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1 Preliminary Meeting: Rule 6 Letter and Agenda

1.1 Introduction

1 The agenda for the Preliminary Meeting (PM) is set out in Annex A of the Rule 6
letter (PINS Ref PD-006). This note follows the structure of the Agenda for the PM.

2 This document (the oral summary) addresses matters raised by the Applicant at the
PM.
3 Prior to the PM, the Applicant submitted a letter to the Examining Authority (ExA)

(PINS Ref AS-002) referring to points raised in the Rule 6 letter, particularly relating
to the examination timetable and accompanied site inspections.

1.2 Participants
4 Oral representations from the Applicant were made from the following personnel in

the PM:

e Scott Lyness (Counsel for the Applicant) (ScL)
e Jennifer Holgate (Legal Advocate for the Applicant) (JH)

e Daniel Bates (Consents Manager at Vattenfall) (DB)

1.3 Agenda

5 The Applicant made oral representations on the following agenda points:

e |tem 2: the ExA’s remarks about the examination process
e Item 4: Deadlines for submission
e |tem 5: Hearings and Accompanied Site Inspections

e Item 7: Any other matters
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2

Agenda item 2 - ExA’s remarks about the examination process

The ExA asked the Applicant to talk through the response to Section 51 advice and
in particular when updated documents and plans would be submitted

SclL stated that a letter dated 15 November 2018 was submitted to PINS setting out
the responses to Section 51 advice and the revised documents to be submitted.
Updated land plans were submitted as to the ExA requested 10 days prior to the PM
on 30 November 2018 (PINS Ref AS-002). As set out in the letter dated 15 November,
a revised Statement of Reasons (PINS Ref APP-025) Book of Reference (PINS Ref APP-
027) and DCO (PINS Ref APP-022) will all be submitted at Deadline 1.

The Applicant was asked whether it had any particular observations on the timing
of submitting revised application documents the considerations the ExA must make
regarding allowing appropriate consultation on such submissions.

JH confirmed that the revisions being made to application documentation was minor
and, as such, none of the revisions to application documents were considered
material. The Applicant was content to submit those revised documents for Deadline
1 and allow interested parties and stakeholders to be afforded the opportunity to
comment on those documents. The ExA will be able to properly review those
changes made as part of the examination process.
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3 Agenda item 4 — Deadlines for submission

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

In reference to the date for deadline 1, the ExA confirmed the proposition to keep it
as 15 January 2019.

ScL confirmed that should the examiner's questions (ExQs) be made available prior
to 19 December 2018, the Applicant could meet Deadline 1 on 15 January 2019.

The ExA asked whether the Applicant could take any steps to put RAMAC in a
position to understand its position on matters previously raised at Section 42. A
break was convened at this point.

ScL summarised discussions that had taken place during the break. It had been
established that by close of business on December 18 2018, the Applicant will
respond in writing to all 35 points raised by Ramac in the appendix to their
representation. The ExA confirmed that as this will form the basis of the SoCG they
were content not to see this document. ScL also explained that the Applicant's
surveyor met with Ramac's land agent this morning and good progress had been
made. ScL confirmed that should RAMAC like another meeting before Christmas it
can be arranged although this was not being pushed for it could be facilitated.
Irrespective, a meeting was scheduled on January 9 2019. DB set out that
commercial discussions were well advanced with RAMAC and it was hoped that
these would shortly conclude.

The ExA confirmed that this commitment (from the Applicant to response to
RAMAC) would not be an additional examination timetable date but reminded the
Applicant that this was an undertaking made in good faith before the panel.

The ExA asked the Applicant whether it would seek to enter a Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG) with Port of Tilbury

ScL agreed that the Applicant will approach Port of Tilbury for an SoCG.

Regarding Statements of Common Ground, the ExA asked for the Applicant’s
position on the list provide at Annex E of the rule 6 letter.

ScL set out the Applicant’s observations on Annex E of the Rule 6 letter.

The inclusion of National Trust (NT) in SoCG negotiations in matters relating to
Habitats Regulations Assessment was queried by SclL and it was agreed that this
point would be put to NT as to whether these matters were being picked up by KWT
and, as such, that NT would defer to them.
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20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

It was noted that the Applicant has agreed a SoCG with Highways England and will
submit this at Deadline 1.

Regarding aviation stakeholders, to date there has been no response from the Civil
Aviation Authority either during Section 42 consultation or at the relevant
representations and ScL queried whether it was required to enter into a SoCG with
them. In response to the ExA, ScL confirmed that best endeavours would be made to
contact the CAA and keep a watching brief as to any response that may be received.

With regard to category F, ScL set out that to the extent that is has been assessed in
the NRA and the ES, the Applicant is engaging with MCA and Trinity House regarding
recreational sea use. The Applicant has consulted with the Royal Yachting
Association at Section 42 and Section 56; no response was received. However, as per
the approach to the CAA, the Applicant will approach the RYA again and keep a
watching brief.

ScL confirmed that the Applicant has not consulted with English Heritage (EH) as the
Project will not directly impact any property owned or managed by EH. The
Applicant is seeking an SoCG with Historic England as statutory bodies for heritage
protection and this will include any indirect effects on setting of all heritage assets
including those managed by EH. It was agreed with the ExA that an SoCG with EH
would not be required.

The Applicant is in ongoing discussions on crossing and proximity agreements with
NGET, Nemolink, Thanet OFTO and UKPN and will provide an update on these as part
of the tracker requested by the ExA for Deadline 1 rather than individual SoCGs. If
commercial matters continue to progress smoothly it is not expected that a SoCG
will be required with any of these undertakers.

ScL confirmed that the Applicant consulted with MoD at Section 42 consultation
stage and they responded with a concern about UXOs. The MoD raised no objections
at the relevant representation stage and have raised no concerns about aviation.
However, in line with the approach to the CAA and RYA, the Applicant will approach
the MoD again and keep a watching brief.

The EXA raised the issue of war graves and wrecks and who is responsible for
defining what might constitute a war grave.

ScL confirmed that the Applicant would approach the MoD to seek clarification on
this issue.
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4 Agenda item 5 — Hearings and Accompanied Site Inspections

28 ScL sought to confirm that any viewpoint mentioned in the unaccompanied site
inspections (USI) that could not be visited at the time will be visited at the next USI
visit. As such, these viewpoints do not need to be raised as a viewpoint for the
accompanied site inspection. This was confirmed by the ExA.
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5 Agendaitem 7 — any other matters

29

30

31

ScL reminded the ExA that the Applicant's section 53 application was referenced in
the introduction to the PM, and deferred to DB to update the Panel on the progress
of this application. DB explained that the Applicant submitted the formal request to
the Planning Inspectorate on 17 September 2018. KWT however confirmed in
separate correspondence on 4 October 2018 that they would be prepared to grant
permission for the Applicant to enter their land to undertake the necessary survey
work. As such, the section 53 application was placed on hold. However on 27
November 2018, the Applicant received notice from land interest subject to
application that access would not be granted and so on 7 December 2018 PINS were
asked to reinstate the section 53 application process.

ScL stated that the Applicant has noted a very minor error in the red line boundary
demarcation of the Order Limits, where the boundary touches Ramsgate harbour
wall. This is not readily noticeable with the naked eye when viewing the plans. The
Applicant intends to review and amend the Order Limits to ensure that the red line
boundary does not encroach into the harbour wall. This will be a very minor
reduction to the Order Limits and there will be no new or materially different
environmental effects. When submitting the draft DCO at Deadline 1, the Applicant
will submit revised certified plans with updated coordinates and indicate where
change has been made.

Further to the change to the Order Limits described in the PM, a plan showing the
difference between the boundary as submitted in the Application, and that
submitted at Deadline 1, is provided in Annex A to this document. The change
involves a refinement that reduces the extent of Order Limits in proximity to
Ramsgate harbour and westwards towards landfall. This ensures there is no overlap
with the harbour wall and also has the additional benefit of aligning the boundary
outside of the Thanet Coast SAC to the west of the harbour. As this amendment is
only a minor reduction in the Order Limits it is, in the Applicant's view, entirely non-
material and would not lead to any new or materially different environmental effects
as that assessed.
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32 Another change to the Order Limits has been made on the advice of The Crown
Estate (TCE), who identified that the coordinates of the boundary around the exiting
Thanet Offshore Wind Farm (TOWF) (the inner boundary of Order Limits) did not
precisely match those in TCE lease for TOWF. This change is imperceptible on the
scale of these plans, however coordinates have been updated in the draft DCO,
Appendix 35 of the response to Deadline 1. These revised coordinates lead to a shift
in the inner boundary of approximately 7 m south east which the Applicant considers
to be de minimus and would not lead to any different environmental effects as
concluded in the Environmental Statement. This change has not affected the outer
Order Limits.

Page 10/ 11
VATTENFALL



VATTENFALL

Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd

Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farm

Appendix 29, Annex A to Deadline 1 Submission:
Plan showing difference between Order Limits as
at Application and as changed at Deadline 1.

Relevant Examination Deadline: 1
Submitted by Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd
Date: January 2019

Application Ref: 2.5

Revision A



P/an showing dlfference between Order Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farm
Limits as at Application and as changed
at Deadline 1.

Drafted By: Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd

Approved By: Daniel Bates

Date of Approval: January 2019

Revision: A

Revision A Original Document submitted to the Examining Authority
N/A

N/A

N/A

Copyright © 2019 Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd

All pre-existing rights retained

Page 2/2
VATTENFALL



395|000 400|OOO 405|000 410|000 0
- ——— - (50B& vATTENFALL 2
-

390000
1
] } ié | ’69 - g"“r{i—“\ & 4 \\ r _.- -J-: h
o | : 13 - 6 164 \ ﬂ?_aw ,‘.»-w-"“r ""P;y 19 % 2?3 20, Xffs } % “\‘::":E-:-‘ s M"I y i__.-"‘ II'I N o
o e > 2 14 15, '8 e P pare . ’(x‘ ‘ g A X ."-:'-- - ' I'f/ ] S
8 _ 7 6 £5 bRSh P \312’37;- ! <7 el 15, LiSh e } e s . \ S -‘I — 8
O 29 g 12, 17 Whit4:20, F”"-“ JVN.J\»‘_,,;‘. ‘,V""'“’Nw# -'-""162' - | _-‘.‘/ 51 20 | }\'\5\ P ;‘_l—r \‘.‘.\:‘:.\G __J_'_‘ .'-'-" | * - II?J. 'l"\- 3“. O
5 | o B BU N (. Sorgue (Rpmst o | 2 7 S - A 2 ) 5 | THANET EXTENSION
N | = | s, 9 | N — S A | 28 (.~
I 1 7, — LY e ~ e — .'.-"
i N PPRAT Rty | OFFSHORE WIND FARM
pionp —— s o i & _ cSkSh T, ‘.r'f_. 15, ' 8, SoM 1S 205 _ ’*_Q\ mis.sh I A‘:r::'.-:ﬁ 27, [ s S5.bkSh.G 2}:___]
a1 . 15, 3 \ ;: ’ 1= el v " ré
N el B [ (34 i o ’ | M’ WK 24 |
H |42 : : "J %/ 20 . . - T W k PI :
s de ; ) OIKS Flan snore).
5 i -_ﬁ L \.."!.-. I-“ll--v :39 I | 122,./(/-’ ."_I'JC'Dﬂ.-.',"_I ¢ .
18 it Y T "-JJ:‘-‘*'I m::s.i:h.‘?.il e U Sﬂ"j ": T 19,
; o )| eI S 30, RLB Comparison
= 14, 1, - § 4l g .
P ] = o : " g=—} i 16, "% é
. . - | i } — 17 ' : .
0 = ? Document reference: 2.5
/ /57 3
| 7 ?;J : r:& i - L] 1
e w7 e APFP Regulation: 5(2)(j)
OHe) - g 175 & |
B Y5, U 1 32
8 ' &, : o i~ | 1, s : - | 8 L eg en d
= . Mes ' 4 15, } g W
S == ] 1 / te | T 190 v e A S
S- " | /o dm ) Ty T3 S -
S I W M, - ShHT 4% T 3 Ve =7 R | (~— ~ :l Updated Order Limits
Lo I “ E i ,)\1'31\ I'\. e B Wirlrd Farm 158 1 1_ ,"" I_,.l‘. i W;a’:;l‘ﬂ“ ", f g I_:'_J‘ .I' Lo
i - s 12 3, \". | ; —. f YAMOINTS = ini i
% 8] L Y ) ° ol ™ ) A ___-.;g- }-_--»5‘2 0 :l Original Order limits
> i g o —~ - 4
L 8 o >, ] a'r‘?,j 155 3
:'Z'_s'_'_g."-(.‘fnsm - . G J ﬂ.r‘.fH Sfﬂﬂe ‘j‘r 1
b Disu g ©Y% I °%5 Cable Exclusion Area
9; y 135 = . " Fo W50
[ : ' 11, FER = 14, il 7 ‘Lw,(
&1 2] % 10, MARGATE ROAD ) 2B\ e T8, SN Work No. 1
- 7 10 Iy f i1 11 #7710, @ 155, N'_,' e ?_j:'"j_ f - e,
. : e 3 L Y, 18g~ 2, WhkipZ: 48 m Work No. 2
) 5 . Tt o sar® g /T 7 -  — Wi iI7E
” Ty 17,4 3, 5 £ o s (Y 8 ) e, —
E W - _ sl £ 18 13, 14,/ F.f; i% Numerous disused cables 155 fﬁ_’,’ z> g T ’.’; [ ,---%ﬂ\ WX m WOrk NO 3
/{ o o . ! -:‘_f J_ ._ e o 10 4 - iy . | | .f] - :‘I‘.’. \ A, ”;ﬁ s I e - i ':Oj % Sf:g?ﬁ fzr’ ffl" o . 1?3' I/:r I.\_? lT 36 34
54 ) @ ] 2017 1% 9 | H : 7 / , W 42
Oy 0 7 ! = Mg .- ! 11 .,"r(_]__ ___J 13 .lﬂ". M? T‘;Ir?::;t- ma 34 5 - Work NO- 3A
g
ﬁ / } Farm
38

36

FAa F".‘l Langnose

| 0 3 ol i
\¢ i A 2 [ d. It
| A 3 & I.:._-an. iy | € 4 | ¥ -~ A 10,
gL ; ' /T 5 4 I o 12t o oo g/
WA 2N — o | S
| & | S
o
S
5.0k Sh 3g

O
Lo

41 50 36

5695000

iy

f’g}:ﬁe Bay ?“ ey . e 3 é
S, 12 3 12 Sgnrce

l 3 12, $h.PCh Et ar

- mS. sofd. b

¢

\ 105 63_--'“::;/‘5?9P = ~

\ T Il L sl \85 —~ g f ‘.'.jé'-;
et R B P, S “ \
2T e ?' (Do~ ?" W | -‘.‘ \ ‘\‘_‘:“92‘ 3 1 A — = e g, PRV L S TN A A
" 18, . i'.‘-"?,'a ' (‘)Q - — — 4 3. :51: o | 43 .J"-"
!/ N MINE DISPOSAL AREA (X51237— ]
MWk |, 4 17" o | F 39
¥ o :

r 57 WV

4 ;
15, i Vi I I'.I' 4? ¥ ) i 27 {'
7 ok :
A0 ) IV oo sion o ms
4/ | Spoil Ground i T"’f’-:—‘;;“--" ;
: & , { r‘-x__@?x-,

il 3
TF $

/
/7 Gl
/ 1% < S
A\ 8 sl | 16,7 sl‘«’/ / / ;

K. N g \':. .l '-‘ = W
51%) n | b0\ sy
I 4t

Sackettg il

F:% 1
/
i

Park _——= 5; .*'C‘.\.
EEEET Y L 7
/ID/U_‘Z 3_;};_{3_::( 54 i) o “.%v e = x‘i’?@p 6"\_{; - -r-a 5 [\
S R T DTG i Gt |\
= e T SN _‘\ e / \_ &\ -l | L) O \ P 7 —— ; i
)’" k¢ ;? Jﬂimr"‘ ai > 9{3 e s*laz;#:\, ! 9;1 IJBJ o i [ & _J.l \ 10 / R X T s f 45 _55 R
A A 5, P, 6 P~lbe (12, | 1 ! 10, 17/ N / /. 327 5 WKidg oL m&.8h
il J&‘;* 57 @ SGsh_ 1 “_"?\sa ‘ “ﬁ‘ﬁ'{ .":j el | 9 ;.2 \\_1? Wk ! o r"J 42
R\ R d & Gocbs | 7y "By 11 ) S/ qo  \H L B 36 e
ffﬁ % O~ | 2o 2 |/ A\ 228 SN SRy = r 46
“. D 5 = Ly "_‘"?i" ~ 3 ‘5 e | / | N\ . frd = =t \ . ., '~.f\.u-u'\-\.r.f‘
o T T Lty T 1223, ey [ o Wiild,: 20 i o
o | Vi f‘r J—‘\% BROADSTAIRS 6 10, 3 T \..MV«/-,‘\,«,\MQ,-‘JOjvwﬁﬁ\_f‘-ﬂf\’\’-"wv‘”“"" i v o V___.'i_‘ L L "2 I'u,j‘ L, “r___W.\_.‘,,-rf\,;u\.mg-"'*"'" i m| rrinrnnnoa, | O
O I - 3"":?_‘\3’ \ 55 i Nv,;:af“' _\_“—-—-q_ﬂae ™ PSh oy ‘\g \ 4 j IJI / i \u'\.-’\/\./-ﬂf‘;\IA('\."V\J'\_I-\._,*\{-.F‘,164 S l",l i I 1:35-: m g Al ' O
S A £ 007 9 et AR o B2 1040 wwl w\ L ) | 45 EZ AARAAAIRSS - S
L R S AN & o R0 gl wN (| 18 ) P S -
ol iy ¥ - T Y N 2 Nl AT ! L f % GO T 16 ) /21521 ' ARG H 3
(o] ! 3 Mr#—'"@« Broadstairs K g SN D NGy \D 5 i/ - v\{ba: Sghp U7 J ) S.ShGP 1 59 & | e e (m o)
' - o & | ¥ _ J e AR
Lo e TN o KNOLLS :g s & % 10 8l U 10, SRl 15 PRSI ADSINI IS IEST S To)
4 4 40 : 3, ( 8 ey A IR f R 33
Alrport | QJ[‘ 7 tﬂ u = = "8 ?5 t;!? aﬂﬁ 84 } I'f23 J 105 ( g'? 1'0, g \JS/QJ‘E}O. ) s o 'r/\,-'\. Pt W J"‘.?‘V"‘""V-ﬂw na l 23 4? 4 1
__Alrport (disy ] - ¢ \ - ~x o ——’ ol T — \ A =
. Doy Numerous disiscges Y12l ¥ {15, cunchmnnnann iR 2 18y wik L —— ) " &1 Wihizg:
M e B, W 9 / (G2 10 T ! 17, i I | | ] et
r WhiE ISR AN AR AAARARANA AR AT 28 N e o SHAPIERSE LA 155 & e SUILE S [ N / B | 49 o
A e 253 683.9?1 5 1 Ramfrg;rm “ 185 Y2 9108 y -~ \ 2 15-_"—__‘\ s e " I | '|l o,
= € NE Goocwin @ ‘IO = Q:‘?,(f)of .""'—__\__ }'h . N ‘!\-.. SN .ll 22N | III s -
< Raconiv) 14, ~Bes15, B . N -~ / £ N 9 18 bkSh
P . Y 165 f NE Gobgwin ‘II ( | 49 e
145/ " 9 NS ) 23 | . | 42 (a0: Wi {4
p r =5 - g 1 5 l o T J 53 | Faffck

e\ N\ Wkigs]

w & N e T &
) r, 18, / T [ Jeo 40
47 Datum: ETRS 1989

A
!}
|\ Thorne

3 % M Gsa0. 61 \\ M % o senp [~
- e 2 G \ \ il et | S
1£8, =9 in ) | | (75) 15 S R O / f
-ﬁ%_'!;’;l‘:é \‘“*“‘a VO(-%J‘;S\;‘ "":0"1 7 . \‘._ S Cross- ?h&nne{ Feifies (see Nov) *\j &QWF( 17, 8 S.8kSh P / 52 | L 350 0 O1g S
= B S 2K i 5 | 16 i | ‘Tf S - (1| i . + | II.- | |I J 449 40 YL 1. i I iy 3,‘.{, iy, 02¢ Projection: UTM31N
L F - N Wy || S / -~ / - / f L f TR LA e,
S = /17, ~ S / 4 /o = il A e SeLS /T ~ 3
¥ “f o 4\5 | NORTH SAND . 17 7 1 T Q‘Opﬁ,gg:?af 1/ | 52/ Wk 41 baa"114,%3p
& 7= f ¢ s -+ f i A " ey
o 0 f . / ~ f - a0 g i
) / % i I{ HEAG F {169 183 (,l' p oy Ilf' / 1‘... o l: \1,“1." h 4 !.."; f.',{)-’
RN soksh L 4

145 154 -.: 5 / N ] -36 ."II: 52 \ A

T 49§

i (143;; -~ J F. A= / J -
/ ( s :‘: 50 fS.brSh.P
-

Numerous disused cabies 1/ S s 15 | / 4 >
! N ™ \ f ! =
- ™ ) J

38 A

o
LN]

g’
&
w0
I'J
13.8) L102 M.50:0
g0
5685000

o
o
- < : (v ! T 4 2
; 4 wr F | __ Vgl | - b
@ SShP ( )~ %, s 43 38 (
Lr) L - J 2?’5 .'I "“_-'-,_ f
\4'\. - 34_: y 15/ |[
15 . LWk 4o O s/
) 'y

."-; 215

&
i
!
: /
) — L
©
i
I’.’
[
w
) Y
T
Yy

, A Sy
@’“asaﬁj 7| 12, @rsegfiwljr A 555 7~ 20, £ |
; 2, / F \ A8 o, /—1; 8/ 19 o Changing Depifis 5.5h.P 0 [ “ ST f? ’?1
v, (3{%{}-#'9\ - ﬁ«ﬁ, {see Note) ' 'F:',.x'*"-n £ 2 Rt O : _;2257‘ el
24, 35 (/ 1 = i e % | Y e © Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd 2018. © Crown copyright and
TRs . ay database rights 2017 Ordnance Survey 0100031673,

9 g, . :
Ve = i A A

-:.'.J ;'; , ka’ ' ) Ry A r\';_ﬂ
6 o U o VT &) &
' oy. B © Crown Copyright, 2016. All rights reserved License No.

41 : J,? EK001-412013. NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION
\ 146 Y2, /

39 3? 0, b Scale @ Al - 1:50,000

| 0 0.65 1.3 NM 0 1 2 km

41 /S .G.P5hH i l . .:|21 ‘4'3
L : 34 / / -
/W 1.4 Sh N N Y T I O Y A I

1
o
S
f
P
L
il
1
o
n
i
"y

‘0&“3
.\\
'
U

i
WEHEL

>
L
1
- 0 1\
-Qﬂ[" _'-p.'\_:‘t‘pl\\

| . 49

A
.‘\\\

I 8} » sl o~ :f,(/, 40 = i ;
* % - Vo) . Drg No |2.5 TEOW_Offshore works_plan_comparison

/
f {1 Y4 ; ] / = ., ‘ : |
| 285 . ( 53 o 52 A B e 55 Qil [ # N\

. Rev B Date 11/01/2019

14, _
395000 400000

4

" < Uﬁ F_z';'-j)ﬁ,_ f&m{,

R = PR

405000 410000
By RM Check |SL

Blue

- 'Bfib“q"\ Bimgs

385000 390000




	D1_Appendix29_PMOralSummary_RevA.pdf
	1 Preliminary Meeting: Rule 6 Letter and Agenda
	1.1 Introduction
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	2 This document (the oral summary) addresses matters raised by the Applicant at the PM.
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	4 Oral representations from the Applicant were made from the following personnel in the PM:
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	10 In reference to the date for deadline 1, the ExA confirmed the proposition to keep it as 15 January 2019.
	11 ScL confirmed that should the examiner's questions (ExQs) be made available prior to 19 December 2018, the Applicant could meet Deadline 1 on 15 January 2019.
	12 The ExA asked whether the Applicant could take any steps to put RAMAC in a position to understand its position on matters previously raised at Section 42. A break was convened at this point.
	13 ScL summarised discussions that had taken place during the break. It had been established that by close of business on December 18 2018, the Applicant will respond in writing to all 35 points raised by Ramac in the appendix to their representation....
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