
NECTON PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSE TO PINS QUESTIONS 
Deadline: January 16th 2019 

 
URN: 11.19 Do we have a preference for option A, A1 or B in highway terms and 
if so, why? 
 
The Parish Council would prefer option B in highway terms.  This option has the 
least environmental impact and provides the best visibility for crossing the A47. 
 
URN: 14.4 Environmental Impact 
 
Necton Parish Council agree with Breckland Council that this development is out 
of proportion to the rural nature of the location chosen, beside a village of 2,000.   
 
We believe the visual amenity impact was incorrectly assessed as follows: 

• The LVIA methodology used for the assessment is not appropriate for a 
project of this magnitude and has provided an inadequate assessment 
that does not take the rural nature of the environment into account 
adequately.  Landscape character and views should be paramount in the 
assessment but have largely been ignored. 

• The photomontages produced were not only inaccurate but were 
misleading.  Only when the London Bus was added by Julian Pearson 
could the scale of the development be correctly envisaged.  This showed 
how unacceptable the development would be in the position selected.  
The process of consultation was fundamentally flawed because of the 
misleading information passed to the Parish Council on the scale of the 
development and inadequacy of the mitigation proposed. 

• There is a huge magnitude of change to the area as a result of the 
proposed development.  There can be no question that it should be 
assessed as significant because this will be the largest substation in 
Europe, installed beside a small village in a rural environment. An 
assessment of significant is the worst case available for the assessment 
methodology used.  The Vattenfall report states that their decisions are 
based on professional judgment, based on experience of similar sites.  
This statement calls into question the professionalism used for this 
process.  There are no similar sites and the buildings are out of 
proportion to a rural area. 

 
In site selection, inadequate attention was given to the following: 

• Any natural hedgerows cannot possibly screen the proposed construction 
because it will be on the highest point in Necton.  Mitigation of the effects 
of Vanguard on the rural landscape have therefore been totally 
overstated. 

• No consideration was given to the RDAF plane crash site. 
 
The environmental impact assessment states that alternative sites were 
considered.  However, it is obvious that a number of alternatives were never 
considered as the Parish Council have letters from interested parties that had 
never been contacted by Vattenfall. 



 
In Summary, the Necton landscape character has been totally ignored given the 
industrial complex will be built on the highest ground in the area and reaches 25 
m in height when the extent of the construction is taken into account.  A new 
pylon is required as part of the construction and there is ample room to move 
the substations further towards Norwich along the pylon route.  This would also 
save millions of pounds in cable costs, let alone the ductwork and other activities 
required a to bury the cables. The mitigations and management measures are 
woefully inadequate and will not sufficiently screen the structures from various 
houses in the Parish at any point during their lifetime.  This consultation was 
one-sided and no account was taken of Necton Parish Council’s views 
 
URN: 14.23 Necton Parish Council comments on:  “View point 2 Lodge Lane 
South, Viewpoint 3 Lodge Lane North where localised significant effects 
lasting for 20 years have been identified, Viewpoint 4 A47 Necton 
substation and Viewpoint 5 A47 Spicer’s Corner”. 
 
View Point 2: In our view, the change to the view from Lodge Lane South will 
remain significant.  The current view of the Dudgeon substation is undesirable 
but fairly localized and relatively small.  It will become something that is large 
and stands out as obtrusive with a significant ongoing impact.  There is no 
guarantee that the hedgerows will remain in situ as farmers may choose to 
remove them at any time.  Under those circumstances, the screening would be 
lost making the assessment of the change to the view as permanently significant. 
 
View Point 3:  The change to the view from Lodge Lane North will remain 
significant for the same reasons as View Point 2. 
 
View Point 4, Necton Substation:  We agree with the assessment 
 
View Point 5 Spicers Corner:  We agree with the assessment. 
 
It is disappointing to note that there is no viewpoint from the village of Necton, 
which is one of the more significant concerns from the Parish Council.  
Viewpoints from St Andrews Lane and Chapel Road are considered only in terms 
of construction works and not the finished project.  The Dudgeon substation can 
be seen from the houses on St Andrews Lane and Chapel Road is detrimental to 
the view.  The proposed National Grid substation is three times the length of the 
current one so will be a permanent significant adverse effect. 
 
URN: 14.24 Necton Parish Council comments on the ‘Onshore project 
substation and national Grid substation extension cumulative effects with 
Norfolk Boreas- impacts on visual receptors at viewpoints 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6’ 
 
The Parish Council agree there is a significant potential cumulative effect for all 
the viewpoints.   
 
 
 



URN: 17.16 Documentary evidence pertinent to the Danish Airforce F16 crash 
site in 1996.   
 
There were a number of contaminants identified during the crash site 
investigation including: radiation risk, free carbon fibre and other contaminants 
from burned composites, armaments, two recovered missiles and various forms 
of fuel including hydrazine and aviation fuel.  The documentation pack is large.  
The crash report itself has been withheld by the RAF because it may have a 
negative impact on British / RDAF relations.  The Parish Council have sent you a 
paper copy of the released documents (50 pages).  There are a large number of 
documents so a summary was produced for ease of assimilation and has been 
included in the pack.   
 
All the documents were obtained from the RAF and can be considered 
contemporaneous.  Detailed references are: 

• Document G page 1 is the NRA document stating MAFF have been 
informed of radioactive substance risk.   

• Document E, the RAF Institute of Health and Medical Training report no 
1HMT/5/97 dated February 1997 contains details of burned carbon fibre 
from composites (page 3), hydrazine (page 2) and aviation fuel (page 2).   

• Document B notes refer to recovered ammunition and machine-made 
mineral fibres (MMMF) (page 1). 

• Document D, RAF report on the recovery: para12 line 10 ‘…except for two 
acquisition missiles, little wreckage was found in the crater….” (page 5).  
References to contamination are widespread throughout the documents. 

 
Both National Grid and Vattenfall were informed of the archaeology and plane 
crash site but referred to the information on the plane crash site as anecdotal 
and refused to even investigate its veracity.   The NSAG, a group of voluntary 
citizens managed to obtain much information on the crash site so Vattenfall, with 
its numerous contractors and employees, could have taken the trouble to find 
the same information but did not choose to. 
 
The impact point of the plane was on the cable route to the National grid 
substation from the converter halls.  The plane flew across the school before 
crashing which gives the direction of the contamination plume.  The 
contamination plume stretches along the cable route for a considerable distance 
over the position of the planned Vanguard converter halls.  Two members of the 
Parish Council recall the location of the ground clearance and confirm it was 
where the converter hall buildings are planned. 
 
URN: 19.22  Please clarify (i) which of these businesses has made 
representations to the Examining Authority and provide the appropriate 
reference; (ii) provide insofar as you are able from publicly available 
information or with the consent of the businesses: (A) their location and 
details of the room numbers involved and (B) in light of the Applicant’s 
assessment of hotels as low value for the reasons given at para 314 and 
elsewhere in [APP-354], your further comments if any as to what impact 



the use of tourist accommodation for the mobile workforce would have in 
the short, medium and long term situation for the local tourist industry. 
 
The representations on the PINS website from holiday let businesses are as 
follows.  However, the PINS website does not give unique reference numbers so 
the position in the list has been used instead: 

1. Tony Smedley on behalf of Westbrooke Holiday Barns is number 104 in 
the list of Relevant Representations.  There are beds for 12 + 3 babies in 
this business based in West End. 

2. Colin King is number 122 and refers to his recreational diversification 
project in Ivy Todd. 

3. Paul King is number 130 for his 5 van caravan and motor home club site 
based on Chapel Road, Necton 

4. Gary Hollie is number 239 for his business based on St Andrews Lane, 
Necton.  It is a 4* holiday let business that sleeps up to 8 with planning 
permission approved for four additional buildings.  

5. There was no representation from Tony Saunders who runs a camping 
site in Ivy Todd. 

 
Each representation gives an idea of the detrimental impact of the substation 
complex.  All tourist businesses may be forced to shut down during the Vanguard 
and Boreas construction phases, judging by our previous experience of noise and 
light nuisance during the Dudgeon construction.   
 
 Vattenfall state they plan to return every summer for up to 2 months for the life 
of the project to carry out maintenance work 24/7.  This is a significant concern 
because of the light pollution involved.   
 
Temporary accommodation for temporary workers was not experienced in 
Necton during the Dudgeon project.  The workforce preferred to stay in larger 
towns nearby.  We anticipate the same will be the case for Vanguard / Boreas. 
 
 
 
Necton Parish Council 
10 January 2019 


