sound levels during the survey will be lower than this figure. The 


modal measured sound level of 24 dB LAf90 is largely unaffected by the same measurement 


errors and is therefore a fundamentally more reliable figure for the representative 


background sound level at this location. 


 


6. ESC welcomes the commitment from the Applicants to include a new monitoring location 


to the north of the site at SSR3, as discussed during SoCG meetings and highlighted in ESC’s 


SoCG with the Applicants (REP1-072) and set out in the Local Impact Report (REP1-132). 


We look forward to seeing this amendment in the draft DCOs submitted at Deadline 5.  


 


7. ESC maintains that the proposed National Grid substation is intrinsic to the overall 


development and should therefore be included in the cumulative operational noise limits 


set out in Requirement 27, as identified in ESC’s SoCG with the Applicants (REP1-072). 


 


8. ESC therefore requests: 


 


• Clarification as to whether 31/32dB is the lowest achievable sound level or whether this 


limit has been specified based on impacts? 
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• Lower operation noise limits to minimise permanent changes to the existing sound climate, 


to avoid a significant adverse impact from noise, and to control future noise creep. The 


proposed Operational noise limit (Requirements 26 and 27) should be set equal to the 


background sound level rather than the background sound level +5dB. This is a compromise 


which will not prevent noise creep, a noise limit well below the background sound level 


would be required for this. The background sound level used to set the operational noise 


limits (Requirements 26 and 27) should be changed from 29 dB LAf90 to 24 dB LAf90.  


 


• Noise from operation of the National Grid substation site should be included in noise limits 


set in Requirement 27.  


 


The Applicants have supplied details of the analysis used to conclude that the rating level should 


not be subject to penalty for tonality. ESC does not accept this analysis and maintain that the rating 


level of operational noise should be subject to acoustic feature corrections in accordance with 


BS4142. ESC however notes that requirements 26 and 27 refer to a rating level and therefore will 


need to include any penalty corrections to be applied.  


 


Construction Noise  


 


ESC welcomes the additional information that was provided by the Applicants in the updated 


Outline Code of Construction Practice (OCoCP) (REP3-022). ESC requested some additional 


commitments within the Local Impact Report (REP1-132) which have on the whole been 


addressed.  


• Commitment to identify specific areas sensitive to noise and/or vibration within the onshore 


development area and provide appropriate mitigation (REP3-022, paragraph 83). 
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• Commitment that noise monitoring locations will be agreed with ESC (REP3-022, paragraph 


88). 


 


ESC also requested in the LIR (REP1-132) 


• Commitment that prior to any out of hours work taking place, the timing and duration of 


the work will be agreed with ESC.  


 


ESC considers that there is potential for significant adverse noise effects due to construction works 


occurring outside consented onshore working hours. Part (2) of Requirements 23 and 24 sets out 


the activities which, subject to advanced approval from ESC, can occur outside the working hours 


set out in Requirement 23(1) and 24(1). The wording is however not sufficiently precise on what 


activities are considered ‘essential’, 23(2) and 24(2) identify some activities considered ‘essential’ 


works a) to e) but the wording states that the definition is not limited to those works. This would 


imply any works could be considered essential which is not acceptable.  


 


In addition to this, the Council is concerned that the wording of 23(2)(b) is too vague and could 


incorporate many activities some of which could cause noise disturbance. It is also not clear why 


it is necessary to undertake these works outside the specified working hours. It is therefore 


considered this activity should be removed from the requirements.  


 


ESC considers that in addition to seeking agreement from the Council in relation to the duration 


and timing of the works, the Applicants should also be required to seek agreement from ESC as to 


whether the works are ‘essential’ and therefore can take place out of hours, with the exception of 


the works identified on the face of the DCOs. As indicated above however, ESC considers that (2)(b) 


should be removed from both requirements.  
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The draft DCOs as indicated above and 'Construction in Proximity to Properties' document (REP3-


058) provided at Deadline 3 refers to the "essential activities" which may also occur outside 


consented hours, as discussed above. The OcoCP is currently silent in relation to the matter of 


essential activities and refers only to emergency works. It is considered that the OCoCP should be 


updated to include reference to these works to ensure consistency.  


 


ESC considers that construction noise monitoring could play an important role in ensuring that 


adverse effects are adequately controlled, particularly during works occurring outside consented 


hours. The OCoCP states that the locations for any such monitoring that is required would be 


agreed in advance with ESC. It will be important that the wording of the final CoCP makes it clear 


that ESC should have the final say on whether construction noise monitoring is required, and that 


this should form part of the approval process described. 


 


c) Light – this agenda item was deferred for written comments.  


 


Construction Lighting 


 


Requirement 22 which secures the CoCP includes an artificial light emissions plan for the 


construction phase. The OCoCP (REP3-022) provides the Council with sufficient confidence that 


the lighting in the final plan will be designed to minimise nuisance and impact on residential and 


ecological receptors. The final CoCP including artificial light emissions plan will be agreed with the 


ESC at the discharge of requirements stage.  


 


Operational Lighting 


 


ESC is satisfied that Requirement 25 secures the provision of an Operational Artificial Light 


Emissions Management Plan which will include measures to minimise lighting pollution and the 


hours of lighting for both the EA1N and EA2 onshore substations and the National Grid substation.  
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The Environmental Statements highlight that operational lighting will be required around the 


perimeter fence and car park and these could potentially be motion sensitive. No additional 


lighting is proposed along the access road or Grove Road.  


 


The Operational Artificial Light Emissions Management Plan is required to be approved by ESC. 


Although limited information has currently been provided, the Council will ensure that the lighting 


is appropriate designed to minimise its impact post consent through the discharge of requirements 


process.  


 


d) Flood Risk and Drainage 


 


ESC will defer to SCC on the matter of surface water flood risk and drainage. 


 


In terms of foul drainage, the Applicants have not yet determined how their foul drainage will be 


disposed of at this stage either for construction or operation. Requirement 22 secures the CoCP 


which will include a Surface Water and Drainage Management Plan detailing foul waste during 


construction. An OCoCP has been provided confirming that the management plan will provide full 


details of foul water drainage during construction.  


 


Requirement 41 secures the submission of an Operational Drainage Management Plan which will 


contain details of foul drainage during operation. The Outline Drainage Management Plan has 


confirmed that the final plan will provide full details of how foul drainage will be managed from 


the substations during operation.  


 


    


Agenda Item 5 – Onshore Traffic and Transport - SCC 
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a) Regional issues and effects 


including ports and AIL  


b) Local issues and effects – 


construction and operation 


c) Cumulative effects 


 


a)   ESC will defer to SCC as the local highway authority on this matter.  


    


Agenda Item 6 – Public Rights of Way (PRoW) - SCC 


a) Construction effects on the 


PRoW network 


i. Effects on users 


ii. Effects on the network 


 


b) Effects on the PRoW network in 


the operational period 


i. Effects on users 


ii. Effects on the network 


 


  ESC will defer to SCC as the local highway authority on this matter. 


    


Agenda Item 7 – Any other business relevant to the Agenda 


The ExAs may raise any other topics 


bearing on onshore environment, 


construction, transport and 


operational effects as is expedient, 


having regard to the readiness of 


the persons present to address such 


matters. 
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The ExAs may extend an opportunity 


for participants to raise matters 


relevant to the topic of these 


hearings 


that they consider should be 


examined by the ExAs. 


If necessary, the Applicants will be 


provided with a right of reply. 


    


Agenda Item 8 - Procedural Decisions, Review of Actions and Next Steps 


The ExAs will review whether there 


is any need for procedural decisions 


about additional information or any 


other matter arising from Agenda 


items 2 to 7. 


To the extent that matters arise that 


are not addressed in any procedural 


decisions, the ExAs will address 


how any actions placed on the 


Applicants, Interested Parties or 


Other Persons are to be met and 


consider 


the approaches to be taken in 


further hearings, in the light of 


issues raised in these hearings. A 


written 
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action list will be published if 


required. 


    


Agenda Item 9 – Closure of hearings 
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Issue Specific Hearing 5 (21 January 2021) – Social, economic, land and sea use effects 


Examining Authority’s Question   East Suffolk Council’s Summary of Oral Case 


    


Agenda Item 1 – Welcome, introductions and arrangements for these Issue Specific Hearings 5 


    


Agenda Item 2 – Offshore social and economic effects 


a) Shipping, navigation, sea-use 


b) Fishing 


c) Recreational and other sea-uses 


 


  ESC has no comments to make in relation to offshore matters and defers to 


the Marine Management Organisation and Maritime and Coastguard 


Agency.  


    


Agenda Item 3 – Onshore social and economic effects 


a) Economic benefits including at a macro and 


micro level.  


 


This agenda item will draw on answers to, amongst 


others, the following ExQ1 questions: 1.17.2, 1.17.4. - 


1.17.8. and subsequent responses submitted at 


Deadlines 2 to 4. 


  As detailed in ESC’s joint Local Impact Report with SCC (REP1-132), the 


Councils have been working closely together and to avoid unnecessary 


repetition during the examinations we agreed that each authority will lead on 


different topic matters. Responses to questions posed by the Examining 


Authority on agenda item 3 were therefore divided, with SCC leading on 


responding to 3a) and ESC leading on responding to 3b), 3c) and 3d).  


 


ESC supported the comments provided by SCC in response to this question.  


 


b) Potential economic disbenefits, including 


tourism, land use, and arts and culture and 


including potential in-combination and 


cumulative effects, considering: 


 


i. Effects during construction phases 


  Land Use 


 


A significant proportion of the Order Limits is agricultural land. ESC has 


provided comments in relation to land use in the Local Impact Report (Section 


17, REP1-132). The Council sought clarification as to why the significance of 


the impact on permanent and temporary changes to land use was based on 
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ii. Effects during operational phases 


 


regional level impact and not site level. The Council also sought clarification 


as to why the magnitude of effect resulting from the loss of permanent 


agricultural land was identified as low within the Environmental Statement 


(ES) and not high in accordance with the definitions provided in the chapter. 


The Applicants provided a Land Use Clarification Note in response (REP1-022) 


which amended the significance of the impact at local level to major adverse 


which ESC agrees with. We also accept that the revision will not materially 


affect the primary mitigation which involves the Applicants entering into 


private landowner agreements.  


 


ESC still considers that the significance of the impacts on land use is more 


appropriately assessed at the local level in order to deliver the aims of NPS 


EN-1 and minimise the impacts on the best and most versatile agricultural 


land. We however understand that this will be a matter for the Examining 


Authority to determine.  


 


In terms of impacts on land use during construction, ESC considers that the 


measures outlined in the Outline Code of Construction Practice (OCoCP) and 


secured by Requirement 22 are sufficient to help minimise the impacts on 


agricultural land. ESC welcomes the Applicants commitment that if the 


projects are constructed sequentially, the second project will lay its ducting at 


the same time as the first lays its cables. This commitment will help to 


minimise disruption caused.  


 


Tourism 


 


The Council believes that there could be negative impacts on the local visitor 


economy as highlighted in the 2019 Destination Management Organisation 
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(DMO)/BVA BDRC Visitor/Business Survey. The majority of visitors are drawn 


to the area because of the beauty and tranquillity that it offers with the 


Heritage Coast and nationally designated landscape of the Area of 


Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). With a number of major energy projects 


being developed along the coast at the same time as EA1N and EA2 (in 


particular the proposed Sizewell C new nuclear power station), it is likely that 


this key target market could be significantly impacted. 


 


The DMO/BVA BDRC survey addressed economic impacts on the AONB area 


during the onshore construction periods of both EA1N and EA2 projects and 


Sizewell C. The results demonstrated a likely net negative impact of -17% on 


people’s propensity to visit the area as a result of the negative perception of 


the construction phase of the projects (in combination and cumulative). This 


equates to an estimated annual loss to the visitor economy of between £24m 


and £40m. This negative perception impact could translate to a permanent 


reduction in people’s willingness to visit in the future even after onshore 


construction is concluded.  


 


As stated, the study considered the cumulative impacts of EA1N, EA2 and 


Sizewell C and it is not possible to disaggregate the findings to identify the 


extent of impact from one particular project. The study also did not include 


further pipeline energy projects from National Grid and other offshore 


developers which it is assumed will increase the likelihood of a greater 


negative impact on visitor perceptions. 


 


The Council has been engaging with the Applicants on this matter in relation 


to seeking a Tourism Fund which could be utilised to support marketing 


campaigns to the promote the area during construction.  
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In terms of the operational impacts of the wind turbines, the Councils has no 


evidence to demonstrate that, once constructed, the turbines would provide 


a visual deterrent to visitors. There is however a concern that the impact 


during construction on perceptions could translate to a reduction in visitors 


during the operational period of the development as discussed. The impact 


from EA2 on the AONB designation and its Special Qualities will be discussed 


at a later hearing and is a separate matter.  


 


c) Construction - local labour markets and local 


issues (accommodation etc) including 


consideration of other potential employment 


heavy construction projects. 


 


  Employment and Skills 


 


Employment opportunities will only be maximised if strategies are put in place 


in order to ensure the appropriate skills are available in the local labour force. 


The Councils continue to engage with SPR to build upon and strengthen 


strategies created for EA1 and EA3. 


 


It should be noted that the employment generated during construction will 


be short term and only a proportion of this being associated with the cable 


corridor and substation construction with a larger share likely to be based in 


ports such as Lowestoft or Great Yarmouth for the offshore construction. The 


longer term opportunities are often created in areas a considerable distance 


from the communities experiencing the permanent effects of the onshore 


substations and infrastructure.    


 


Through the continued dialogue the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 


promotes with SPR and, when contracted, its associated supply chains we will 


agree clear approaches and strategies to ensure local and regional companies 
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have the best opportunity to secure work in both the onshore and offshore 


construction, thereby benefitting the regional economy and communities. We 


will also continue to work with SPR to enhance their commitments to working 


with regional stakeholders to ensure more people have the opportunity to 


access higher skilled roles on the project and the long term operations and 


maintenance roles.   


 


Of real importance, however, is that the skills strategies of all of the local 


energy projects – Sizewell C, SPR, Vattenfall and others – are not developed 


in isolation but considered against the wider demand for similarly skilled 


workers in the region. This includes a consideration of the labour demands of 


other significant infrastructure projects such as the third crossing in Lowestoft 


and their common competency requirements. This will ensure that we 


develop skillsets in our local workforce that have long-term applications 


across our economy.   


 


The Technical Skills Legacy for Norfolk & Suffolk report by Pye Tait Consulting, 


commissioned by Suffolk Growth Programme Board and Norfolk County 


Council identifies the key skillsets that will have an enduring legacy and ensure 


the county maximises local employment opportunities associated with 


significant investment forecast in major infrastructure projects. 


 


       


Technical Skills 


Legacy for Norfolk & Suffolk.pdf 
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Accommodation  


 


ESC considers that accommodation requirements from the work force 


associated with the EA1N and EA2 projects can be accommodated without 


causing a significant impact on local tourist accommodation availability.  


 


ESC has previously raised concerns in relation to the cumulative effects on 


accommodation if the projects are constructed at the same time as other 


energy projects such as Sizewell C. There could be negative impacts on visitor 


perceptions if the workforces associated with multiple energy projects utilise 


the accommodation that a visitor would normally seek to secure.  


 


The Applicants provided a Socio-Economic and Tourism Clarification Note 


(REP1-036) which sought to address the cumulative impacts of the projects 


with Sizewell C on tourist accommodation. ESC provided a response (REP2-


029) accepting the Applicants conclusions.  


 


d) Social effects, including access to services and on 


the tranquillity of the countryside during 


construction phases. 


  The construction works associated with the projects will cause disruption and 


disturbance to local communities and local environment. The nature of this 


disruption has been discussed during previous Issue Specific Hearings. For 


example, the noise impacts of the constructions work and implications for air 


quality from the construction traffic and machinery were discussed at ISH4. In 


relation to these matters ESC is engaging with the Applicants to seek 


appropriate controls in order to minimise the impacts arising from the 


construction works.  
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ESC welcomes the provision of a community liaison officer and the submission 


of a stakeholders communications plan which is secured through the CoCP. 


This will help to provide effective lines of communication with affected 


communities and businesses. It is recognised that maintaining effective 


communication can help to reduce risk perceptions.  


 


ESC advocated for the inclusion of an outline of the engagement strategy with 


the local community to be included within the design principles statements. 


The Applicants have now provided a Substations Design Principles Statement 


which includes this detail in outline form in Appendix 1 (REP4-029). This is 


welcomed.  


 


The Council also considers that the establishment of a community liaison 


structure during the operational phase of the development would be 


beneficial. This is considered especially relevant given the future projects 


known to have connections offers at the Friston site. At present, the 


arrangements for the long term management of the site remain unclear. It is 


considered that securing information regarding the long term management of 


the site and a community liaison structure with the affected community would 


help to provide appropriate channels of communication during the operation 


phase and with the exchange of information could help to reduce concerns 


and anxieties around the projects.   


 


    


Agenda Item 4 – Any other business relevant to the Agenda 


The ExAs may raise any other topics bearing on socio-


economic matters as is expedient, having regard to the 
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readiness of the persons present to address such 


matters.  


The ExAs may extend an opportunity for participants to 


raise matters relevant to the topic of these hearings 


that they consider should be examined by the ExAs.  


If necessary, the Applicants will be provided with a right 


of reply. 


    


Agenda Item 5 - Procedural Decisions, Review of Actions and Next Steps 


The ExAs will review whether there is any need for 


procedural decisions about additional information or 


any other matter arising from Agenda items 2 to 4.  


To the extent that matters arise that are not addressed 


in any procedural decisions, the ExAs will address how 


any actions placed on the Applicants, Interested Parties 


or Other Persons are to be met and consider the 


approaches to be taken in further hearings, in the light 


of issues raised in these hearings. A written action list 


will be published if required. 


   


    


Agenda Item 6 – Closure of hearings 
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The Planning Act 2008 


 


East Anglia One North (EA1N) and East Anglia Two (EA2) Offshore Wind Farms 


 


Planning Inspectorate Reference: EA1N – EN010077 & EA2 – EN010078 


 


 


Deadline 5 - 3 February 2021 


 


East Suffolk Council’s Summary of Oral Case - Issue Specific Hearing 6
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Issue Specific Hearing 6 – Draft Development Consent Orders - Summary of ESC Oral Case 


 


Examining Authority’s Question   East Suffolk Council’s Summary of Oral Case 


    


Agenda Item 1 – Welcome, introductions and arrangements for these Issue Specific Hearings 6 


    


Agenda Item 2 – Introduction by the Applicant: The Approach to dDCO drafting and changes to the draft in progress 


The ExAs will ask the Applicants to present and 


justify the dDCO, taking any active proposals for 


changes into account. 


The ExAs will invite submissions from IPs who 


wish to raise matters in relation to this item. 


The Applicants will be provided with a right of 


reply. 


  During discussion on this agenda item, it was highlighted by Interested Parties that 


the current drafting of the DCOs permitted the National Grid connection 


infrastructure to be constructed even if the EA1N and EA2 projects did not proceed. 


The Applicants confirmed that they would consider this matter and respond at 


Deadline 5. ESC considers that Requirement 38 should be amended to prevent the 


possibility of this situation occurring. The National Grid infrastructure should only be 


permitted to be constructed for either EA1N, EA2 or both projects together.    


 


ESC notes and welcomes the following new commitments within the draft DCOs 


which the Applicants outlined: 


• Reduction in the period for implementation set out in Requirement 1 from 


seven years to five years.  


• Inclusion of additional monitoring location (SSR3) in Requirements 26 and 27.  


• Inclusion of sealing end compounds into Requirements 12, 25 and 41 (design, 


artificial lighting and drainage requirements) including the provision of a 


maximum footprint.  


• Specification of the number of cable ducts. 


 


    


Agenda Item 3 – Provisions for Projects Definitions and Elements 
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The ExA will review: 


a) The provisions for the proposed 


developments and works; 


 


  Part 1 – Preliminary - Interpretation 


“Onshore Preparation Works” means operations consisting of site clearance, 


demolition work, pre–planting of landscaping works, archaeological investigations, 


environmental surveys, ecological mitigation, investigations for the purpose of 


assessing ground conditions, remedial work in respect of any contamination or other 


adverse ground conditions, diversion and laying of services, erection of temporary 


means of enclosure, creation of site accesses, footpath creation, erection of welfare 


facilities and the temporary display of site notices or advertisements; 


 


The definition of ‘onshore preparation works’ provided in the draft DCOs is wide and 


the definition of ‘commence’ states that this excludes ‘onshore preparation works’. 


Some requirements must be discharged prior to commencement of a certain stage 


of works, the concern is that this excludes the onshore preparation works which 


could take place ahead of the need to discharge the relevant requirements being 


triggered. 


 


The onshore preparation works can occur ahead of the need to discharge the Code 


of Construction Practice (CoCP). Therefore, these works can occur without the 


relevant controls which are stipulated within the CoCP or imposed by the DCOs. Some 


of the works have the potential to cause noise and disruption as well as potentially 


cause drainage concerns and therefore relevant controls should be imposed. 


 


Pre-planting of landscaping works – it is assumed that this relates to planting but 


further clarification on this matter is required as to whether this relates to the 


creation of bunds etc. It is unclear at present how ESC would ensure that details of 


the planting are agreed prior to the works taking place. 
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Similarly, there are a number of other works allowed under the definition of onshore 


preparation works which are not covered by wording within the requirements. This 


includes erection of temporary means of enclosure – how would ESC ensure that 


details of the fencing are submitted and approved prior to the works taking place? 


 


ESC considers that the wording of Requirements 14 and 17 could be amended to 


prevent landscaping or fencing works being undertaken without agreement from 


ESC. In addition, ESC considers there should be a ‘mini’ CoCP for the onshore 


preparation works. The Norfolk Vanguard DCO included the following wording as part 


of Requirement 20(4) (CoCP): 


 


Pre-commencement screening, fencing and site security works must only take place 


in accordance with a specific plan for such pre-commencement works which must 


accord with the relevant details for screening, fencing and site security set out in the 


outline Code of construction practice, and which has been submitted to and approved 


by the relevant planning authority.  


 


ESC notes that wording has been included within Requirement 19 in relation to pre-


commencement archaeological works and Requirement 21 in relation to ecology 


which is welcomed. ESC however considers that further controls are necessary as set 


out above. 


 


   Part 7, Article 33 – Operational Land for the Purposes of the 1990 Act  


 


ESC is concerned in relation to the extent of the land, which is considered operational 


land, as this is directly relevant to whether extensions and alterations under Part 15, 
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Class B of the Town and Country (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 would 


be applicable.  


 


ESC recommends that permitted development rights should be removed to prevent 


modification, extension or alteration of the substations under Schedule 2, Part 15, 


Class B of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 


2015 without prior consent from ESC. An example of draft wording has been provided 


below as requested by the Examining Authority: 


 


Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 


Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order), no 


development shall be carried out under Schedule 2, Part 15, Class B (a), (d) or (f) 


without the submission of a formal planning application and the granting of planning 


permission by the local planning authority.  


 


The Applicants comments regarding the operational land for the substations being 


confined to their footprints is noted however further clarification is required in 


relation to this matter in the form of a plan. It is also unclear how the operational 


land definition, if it is to be confined to the footprints of the substations, would be 


secured.  


 


ESC also notes that the Applicants consider that extensions to the substations would 


comprise EIA development. This would however be a matter of judgement subject to 


a screening process. It is not considered appropriate that any further modifications, 


extensions or alterations are undertaken to the substations without robust 


consideration through the planning process.   
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   Article 36 – Certification of Plans etc. 


 


ESC notes the comments and suggestion that the article should refer to a more 


detailed schedule of plans containing a greater amount of detail and note the 


Applicants are considering this request. The Council would support any modifications 


to the article which provide greater clarity to the list of certified documents.  


 


   Article 38 – Requirements, appeals etc.  


 


ESC has significant concerns in relation to the wording of Schedule 16 which this 


article refers to. These concerns have been outlined on pages 21-23 of this table.  


 


   Schedule 1, Part 1 – Authorised Project 


 


Work No.1 - ESC would support the request that the draft DCOs include a 


commitment to a minimum generating capacity for each project.  


 


b) The proposed wind turbine generator (WTG) 


array areas and provisions regulating WTG 


siting, height and generation capacity: 


 


  ESC notes the reduction in the maximum height of the turbines to 282 metres which 


is welcomed.  


 


ESC will defer to the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) and Natural England 


(NE) for further comments. 


 


c) The relationship between the two proposed 


developments, other existing offshore wind 


farms and maritime uses: 


  ESC has no comments in relation to offshore matters and will defer to the MMO and 


NE in relation to offshore matters.  
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d) Cables at sea;   ESC has no comments in relation to offshore matters and will defer to the MMO and 


NE in relation to offshore matters.  


 


e) The landfall and onshore cables;   Requirement 13 – Landfall Construction Method Statement 


 


ESC welcomes the update to this requirement which identifies the need for the 


method statement to accord with the Outline Landfall Construction Method 


Statement (OLCMS). The Applicants also confirmed that the wording of Requirement 


13 would be further updated to include a commitment to the use of HDD which is 


also supported.  


 


ESC considers that the Applicants should set up a monitoring programme to compare 


actual shoreline change trends with as-built records to ensure that design 


assumptions on resilience are not compromised. If monitoring suggests there is a risk 


of duct or exposure of breakout connection point damage then ESC recommends the 


Applicants submit proposals for remediation to the planning authority, and all other 


relevant approval bodies, at least 12 months in advance (if possible) of action being 


needed. 


 


Monitoring could be secured by an update to the OLCMS to ensure that a monitoring 


provision is set out in the final LCMS and secured by Requirement 13, along the lines 


of Requirement 37. ESC recommends that the Applicants use data currently 


collected, and made publicly available, under the Anglia Coastal Monitoring 


Programme (ACMP) to undertake these reviews.  Only if the ACMP is stopped or 


modified would the Applicants be required to undertake their own surveys.  Annual 


surveys (with a report of findings to ESC) are recommended for at least 3 years 
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following installation with a review at end of year 3 to consider a reduction in 


frequency.  


 


ESC is currently discussing this matter with the Applicants. 


 


f) The substations;   Requirement 12(1) requires the Applicants to submit details of the layout, scale and 


external appearance of the onshore substation to ESC for approval and 12(2) requires 


the details to be in accordance with the outline onshore design principles statements 


(APP-585). This statement has now been superseded by the Substations Design 


Principles Statement (REP4-029) and the Applicants have committed to amending the 


wording of 12(2) to reflect this at Deadline 5 and update the certified documents list.  


 


12(3) - ESC welcomes the reductions to the maximum height of the buildings and 


external equipment.  


 


12(6) – ESC understands that the wording will be updated to reflect that the Outline 


National Grid Design Principles Statement (REP1-046) has been superseded by the 


Substations Design Principles Statement (REP4-029). The inclusion of the sealing end 


compounds within the scope of the requirement and Design Principles Statement is 


welcomed.  


 


ESC remains of the view that National Grid should seek to engage with their supply 


chain as the Applicants have for the EA1N and EA2 substations to see if the 


parameters set out in the DCOs in 12(7), (8), (9) and (10) can be reduced.  


 


12(14)(b) - the DCOs state that the working width where cables cross the Hundred 


River will be 40m for each project. The Outline Water Crossings Method Statement 
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(OWCMS) states that this would be 80m for both projects (REP3-048, paragraph 62). 


ESC requests that the Applicants consider whether further reductions in the cable 


width are possible to minimise the impacts in this locality and on the banks of the 


Hundred River.  


 


ESC will be providing comments on the Substations Design Principles Statements at 


Deadline 5 but welcomes the additional information this provides in relation to the 


engagement with the local community post-consent. It is considered that the 


Substations Design Principles Statement should be an all-encompassing document 


and include the relevant aspects of the Design and Access Statement and Outline 


Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy (OLEMS). If this is not the case, then 


ESC would support the referencing of these documents within this requirement to 


ensure a consistent approach.  


 


It is understood following the hearing that the Applicants will be looking at 


Requirement 12 to consider whether any modifications could be made to provide 


greater clarity and considering potential subdivision into additional requirements. 


Although ESC can see on one hand a benefit from subdividing the requirement, we 


support the current drafting which is consistent with the integrated approach 


adopted by the Applicants. It is important that the site is designed holistically, and 


this drafting approach reflects this aim.  


  


   Requirement 26 – Control of Noise during Operational Phase 


 


The Council does not accept the proposed operational noise rating level (LAr) of 34 


dB as set out in Requirement 26 or the proposed revised noise rating level of 31/32dB 


set out at Deadline 4 by the Applicants (REP4-026, REP4-043). This level would 
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considerably exceed what ESC considers to be a more typical background sound level 


at night (24dB). The Council considers a lower limit should be set. ESC however does 


welcome the downward direction that this amendment to the noise rating level 


represents. 


 


The Council has maintained that a third monitoring location (SSR3) should be added 


to the two proposed monitoring locations (1 Woodside Cottages, Grove Road and 


Woodside Barn Cottages, Church Road). Based on the Applicants Deadline 4 


submission (REP4-026, REP4-043) ESC welcomes this addition and understands the 


Draft DCOs will be updated at Deadline 5 to reflect this commitment.  


 


   Requirement 27 - Control of noise during operational phase cumulatively with (East 


Anglia TWO/East Anglia ONE North) onshore substation 


 


The comments provided by ESC in relation to Requirement 26 also apply to 


Requirement 27. The Council does not agree with the noise limit set and maintains 


that a lower limit should be imposed.  


 


There is no noise limit set for the National Grid infrastructure. The Council considers 


that the National Grid infrastructure should be included within the final agreed 


cumulative operational noise rating level and therefore subject to Requirement 27. 


The wording of this requirement should be revised accordingly. 


 


g) The grid connections at Friston; and 


 


  ESC’s comments above in relation to Requirement 27 are relevant. There is no noise 


limit set for the National Grid infrastructure. The Council considers that the National 


Grid infrastructure should be included within the final agreed cumulative 
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operational noise rating level and therefore subject to Requirement 27. The 


wording of this requirement should be revised accordingly. 


 


   ESC’s comments in relation to Article 33 on pages 4 and 5 are relevant.  


 


ESC recommends that permitted development rights should be removed to prevent 


modification, extension or alteration of the substations under Schedule 2, Part 15, 


Class B of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 


2015 without prior consent from ESC (LIR, paragraph 6.55-6.57 - REP1-132). An 


example of draft wording has been provided below as requested by the Examining 


Authority: 


 


Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 


Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that Order), no 


development shall be carried out under Schedule 2, Part 15, Class B (a), (d) or (f) 


without the submission of a formal planning application and the granting of planning 


permission by the local planning authority.  


 


h) Requirements generally. 


 


 


  Requirement 11 – ESC notes this requirement provides the ability to agree stages of 


the onshore development which is welcomed.  


   Requirement 14 – Provision of Landscaping 


 


If the definition of ‘onshore preparation works’ remains as set out in the draft DCOs, 


ESC considers that the wording of this requirement should be amended to prevent 


planting in relation to the projects being undertaken without prior approval from 


ESC.  
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The OLEMS (paragraph 41 and Section 4.1, REP3-030) makes brief reference to 


Landscape Management Plan (LMP) providing details of ongoing management of 


landscaping beyond the maintenance period but this does not include how areas of 


replacement woodland not forming part of Work No.33 will be managed after the 


maintenance period or how their long term provision will be secured.  


 


The long term management of the substations site is an important consideration, the 


OLEMS currently provides insufficient information in relation to this.  


 


   Requirement 15 – Implementation and Maintenance of Landscaping 


 


15(2) This should be amended to revise the ten year period set for Work No.33. The 


Council considers that the requirement for replacement planting should reflect the 


time period for the adaptive/dynamic maintenance and aftercare period set out in 


the OLEMS (REP3-030, Section 4.2). If the maintenance period is suspended so should 


the requirement for replacement planting. 


 


ESC considers the replacement period for failed woodland planting (Work Numbers 


24 and 29) should be ten years not five years as detailed in the requirement. This 


would reflect the maintenance period set out in the OLEMS Table 5.1 (REP3-030) and 


this should be reflected in this requirement.  


 


   Requirement 16 - Highway Accesses – ESC defer to SCC on this matter.   


 


   Requirement 17 – Fencing and Other Means of Enclosure 
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If the definition of ‘onshore preparation works’ remains as detailed in the draft DCOs 


ESC considers that the wording of this requirement should be amended to prevent 


the erection of means of enclosure in relation to the projects being undertaken 


without prior approval from ESC. 


 


The requirement should state that “No fencing or other means of enclosure shall be 


erected until for that stage written details ….” And remove the wording “no stage of 


the onshore works may commence”.  


 


   Requirement 18 – Contaminated Land and Groundwater – ESC has no comments. 


 


   Requirement 19 – Pre-commencement archaeology execution plan - ESC will defer 


to SCC Archaeological Service on this matter.  


 


   Requirement 20 – Archaeology - ESC will defer to SCC Archaeological Service on this 


matter.  


 


   Requirement 21 – Ecological Management Plan 


 


The Council would like the words ‘pre-commencement’ added before “survey 


results” in 21(1). This provides additional clarity that the Ecological Management Plan 


(EMP) should reflect pre-commencement survey results and not necessarily the 


survey results in the Environmental Statement (ES) as a significant period of time 


could have passed between approval of the projects and their implementation.  


 


ESC welcomes 21(2) which prevents the onshore preparation works being carried out 


until a written ecological management plan has been submitted for those works. This 
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wording however also refers to the ecological management plan reflect the survey 


results and ecological mitigation measures included in the ES rather than referring to 


pre-construction surveys.  


 


ESC however considers that the OLEMS is the correct place to identify the type and 


specification for the pre-commencement surveys which are likely to be required.  


 


The Council welcomes the inclusion of the wording to ensure the SPA crossing 


method statement reflects the Outline SPA Crossing Method Statement.  


 


   Requirement 22 – Code of Construction Practice  


 


ESC notes the additional wording added to this requirement to reflect the new 


outline management plans submitted. 


 


The CoCP is required prior to commencement and this contains a number of the 


construction activity controls. The onshore preparation works can proceed prior to 


the submission of the CoCP and therefore the measures outlined in this document 


are not applicable to this activity.  


 


ESC is concerned there are no controls in place in relation to many of the onshore 


preparation works and it is therefore recommended that there should be a ‘mini’ 


CoCP secured in relation to these pre-commencement works.  


 


   Requirements 23 – Construction hours for the transmission works and 24 -  


Construction hours for grid connection works. 
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23(2) & 24(2) - This part of the requirements sets out the activities which, subject to 


advanced approval from ESC, can occur outside the working hours set out in 


Requirement 23(1) and 24(1). The Council considers there is potential for adverse 


noise effects occurring outside consented onshore working hours. The current 


drafting of the requirements identifies some activities a) to e) which are considered 


to meet the definition of essential but then states that the activities are not limited 


to those specified. This would imply that any works could be considered essential 


which is not acceptable.     


 


In addition to this the Council is concerned that the wording of 23(2)(b) and 24(2)(b) 


“fitting out works associated with the onshore substation” and “fitting out works 


associated with the national grid substation” is too vague and could incorporate 


many activities some of which could cause noise disturbance. It is also not clear why 


it is necessary to undertake these works outside the specified working hours. It is 


therefore considered that this activity should be removed from the requirements.  


 


ESC considers that it is important in addition to seeking agreement from the Council 


in relation to the duration and timing of the works, the Applicants should also be 


required to seek agreement from ESC as to whether the works are essential and 


therefore take place out of hours, with the exception of the works identified on the 


face of the DCOs. As indicated above however, ESC considers that (2)(b) should be 


removed from both requirements.   


 


   Requirement 25 – Control of artificial light emissions during construction phase 


 


ESC is satisfied that the requirement 25(1) and (2) secures the submission, agreement 


and implementation of an operational artificial light emissions management plan. 
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Requirement 25(3) and (4) secured the submission, agreement and implementation 


of an operational artificial light emissions management plan in relation to the 


National Grid substation.  


 


ESC welcomes that the requirement includes the provision of measures to minimise 


light pollution.  


 


   Requirement 28 – Traffic – ESC will defer to SCC on this matter.  


 


   Requirement 29 – Restoration of land used temporarily for construction. 


 


ESC supports the current wording of the requirement which allows coordination 


and flexibility between the projects.  


 


   Requirement 30 – Onshore Decommissioning - ESC has no comments.  


 


   Requirement 31 – Aviation Lighting 


 


ESC welcomes the additional text inserted requiring the lighting to be operated at 


the lowest permissible lighting intensity level.  


 


   Requirement 32 – Public Rights of Way – ESC will defer to SCC on this matter.  


 


   Requirement 33 – Emergency Incident Response Plan 
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ESC has discussed this matter with the Applicants and SCC and understands that there 


will be amendments made to the wording of this requirement. These discussions are 


ongoing.  


 


   Requirement 34 – Ministry of Defence Surveillance Operations - ESC will defer to the 


MOD of this matter.  


 


   Requirement 35 – Cromer Primary Surveillance Radar - ESC has no comments. 


 


   Requirement 36 – Port Traffic – ESC has no comments.   


 


   Requirement 37 – Decommissioning of Work No.8 


 


ESC considers the requirement should be updated to include infrastructure 


associated with Work No.6 up to the point of the mean low water mark (LIR REP1-


132, paragraph 10.14 & 10.20).  


 


   Requirement 38 – Restriction on carrying out grid connection works consented in 


(EA1N/EA2) Order 


 


ESC notes and welcomes this additional requirement, we however support the 


request that the wording should be amended to prevent the possibility that the 


National Grid infrastructure could be constructed and the EA1N and EA2 projects 


not.  


 


   Requirement 40 – Amendments to Approved Details - ESC has no comments. 
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   Requirement 41 – Operational Drainage Management Plan – ESC supports the 


current drafting of the requirement which provides the relevant planning authority 


with responsibility for discharging in consultation with SCC.  


 


ESC fully recognises the importance of designing an appropriate and functional 


drainage scheme, this is a vital element of this design process and fundamental for 


the operation of the site. The design of the substations and their environs will be 


coordinated through the development of a Landscape Masterplan which will include 


land which is required for landscaping and drainage features including SuDS ponds 


(REP4-029, paragraph 3). The drainage management plan is a key component feeding 


into the overall design of the site.  


 


It is clear that these factors all interlink and to disaggregate these matters by 


providing differing lead authorities for the responsibility of discharging is not 


considered appropriate. Any amendments to the drainage scheme would have a 


consequence for the landscaping scheme which would affect the overall masterplan. 


Similarly, drainage measures could influence the finished ground levels and therefore 


affect the overall design of the site. Alternatively, revisions to the design of the site 


through modifications to the landscaping could directly affect the operational 


drainage scheme, the matters are all interrelated and need to be considered 


holistically. 


 


ESC recognises SCC’s role as the lead local flood authority and the requirement 


identifies that they will be consulted, ESC will therefore seek SCC’s agreement to the 


details when submitted. The Environment Agency is also a consultee in relation to 


this matter, as in addition to surface water drainage the requirement also includes 


foul drainage. It is however considered essential that the factors which contribute to 


the overall design of the site and which will be subject of the design refinement 
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process and engagement should ultimately be determined by the same organisation 


to ensure continuity. ESC considers this holistic approach to the site design is 


essential.  


 


   Requirement 42 – Installation of Cable Ducts 


 


42(1) “In the event that the (EA1N/EA2) cable works are constructed prior to the 


(EA1N/EA2) cable works, the (EA1N/EA2) cable works may not subsequently be 


constructed unless the ducts forms part of the (EA1N/EA2) cable works are installed 


in parallel with the construction of the (EA1N/EA2) cable works”. 


 


ESC welcomes this requirement and supports its aim but is of the view that the terms 


utilised need further consideration and precision. A definition of the term 


‘constructed’ would be helpful so it is clear what this would constitute. ESC will be 


required to determine when the first project had been constructed, and we seek 


clarity regarding what this term would mean. The definition of this term will directly 


affect the point at which this requirement would engage. 


 


ESC would also seek clarity regarding the term ‘installed in parallel’ – it is assumed 


this refers to timeframe but could also relate to a geographical location. It may 


provide more clarity to use a term such as ‘simultaneously’ or something similar, but 


a definition of this term would also need to be provided.  


 


ESC welcomes the Applicants commitment to consider the wording used in the 


requirement further. 


 


   Skills, education and economic development Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 
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ESC supports SCC and the Applicants submissions in relation to the MoU. It is 


considered that a requirement is not necessary and could restrict the flexibility and 


dynamism which the MoU in its current form allows. 


 


Schedule 11 – Hedgerows 


Part 1 – Removal of Important Hedgerows 


  ESC seeks clarity regarding the hedgerows identified with Schedule 11 of the draft 


DCOs.  


 


ESC seeks clarity regarding the hedgerows identified within Schedule 11 of the draft 


DCOs.  


 


Hedgerows  marked 1 and 2 are identified within Schedule 11 (REP3-011) as being 


removed but on the Important Hedgerows and Tree Preservation Order Plan (REP3-


010) they are identified as being crossed with a reduced width. Annex 1 of the 


OLEMS document (REP3-030) identifies hedgerows 1 and 2 as being subject to full 


or partial removal. Clarification on this is required. 


 


Clarification is also required in relation to hedgerow marked 28 which is identified 


on the Important Hedgerows and Tree Preservation Order Plan (REP3-010) as being 


removed but is not identified within Schedule 11 as being removed and identified in 


Annex 1 of the OLEMS (REP3-030) as not subject to interaction.  


 


The interaction identified within Annex 1 of the OLEMS (REP3-030) in relation to a 


number of hedgerows does not appear to correspond to the interaction identified 


within Schedule 11 of the draft DCOs (REP3-011) and the interaction identified on 


the Important Hedgerows and Tree Preservation Order Plan (REP3-010). Further 


clarification as to the reasons for this is required. Does Annex 1 identify a greater 
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number of important hedgerows to be crossed with a reduced width as some of 


these will be crossed with a width less than 32m but greater than the draft DCOs 


definition of reduced width which is 16.1m? 


 


Schedule 16 – Procedure for discharge of 


requirements 


1 – Applications made for certain approvals  


2 – Further information 


 


  ESC understands that this procedure is set out in Appendix 1 of The Planning 


Inspectorate’s 15: Drafting Development Consent Orders but there have been a 


number of recent DCOs which have been granted with wording which varies from 


that set out. ESC is particularly referring to the two latest decisions on offshore 


windfarms published relating to Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk Vanguard 


Offshore Wind Farms.  


 


Schedule 16 does not include any details in relation to the information the Applicant 


should provide. For example, the Norfolk Vanguard DCO included the wording:  


“a) the undertaker must give the discharging authority sufficient information to 


identify the requirement(s) to which the application relates;  


“b) the undertaker must provide such particulars, and the request be accompanied by 


such plans and drawings, as are reasonably considered necessary to deal with the 


application.”  


 


The Council considers that this would be useful additional wording.  


 


1(2)(a) ESC considers that 42 days provides an insufficient standard time period in 


which to discharge requirements. It is noted that this is the timescale set out in 


Appendix 1, however a longer period of 56 days is provided when discharging 


planning application conditions and therefore a shorter period is not considered 


appropriate. The DCOs and requirements relate to multiple large scale complex 


developments which will require significant resource from ESC and consultation with 
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multiple other stakeholders, particularly in circumstances where the discharge 


applications for the two DCOs may be made simultaneously.  It is considered a period 


of 56 days would be more appropriate.  


 


The recent Norfolk Vanguard DCO provided a period of 8 weeks. This provision was 


not included within the recently consented Hornsea Project Three DCO or the other 


SPR projects EA1 and EA3 DCOs. 


 


1(3) ESC considers that the deemed consent provision in the event that the 


discharging authority does not determine an application with the set period is not 


appropriate. This is not a provision in the standard text provided in Appendix 1, it is 


also not a provision which has been included within the two recently consented DCOs 


referred to above. Importantly, it should be noted that this was not a feature of the 


EA1 or EA3 DCOs and ESC does not consider that the lack of this mechanism has been 


detrimental to the discharge process. The Council has developed a good working 


relationship with the Applicants, and it is not considered that such a provision is 


necessary.  


 


The Council does not agree with the provision that if information is not requested 


within the first 10 business days that the information submitted is deemed to be 


sufficient. It is considered that the wording ‘as soon as reasonably practicable’ is 


sufficient. It is noted that this is part of the wording in the standard text set out in 


Appendix 1, however 10 business days is not considered sufficient time for the 


discharging authority to consider, assess and undertake appropriate internal and 


external consultations in relation to the additional information received and decide 


whether further information and requests are necessary. A consultee is typically 


provided 21 days to provide their comments, if a request for further information was 


provided by a consultee, under the current wording the authority would not be able 
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to make such a request to the Applicant. It is also not considered appropriate that all 


further requests for information should be required to be made within this initial 10 


day period.  


 


The recent Hornsea Project Three DCO did not include such provisions, neither did 


EA1 and EA3 DCOs. In the Norfolk Vanguard DCO if no consultations were required 


the discharging authority was provided with 20 business days to notify the Applicants 


that further information was required. In the event consultation on the requirement 


was necessary, the discharging authority had to notify the Applicants within 10 


business days of receiving the request for information or in any event within 42 day 


of receipt of the application.  


 


advice_note_15_version_1.pdf (planninginspectorate.gov.uk) 


 


The Norfolk Vanguard Offshore Wind Farm Order 2020 


(planninginspectorate.gov.uk) 


 


SI/SR Template (planninginspectorate.gov.uk) 


 


The ExA will invite submissions from IPs who wish 


to raise matters in relation to this item. The 


Applicants will be provided with a right of reply. 


   


   


Agenda Item 4 – The Changing Policy Environment  


The ExAs will review the need and possible 


drafting approaches to provisions enabling 


responses to emerging policy including: 


  Agenda item was deferred.   


 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/advice_note_15_version_1.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010079/EN010079-004281-Norfolk_Vanguard_DCO_SoS_1_July_2020.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010079/EN010079-004281-Norfolk_Vanguard_DCO_SoS_1_July_2020.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010080/EN010080-003266-EN010080%20Hornsea%20Three%20-%20Development%20Consent%20Order.pdf
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a) Flexible adaptation of transmission 


connection alignments; and 


b) Consequential adjustments to Compulsory 


Acquisition (CA) and Temporary Possession 


(TP) provisions if necessary. 


 


The ExA will invite submissions from IPs who wish 


to raise matters in relation to this item. 


The Applicants will be provided with a right of 


reply. 


ESC did however provide some brief comments on this matter during the hearing 


which have been outlined below. 


 


ESC notes the reduction in the commencement period which the Applicants will 


detail in an update to the draft DCOs at Deadline 5.  


 


ESC has given further thought to the incorporation of additional flexibility within the 


draft DCOs in response to policy change or technological advancements. We are of 


the view that this would need to be achieved through the Substations Design 


Principle Statement and the inclusion of an additional design principle.  


 


    


Agenda Item 5 – Security for Technical Processes 


The ExAs will review the need and possible 


drafting approaches to provisions securing the 


provision of such HRA compensation measures 


as may be advanced without prejudice. (ISH3 


Agenda Item 2 refers). 


 


The ExA will invite submissions from IPs who wish 


to raise matters in relation to this item. 


 


The Applicants will be provided with a right of 


reply. 


  Agenda item was deferred.   


    


Agenda Item 6 – Agreements and Obligations  
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The ExAs will consider the need for and progress 


on any commercial agreements and planning 


obligations. 


 


The ExAs will invite submissions from IPs who 


wish to raise matters in relation to this item. 


 


The Applicants will be provided with a right of 


reply.  


  Agenda item was deferred.   


    


Agenda Item 7 – Consents of Parties 


The ExAs will consider the need for and progress 


on the grant of Crown consents and any other 


consents required from IPs. 


 


The ExAs will invite submissions from IPs who 


wish to raise matters in relation to this item. 


The Applicants will be provided with a right of 


reply. 


  Agenda item was deferred.   


    


Agenda Item 8 – Other Consents 


The ExAs will consider the need for, co-


ordination with and progress on any consents 


beyond the NSIP regime and not provided for in 


the dDCOs, but necessary for delivery. 


 


  Agenda item was deferred.   
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The ExAs will invite submissions from IPs who 


wish to raise matters in relation to this item. 


 


The Applicants will be provided with a right of 


reply. 


    


Agenda Item 9 - Any other business relevant to the Agenda 


The ExAs may raise any other topics bearing on 


dDCO matters as is expedient, having regard to 


the readiness of the persons present to address 


such matters. 


 


The ExAs may extend an opportunity for 


participants to raise matters relevant to the topic 


of these hearings that they consider should be 


examined by the ExAs. 


 


If necessary, the Applicants will be provided with 


a right of reply. 


  ESC has no further comments.  


    


Agenda Item 10 - Procedural decisions, review of actions and next steps 


The ExAs will review whether there is any need 


for procedural decisions about additional 


information or any other matter arising from 


Agenda items 2 to 9. 


 


  ESC will review any actions upon them as a consequence of the hearing once they 


have been published by the ExA and respond in writing by the appropriate deadline. 
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To the extent that matters arise that are not 


addressed in any procedural decisions, the ExAs 


will address how any actions placed on the 


Applicants, Interested Parties or Other Persons 


are to be met and consider the approaches to be 


taken in further hearings, in the light of issues 


raised in these hearings. A written 


action list will be published if required. 


    


Agenda Item 11 – Closure of the hearings 


    


 








 


 


 


 


The Planning Act 2008 


 


East Anglia One North (EA1N) and East Anglia Two (EA2) Offshore Wind Farms 


 


Planning Inspectorate Reference: EA1N – EN010077 & EA2 – EN010078 


 


Deadline 5 - 3 February 2021 


 


East Suffolk Council’s Response to Examining Authority’s Action Points Following 


Issue Specific Hearings 3, 4, 5 and 6 







The table below details East Suffolk Council’s (ESC) responses in relation to action points raised during Issue Specific Hearing 3 (ISH3), Issue 


Specific Hearing  4 (ISH4), Issue Specific Hearing (ISH5) and Issue Specific Hearing (ISH6).   


 


No. Action Point   Party Deadline East Suffolk Council’s Comments 


ISH3 Hearing Action Points – 19 January 2020 


11 Outline Landscape and Ecological 


Management Strategy (OLEMS) and R21 


Submissions on the undertaking of and 


security for pre-construction surveys 


within the OLEMs or in requirement 21 


should be made in writing. Other matters 


relating to the content of the OLEMs 


should also be raised. 


  Applicants, 


NE, SCC, 


ESC 


D5 Whilst ESC considers that the OLEMS is the correct place to 


identify the type and specification for the pre-commencement 


surveys which are likely to be required, we do consider that 


Requirement 21 should make reference to the need for 


Ecological Management Plan(s) (EMP) to be based on pre-


construction surveys (as set out in our Deadline 4 submission 


(REP4-059)). As currently drafted the requirement specifies 


that the EMP(s) should be based on the findings presented in 


the Environmental Statement (ES) and be in accordance with 


the OLEMS. No direct reference is made to the need for pre-


commencements surveys, which we consider are essential if 


adequate, effective, up to date mitigation measures are to be 


delivered. 


 


The Council therefore would like the words ‘pre-


commencement’ added before “survey results” in 21(1) and 


21(2).  


 


Additional comments on the content of the OLEMS were made 


in our Deadline 4 submission (REP4-059) and have not been 


repeated here. 


       


ISH4 Hearing Action Points – 19 & 20 January 2021 
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4 Outline Landfall Construction Method 


Statement 


To provide further consideration of the 


need for monitoring/remediation of the 


landfall installation 


  ESC D5 ESC considers that the Applicants should set up a monitoring 


programme to compare actual shoreline change trends with 


as-built records to ensure that design assumptions on 


resilience are not compromised. If monitoring suggests there 


is a risk of duct or exposure of breakout connection point 


damage then ESC considers that the Applicants should submit 


proposals for remediation to the planning authority, and all 


other relevant approval bodies, at least 12 months in advance 


(if possible) of action being needed. 


 


Monitoring could be secured by an update to the Outline 


Landfall Construction Method Statement (OLCMS) to ensure 


that a monitoring provision is set out in the final Landfall 


Construction Method Statement (LCMS) and secured by 


Requirement 13, along the lines of Requirement 37. ESC 


recommends that the Applicants use data currently collected, 


and made publicly available, under the Anglia Coastal 


Monitoring Programme (ACMP) to undertake these reviews.  


Only if the ACMP is stopped or modified would the Applicants 


be required to undertake their own surveys. Annual surveys 


(with a report of findings to ESC) are recommended for at least 


three years following installation with a review at end of year 


three to consider a reduction in frequency .  


 


ESC is currently discussing this matter with the Applicants.  


 


8 Agenda Item 4 (c) Lighting   IPs, 


Applicants 


D5/D6 Requirement 22 which secures the Code of Construction 


Practice (CoCP) includes an artificial light emissions plan for the 
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ExA determined that this item be 


deferred and that, whilst no judgment 


has been taken about the need for an 


additional hearing on it, IPs with an 


interest in the item are requested to 


make written submissions by D5 and the 


applicant to respond by D6. 


construction phase. The Outline Code of Construction Practice 


(OCoCP - REP3-022) provides the Council with sufficient 


confidence that the lighting in the final plan will be designed 


to minimise nuisance and impact on residential and ecological 


receptors. The final CoCP including artificial light emissions 


plan will be agreed with the ESC at the discharge of 


requirements stage.  


 


ESC is satisfied that Requirement 25 secures the provision of 


an Operational Artificial Light Emissions Management Plan 


which will include measures to minimise lighting pollution and 


the hours of lighting for both the EA1N and EA2 onshore 


substations and the National Grid substation.  


 


The ESs highlight that operational lighting will be required 


around the perimeter fence and car park and these could 


potentially be motion sensitive. No additional lighting is 


proposed along the access road or Grove Road.  


 


The Operational Artificial Light Emissions Management Plan is 


required to be approved by ESC. Although limited information 


has currently been provided, the Council will ensure that the 


lighting is appropriately designed to minimise its impact post 


consent through the discharge of requirements process. 


 


       


ISH5 Hearing Action Points – 21 January 2021 
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3 Potential outstanding shipping, 


navigation and sea use issues. 


IPs with a responsibility for ports, 


harbours or channels or their economic 


role (including county councils) to 


confirm that the interests of ports, 


harbours or channels have been 


appropriately recognised and responded 


to in siting, design, construction, 


operation and decommissioning; taking 


into account any prospective future port 


use and traffic levels. 


  SCC 


NCC 


ESC 


IPs 


D5 ESC has no comments to make in relation to shipping, 


navigation and sea uses issues and would defer to the Marine 


and Coastguard Agency (MCA) and the Marine Management 


Organisation (MMO).  


 


In terms of the management of port related traffic during 


construction and operation, this would be subject 


Requirement 36.  


4 Potential outstanding recreation and 


other sea uses issues. 


IPs – including local authorities – invited 


to raise any outstanding issues in relation 


to use of the sea for recreational 


purposes. 


  SCC 


NCC 


ESC 


IPs 


D5 ESC has no comments to make in relation to recreation and 


other sea uses issues and would defer to the Marine and 


Coastguard Agency (MCA) and the Marine Management 


Organisation (MMO). 


7 Possible Requirement in the dDCO. 


Applicants and IPs to respond to the 


proposition that a Requirement be 


drafted to ensure a Memorandum of 


Understanding is in place to enable 


partners to collaborate in delivering 


economic and other benefits for 


consideration at ISH6 on January 29th. 


  Applicants 


SCC 


ESC 


ISH6 – 


29.01.21 


Consideration of the addition of a possible requirement to 


secure the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in relation 


to skills, education and economic development was discussed 


during ISH6 on 29 January 2021.  


 


ESC supports SCC and the Applicants submissions in relation to 


the MoU. It is considered that a requirement is not necessary 


to secure the provision of the document and could restrict the 


flexibility and dynamism which the MoU in its current form 


allows. 
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An action point from ISH6 however requests consideration of 


draft wording for a requirement. This has been considered in 


relation to action point 31 of ISH6 below at the bottom of the 


table.  


 


13 Further hearings to address technical 


matters. 


Submissions were made expressing views 


about the benefit of additional hearing 


time to orally examine some areas of 


technical detail. IPs are invited to suggest 


any specific issues about which they 


consider it to be necessary for the ExAs’ 


examination of the applications to 


allocate further hearing time in order to 


ensure adequate examination of the 


issue or that an IP has a fair chance to put 


its case. IPs should give reasons why they 


consider it to be necessary for oral, as 


opposed to written, examination of the 


issue. The ExAs will consider submissions 


in making its decisions about the hearing 


time to be allocated to specific issues for 


the remainder of the examinations. 


  IPs D5 ESC advised at ISH4 that it may be appropriate for the 


Examining Authority to consider holding a further hearing in 


relation to noise matters due to the limited time available for 


discussion during the event. Noise is a complex technical 


matter which is of significant concern to a number of 


Interested Parties. We still consider that there would be 


benefit from holding a further hearing in order to increase the 


transparency of the process and allow the local community 


and stakeholders full opportunity to engage in the discussions. 


ESC is however content, if it is the Examining Authority’s 


decision, to proceed with submissions on this matter on a 


written basis.  


       


ISH6 Hearing Actions Points – 29 January 2021 







ESC Ref: EA1N 20023870 & EA2 20023871 – Deadline 5 


7 | P a g e  
 


10 Article 33 


Consideration of revised wording to 


restrict potential permitted development 


rights in relation to operational land. 


  ESC 


Applicants 


D5 ESC recommends that permitted development rights should 


be removed to prevent modification, extension or alteration of 


the substations under Schedule 2, Part 15, Class B of the Town 


and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 


2015 without prior consent from ESC. An example of draft 


wording has been provided below: 


 


Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country 


Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any 


Order revoking or re-enacting that Order), no development 


shall be carried out under Schedule 2, Part 15, Class B (a), (d) 


or (f) without the submission of a formal planning application 


and the granting of planning permission  by the local planning 


authority.  


 


11 Article 36 


Respond to various proposals* to amend 


this article to ensure proper reference to 


revisions and clarifications to the ES and 


other documents during the 


Examinations processes. Consider 


(amongst other options) the introduction 


of a new schedule tabulating all 


documents by version and date (the 


Boreas method). 


* MMO proposal to amend Article 36 


Certification of plans to include 


documents clarifying the ES, particularly 


  Applicants 


with 


reference 


to 


the MMO 


and 


LPA 


D5 ESC would support any modifications to the article which 


would provide greater clarity to the list of certified documents 


ensuring there is no ambiguity in relation to the specific 


documents certified.  
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in relation to ornithology and fish, 


submitted during the examination. 


21 Requirements 26 and 27 


Consider and respond to submissions 


that noise levels be lowered and controls 


on noise from the National Grid 


Substation be included in the dDCO. 


  Applicants 


ESC 


SASES 


D5 The Council does not accept the proposed operational noise 


rating level (LAr) of 34 dB as set out in Requirement 26 and 27 


or the proposed revised noise rating level of 31/32dB set out 


at Deadline 4 by the Applicants (REP4-026, REP4-043). This 


level would considerably exceed what ESC considers to be a 


more typical background sound level at night (24dB). The 


Council considers a lower limit should be set. ESC however 


does welcome the downward direction that this amendment 


to the noise rating level represents. 


 


There is no noise limit set for the National Grid infrastructure. 


The Council considers that the National Grid infrastructure 


should be included within the final agreed cumulative 


operational noise rating level and therefore subject to 


Requirement 27. The wording of this requirement should be 


revised accordingly. 


 


26 Requirement 42 


Further discussion on the detailed 


drafting and appropriate response. 


  Applicants 


ESC 


D5 ESC welcomes the addition of Requirement 42 and support its 


aim but is of the view that the terms utilised need further 


consideration and precision. A definition of the term 


‘constructed’ would be helpful so it is clear what this would 


constitute. ESC will be required to determine when the first 


project had been constructed, and we seek clarity regarding 


what this term would mean. The definition of this term will 


directly affect the point at which this requirement would 


engage. 
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ESC would also seek clarity regarding the term ‘installed in 


parallel’ – it is assumed this refers to timeframe but could also 


relate to a geographical location. It may provide more clarity 


to use a term such as ‘simultaneously’ or something similar, 


but a definition of this term would also need to be provided.  


 


ESC welcomes the Applicants commitment to consider the 


wording used in the requirement further. 


 


27 Schedules 2-15 


ExAs invite detailed technical comments 


  IPs D5 Schedule 2 – Streets subject to street works – ESC will defer to 


SCC as local highway authority on this matter.  


 


Schedule 3 – Public rights of way to be temporarily stopped up 


– ESC will defer to SCC as local highway authority on this 


matter.  


 


Schedule 4 – Footpaths to be stopped up – ESC will defer to 


SCC as local highway authority on this matter.  


 


Schedule 5 – Streets to be temporarily stopped up – ESC will 


defer to SCC as local highway authority on this matter.  


 


Schedule 6 – Access to works - ESC will defer to SCC as local 


highway authority on this matter. 


 


Schedule 7 – Land in which only new rights etc. may be 


acquired.  
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ESC has been in discussion with the Applicants in relation to 


the removal of land parcel no.3 from the draft DCOs.  


 


Schedule 8 – Modification of compensation and compulsory 


purchase enactments for creation of new rights and imposition 


of new restrictions – ESC has no comments.  


 


Schedule 9 - Land of which temporary possession may be 


taken. 


 


ESC has been in discussion with the Applicants in relation to 


the removal of land parcel no.3 from the draft DCOs.  


 


Schedule 10 – Protective provisions – ESC has no comments.  


 


Schedule 11 - Hedgerows 


 


ESC seeks clarity regarding the hedgerows identified within 


Schedule 11 of the draft DCOs.  


 


Hedgerows  marked 1 and 2 are identified within Schedule 11 


(REP3-011) as being removed but on the Important Hedgerows 


and Tree Preservation Order Plan (REP3-010) they are 


identified as being crossed with a reduced width. Annex 1 of 


the OLEMS document (REP3-030) identifies hedgerows 1 and 


2 as being subject to full or partial removal. Clarification on this 


is required. 







ESC Ref: EA1N 20023870 & EA2 20023871 – Deadline 5 


11 | P a g e  
 


 


Clarification is also required in relation to hedgerow marked 


28 which is identified on the Important Hedgerows and Tree 


Preservation Order Plan (REP3-010) as being removed but is 


not identified within Schedule 11 as being removed and 


identified in Annex 1 of the OLEMS (REP3-030) as not subject 


to interaction.  


 


The interaction identified within Annex 1 of the OLEMS (REP3-


030) in relation to a number of hedgerows does not appear to 


correspond to the interaction identified within Schedule 11 of 


the draft DCOs (REP3-011) and the interaction identified on 


the Important Hedgerows and Tree Preservation Order Plan 


(REP3-010). Further clarification as to the reasons for this is 


required. Does Annex 1 identify a greater number of important 


hedgerows to be crossed with a reduced width as some of 


these will be crossed with a width less than 32m but greater 


than the draft DCOs definition of reduced width which is 


16.1m? 


 


Schedule 12 – Trees subject to tree preservation orders – ESC 


has no comments.  


 


Schedule 13 – Deems licence under the 2009 Act – generation 


assets – ESC has no comments. 


 


Schedule 14 – Deemed licence under the 2009 Act – offshore 


transmissions assets – ESC has no comments. 
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Schedule 15 – Arbitration Rules – ESC has no comments.   


 


31 Memorandum of Understanding 


ExAs request consideration of drafting a 


new requirement to secure production of 


an MoU for purposes of economic 


development. 


  Applicants 


SCC 


ESC 


D5 Notwithstanding the positions outlined during the ISH6 by the 


Applicants, SCC and ESC that a requirement is not considered 


necessary to secure the MoU, as the MoU is considered to 


work most effectively outside of the DCO, at the Examining 


Authority’s request, ESC has been engaging with SCC regarding 


the drafting of a new requirement.  


 


SCC has provided some draft wording within their Deadline 5 


submission which ESC supports. The requirement has been 


drafted to ensure the retention of the positive elements of the 


MoU are retained, in terms of its flexibility and dynamism, and 


ensures that the Councils ability to take a proactive and 


creative approach is not impeded.  
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The Planning Act 2008 


 


East Anglia One North (EA1N) and East Anglia Two 


(EA2) Offshore Wind Farms 


 


Planning Inspectorate Reference: EA1N – EN010077 & 


EA2 – EN010078 


 


 


Deadline 5 - 3 February 2021 


 


East Suffolk Council’s Response to Additional 


Information Submitted by Applicants at Deadline 4 
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Review of Additional Information Submitted by Applicants at Deadline 4 


 


1. Introduction 


 


1.1. East Suffolk Council (ESC) has noted that the following additional documents were 


submitted by the Applicants at Deadline 4 which are of relevance to the Council’s 


responsibilities: 


• EA1N and EA2 Deadline 4 Project Update Note (REP4-026) 


• EA1N and EA2 Substations Design Principles Statement (REP4-029) 


• EA1N and EA2 Deadline 4 Onshore Ecology Clarification Note (REP4-005) 


• EA1N and EA2 Noise Modelling Clarification Note (REP4-043) 


• EA1N and EA2 Applicant’s Comments on Councils’ Deadline 3 Submission 


(REP4-025) 


• EA1N and EA2 Traffic and Transport Deadline 4 Clarification Note (REP4-


027) 


• EA1N and EA2 Outline Landscape Mitigation Plan (REP4-015) 


• EA1N and EA2 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Addendum (REP4-


031) 


o Appendix 1 Viewpoint 1 (REP4-032) 


o Appendix 2 Viewpoint 2 (REP4-033) 


o Appendix 3 Viewpoint 3 (REP4-034) 


o Appendix 4 Viewpoint 4 (REP4-035) 


o Appendix 5 Viewpoint 5 (REP4-036) 


o Appendix 6 Viewpoint 6 (REP4-037) 


o Appendix 7 Viewpoint 8 (REP4-038) 


o Appendix 8 Viewpoint 9 (REP4-039) 


• EA1N and EA2 Heritage Assessment Addendum (REP4-006) 


o Appendix 1 CHBP2 (REP4-007) 


o Appendix 2 CHVP3 (REP4-008) 


o Appendix 3 CHVP4 (REP4-009) 


o Appendix 4 CHVP5 (REP4-010) 


o Appendix 5 CHVP7 (REP4-011) 


o Appendix 6 CHVP8 (REP4-012) 


 


1.2. The Council has reviewed these documents and provided comments where relevant 


in the table on page 4. The comments relate to both East Anglia One North (EA1N) 


and East Anglia Two (EA2) projects.  


 


1.3. The comments contained within this document are from ESC. The Council continues 


to work closely with SCC on these projects but to avoid repetition, each Council will 


lead on specific topic areas as set out in the Councils joint Local Impact Report.  
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1.4. The Council notes that a number of documents have been submitted which are 


directly relevant to Suffolk County Council’s (SCC) responsibilities as Lead Local Flood 


Authority and Local Highway Authority and therefore we will defer the SCC on these 


matters. 


• EA1 and EA2 Outline Drainage Management Plan (REP4-003) 


• EA1N and EA2 Clarification Note SuDS Infiltration Note (REP4-044) 


• EA1N and EA2 Traffic and Transport Deadline 4 Clarification Note (REP4-


027) 
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The table below details ESC’s comments in relation to additional information submitted by the Applicants at Deadline 4. 
 


Document submitted at Deadline 4   East Suffolk Council’s Comments 


EA1N and EA2 Deadline 4 Project Update Note (REP4-026) 


1.2.1 Noise Limit Compliance Locations    ESC welcomes the inclusion of an additional noise monitoring location within Requirements 


26 and 27 of the draft DCOs at SSR3. This ensures that there is a monitoring location to the 


north of the substations.  


 


1.2.2 Revised Noise Limits   ESC welcomes the reduction in the proposed operational noise limits and considers this a step 


in right direction but maintains that the operational noise limits should be set at the rating 


level equal to a truly representative background noise level as discussed in Appendix 4 of the 


Council’s Local Impact Report (REP1-132). 


 


ESC has provided further detailed comments in this table (page 10 onwards) on noise matters 


in response to the Noise Modelling Clarification Note (REP4-043).  


 


1.3 A12/A1094 Junction (Friday Street 


Junction) 


  ESC welcomes the alterations proposed to the A12/A1094 junction during the projects’ 


construction periods and will defer to SCC as the local highway authority for more detailed 


comments on this matter. ESC has raised a question in relation to the implications of the these 


works for air quality in the table below (page 29) in response to the Traffic and Transport 


Deadline 4 Clarification Note (REP4-027) where the works proposed to the Friday Street 


junction are set out in further detail.  


 


1.4 Additional Planting at National Grid 


Substation 


  The additional planting to the north of the National Grid substation is noted and provides 


more effective screening of the eastern section of the developments. Further consideration 


of the effect of this planting is provided in this table below in connection with ESC’s comments 


on the Heritage Assessment Addendum (REP4-006) and discussion of Little Moor Farm and 


CHVP3 (REP-008) in the table on page 30 onwards.  
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1.5 Grid Connection Dates   ESC notes the new grid connection dates for EA2 and submission to National Grid by the 


Applicants of an application to amend the Connection Agreement for EA1N.  


 


    


EA1N and EA2 Substations Design Principles Statement (REP4-029) 


Paragraph 3: This substations design 


principles statement should be read in 


conjunction with the Outline Landscape 


and Ecological Mitigation Strategy 


(OLEMS) (REP3-030). 


 


  It is considered that this paragraph should include reference to the Design and Access 


Statement (DAS) (APP-580) in addition to the OLEMS unless the document is updated to 


include the matters contained in the DAS.  


Paragraph 5 and Section 1.2 DCO 


Requirement 12 


  ESC notes that this document will supersede the outline design principle statements and the 


draft DCOs will be updated to reflect this. The Council fully support the holistic approach to 


the design of the substations site.  


  


Paragraph 27: The Use of locally 


appropriate native woodland and 


hedging species.  


  The choice of tree and hedgerow species remains under discussion. The issue of appropriate 


plant association needs to be more fully considered before woodland mixes in particular can 


be approved. 


 


The summary of the issues that the OLEMS address is noted and accepted, but it also needs 


to be considered that the mitigation planting proposals in their own right have the potential 


to alter the visual receptors experience of the local landscape in certain views. 


 


Paragraph 29   It is noted and accepted that the latest versions of the substations design have the potential 


to reduce adverse landscape and visual effects of the projects. 
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Section 5 Substation Design Principles  


Table 5.1 


  ESC considers that the Applicants should make a clear commitment within the design 


principles to make every reasonable effort during the design refinement process, to further 


reduce the dimensions of  the onshore substations. It is accepted that the draft DCOs provide 


maximum dimensions for the projects, but these are based on Rochdale envelope/worst case 


scenario assessments. The Applicants should, as far as reasonably possible, be seeking to 


achieve best case design outcomes in order to minimise the impacts of the projects. It is 


essential this commitment is made in relation to both the EA1N and EA2 substations but also 


the National Grid substation. It is not considered that such a commitment would impede the 


discharge of requirement process. ESC is disappointed that National Grid have not taken the 


opportunity to engage with their supply chain and secure reductions in the maximum 


envelope of their development.  


 


   ESC support SCC in their recommendation that an additional design principle be included 


within the document to reflect the need for the design of the projects to have regard to policy 


changes and technological advancements which may occur in between consent and detailed 


design work. It is understood that SCC has provided some suggested wording within their 


Deadline 5 submission.   


 


Section 5.2 Design Champion   ESC welcomes the commitment to provide a design champion who will ensure effective 


design coordination between the developments. It is important that the design champion is 


appointed as a priority post-consent (if the DCOs are granted).  


 


Section 6.1 Finished Ground Levels 


Section 6.2 Onshore Substation Height 


Reductions 


Section 6.3 Maximum Visual Envelope 


  ESC welcomes the reductions in the finished floor levels and heights of the infrastructure 


associated with EA1N and EA2 substations. It is noted that the Applicants wish to retain a 


degree of flexibility in relation to the finished ground level and therefore have provided a 


maximum visual envelope expressed in AOD for the substations. This does provide a greater 


level of certainty regarding the maximum visual envelope however ESC still considers that 
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providing a maximum finished ground level would be beneficial to help minimise the impacts 


of the projects.  


 


Appendix 1 – Engagement Strategy    The integrated approach to the design of the substations site is supported. The coordination 


between the design of the substations is of vital importance and therefore the design 


refinement and engagement process need to be undertaken jointly.  


 


Paragraph 23 – …Whilst the height of 


building and external equipment will not 


be subject of consultation as the 


maximum heights will be set out in the 


DCO, the Applicant will outline the 


rationale for the heights of key buildings 


and external equipment heights. 


  There is insufficient commitment from the Applicants to take all reasonable steps to explore 


opportunities to reduce the parameters of the substations post consent. Reference here to 


the maximum heights set out in the DCOs which have been drafted based on a ‘worst case’ 


scenario is of concern. This concern is reinforced as National Grid are yet to undertake any 


design refinement work. It is essential that the ‘outline of the rationale for the heights of key 


buildings and external equipment heights’ includes detailed explanation as to how the final 


parameters have been reached.  


 


Paragraph 26 - …A suitably experienced 


chair/facilitator will make noted and 


ensure that discussions run to time.  


  It is recommended that the community engagement events are run by a neutral 


chair/facilitator. 


Paragraph 34 - Timescales   It is important that the Landscape Masterplan and Architectural Framework should remain in 


an early drafting form prior to the granting of the DCOs to enable the community to have the 


ability to genuinely influence aspects of the design.  


 


    


EA1N and EA2 Deadline 4 Onshore Ecology Clarification Note (REP4-005) 


Section 2.2 Onshore Ecology   In relation to onshore ecology, the Deadline 4 Clarification Note concludes that it is “highly 


unlikely that operational noise will interfere with the behaviour of any sensitive receptors 


which utilise Laurel Covert or other surrounding habitats” (paragraph 13). This is based on the 


ecological receptors recorded in the area during pre-application surveys and the noise levels 
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predicted to occur during the operation of the substations. We have a number of comments 


to make on this conclusion: 


 


Ecological Receptors Recorded 


 


Whilst the Clarification Note correctly identifies that no bat species considered to be 


particularly vulnerable to increased noise levels (particularly brown long-eared bat (Plecotus 


auritus) and Natterer’s bat (Myotis nattereri)) were recorded in the vicinity of the substations 


(Environmental Statement (ES) Appendix 22.6 Bat Survey Report - APP-507), it appears that 


no brown long-eared bats were recorded at any survey point (either static detector or 


transect) in the entire red line boundary. 


 


We consider that this is highly likely to be an under recording, rather than a complete 


absence, as this species is one of the more common in the UK (Bat Conservation Trust BCT 


Brown long-eared pdf (accessed 26/01/2021)) and is considered to be common and 


widespread in Suffolk (Suffolk Bat Group Bats in Suffolk Distribution Atlas (accessed 


26/01/2021)). Historic records for this species also exist from Sternfield church approximately 


2.2km to the west of the substation site. It is known that brown long-eared bats echolocate 


very quietly (or not at all in certain situations) and therefore are often not recorded by 


electronic bat detecting equipment even when present. We therefore do not consider that it 


is correct to conclude that this species is completely absent from the substations area. 


 


In addition to the above, it is also noted that the static bat detector at survey point 1B (on the 


edge of Laurel Covert) failed on two out of four of its deployments. This further reduces the 


confidence in the conclusion that vulnerable bat species are absent from the substation 


location. 


 


Predicted Noise Levels 



https://cdn.bats.org.uk/pdf/About%20Bats/brownlongeared_11.02.13.pdf?mtime=20181101151257&focal=none

https://cdn.bats.org.uk/pdf/About%20Bats/brownlongeared_11.02.13.pdf?mtime=20181101151257&focal=none

http://live-twt-d8-suffolk.pantheonsite.io/sites/default/files/2018-06/Bat%20Atlas%201983_2016%20final.pdf
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Whilst the Clarification Note considers noise levels to be generated during substation 


operation in relation to published evidence on the impacts of these on certain ecological 


receptors, it does not appear to consider whether there will be any ultrasonic component to 


the noise generated. Bats in particular are potentially disproportionately impacted by 


ultrasonic noise and therefore this must be assessed before it can be concluded that 


operational noise will not result in a significant adverse impact on all ecological receptors. 


 


Also, whilst the Clarification Note considers the impact arising from the operation of the EA1N 


and EA2 substations, it does not include the National Grid substation which also forms part of 


the DCOs. It is therefore unknown whether this substation will exert a similar level of impact, 


therefore pushing the zone of impact further north, or whether it may even have a greater 


impact therefore affecting ecological receptors over a wider area.  


 


Conclusion 


 


Given the importance of bats as an ecological receptor (an ecological receptor of “High” 


importance under the EIA definition – ES Chapter 22 Onshore Ecology APP-070) we consider 


that the precautionary principal must be applied when considering likely impacts on them. 


Considering the uncertainties with the submitted assessment set out above, we consider it 


likely that the operation of the substations will have an adverse impact on certain bat species 


where habitats suitable for them are in the vicinity of the substations (within at least 60m as 


identified in the research quoted in the Clarification Note (REP4-005). This is likely to cause 


these species to either avoid these areas or to suffer increased foraging times, therefore 


expending more energy to forage for the same amount of prey when compared to the 


absence of the substations. This in turn will result in an adverse impact on populations of 


these species in this location. 
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Section 2.3 Onshore Ornithology   Whilst we agree that barn owl (Tyto alba) is the ornithological receptor most likely to be 


impacted by substation operational noise, we do not consider that the evidence presented in 


the Clarification Note fully supports the conclusion that the noise generated will not “give rise 


to any change in activity within the local barn owl population”. The research quoted relates 


to distances at which human activity disturbed barn owls, not distances at which barn owls 


continued to behave as before when a permanent, new, increased noise source was 


introduced. Although the research indicates that barn owls may habituate, or at least tolerate, 


increased levels of disturbance from anthropogenic sources, nevertheless given that a large 


part of their hunting strategy relies on hearing their prey we consider it likely that the 


increased noise levels generated by the substations will mean that this species avoids the 


area. 


 


Barn owl were recorded nesting in relatively close proximity to the substations area (ES - 


Figure 23.8 - Other Scheduled 1 Target Species Records - APP-291). The noise generated by 


the substations may result in the abandonment of this nesting area or may result in the 


avoidance of the area around the substations, including the new landscaping proposed as part 


of it, which will result in the loss of foraging area from the territory. Whilst this impact is 


undesirable, we accept that it is assessed in the ES (Chapter 23 Onshore Ornithology - APP-


071). 


 


    


EA1N and EA2 Noise Modelling Clarification Note (REP4-043) 


Paragraph 3: In addition, the Applicants 


have also committed to an additional 


noise sensitive location, within the 


vicinity of SSR3 (Little Moor Farm) being 


included within Requirement 26 and 27 


of the draft DCO (REP3-011). The 


  ESC welcome inclusion of SSR3 into the monitoring locations as requested and the downward 


direction of travel for the noise rating limit, but as discussed elsewhere, 31 dB LAr is not 


accepted as an appropriate limit for operational noise to prevent adverse impact at this or 


the other assessment locations. 
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maximum operational noise rating limit 


applied to SSR3 is 31dBA. The draft DCO 


(REP3-011) will be updated and 


submitted at Deadline 5 to reflect these 


changes. 


Paragraph 15: The Applicants confirm 


that humidity was not considered within 


Chapter 25 of the ES (APP-073), given this 


is not standard practice within the 


BS4142:2014 +A1:2019. However, 


consultation with National Grid 


Electricity Transmission (NGET) since 


submission of the Applications has 


identified that corona discharge noise 


from overhead transmission lines occurs 


only under very specific meteorological 


conditions, including (but not limited to) 


periods of high humidity or damp or 


drizzly weather. 


 


Paragraph 16:  Damp and drizzly weather 


occurring during the background noise 


surveys would have been recorded by the 


in-situ weather station. Any baseline 


noise survey measurements recorded 


during such periods would have fallen 


outside the scope of suitable weather 


conditions (as described in BS4142:2014 


  The Applicants’ background noise surveys are clearly affected by one of more local noise 


sources which were not present when ESC officers and the Council’s consultants visited the 


site on 7/8 November 2019. 


 


The Applicants identify noise from existing overhead transmission lines as a potential noise 


source in the ES (see Paragraph 30, Appendix 25.3 – APP-524). ESC’s consultant’s experience 


of surveys in and around National Grid transmission equipment is that overhead lines can 


generate significant levels of noise under some environmental conditions but not others.  


Noise  from the existing overhead lines is therefore a likely candidate for the unexplained 


variations in noise levels within noise survey data.  If this is not the case, it remains that the 


Applicants’ survey data if affected by an unknown and unexplained noise source or sources.  


It is not possible to determine whether the measured levels are representative without 


understanding what caused these variations or under what conditions they occur. 


 


The reference to local roads as potential causes of these variations in measured background 


noise levels in not accepted. Given the short duration of any vehicle passes in comparison to 


the 15-minute assessment period, there would have to be a very large number of vehicle 


movements on the surroundings roads in a night-time survey period (23:00 – 07:00) to 


generate constant traffic noise and have an effect on the overall LAF90 figure. This is not 


considered likely and is not consistent with our visits to the site. 
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+A1:2019 and BS7445:2003) and been 


omitted from analysis of the baseline 


noise data to derive the background 


noise level. 


 


Paragraph 17: Further review of the 


weather data collected during the 


baseline noise survey indicates a wide 


variation in humidity. However, if corona 


discharge was a feature of the measured 


baseline noise levels it would be visible 


within the graphical measured baseline 


noise data profiles at each affected 


monitoring location over specific time 


periods, as small fluctuations over a 


small dB range. There are no such 


fluctuations that fit this description 


observed within the baseline noise 


profiles (under appropriate monitoring 


conditions) for any of the baseline noise 


monitoring locations. Therefore, noise 


emissions from the overhead lines 


associated with corona discharge is not 


considered to be a feature of the 


background noise levels, as determined 


from the data collected during the 


baseline noise survey. 
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Paragraph 18: The Applicants note that 


the onshore substation study area is 


characteristically rural, with operational 


noise emissions being a key theme raised 


by stakeholders and some Interested 


Parties. The Applicants have committed 


to a maximum operational noise rating 


limit of 32dBA at any time at a free field 


location immediately adjacent to SSR2 


and SSR5 NEW, and to 31dBA at any time 


at a Noise Modelling Clarification Note 


13th January 2021 Applicable to East 


Anglia ONE North and East Anglia TWO 


Page 7 free field location immediately 


adjacent to SSR3 (as shown on Figure 2, 


Appendix 1). An updated draft DCO 


(REP3-011) will be submitted at Deadline 


5 to reflect this. 


  ESC welcomes a reduction in the proposed operational noise limits as a step in the right 


direction but does not accept that at an industrial noise generating a noise rating level of 31 


or 32 dB LAr throughout the day and night in an extremely quiet rural area would not have an 


adverse impact. ESC maintains that operational noise limits should be set at the rating level 


equal to a truly representative background noise level as discussed in Appendix 4 of the 


Council’s Local Impact Report (REP1-132). 


Paragraph 23: Section 4.4 sets out the 


revised model results based on the 


following parameters: 


• The revised onshore substation 


footprints for both Projects and 


corresponding layout presented within 


Figure 1, Appendix 1; 


• The revised onshore substation 


buildings and external equipment 


heights 


  The use of lower ground absorption coefficient for the substation site within the operational 


model (G=0.5 as opposed 1.0) is welcomed. However, the Applicants are directed toward the 


guidance in ISO 9613-2 ISO 9613-2:1996 Acoustics — Attenuation of sound during propagation 


outdoors — Part 2: General method of calculation which states that a coefficient of G =0 


should be used for “Hard Ground, which includes paving, water, ice, concrete and all other 


ground surfaces having a low porosity. Tamped ground, for example as often occurs around 


industrial sites, can be considered hard.” For this reason, it is considered that the Applicants 


use a ground absorption coefficient of G=0 within the substation compounds in their revised 


model. 
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presented within Table 1; 


• The revised estimated finished ground 


levels presented within Table 2; 


• A ground coefficient reflective of mixed 


ground providing a diffuse surface 


(G=0.5) within the substation 


compounds; 


• A ground coefficient reflective of 


porous (soft) ground (G=1) outside of the 


substation compounds; and 


• Meteorologically dry conditions, 


comparable with the baseline noise 


survey undertaken in accordance with 


BS4142:2014+A1:2019. 


The use of G=0.5 as opposed to G=0 is expected to under-report the predicted noise levels by 


approximately 1dB at the receptor locations. 


Paragraph 24: Modelling was undertaken 


for both the unmitigated and mitigated 


operation of the following scenarios: 


• Scenario A – Eastern substation 


location and National Grid infrastructure 


operating in parallel; 


• Scenario B – Western substation 


location and National Grid infrastructure 


operating in parallel; and 


• Scenario C – Eastern and western 


substation and National Grid 


infrastructure operating in parallel 


  ESC welcomes the inclusion of the transmission lines within the revised operation noise 


models but note that cumulative noise models do not include any contribution from 


equipment on the National Grid substation site (work item 31) as requested by ESC. 
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Paragraph 26: Operation phase noise 


sources incorporated into the noise 


model have been included as A-weighted 


noise levels either in a single-figure or 


octave band format, depending on the 


availability of frequency data for the 


identified noise 


sources. 


  The Council’s consultants have previously highlighted the inconsistencies between the pre-


weighted Octave Band levels in Table in 5 and the A-weighted levels in Table 4. It remains 


unclear which set of data is correct and which is used in the model. In practice, this could 


mean that the predicted noise levels are substantially lower than those which will occur in 


practice at the assessment locations. 


Paragraph 33: Various components of the 


National Grid Infrastructure were also 


considered within the updated noise 


modelling exercise. NGET have re-


confirmed to the Applicants that there 


will be minimal reactive (winding) plant 


at the National Grid substation. As a 


consequence, minimal noise sources are 


considered to be present at the site. The 


items of National Grid substation 


equipment considered to be noise 


emitting and considered within the 


modelling exercise were the Air Insulated 


Switchgear (AIS) / GIS, the emergency 


generator and the realignment of 


overhead lines. These items are discussed 


below. 


  ESC maintains that any noise from the National Grid substation site should be included in the 


noise limits imposed under Requirement 27. If the Applicants believe that that there are no 


significant sources of noise on the substation site, it is not clear what practical issue the 


inclusion of the site within the cumulative limits presents to the Applicants. 


 


Paragraph 35: Data provided to the 


Applicants by National Grid regarding 


the activation of the switchgear at the 


  The information provided does not state at what distance the level of 124.6 dB LAFmax was 


measured and therefore how this figure was used to calculate the noise levels at the receptor 


locations. It is accepted that a total of 26 events within an 18-month period is not considered 
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Necton Substation, Norfolk, showed that 


(excluding commissioning) there were 26 


activations across five items of 


switchgear over a period of 18 months 


(either planned or unplanned).The noise 


source data for both AIS and GIS circuit 


breakers are based on equipment 


manufactured by Siemens. To assess a 


worst-case scenario the louder of the two 


options was modelled (AIS closing) as 


point sources with a LAMax,F of 124.6dB. 


a regular event in terms of the formal operational noise assessment. However, very loud 


events (however infrequent) could have a significant impact on residents if they occur in the 


night. Can the Applicants confirm whether routine switchgear activations associated with 


maintenance can be scheduled for daytime hours, when the potential for impact is lower? 


Paragraph 49: The revised noise 


modelling has resulted in a number of 


changes to the impact magnitude and 


significance of several noise sensitive 


receptors when assessed against the 


respective background noise level as 


presented within Appendix 25.2 of the 


Environmental Statement (ES) (APP-523), 


summarised for Scenario C as followed: 


• The predicted noise level received at 


SSR2 has reduced from an assessed 


+1.9dBA increase upon the measured 


background noise level to a -1.6dBA 


decrease upon the measured background 


noise level. As such, the impact 


magnitude has changed from negligible 


to no impact and the impact significance 


  ESC disagrees with conclusions that the predicted levels will not have an adverse impact at 


the receptor locations. 
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has changed from minor to negligible at 


this receptor location. 


• The predicted noise level received at 


SSR5 NEW has reduced from an assessed 


+1.1dBA increase upon the measured 


background noise level to a -2.6dBA 


decrease upon the measured background 


noise level. Therefore, the impact 


magnitude has changed from negligible 


to no impact and the impact significance 


has changed from minor to negligible at 


this receptor location. 


• When taking account of the corrected 


background noise level at SSR3 (26.1dBA) 


(as per the Applicants’ Response to 


Appendix 4 of the Local Impact Report 


(REP3-071)), the predicted noise level 


received at SSR3 has increased from an 


assessed +2.7dBA (formerly -1.2dBA 


within Table A25.2.10 of the ES (APP-


523)) increase upon the measured 


background noise level to a +3.0 dBA 


increase upon the measured background 


noise level. A +2.7dBA increase upon 


measured background noise levels would 


be assessed as a negligible impact 


magnitude and minor impact 


significance. A +3.0dBA increase upon 
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measured background noise levels is 


assessed as a minor impact magnitude 


and minor impact significance. 


Paragraph 52: For context, the revisions 


to the maximum operational phase noise 


rating level is considered a significant 


change, particularly when compared to 


noise rating levels specified in the DCOs 


for other NSIPs such as: 


• Norfolk Vanguard (35dB LAeq 


(5minutes)); 


• Dogger Bank A (formerly Dogger Bank 


Creyke Beck A) and Dogger Bank B 


(formerly Dogger Bank Creyke Beck B) 


(both 35dBA); and 


• Dogger Bank C (formerly Dogger Bank 


Teesside A) (42dBA at specified 


residential receptors). 


  The impact of the introduction of a new noise source is entirely dependent on the noise 


climate to which it is being introduced. None of the examples raised as precedent are in a 


similarly quiet rural locations and are therefore not relevant to the assessment area in and 


around Friston: 


• Norfolk Vanguard onshore substation is located at Necton in Norfolk on land adjoining 


the A47, the main arterial route out the county to the west. 


• Onshore substations for Dogger Bank A, B and C are to be located on land adjoining 


existing National Grid substation sites where the existing climate is expected to be 


dominated by noise from transformers on the existing equipment on the sites, nearby 


main roads or the nearby urban sources in Hull (A&B) and Middlesbrough (C). 


 


Paragraph 68:  Baseline noise monitoring 


for background noise levels along the 


local PRoW network has not been 


undertaken and was not requested 


during the Expert Topic Group meetings 


prior to submission of the Applications. 


As such, for the assessment of 


operational phase noise impacts upon 


non-residential amenity, receptor 


locations along both existing and 


  An assessment of the impact of noise on public rights of way around the substation site is 


welcomed. 
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permanently diverted PRoW routes were 


selected at a representative point close 


to noise monitoring location included 


within the baseline noise survey 


undertaken in 2018. These are shown on 


Figure 2, Appendix 1. This enabled the 


comparison and calculation of change in 


noise level at these locations based upon 


measured background noise levels and 


the predicted noise levels from the 


onshore substations 


Paragraph 75: The onshore substation 


study area, within which the onshore 


substation location falls, is 


predominantly rural in nature with 


limited significant background noise 


sources. In addition, there are a small 


number of individual residential 


properties and farmsteads located in the 


immediate area. The key residential 


area is the village of Friston to the south 


of the onshore substation location. 


There are a number of B-roads within 


the vicinity of the onshore substation 


study area along with existing National 


Grid infrastructure (i.e. two rows of 


overhead lines) in relatively close 


  The comments in paragraph 75 appear to identify the existing overhead power lines as a noise 


source which contradicts the comments in Paragraph 15 (see previous comments). Note the 


infrequency of traffic on these rural roads means that individual vehicles passing close to the 


receptor positions are not expected have a significant impact on the measured background 


noise levels, which are unaffected by transient events. 
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proximity to identified noise sensitive 


receptors. 


Paragraph 77: The noise climate of the 


study area fluctuates over a range of 


values as demonstrated by the post-


survey statistical analysis and charts 


which profile the baseline noise 


measurements for each specific 


measurement location over the duration 


of the baseline noise survey. The purpose 


of the survey and consultation prior to a 


survey is to ensure the duration and 


location would provide representative 


and repeatable background noise levels 


to characterise the prevailing noise levels 


around the study area. It is therefore 


considered that the data obtained during 


the baseline noise survey is appropriate 


and robust for characterising the onshore 


substation study area. 


  The graphs provided by the Applicants show that the noise climate at the site consists of a 


very quiet noise environment apparently affected by one of more unknown local noise 


sources which are not identified or discussed in the noise assessment. Unless these sources 


are identified, it is impossible to determine whether the measured levels are representative 


of typical conditions at the assessment locations. 


Paragraph 81: The Councils have queried 


the operational phase rating noise levels 


secured within the draft DCO (REP3-011). 


It is noted that the operational phase 


noise rating limits secured through 


Requirement 26 and Requirement 27 of 


the draft DCO are derived from the 


representative background noise level 


  The statement the that “Applicants do not consider it appropriate to have differing noise limit 


levels at different receptors…” is contradicted by differing noise limit levels set by the 


Applicants at different receptors. ESC maintains that the operational levels should be set 


according to a Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) of the rating level equal to a 


truly representative background. 
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adopted for the onshore substation study 


area (i.e. being 3dBA above the 


background noise levels). The Applicants 


consider the representative background 


noise level to be robust and reflective of 


the existing noise climate experienced 


within the onshore substation study 


area. 


 


Paragraph 82: As explained within the 


Applicants’ Response to Appendix 4 of 


the Local Impact Report (REP3-071), the 


Applicants do not consider it appropriate 


to have differing noise limit levels at 


different receptors and that the proposed 


background noise level of 29dB is wholly 


appropriate given the context of the 


Projects’ specific study area (see further 


clarification on noise context within 


Section 6.1) and the results of the 


background noise monitoring surveys 


undertaken. 


Analysis of the Applicants’ survey data, ignoring the unidentified noise sources which the 


Applicants claim were present at the time of their surveys, suggest that the following figure 


should be used at each monitoring location: 


• SSR2 – 27 dB LAF90,5mins 


• SSR3 - 24 dB LAF90,5mins 


• SSR5 (NEW) - 29 dB LAF90,5mins 


 


If it is not practical to set differing noise limits at different receptors these should be set 


according to the lowest of the above figures in line with the methodology used previously. 


 


In the event that noise limits based on these background levels are not achievable in practice,  


ESC maintains that the Applicants should use the above figures to assess the impact of 


operational noise at the receptors to allow the Examining Authority to make an informed 


decision on the true impact of the proposed development. 


Table 20   Table 20 shows that the noise levels modelled at receptors SSR2 and SSR5New are expected 


to be dominated by the Harmonic Filter banks. The octave band levels supplied by the 


Applicants show that that the highest levels generated by these items are in the 125 Hz Octave 


band. This corresponds with the 100 Hz tones generated by magnetostriction effects 


commonly generated by mains power transmission equipment providing a 50 Hz supply. This 
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“hum” would normally be subject to an acoustic feature correction when assessed in 


accordance with BS4142.   


 


The Applicants have supplied details of the analysis used to conclude that the rating level 


should not be subject to penalty for tonality. The Councils do not accept this analysis and 


maintain that the rating level of operational noise should be subject to acoustic feature 


corrections in accordance with BS4142. There is precedent for this in other DCO applications 


for similar developments submitted by the Applicant and their consultants where adequate 


data was not available at the time of assessment. 


 


Paragraph 84: The Council’s Consultants 


have queried whether the model outputs 


take account of an uncertainty budget of 


±3dB. The noise model has been 


undertaken using SoundPLAN version 


8.2, which is a standard programme for 


modelling sound propagation and the 


most up to date version of the software. 


 


Paragraph 85: The Applicants note that 


uncertainty budget is not a requirement 


of BS4142:2014+A1:2019 and is not a 


standard inclusion within noise 


assessments undertaken for NSIPs. 


86. In the event a +/-3dB uncertainty 


budget is applied to the model results as 


suggested by the Councils, it is 


considered that there is an equal 


  Section 10 of BS4142 states that the assessment should “Report the level and potential effects 


of uncertainty”. ISO9613-2, the calculation methodology used by SoundPLAN, states an 


inherent results uncertainty of ±3dB. 


 


In this case levels 3dB below those reported by Applicants would not affect the reported 


outcomes. However, if the reported levels were 3 dBA higher, they would exceed the 


operational limits at SSR2 (32.9 dBA) and SSR3 (32.2 dBA). Ignoring the inherent uncertainty 


in the calculation methodology is not in accordance with the Rochdale envelope approach 


which requires an assessment of the worst case where there is not sufficient information at 


the time of the assessment. 
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possibility of the results being 


overestimated as they are 


underestimated. As such, the Applicants 


believe the operational noise predictions 


presented within the ES and assessment 


conclusions are robust irrespective of the 


application of this uncertainty budget. 


This position applies to all noise 


predictions presented within the ES that 


have been calculated by the noise model 


generated using SoundPLAN. 


    


EA1N and EA2 Applicant’s Comments on Councils’ Deadline 3 Submission (REP4-025) 


Paragraph 9:  


BS4142:2014+A1:2019 states that ‘a 


difference of around +5dB is likely to be 


an indication of an adverse impact, 


depending on the context’.  Within Table 


25.19, Chapter 25 of the ES (APP-073), 


the Applicants 


note that the criteria for assessing 


impact magnitude below a +5dB noise 


change includes: 


• No impact (a predicted noise change at 


the receptor < (LA90) 


background); 


  The figures quoted from Table 25.19, Chapter 25 of the ES (APP-073) agree with ESC’s position 


that that the lowest level at which an adverse effect is observed (LOAEL) is where the rating 


level is equal to the background noise level and not +5dB above the background noise level 


as stated elsewhere by the Applicants. 
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• Negligible adverse impacts (a predicted 


noise change at the receptor ≥ (LA90) to 


< 3dB); and 


• Minor adverse impacts (a predicted 


noise change at the receptor 


≥ 3dB to < 5dB). 


As such, where the modelling outputs 


predicted an increase in operation phase 


noise level at receptors above the 


measured background noise level but 


below an increase of +5dB, the impact 


magnitude was assessed as either 


negligible or minor. The dB range of the 


impact magnitude criteria is consistent 


or similar with other similar noise 


assessments for NSIPs. It follows that 


impact significance is derived from 


consideration of the impact magnitude 


and receptor sensitivity, as per the 


Impact Significant Matrix presented 


within Table 25.22, Chapter 25 of the ES 


(APP-073). The Applicants’ consider this 


to be a reasonable interpretation of the 


guidance within BS4142:2014+A1:2019 


and a robust approach to assessing the 


associated impacts of operational noise 


between 0 and 5dB above measured 


background noise levels. 
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ID12 


The Applicants note that 1/3 Octave 


Band data is required for a thorough 


assessment of audible of tones in sounds 


according to Annex C of 


BS4142:2014+A1:2019, which is not yet 


available. Within the assessment, the 


Applicants screened the Octave band 


spectral data and did not identify tonality 


within the operation phase noise 


emissions based upon the data available. 


Where the requisite data is supplied, the 


Applicants will review the available 1/3 


Octave Band data for tonality. As per the 


Deadline 4 Project Update Note 


(document reference ExA.AS-2.D4.V1) 


and the Noise Modelling Clarification 


Note (document reference ExA.AS-


8.D4.V1), the Applicants have committed 


to a maximum operational noise rating 


limit of 32dBA at any time at a free field 


location immediately adjacent to SSR2 


and SSR5 NEW. In addition, the 


Applicants have also committed to an 


additional noise sensitive location, within 


the vicinity of SSR3 (Little Moor Farm) 


being included within Requirement 26 


and 27 of the draft DCO (REP3-011). The 


  We note that at ISH4 the Applicants’ agreed to provide third octave data measurements at 


the EA1 substation site at Bramford to allow tonality to be assessed. ESC welcomes this 


commitment and will review the information once published.  
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maximum operational noise rating limit 


applied to SSR3 is 31dBA. The draft DCO 


(REP3-011) will be updated and 


submitted at Deadline 5 to reflect these 


changes. It should be noted that, 


irrespective of whether tonality or other 


such corrections are identified or not, as 


per the wording of Requirement 26 and 


Requirement 27 of the draft DCO (REP3-


011), the Applicants must ensure that the 


operation of the onshore substations 


does not exceed the maximum 


operational noise rating limits at the 


specified receptors. The  


risk therefore lies with the Applicants to 


maintain operational noise levels within 


the levels stipulated in Requirement 26 


and Requirement 27 of the draft DCO 


(REP3-011) at any time at a free field 


location adjacent to the specified noise 


sensitive locations. 


ID13 


The Applicants note the first sentence of 


ESC’s comment at ID13 contradicts its 


position at ID12 that the determination 


of tonality in spectral noise data cannot 


be determined accurately using Octave 


Band data only (i.e. this assessment 


  There is no contradiction between the responses at ID13 and ID12. For example, the octave 


band data provided for harmonic filters (which are one of the main sources of noise on the 


site) shows that highest levels are in the 125 Hz octave band which is entirely consistent with 


the 100 Hz tonal “hum” generated by magnetostriction effects in equipment operating at 50 


Hz. 
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requires 1/3 Octave Band data). The 


Applicants’ consultants would typically 


undertake an assessment for tonality 


where 1/3 Octave Band data is available. 


However, in this instance, 1/3 Octave 


Band data was not available. This 


information will be requested from 


suppliers post-consent during the 


procurement process. Where the 


requisite data is supplied, the Applicants 


will review the available 1/3 Octave Band 


data for tonality. 


ESC maintains that it is not appropriate to determine that there is no tonality on the basis that 


there is no data available to test for it, and welcomes the Applicants’ offer to provide 1/3 


Octave data measured on site at the EA1 substation in Bramford. 


 


ID14 


As per the Deadline 4 Project Update 


Note (document reference ExA.AS-


2.D4.V1) and the Noise Modelling 


Clarification Note (document reference 


ExA.AS-8.D4.V1), the Applicants have 


committed to a maximum operational 


noise rating limit of 32dBA at any time at 


a free field location immediately 


adjacent to SSR2 and SSR5 NEW. In 


addition, the Applicants have also 


committed to an additional noise 


sensitive location, within the vicinity of 


SSR3 (Little Moor Farm) being  included 


within Requirement 26 and 27 of the 


draft DCO (REP3-011). 


  ESC maintains that a +3dB correction should be applied to the rating level in the case where 


no other feature corrections are applied. This is because the continuous noise generated by 


the substations will be industrial in nature and therefore fundamentally different in character 


to existing noise environment which is entirely rural. The fundamental differences between 


the proposed and the existing noise sources should be considered at the design and 


assessment stage rather than after the equipment has been installed, when it will be too late 


or impractical to mitigate operational noise without turning the equipment off altogether. 
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The maximum operational noise rating 


limit applied to SSR3 is 31dBA. The draft 


DCO (REP3-011) will be updated and 


submitted at Deadline 5 to reflect these 


changes. As previously mentioned in 


relation to tonality, irrespective of 


whether tonality or other such 


characteristic corrections are identified 


or not, as per the wording of 


Requirement 26 and Requirement 27 of 


the draft DCO (REP3-011), the Applicants 


must ensure that the operation of the 


onshore substations does not exceed the 


maximum operational noise rating limits 


at the specified receptors. The risk 


therefore lies with the Applicants to 


maintain operational noise levels within 


the levels stipulated in Requirement 26 


and Requirement 27 of the draft DCO 


(REP3-011) at any time at a free field 


location adjacent to the specified noise 


sensitive locations. 


 


    


EA1N and EA2 Traffic and Transport Deadline 4 Clarification Note (REP4-027) 
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Paragraph 4 ‘…improve the A12/A1094 


Friday Street junction during the Projects’ 


construction period by the installation of 


a temporary traffic signal control (i.e. 


traffic lights),..’ 


  The Applicants should clarify whether the temporary speed changes meet air quality 


assessment criteria for speed band change, as set out within section 2.1 of Highways 


England’s LA105 guidance. If required, an air quality assessment should be carried out. 


    


EA1N and EA2 Outline Landscape Mitigation Plan (REP4-015) 


Various plans showing proposed planting 


arrangements in respect of revised 


substation layout. 


  The various new planting layout proposals are noted and accepted as an improvement on 


previous versions. The retention of existing tree cover to the west of the substations site is 


welcomed as is the newly proposed planting around the sealing end compounds and to the 


south of Little Moor Farm (as also noted in Paragraph 23 of Deadline 4 Project Update Note – 


REP4-026).  


 


ESC remains disappointed that National Grid have not engaged with their supply chains to see 


if the footprints and heights of their substation infrastructure could be reduced. 


 


ESC welcomes the inclusion of the sealing end compounds within the scope of Requirement 


12 of the DCOs. It is considered that relatively minor modifications to the siting of the 


infrastructure would allow the retention of existing field boundaries which would be 


beneficial. 


 


    


EA1N and EA2 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Addendum (REP4-031) and Appendices 1-8 (REP4-032 to REP4-039) 


Paragraph 12   The changes to the Outline Landscape Mitigation Plan (OLMP) are noted and welcomed. 


(matters relating to PRoWs are noted but may be subject to further comment by SCC).  


 


Tables 3.1-3.5   The findings show reductions of significance of landscape and visual effects arising from 


reductions in substation footprints, changes to substation positioning, reduction in heights of 
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structures and reductions in floor levels. The findings are noted, and the Council accepts that 


these changes to design parameters would appear to be beneficial in moderating the 


adversity of landscape and visual effects compared to as previously described. As the Council 


has previously recorded, these conclusions remain dependent on the successful 


implementation and establishment of the proposed planting measures. Unless the problems 


associated with establishing trees and hedgerows in eastern East Anglia are fully and 


adequately addressed, the potential for these amended Landscape and Visual Impact 


Assessment findings to be unreliable remains. The reliance on the use of Extra Heavy Standard 


nursery stock in certain views remains a risky strategy.  


 


Section 3.5 Paragraphs 39-45   The contents of these conclusions are noted and accepted. 


 


    


EA1N and EA2 Heritage Assessment Addendum (REP4-006) and Appendices 1-6 (REP4-007 to REP4-012)  


General comments   The reduction in scale of the substations and revisions to the OLMP have made a positive 


difference in the visual impact of the development, in particular from medium-range 


viewpoints. The revisions and the updated visualisations are therefore welcomed.  


 


However, visual impact is only one of the factors that would lead to harm to the significance 


of the listed building, and therefore these revisions would not be sufficient to lower the 


overall levels of harm that have been identified. 


 


Table 3 Revised Assessment of Impacts    


1.2 High House Farm   We remain of the view that the magnitude of adverse impact would be medium, giving rise 


to an effect of moderate significance. 
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1.4 Woodside Farm   We remain of the view that regardless of whether only EA1N, only EA2 or both substations 


were to be built, the magnitude of adverse impact would be medium, giving rise to an effect 


of moderate significance. 


 


1.5 Church of St Mary   We remain of the view that the magnitude of adverse impact would be medium, giving rise 


to an effect of major significance. 


 


2.1 Little Moor Farm   The additional planting to the north of the National Grid Substation provides more effective 


screening of the eastern section of the development as illustrated in CHVP3 (REP4-008). This 


additional planting would therefore be an improvement from this viewpoint. Nonetheless, 


the impact of the loss of the open setting, as well as the remaining visual impact of the rest 


of the development means that this improvement would not be sufficient to lower the overall 


level of harm which has previously been identified. 


 


The magnitude of adverse impact would still be medium, giving rise to an effect of moderate 


significance. 


 


   We remain of the view that the magnitude of adverse impact would be medium, giving rise 


to an effect of moderate significance. 


 


2.4 Woodside Farm   As stated in ESC’s at Deadline 4 (REP4-059), it is difficult to assess the remaining impact on 


the setting of Woodside Farm due to the limitations of the viewpoint. The reduction in scale 


means that the visual impact of the western substation would be reduced, however based on 


the other updated visualisations, it is likely that the top of the substations would still be visible 


above the treeline at 15 years, and that the massive scale of the substations would still be 


notable. Additionally, as noted previously, the proposed vegetation would still be a barrier in 


itself, which detracts from the open agricultural setting of the listed buildings. 
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The magnitude of adverse impact would still be medium, giving rise to an effect of moderate 


significance. 


 


2.5 Church of St Mary   In the updated visualisation of LVIA Viewpoint 2 (REP4-033) there is a visible reduction in the 


scale of the infrastructure for the Western Substation. LVIA Viewpoint 9 (REP4-039) shows 


the tops of the substation infrastructure above the treetops in the backdrop of the church, 


although lower than in the previous visualisation. There has therefore been a positive change 


in the visual impact of the development.  


 


Notwithstanding this, visual impact is only one of the factors leading to harm to the 


significance of the church; others being the interruption of important views and of the 


relationship between the church and the historic properties to the north and the reduction of 


the open rural character of its wider setting. The reduction in harmful visual impact would not 


be sufficient to lower the level of harm which has been previously identified. 


 


The magnitude of adverse impact would still be medium, giving rise to an effect of major 


significance. 
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