
From:
To: Norfolk Boreas
Subject: Norfolk Boreas Project EN010087.
Date: 01 February 2020 00:21:46

Dear Planning Inspectorate,
      I would like to add if possible to my points regarding the applicant's intended noise
management. The applicant's Baseline Noise Survey Appendix 25.1 demonstrates that the
32dB noise limit at residential property is questionable.
      Table 2.15 shows the long term monitoring results of SSR2 in Ivy Todd as: Average
Day 32.2dB.  -1 standard deviation 27.1dB
     Average Night 28.4dB.  -1 standard deviation 22.3dB
This shows at night the baseline noise is under 32dB the majority of the time, and the -1
standard deviation shows at times it must drop to under 20dB. This means a 32dB
substation noise will be heard.
The day time results show, half the time background noise will be greater than the
substation noise limit of 32dB (+0.2dB) as the average is 32.2dB, and therefore half the
time it will be lower than the 32dB substation noise, allowing the substation to be heard.    
  
      In the short term monitoring results, unfortunately SSR2 is missing. The remaining
position's results are shown in Table 2.17 Daytime and 2.18 Night time. During the day 2
out of the 19 monitored had an average below 32dB, meaning more than half the time they
will hear the substation, and the remaining positions less than half the time to
varying degrees.
Night time results show that 16 of the 20 positions recorded an average below 32dB, 12
were below 30dB, 10 were below 28dB, 6 were below 26dB, 3 were below 24dB, 3 were
below 22dB, and 1 below 21dB. These short term results are to La90 Bs4142:2014.
Unfortunately again there are no results for SSR2 Ivy Todd. This must demonstrate the
substation will heard widely, and probably most of the time in Ivy Todd.  
      I would like to refer to the Daedalus project Audible Noise Assessment
document,  https://www.fareham.gov.uk/PDF/planning/Condition11and12.pdf where
I notice they have used earth bunding, and take the absorption properties into
account conservatively before vegetation and soft landscaping establishes. This
was thought necessary for a HVDC converter substation of 1000MW, where at
Necton the combined scenario 1 capacity would be 3600MW.

      Thank You for your attention.   Colin King.    20022983.   
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From:
To: Norfolk Boreas
Subject: Norfolk Boreas Project EN010087
Date: 25 February 2020 22:48:28

Dear Planning Inspectorate,

      I have already described anomalies that concern me, with the viewpoints that I am
familiar with, and in my opinion possible causes. Now I feel there is another part in the
process of generating photo montages that could be open to inaccuracy. The applicant
informs us in their, Appendix 29.1 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Methodology
Environmental Statement 112. that they use 
"Visual Nature Studio software which is based on the OS Terrain 5 digital terrain model
with a 5m data grid (OS Terrain 5)." Plus 113." Adobe Photoshop software, to provide a
realistic image of the appearance of the project", and that they 113." verify the location and
scale of the computer generated model by using markers such as the existing transmission
towers, the existing substations, church towers and other fixed built features in the
landscape." They state in 113. that" Photomontages have been produced for all the
representative viewpoints, using Adobe Photoshop software, to provide a realistic image of
the appearance of the project." This information leaves uncertainty with regard to how the
infrastructure image was created to accurate scale dimensions, and how it was positioned
correctly within the montage, especially with regard to hight.
      114." The photographs and photomontages used in this assessment are for illustrative
purposes only and, whilst useful tools in the assessment, are not considered to be
completely representative of what will be apparent to the human eye. The assessments are
carried out from observations in the field and therefore may include elements that are not
visible in the photographs." This piece of information adds to the uncertainty over how
accurately the photo montages were prepared, and can they be reliably used as the only
means to assess visual impact and plan successful mitigation. 
      Could the applicant give a +/- M. of accuracy with regard to their method of producing
the visualisations, with the three software packages mentioned, and after verification by
their described method. It could then be combined with the known +/-2.5M that the
montages are based on, to gain the actual accuracy of the photo montages. 
      Another method to prove the validity of the photo montages, would be to simply
provide a simple scale, side elevation diagram for each viewpoint, clearly showing how
much of the halls would be in view without mitigation, and then after 15 years of
mitigation, and if needed the montage could be adjusted. If the diagram and montages were
supplied together, and they matched, the montage could them be used with confidence.
Until they are proven I think they should only be viewed as an indicative illustration, and a
questionable poor tool, rather than a useful tool.   
      Paragraph 114. states the impact assessments are carried out from observations in the
field and may include elements that are not visible in the photographs. This firstly gives
the impression the applicant could know relevant information from the in field
observations, and is  not showing it all in the statement, and secondly the photo montages
of viewpoints 3 and 7, I feel should have turned out more accurate and true to life.
      In addition to my last submission regarding the baseline noise monitoring, I have now
noticed out of the 12 monitoring locations around the substation area, only 2 monitoring
point's results are actually published for long term monitoring (1 week), and another
point's results were for 1 day instead of a week. In the short term tests 1 location was
missed, access problems were put forward as a reason, but no explanation is provided for
the situation with the long term tests.
      The baseline background noise limit is a very important element, with regard to the
impact on residents around the substation. This I feel has been set too lenient at 32dB at
750m from the substation. The Dudgeon's limit is 32dB at 450m, Orsted's Hornsea 3



Annex 8.4, fig 1.2 shows 32dB at 300m, and the Daedalu's limit is 30dB at 245m for
comparison. A diagram in the Daedalus Audible Noise Assessment shows 27.5 dB at the
first property (245m). These comparable figures, and the shortfall in the background noise
monitoring results leads me to question whether this figure was derived with the due care,
and the realised importance required. 
      The results published in Appendix 25.1 Baseline Noise Survey, Onshore Project
Substation I find concerning, when compared to the 32dB at 750m limit set.   Table 2.15
shows the results for the long term monitoring. SSR2 is in Ivy Todd, and at a similar
distance to the closest residents. The daytime results for SSR2 show an average
background noise level of 32.2dB. This must mean, half the day, the background noise
level was above the substation noise level, but half the day, the background noise level was
below the substation noise level, meaning the substation would be heard in Ivy Todd for
half of every day when it should actually be quiet, (a quality of Ivy Todd that residents and
walkers expect and value). The 1 standard deviation + of 37.3dB and - of 27.1dB gives an
indication of the range of values recorded. I consider the +1 standard deviation, and greater
arbitrary, as once the background noise outweighs the problem noise, covering the problem
noise, it is of no relevance how great the existing background noise gets. The -1 standard
deviation in contrast shows how naturally quiet the area gets, and consequently how
progressively more the substation noise will be noticed. -2 and -3 standard deviations
would show the lower results recorded, under 27.1dB, and possibly below 25dB.
      Night time results show the average value recorded was 28.4dB, substantially below
the 32dB set limit. Consequently the substation would be heard most of the night. And
with a -1 standard deviation of 22.3, this would suggest the natural background noise must
be below 20dB at times.
      SSR1 results show that Necton's Baseline Background Noise level is above 32dB most
of the time, plus it is further away from the noise source than SSR2, so SSR1 results would
seem satisfactory. SSR4 and SSR10 West End Bradenham should have been monitored, to
represent close residents and a X3 holiday let business , in a very quiet area. Wood Farm
should have been monitored. SSR7 Top Farm has results showing it's background noise
also above 32dB most of the time, so this could be considered satisfactory. This just leaves
SSR2 Ivy Todd to work with, where the above results clearly show it would be heard in
Ivy Todd half of every day, and all every night, at the agreed 32dB@750m. I suggest it not
unreasonable to consider this unsatisfactory. This would affect at least 11 properties,
including a high end b&b, in Ivy Todd. Who knows the effect on West End Bradenham
and Wood Farm, as no attempt was made represent them.
     Top Farm's background noise readings SSR7. are substantially higher than Ivy Todds,
in fact always above 32dB, even at -1 standard deviation, possibly adding an advantage to
it as an alternative site.
      The short term monitoring test results are more complete, apart from SSR2 Ivy Todd
which I feel is one of the more important locations. I also question the purpose of the short
term tests, other than to easily produce extra data to add weight to the Baseline Noise
Survey. A 12 month sample would be far more representative and valuable, than the 2
samples gained over a week, and the third long term sample gained over a day, so what is
the value of an hour? Anyway the hour results during the day show 2 locations with a
result lower than 32dB, and I think it is reasonable to suggest SSR2 Ivy Todd would have
also show a low recording if it had been included. During the night all 10 locations except
1, showed a reading below 32dB, the majority substantially lower, and again SSR2 I feel
would have also been under 32dB. 
      The results or data from a Baseline Noise Survey should not be lumped together and
averaged to form a value to base the projects noise limit. Each locations results should be
considered individually, and simply the limit should be set as close as possible to the
lowest recorded reading, at the closest properties. Monitoring points should be at all the
closest properties, but I notice Wood Farm is not included, with their closest monitoring
point some 800m further away from the substation, behind them.



      Another observation with the noise limit set at 750m means potentially an area of 768
acres of land is covered in noise above 32dB. This would appear a very vulnerable
situation, with the slightest wind causing a massive amount of sound energy to potentially
travel miles. The applicant must take this into account and reduce the noise level
accordingly, so that the 32dB sound limit at 750m is not exceeded, even down wind of the
project. With a large area of sound like this, the potential for accidentally exceeding the
limit, either through miscalculation, or unusual weather conditions is greater than if a
tighter limit was set, like the 450m, 300m and 245m limits set on the
aforementioned substations. 
      I must mention the possible interaction between the photo montages and the sound
mitigation considerations. If landforms that conceal the converter halls are being shown
by, and recognised from the photo montages, and they are being used in the sound
mitigation calculations, this would put added importance on the accuracy of the photo
montages, as inaccuracies would not only affect the final real life visual impact, but the
noise impact as well. 
      Obviously I consider the visual and sound impact that would result from the
construction of the substations unacceptable as the applicant currently proposes. The
applicant's calculations and methodology maybe to industry standards, but when these
standards are used to fit a construction of this size, into a rural landscape and community,
they seem inadequate for purpose. The applicant suggests that the visualisations supplied
may look different to the actual human eye view, and sensitive sound receptors not
monitored (Wood Farm, and West End Bradenham) etc. is all to industry standards. As
these anomalies would make a large permanent difference to residents lives, and they meet
the industry standards, it would suggest the body who set the standards were not
envisaging a construction of this type to be set in such a sensitive area. 
      I have not found a definitive answer to my question with regard to shortening the cable
corridors by exchanging the destinations of Vattenfall's cable, and Orsted's cable. If I have
this totally wrong, then it should be easy to prove.
      I am concerned that it seems like Breckland Council have taken most of the applicants
predictions at face value, and have not shown enough consideration to the possibility that
the project may differ from the predictions, and the resulting consequences to residents and
their Adopted Local Plan.
      To my knowledge, there has been no progress with regard to the land easement rights
over the land of the Necton substation area, held by Colin King, Paul King, and Jacqueline
Claxton.
      Finally I would like to comment on the practice of gathering Factors Characterising
Population Sensitivity.
  







These tables are an example of the information gathered to professionally judge the
sensitivity of the population. This seems to demonstrate the great lengths the applicant is
prepared to go to, to formulate the degree of mitigation needed. If maximum mitigation
was being used, these considerations could be considered as responsible and thorough, but
in combination with very economical mitigations, it would seem the information gathered
is used to formulate the minimum and least expensive mitigation needed.



      This in combination with poor visualizations and sound monitoring could see
mitigations under estimated. If the general attitude towards mitigation was a little more
pliant, and less marginal, then breastfeeding, sexuall infections, under age drinking, self
harm etc. would not have to be considerations. 

                         Thank You For Your Attention,     Colin King.    20022983.  
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