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1 INTRODUCTION 

1. This document contains the Applicant's responses to submissions by Interested 
Parties at Deadline 4 of the Norfolk Vanguard Examination.  
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2 APPLICANT’S COMMENTS ON ADDITIONAL SUBMISSIONS 

2.1 Tony Smedley 

Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
Tony Smedley 
Why is Necton Wood (an Ancient Woodland) not 
specifically mentioned in the document EN010079-001923-
6.05 ref 62 (page 54). This paragraph lists a number of 
Ancient Woodlands where the cable route will not extend 
within 15m of the wood. Will Necton Wood be afforded the 
same, or better, degree of protection? 

The Applicant’s commitment to avoid all 
ancient woodland is set out in section 7.7 of 
the Outline Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan (OLEMS).  This list includes 
Necton Wood and confirms that the onshore 
cable route will not encroach to within 15m 
of those identified woodlands.  The OLEMS is 
the document that captures all the ecological 
mitigation measures, which are secured 
through development consent order (DCO) 
Requirement 24. 

 

2.2 MMO 

Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 
Response to the Action points from Issue Specific Hearing 
(ISH) 2 – Offshore Environmental Matters 6 February 2019 

Discussions with the MMO are ongoing. 
Outstanding issues are documented in the 
Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) 
(document reference Rep2 -SOCG -11.1). 

Response to the Action points from Issue Specific Hearing 
(ISH) 2 – Draft Development Consent Order 7 February 
2019 
Written Representation covering the following topics: 

• Arbitration 
• Outline Fisheries Liaison and Coexistence Plan 
• Noise monitoring (DCO Schedule 9 and 10, Part 4, 

Condition 19(3)) 
Notification of wish to make oral representations at the 
Issue Specific Hearing on Environmental matters  The Applicant has no response. 

Notification of wish to make oral representations at the 
Issue Specific Hearing on the draft Development Consent 
Order (DCO) 

The Applicant has no response. 

 

2.3 Natural England 

Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 
Comments on The Wildlife Trust Deadline 3 submission: 
Natural England has reviewed the post hearing submission 
provided by The Wildlife Trust at Deadline 3. On Page 1 of 
this response The Wildlife Trust notes that they do not 
agree with the proposed Statutory Nature Conservation 
Body (SNCB) advice on underwater noise management as 
they do not feel that the proposed thresholds set by the 
SNCBs are underpinned by science and we do not know 
what the carrying capacity is within the Southern North Sea 
Site of Community Importance (SCI). 

The Applicant feels that this highlights the 
importance of the In Principle Site Integrity 
Plan (SIP) (document 8.17) which provides a 
framework to agree mitigation with the 
MMO and Natural England based on the 
latest guidance and technology at the pre-
construction stage.  
In response to Offshore Issue Specific 
Hearing (ISH2) Action Point 2, the Applicant 
has outlined a range of management 
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Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 
This management approach has been agreed by the SNCBs 
and been used by the Regulator in Habitats Regulations 
Assessments and within the current Review of Consents. 
Natural England has no further comment at this time, other 
than we are happy with its use in this assessment. 
The SNCB's are open to investigating alternative 
management approaches, but to date none have been 
provided. The SNCB's also acknowledge further scientific 
evidence may become available in the future, which may 
warrant the thresholds being reviewed and amended as 
appropriate. But this is unlikely to happen in the near 
future and definitely not within the timeframes of this 
examination. 

strategies that could be adopted in managing 
cumulative impacts on marine mammals 
through the framework of the SIP, including 
the thresholds proposed by the  Statutory 
Nature Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) and 
alternatives. This is presented in document 
reference ExA; ISH2; 10.D4.4, Consideration 
of Cumulative Impacts on Marine Mammals - 
Delivery of the Site Integrity Plan.  

Comments on Migrant non-seabird CRM (ExA; AS; 10.D3.6.) 
These are detailed in the following rows. 
Migration periods/routes 
The Applicant has assumed in paragraph 4 on Page 8 of 
REP3-038 that there were two migration periods per year 
(e.g. spring and autumn), which is reasonable. However, in 
order to assess risks annually, the Applicant has therefore 
doubled the ‘at risk’ numbers. We note that it appears that 
the Vanguard Applicant has not given any consideration to 
estimates for each migration season may differ for some 
species (e.g. for dark-bellied brent goose, DBBG) due to the 
species using staging posts on route to or from Great 
Britain and Ireland, as was done at EA3 OWF. We 
recommend that the approach taken at EA3 OWF regarding 
this matter is also followed at Norfolk Vanguard. 

Natural England has noted that for some 
species autumn and spring migration routes 
may differ and that this should be considered 
in the assessment. The Applicant will review 
this and provide a response or update at 
Deadline 6 as considered appropriate. 

Relevant total and SPA population sizes 
Clarification is required as to whether the total migrant 
population sizes presented in Table 3 on Page 9 of REP3-
038 as from Wright et al. (2012) are those for the GB 
population or the GB and Ireland population figures. As for 
some species these appear to be the GB figure plus the 
Ireland figure, e.g. Bewick's swan, the GB figure of 7,000 
plus the Ireland figure of 380; and dunlin the GB figure of 
350,000 plus the Ireland figure of 88,480. However, for 
other species they appear to be just the GB figure, e.g. 
curlew, the GB figure of 140,000 is included, but the Ireland 
figure of 54,650 has not been included. 
Clarification is also required as to the source of the SPA 
population sizes presented in Table 3 on Page 9 of REP3-
038. It appears that these figures are drawn from the SPA 
citations, but this is unclear. Natural England considers that 
the most appropriate figures to use for the assessment are 
the most recent 5-year mean peak counts, which can be 
obtained from Wetland Bird Survey (WeBS) data. In the 
case of the North Norfolk Coast, we suggest that the 
Applicant requests the data for this SPA from BTO rather 
than using the counts available from the WeBS online 

The Applicant provided clarification on these 
points during a call with Natural England on 
the 8th March 2019.  
The population at risk of collision was 
determined on the basis of those birds 
considered likely to pass through the 
southern North Sea in the region of Norfolk 
Vanguard. The Applicant will review this 
aspect and provide a response or update at 
Deadline 6, as considered appropriate. 
The Special Protection Area (SPA) 
populations were taken from the relevant 
site citations. The Applicant will review the 
data suggested by Natural England and 
provide a response or update at Deadline 6, 
as considered appropriate. 
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Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 
database/report1, as the boundaries of the site presented 
on line may not exactly match with the SPA boundary. 
CRM input parameters 
Clarification is required as to the source of the proportion 
at potential collision height (%PCH) values presented for 
each species in Table 4 on Page 10 of REP3-038. Natural 
England advises the Applicant uses the recommended 
central %PCH values for each species group or species and 
the ranges recommended in Table 3 of Wright et al. (2012). 
Whilst it appears that most of the %PCH values used by the 
Applicant and presented in Table 3 appear to use the 
central recommended value from Wright et al. (2012), we 
note that this is not the case for all species, for example: 
Common scoter: Table 3 of Wright et al. (2012) advises 1% 
PCH (range <0.1-17%), but we note that the Applicant has 
used 30%; 
Curlew: Table 3 of Wright et al. (2012) advises 25% PCH for 
waders (range 5-75%), but we note that the Applicant has 
used 1%. 
Clarification is also required as to the nocturnal activity 
factors used by the Applicant in the CRM, as these are not 
presented anywhere in REP3-038. 
The Applicant states that the bird biometrics data 
presented in Table 4 on Page 10 of REP3-038 are those 
used at the EA3 OWF assessment and hence presented in 
APEM (2014). We note that the figures presented in the 
Applicant’s Table 4 for DBBG and pintail are different from 
those used for these species in the East Anglia Three 
assessment (APEM 2014). Clarification is required as to why 
these are different and of the sources of the figures used by 
the Vanguard Applicant. 
We would recommend that example species Band (2012) 
model input and output data sheets are also provided. 

The Applicant used the potential collision 
height (PCH) values specified in Wright et al. 
(2012). The common scoter and curlew 
values were misplaced in the report table, 
however the Applicant can confirm that the 
correct values were used in the assessment.  
With respect to nocturnal activity, this was 
not reported because it is not an input in the 
migrant collision risk modelling (CRM). In this 
aspect the migrant CRM differs from the 
seabird CRM as follows. The number of 
seabirds considered at risk of collision is 
calculated from the daytime density which is 
estimated from analysis of daytime survey 
data. This daytime figure is multiplied by a 
nocturnal activity factor to obtain an 
estimate for the full 24 hour period. For the 
migrant CRM the population at risk is the 
total migratory population predicted to pass 
through the wind farm. As this is not derived 
from daytime data but rather regional 
population estimates, there is therefore no 
requirement to adjust this in the same 
manner as for seabird CRM. 
The sources for the biometric figures will be 
clarified and a response provided for 
Deadline 6. 
Example Band spreadsheets will be provided 
at Deadline 6. 

Avoidance rates 
We welcome that the Applicant has undertaken and 
presented CRM results for a range of avoidance rates from 
98% to 99.8% for each species in Table 5 on Page 11 of 
REP3-038. However, we note that Natural England does not 
agree that 99.5% avoidance for Bewick’s swan and 99.8% 
for DBBG are appropriately precautionary rates for these 
species to base assessment conclusions on. This is because: 
We note that the SNH recommended avoidance rate of 
99.5% for swans in SNH (2017) is based on use for onshore 
wind farms and not offshore wind farms such as Norfolk 
Vanguard, where bird behaviour may well be different. We 
also note that the recommendation of 99.5% is based on 
evidence presented in Whitfield & Urquhart (2015). 
Whitfield & Urquhart (2015) presents empirical evidence 
from one study at a Dutch polder (by Fijn et al. 2012). 
Whilst the study does present some other evidence from 
studies that appear to suggest that swan avoidance rates 

The Applicant acknowledges Natural 
England’s response on avoidance rates but 
also notes that mortality using the range 
advised by Natural England was submitted in 
the original assessment and that Natural 
England has confirmed that using their 
preferred precautionary avoidance rates 
does not alter the conclusions. 
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Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 
are likely to be high, there are some issues associated with 
these: inability to calculate avoidance rates from them; and 
most are from sites where swan densities are low anyway, 
meaning there would be a low likelihood of detecting 
collisions. Given this and that the recommended figure is 
based on one onshore study from the Netherlands, and 
that we do not know whether the species behaves in the 
same way at an offshore wind farm in the southern North 
Sea, Natural England currently does not consider that 
99.5% is an appropriately precautionary avoidance rate to 
use in CRM for offshore wind farms for Bewick's swan. We 
advise that a 98.9% avoidance rate is considered the 
appropriate precautionary rate for Bewick’s swan for CRM 
assessments at OWFs. 
We note that WWT Consulting, under contract to Natural 
England, have reviewed much the same material regarding 
goose avoidance rates of wind farms as SNH have done in 
their 2010 and 2013 (SNH 2010; 2013) reviews (WWT 
Consulting 2014). From this WWT Consulting concluded 
that although the average avoidance rate for geese is likely 
to be high, they considered that there seems to be little 
new evidence since the Fernley et al. (2006) and 
Pendlebury (2006) reviews (on which the SNH 99% AR 
recommendation was based) on which to base an informed 
revision. Therefore, due to the uncertainties Natural 
England recommends that an avoidance rate of 99% is used 
for CRM assessments for geese, including DBBG, but that a 
broader range of avoidance rates (e.g. 95-99.8%) is also 
presented. 
CRM estimates, Vanguard East and Vanguard West 
We note that if a 98% avoidance rate is used in the 
assessment for Bewick’s swan, 1.5 annual collisions are 
predicted, rather than less than 1 as stated by the Applicant 
in paragraph 10 of REP3-038. 
We note that if a 99% avoidance rate is used in the 
assessment for DBBG, 5.1 annual collisions are predicted, 
rather than less than 1 as stated by the Applicant in 
paragraph 10 of REP3-038. 
However, we note that these increases would not alter the 
Applicant’s conclusions for the assessment of impact from 
Vanguard alone. 
We note in our comments raised above regarding the 
recommendation to use the most recent 5-year mean peak 
counts for each SPA in the assessment. Therefore, we 
advise that the assessment is revisited following use of 
these figures 

The Applicant welcomes the confirmation 
from Natural England that there would be no 
significant impacts on wider populations of 
non-seabird migrants due to collisions at 
Norfolk Vanguard. 
The Applicant will review the (SPA population 
estimates and provide a response or update 
at Deadline 6 to the assessment as 
considered appropriate. 

Cumulative assessment 
We welcome that the Applicant has undertaken a 
cumulative and in-combination assessment for Vanguard 
plus EA3 OWF. We note the issues raised above regarding 
the Vanguard alone assessment and recommend that the 

The Applicant will review Natural England’s 
comments and provide a response or update 
at Deadline 6 to the assessment as 
considered appropriate. 
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Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 
cumulative/in-combination assessment is revisited 
following consideration of these comments. 
Comments on Applicant’s response to Written 
Representations (WR) provided at Deadline 2 
An itemised response to each of the Applicant’s comments 
on the Natural England WR. Outstanding topics include: 

• DCO/DML conditions 
• AEoI on the Haisborough Hammond and 

Winterton Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
• Offshore ornithology Adverse Effect on Integrity 

(AEoI) on Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and 
cumulative collision and displacement impacts in 
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 

Outstanding issues raised by Natural England 
in their Written Representation (WR) are 
presented in the Statement of Common 
Ground (SoCG ) (document reference Rep2 -
SOCG -13.1).  
A Joint Position Statement between Norfolk 
Vanguard Ltd and Natural England was 
submitted at Deadline 4 (document 
reference ExA; AS; 10.D4.8). This 
demonstrates that discussions are ongoing 
regarding the Haisborough Hammond and 
Winterton Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 
and onshore ecology. As stated in the joint 
position statement, these sections of the 
SoCG will be updated following the Issue 
Specific Hearing on 27th March 2019. 
The offshore ornithology section of the SoCG 
has been updated in consultation with 
Natural England and submitted at Deadline 5. 
Discussions are ongoing and where 
appropriate additional information is 
proposed to be provided at Deadline 6. 

Response to the Applicant’s comments on Natural 
England’s response to the Examining Authority’s First 
Written Questions 

Outstanding issues raised by Natural England 
in their WR are presented in the SoCG 
(document reference Rep2 -SOCG -13.1).  
A Joint Position Statement between Norfolk 
Vanguard Ltd and Natural England was 
submitted at Deadline 4 (document 
reference ExA; AS; 10.D4.8). This summarised 
the outstanding issues regarding offshore 
ornithology, as well as demonstrating that 
discussions are also ongoing regarding the 
Haisborough Hammond and Winterton SAC 
and onshore ecology. As stated in the joint 
position statement, these sections of the 
SoCG will be updated following the Issue 
Specific Hearing on 27th March 2019.  
Regarding offshore ornithology, the SoCG has 
been updated in consultation with Natural 
England and submitted at Deadline 5.  
Discussions are also ongoing and where 
appropriate additional information will be 
provided at Deadline 6. 

Response to the Applicant’s comments on Natural 
England’s Annex C of the Written Representation 

Outstanding issues raised by Natural England 
will be updated in the next iteration of the 
SoCG, following the Issue Specific Hearing on 
27th March 2019.  
As discussed in the joint position statement 
(document reference ExA; AS; 10.D4.8), the 
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Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 
Applicant is progressing an interim cable 
burial study in the Haisborough, Hammond 
and Winterton SAC with a view to justifying 
and potentially refining the cable protection 
requirements. 
The Applicant has also proposed a Norfolk 
Vanguard Haisborough, Hammond and 
Winterton SAC Site Integrity Plan, with an 
associated consent condition in the 
Transmission asset Deemed Marine Licences 
(DMLs) to secure the mitigation associated 
with the Haisborough Hammond and 
Winterton SAC in a single plan. The Applicant 
is engaging with Natural England as to the 
precise wording of the condition and content 
for the plan. 

Comments on other outstanding documents: 

• Deadline 2 Submission -Site Characterisation Report 
o Natural England would support this change 

The Applicant welcomes Natural England’s 
response and has no further comments. 

• Deadline 2 Submission - Outline Access Management 
Plan 
o Natural England has no comments on this 

document. 

Noted. 

• Deadline 2 Submission - Important Hedgerows Plans  
o Natural England notes the submission of the 

Important Hedgerow Plan and will provide 
comment on this document as part of ongoing 
discussions with the Applicant  

Noted. 

• Deadline 3 Submission -Plan Showing Indicative Tree 
Removal  
o Currently the documents (Part 1-3) only present 

likely tree removal areas where the cable corridor 
crosses roads. It would be useful to provide an 
indication of tree removal in respect of the rest of 
the cable corridor especially in relation to 
hedgerows and bat commuting and foraging 
habitat.  

This document was provided to respond to a 
specific question raised during the Onshore 
Issue Specific Hearing (ISH1) (Action Point 
20). The Examining Authority requested that 
the Applicant provide plans showing 
indicative tree removals and sensitive 
hedgerow removals referred to within 
Chapter 29 of the Environmental Statement 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. 
These are specific to where the cable 
corridor crosses roads.  
Proposed tree removals are limited to 
hedgerows with tress. Document 2.11 shows 
all important and potentially important 
hedgerows which overlap with the Order 
Limits. Hedgerows (including hedgerows 
with trees) subject to removal are assessed 
in Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 22 
Onshore Ecology.  

• Deadline 3 submissions –Various Landscape Character 
Assessment Documents 
o Natural England has no comments on any of these 

documents. 

Noted. 
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Deadline 4 submission Applicant’s Response 

• Deadline 3 Submission -Draft Habitats Regulation 
Assessment -For Review of Consented (RoC) Offshore 
Wind Farms in the Southern North Sea Harbour 
Porpoise SCI 
o Natural England has already provided comments 

to BEIS on the RoC document. 

Noted. 

• Deadline 3 Submission -Consideration of EN-1 Climate 
Change policy in the Application 
o Natural England has no comments on this 

document. 

Noted. 

Generic Cable Protection Advice Note The Applicant acknowledges that as a 
European site, the Haisborough, Hammond 
and Winterton SAC has a special 
environmental status. For this reason, the 
Applicant proposes to secure the mitigation 
associated with the SAC in a single plan (a 
Norfolk Vanguard Haisborough, Hammond 
and Winterton SAC Site Integrity Plan) and 
through a separate condition in the 
transmission asset DMLs. The Applicant is 
engaging with Natural England as to the 
content for the plan and will take these 
Advice Notes into account. 

Generic Sabellaria Spinulosa Advice Note 
Generic small scale loss Advice Note 

 

2.4 North Norfolk District Council 

Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
North Norfolk District Council 
Update on Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) 
NNDC have worked with Vattenfall to take forward the 
SoCG with many areas now agreed.  There are some areas 
where further discussion is required and one area which is 
not agreed relating to impact on tourism. 

The Applicant confirms that good progress 
has been made on the SoCG, with many 
areas now agreed, as reflected in the version 
submitted at Deadline 4 (Rep2 - SOCG - 17.1).  
Further discussions will be undertaken to 
progress items that remain not agreed. 

North Norfolk District Council 
Updated position in respect of Ten Year replacement 
planting condition 
NNDC have evidenced why a ten year rather than a five-
year replacement planting period should be applied to the 
Norfolk Vanguard DCO under requirement 19 (2). The 
further evidence to support this request was submitted by 
NNDC to the examination at Deadline 3. Similar evidence 
was presented to the Examining Authority (ExA) for Ørsted 
Hornsea Project Three (HP3) and, in the ExA’s schedule of 
changes to the draft Development Consent Order for HP3 
(issued 26 Feb 2019), the ExA in that DCO have now 
indicated that they are minded to recommend a ten-year 
replacement planting period. A copy of the ExA’s schedule 
of changes to the draft Development Consent Order is 
attached at Appendix 2 – Requirements 8 and 9 relate to 
Landscaping with the ExA indicating that the suggested 
change from five to ten years is intended ‘to reflect likely 

The Applicant’s position is set out in the SoCG 
submitted at Deadline 4 (Rep2 - SOCG - 17.1).  
The evidence that North Norfolk District 
Council (NNDC) has submitted to the 
examination regarding the period of 
aftercare for replacement planting relates to 
woodland planting.  
As part of the embedded mitigation for the 
Project, all trees have been avoided through 
site selection, with the exception of those that 
are present within hedgerows.  The Project 
has committed to reduce the width of the 
onshore cable route from 45m to 20m at all 
hedgerow crossings to minimise the length of 
hedgerow temporarily removed, which will 
allow for micrositing to avoid trees where 
possible. Due to the reduced footprint at 
hedgerow crossings (20m) and the footprint 
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Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
timescales for planting to become established in this 
locality’. A copy of the HP3 draft DCO Requirements at 
Schedule 1 Part 3, produced by the applicant prior to the 
ExA amendments, is attached at Appendix 3 for context. 

of the buried cables within that 20m, 
opportunities to replace any individual trees 
within the 20m gap, without interfering with 
the below ground buried infrastructure, are 
limited.  Hedgerows will be reinstated and 
their ecological functionality will also be 
reinstated.  
With reference to the Hornsea Project Three 
(HP3) proposal, the Applicant notes that this 
includes the introduction of an onshore high 
voltage alternating current (HVAC) booster 
station within North Norfolk District.  This 
permanent above ground infrastructure 
requires an extensive area of tree planting as 
mitigation and, along with the planting at 
their onshore substation, is the main focus of 
their landscape management proposals. The 
commitments to longer-term maintenance of 
planting in North Norfolk District therefore 
principally relate to the provision of extensive 
woodland planting to screen the onshore 
booster station. Outside of this Hornsea 
Project Three does not intend to replace trees 
along their onshore cable corridor.   
As noted above, there is a clear difference in 
the scale and type of planting associated with 
the two projects in North Norfolk District.  The 
planting associated with Norfolk Vanguard is 
limited to replacement hedgerows only. 
Hedgerow planting will typically mature 
within 3-5 years. On this basis, the Applicant 
is confident that 5 years aftercare is 
appropriate. 
 

North Norfolk District Council 
Appendix 2 – Examining Authority for Orsted Hornsea 
Project Three schedule of changes to the dDCO 

Noted  

North Norfolk District Council 
Appendix 3 – Applicant for Hornsea Project Three’s dDCO 
requirements (prior to the ExA amendments) 

Noted 

 

2.5 Oulton Parish Council 

Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
Oulton Parish Council 
OPC has recently been able to view a VISSIM modelling 
Video of potential traffic scenarios as put forward by Orsted 
Hornsea Three.  It has become apparent that the scenario 
of existing traffic together with that from Hornsea Three 
and Norfolk Vanguard will have serious implications even 

The Applicant has not had sight of the VISSIM 
model provided by Orsted directly to Outlon 
Parish Council (OPC).  Some information 
related to the VISSIM model has recently 
been submitted by Orsted to the Hornsea 
Three examination (15th March 2019), 
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Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
with the road intervention schemes as proposed by Orsted. 
The VISSIM modelling was used to produce the data to 
demonstrate potential delays compared to the current 
situation caused by the increase in HGV’s and other 
vehicles associated with both projects travelling 
alongB1149/The Street.  The gaps in the data used for the 
modelling and errors are being highlighted to Orsted and 
the PINS Panel but OPC believes that this modelling actually 
serves to demonstrate the likely adverse effects of two 
significant projects attempting to use The Street to access 
their respective compounds. The worst traffic delays were 
when abnormal loads left the Hornsea Three Main 
Construction Compound along The Street to B1149 
junction.  
In light of the cumulative impact projections, OPC questions 
how Norfolk Vanguard will be able operate effectively along 
The Street with no mitigation measures similar to those 
proposed by Orsted, without significant highway 
disfunction. 
Have Vattenfall factored any of the detailed HGV and 
Abnormal Load information from Orsted into their 
estimates? Have Vattenfall conducted any similar traffic 
modelling of potential traffic delays from cumulative traffic 
impact data?  
Finally, OPC note that Vattenfall Norfolk Vanguard are NOT 
proposing to use trench-less crossing (HDD) at the point 
where the cable route crosses the B1149. OPC believes that 
section of the road is not wide enough to create single lane-
controlled traffic movements safely. It is a busy well used 
route to and from Norwich. Given that the traffic for both 
projects will be accessing this section of road how will this 
be managed without serious traffic delays affecting the 
wider road network? OPC would urge the applicant to 
reconsider this decision not to use HDD at this location and 
understand that NCC Highways are also very concerned 
about this aspect 

however, the Applicant has not had an 
opportunity to review this. The Applicant is in 
regular dialogue with Hornsea Project Three 
and will discuss this further as necessary.  
The Applicant has reviewed the package of 
measures proposed by Hornsea Project 
Three along The Street at Oulton. The 
Applicant intends to put forward the same 
package of measures in order to achieve the 
same outcome, i.e. there will be no 
difference in the mitigation measures 
introduced for Norfolk Vanguard alone, 
Hornsea Project Three alone or for both 
projects together. 
The mitigation proposed along The Street is 
identified within the Applicant’s cumulative 
traffic impact assessment submitted to the 
examination at Deadline 5 (ExA; ISH1; 
10.D5.1). Subject to further engagement with 
Norfolk County Council these measures will 
be captured within an updated OTMP and 
secured through Requirement 21 of the draft 
DCO.  
The Applicant’s updated cumulative traffic 
impact assessment submitted at Deadline 5 
takes into account the updated heavy goods 
vehicle (HGV) numbers provided by Orsted in 
February 2019.   
The B1149 was not identified as a road that 
required a trenchless crossing based on 
existing and proposed traffic flows. The DCO 
application was submitted on this basis. 
Norfolk County Council (NCC) has 
subsequently determined that as this road 
will be used by both Norfolk Vanguard and 
Hornsea Project Three that it should now be 
crossed by trenchless techniques.  
The Applicant has agreed to undertake an 
exercise reviewing the proposed traffic flows 
on this link to assess any changes in the 
traffic flows which may require further 
mitigation. This exercise will also consider 
the design specification of the reinstated 
road taking into account the temporary 
increase in cumulative construction traffic on 
the reinstated surface, which has also been 
raised as a concern by NCC. The Applicant is 
engaging NCC’s Pavement Laboratory to 
analyse the current condition of the B1149 to 
inform a specification for future 
reinstatement. 
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2.6 Necton Substation Action Group 

Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
Necton Substation Action Group 
A consideration of the 2014 BEIS document, “Community 
Benefits from Onshore Wind Developments: Best Practise 
Guidance for England” in relation to the Project. 

The Applicant does not consider the 
guidance cited is directly relevant to the 
Project. The Applicant maintains that a 
Community Benefit Fund or equivalent, is not 
a material planning consideration, as it does 
not deliver mitigation in relation to specific 
project impacts and therefore it is not a 
relevant consideration of the DCO process. 
 
Community benefits are voluntary, and there 
is no established approach to their delivery in 
relation to offshore wind farms off the coast 
of England and Wales, nor any specific 
guidance from Government about how they 
should be developed.  The offshore wind 
industry is in an era of rapid cost reduction.  
In September 2017 the results of the latest 
Contracts for Difference auctions showed a 
dramatic fall in the cost of offshore wind of 
almost 50%  (from £105 to £57.50 /MWh) in 
two years. The drive is for further 
improvements in efficiency and therefore 
further reductions in cost over the coming 
years. Offshore wind farm projects are 
becoming larger and moving further offshore 
to achieve the necessary innovations to 
provide cost-efficient baseload energy to the 
UK. The costs of offshore wind farm 
development are much higher than onshore 
developments and this will affect the 
financial resources that could potentially be 
available for community benefits. 
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant 
will undertake appropriate, open and 
positive engagement to explore community 
benefits in relation to the communities 
experiencing tangible local change as a result 
of hosting permanent above ground, onshore 
project infrastructure in a process that is 
separate to the DCO proceedings. 

 

2.7 Jenny Smedley 

Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
Jenny Smedley 
A critique of ES Chapter 4 Appendix 4.9 Onshore Project 
Substation Site Selection (July 2017) is provided.  
 

The red, amber and green (RAG) assessment 
undertaken by the Applicant as part of the 
site selection exercise takes a precautionary 
approach and assumes no mitigation is in 
place.  This full approach to assessment is 
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Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
presented in ES Chapter 4 Appendix 4.9 
Onshore Project Substation Site Selection. 
Red does denote a potential major risk, but 
within the site selection work it should not 
be interpreted to mean an impact that 
cannot be mitigated and so does not warrant 
the exclusion of a site on that basis alone.  
The RAG assessment principally allows 
comparative analysis of alternative options.  
Option 2 (the chosen option) ultimately 
scores one red bar, not three. The single red 
bar is assigned to operational noise, which 
the Applicant is able to mitigate through the 
design of the onshore project substation, i.e. 
purchasing equipment and / or introduction 
of noise enclosures to achieve the agreed 
operational noise threshold.  It should be 
noted that operational noise threshold has 
been agreed with Breckland Council and is 
secured through DCO Requirement 27 
Control of noise during the operational 
phase. 
Whilst the site selection report does confirm 
that Option 2 would have visibility from 
various viewpoints, it does not evaluate this 
as a major risk. 
The benefits of Option 2 are set out in this 
report and listed as: 
• Siting the onshore project substation 

away from the village of Necton; 
• Maintaining proximity to the existing 

Necton National Grid substation;  
• Maximising opportunities associated 

with existing natural screening (in 
accordance with the Horlock Rules) 
afforded by Great Wood, Necton Wood 
and a network of hedgerows in order to 
potentially reduce landscape and visual 
impacts; 

• Distance from nearby residential 
receptors; and 

Opportunity to co-locate the onshore project 
substations for both projects (Norfolk 
Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas). 
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2.8 Graham Everett, Reepham Ward 

Deadline 4 Submission Applicant’s Response 
Graham Everett, Reepham Ward 
Following discussions with Norfolk County Council 
Highways I now support NCC Highways requests for HDD 
trenchless drilling at certain road crossings. I have particular 
concerns regarding the following locations: 

• The 2 cable route crossings of the B1145, 
Cawston Road. 

• A1067, Fakenham Road between Bawdeswell 
and Sparham. 

HDD trenchless drilling avoids the need for either partial or 
full road closures, avoids traffic holdups is a far safer 
method of working. 

The Applicant’s position, with regard to the 
crossing of the B1145 is set out in response 
to Q11.35 of the Examiner’s second written 
questions submitted at Deadline 4.   
The Applicant is aware that following the 
opening of the Norwich Northern Distributor 
Road (NNDR) the A1067 has become more 
heavily trafficked since the original traffic 
counts were undertaken to inform the 
Norfolk Vanguard application.  As requested 
by NCC, the Applicant has committed to 
commission updated traffic counts at the 
A1067 to assess any changes in the traffic 
flows which may require further mitigation. 
Once this updated traffic count data is 
available the Applicant will discuss the 
findings with Norfolk County Council. 

 


	1 Introduction
	2 Applicant’s Comments on Additional Submissions
	2.1 Tony Smedley
	2.2 MMO
	2.3 Natural England
	2.4 North Norfolk District Council
	2.5 Oulton Parish Council
	2.6 Necton Substation Action Group
	2.7 Jenny Smedley
	2.8 Graham Everett, Reepham Ward


