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Please attach the following documents.

A. Covering Letter

B. Documents referred to in the covering letter. 

1.     In respect of the Issue Specific Hearing 2 Action Points

a.  Response to ISH2 Action Points (including Appendix 1 thereto containing an
updated schedule of related projects)

b.         Appendix 2 thereto - Redacted CION assessment document for EA2 (version
2.0 - 09/10/17) - Leiston

         

c.           Appendix 3 thereto - Redacted CION assessment document for EA2 (version
2.0 -18/08/16) – Bramford

 

2.     In respect of post ISH2 hearing submissions

a.     Deadline 3 - Post ISH2 Submissions

b.     Annex A  - SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Cumulative Impact

c.     Appendix 1 to Annex A - letter from Brian Cave Leighton Paisner to Save our
Sandlings dated 24 November 2020

d.     Annex B -  SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Site Selection

e.    Appendix 1 to Annex B - Redacted CION assessment document for EA2
(version 2.0 - 09/10/17) - Leiston

f.      Appendix 2 to Annex B - Ofgem letter to Mr Halford dated 28 May 2019
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South Cottage, Chase’s Lane, Friston, Saxmundham, IP17 1PJ 


 


       


15 December 2020    By Email Only 


 


The Planning Inspectorate  


National infrastructure Planning   EastAngliaOneNorth@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 


Temple Quay House    EastAngliaTwo@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 


2 The Square      


Bristol      Registration Identification No. (EA1N) - 20024106 


BS1 6PN     Registration Identification No. (EA2)    - 20024110 


 


 


 


Dear Sir/Madam 


SCOTTISH POWER & NATIONAL GRID – EAST ANGLIA ONE NORTH AND EAST ANGLIA TWO 


Deadline 3 Submissions 


Please find attached the following documents. 


1. In respect of the Issue Specific Hearing 2 Action Points: 


 


a. Response to ISH2 Action Points (including Appendix 1 thereto containing an updated 


schedule of related projects) 


b. Appendix 2 thereto - Redacted CION assessment document for EA2 (version 2.0 - 


09/10/17) - Leiston 


c. Appendix 3 thereto - Redacted CION assessment document for EA2 (version 2.0 -


18/08/16) – Bramford 


 


2. In respect of post ISH2 hearing submissions: 


 


a. Deadline 3 - Post ISH2 Submissions 


b. Annex A  - SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Cumulative Impact 


c. Appendix 1 to Annex A - letter from Brian Cave Leighton Paisner to Save our Sandlings 


dated 24 November 2020 


d. Annex B -  SASES Written Summary of submissions on site selection 


e. Appendix 1 to Annex B - Redacted CION assessment document for EA2 (version 2.0 - 


09/10/17) - Leiston 


f. Appendix 2 to Annex B - Ofgem letter to Mr Halford dated 28 May 2019 


g. Appendix 3 to Annex B - Ofgem letter to SASES dated 30 January 2020 


h. Annex C - SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Design & Rochdale Envelope 


i. Annex D - Landscape Briefing Note 3 prepared by Michelle Bolger 
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3. In respect of comments on the Applicants’ Deadline 2 submissions: 


 


a. Deadline 3 - Comments on Applicants’ Deadline 2 Submissions including Appendix 1 


thereto 


b. Appendix 2 thereto - Landscape Briefing Note 4 prepared by Michelle Bolger 


c. Appendix 3 thereto - Supplementary Submission on Applicants’ Clarification Note - 


Noise And Vibration prepared by Rupert Taylor 


d. Appendix 4 thereto - Flood Risk Related Comments on Deadline 2 Submissions 


prepared by GWP Consultants 


 


East of England Energy Group (EEEGR) Lobbying Activities 


In case the Examining Authorities are not already aware, the lobbying group for the East of England 


energy sector has launched a campaign following ISH2 urging their members to write to the Planning 


Inspectorate using a standard form letter. Whilst we appreciate the Examining Authorities act 


objectively based on evidence rather than “spin”,  it again highlights the mismatch in resources 


between the Applicants and Interested Parties. Not only do we have to deal with the Applicants’ 


legions of advisors but now also the full weight of a lobbying campaign run by a full-time team of PR 


professionals. A link to the “Call to Action” is attached. 


https://mailchi.mp/2ae8a80a6fe3/eeegr-weekly-update-1st-october-950662?e=db63c716fe 


 


Attendance at Issue Specific Hearings 


We confirm that we wish to attend;  


• Issue Specific Hearing 4 – attendees will be Richard Turney of Landmark Chambers, Michael 


Mahony of SASES, Chris Wheeler of SASES, Mary Shipman of SASES, Rupert Taylor (acoustics 


expert) and Clive Carpenter of GWP Consultants (flood risk expert) 


 


• Issue Specific Hearing 5 – attendees will be Michael Mahony of SASES and one other member 


of SASES yet to be determined 


 


• Issue Specific Hearing 6 - attendees will be Michael Mahony of SASES and one other member 


of SASES yet to be determined 


 


• Issue Specific Hearings 4A, 5A, 6A - attendees will be as above dependent on the matters to 


be heard at these hearings 


 


Yours faithfully  


 


Michael Mahony 


 


 



https://mailchi.mp/2ae8a80a6fe3/eeegr-weekly-update-1st-october-950662?e=db63c716fe
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SPR EA1N and EA2 PROJECTS 


 


DEADLINE 3 – RESPONSE TO ISH2 ACTION POINTS 
 


Interested Party:  SASES  IP Reference Nos. 20024106 and 20024110 


   


Date: 15 December 2020    Issue: 1 


 
Introduction 


 


1. SASES’s comments on the ISH2 action points are set out below. In respect of a number 
of action points SASES has chosen to comment even though it was not an identified party 
on the basis this might be of assistance to the Examining Authorities. 


 


Action Point 3 


 


2. In respect of the matter of costs as referred to at the end of this action point it should be 
noted that SASES is a residents group. Whilst it does have some financial resources they 
are limited and have to be managed extremely carefully. Accordingly the non-participation 
and lack of cooperation of National Grid in the examination process disproportionately 
affect SASES given its limited resources. 


 


Action Point 7 


 


3. Attached at Appendix 1 is a list of related projects divided between:  
 


a. those projects, whose onshore elements will be developed in and around Friston, 
which will or potentially will connect at the new National Grid connection hub; and 


 


b. related projects which are being carried out in the Sizewell/Leiston area. 
 


4. See also SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Cumulative Impact submitted as 
part of its post ISH2 submissions. 


 


Action Point 8 


 


5. In this context we would refer the Examining Authorities to a National Grid document which 
was published by Scottish Power as part of its phase 3.5 consultation – paragraphs 5.4 
and 5.5 in particular. 
 


https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Conn


ection_Assessment_Note.pdf 


 


Action Point 12 


 


6. In this context we would refer the Examining Authorities to the proposed reconductoring 
of Sizewell to Bramford OHLs set out in the list of related projects referred to in paragraph 
3 above. 


 



https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf
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Action Point 15 


 


7. Please see attached at Appendix 2 the redacted CION assessment document for EA2 
(version 2.0 – 09/10/17) which states the preferred connection option was Leiston. This 
document also states on page 20 that: 
 
“However it is recognised that this option [meaning Leiston/Friston] may not be possible 
therefore HVAC connection to [redacted, but thought to be Bramford ] will also be 
considered.”  


 


8. Attached at Appendix 3 is the earlier CION assessment document (Version 2.0 – 
18/08/16), also redacted, which states on page 9 that Bramford is the preferred connection 
solution. 


 


9. These redacted documents were provided by National Grid in response to a request from 
SASES under the Environmental Information Regulations. 
 


Action Point 19  


 


10. The Red Amber Green Assessment (Appendix 4.2) APP- 4431on Page 3 under 
“Introduction” states at paragraph 5:- 
 
“This report does not consider the process of the onshore cable corridor routeing – this 
will be captured in a subsequent cable routeing optioneering exercise. Similarly, this 
report does not consider the site selection work undertaken to define the onshore 
transition bay (landfall) – this is captured in the Wardell Armstrong Landfall Location 
Options Review.” 
 
Neither of the above two documents regarding choice of cable route or landfall location 
have been submitted into the Examination and SASES would request these documents 
be open to scrutiny by the ExA and IPs. 


Action Point 28 


 


11. Please see SASES’ comments on the Applicants’ SuDS Infiltration Note which form part 
of its comments on the Applicants’ Deadline 2 submissions. 


 


  


 
1https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-


content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010078/EN010078-001596-


6.3.4.2%20EA2%20ES%20Appendix%204.2%20RAG%20Assessment%20for%20Onshore%20Sub


stations%20Site%20Selection%20in%20the%20Sizewell%20Area.pdf 
  
 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010078/EN010078-001596-6.3.4.2%20EA2%20ES%20Appendix%204.2%20RAG%20Assessment%20for%20Onshore%20Substations%20Site%20Selection%20in%20the%20Sizewell%20Area.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010078/EN010078-001596-6.3.4.2%20EA2%20ES%20Appendix%204.2%20RAG%20Assessment%20for%20Onshore%20Substations%20Site%20Selection%20in%20the%20Sizewell%20Area.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010078/EN010078-001596-6.3.4.2%20EA2%20ES%20Appendix%204.2%20RAG%20Assessment%20for%20Onshore%20Substations%20Site%20Selection%20in%20the%20Sizewell%20Area.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010078/EN010078-001596-6.3.4.2%20EA2%20ES%20Appendix%204.2%20RAG%20Assessment%20for%20Onshore%20Substations%20Site%20Selection%20in%20the%20Sizewell%20Area.pdf
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APPENDIX 1 
 
 


SPR EA1N and EA2 PROJECTS 


 


UPDATED SCHEDULE OF RELATED PROJECTS FOR DEADLINE 3 


 
Interested Party:  SASES PINS Refs:   20024106 & 20024110 


 


Date:  15 December 2020  Issue: 11 


 
 
PROJECTS WITH ACTUAL OR POTENTIAL GRID CONNECTION AT FRISTON 
 


Project Name Sponsor PINS 
Reference 


Published references Potential onshore 
resources to be built 


Activity Dates 
(approximate) 


East Anglia 1 North 
wind farm 


Scottish Power 
Renewables 


EN010077 Para 5.4 confirms that the new NGET 
substation will be required to also service the 
Nautilus and Eurolink Interconnectors 


https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/us
erfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Co
nnection_Assessment_Note.pdf 


2 cable trenches and 6 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVAC substation then 
further cables to adjacent 
NGET substation 


2021-2030 


East Anglia 2 wind 
farm 


Scottish Power 
Renewables 


EN010078 Para 5.4 confirms that the new NGET 
substation will be required to also service the 
Nautilus and Eurolink Interconnectors 


https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/us
erfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Co
nnection_Assessment_Note.pdf 


2 cable trenches and 6 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVAC substation then 
further cables to adjacent 
NGET substation 


 


2021-2030 



https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf
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NGET Leiston 
400kV Substation 


to be constructed at 
Friston 


National Grid Part of 
EN010077 & 
EN010078 


Refer to page 20 para 2 of 
https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity-
transmission/document/132296/download 


1 AIS or GIS 400kV 
substation with 3 sealing 
ends with gantries, one 
with an extra circuit 
breaker and 
instrumentation, plus one 
new and two modified 
pylons with associated 
OHL alterations 


2021-2027 


Nautilus 
Interconnector 


National Grid 
Ventures 


In process https://www.nationalgrid.com/group/about-
us/what-we-do/national-grid-
ventures/interconnectors-connecting-cleaner-
future/nautilus 


and http://sases.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-
Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf 


1 cable trench and 2 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVDC converter station 
then further cables to 
NGET substation 


 


2022-2028 


Eurolink 
Interconnector 


National Grid 
Ventures 


TBA http://sases.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-
Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf 


1 cable trench and 2 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVDC converter station 
then further cables to 
NGET substation 


 


 


2022-2028 


North Falls 
(Greater Gabbard 
Extension) wind 


farm 


North Falls EN010119 Event dates for 
https://www.northfallsoffshore.com/  Grid 
connection granted or pending 


https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united
-kingdom/north-falls-united-kingdom-
uk4j.html 


2 cable trenches and 6 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVAC substation then 
further cables to NGET 
substation 


2022-2030 


Five Estuaries 
(Galloper 


Five Estuaries In process Basic information 
https://fiveestuaries.co.uk/about/ 


2 cable trenches and 6 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVAC substation then 


2022-2030 



https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity-transmission/document/132296/download

https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity-transmission/document/132296/download

https://www.nationalgrid.com/group/about-us/what-we-do/national-grid-ventures/interconnectors-connecting-cleaner-future/nautilus

https://www.nationalgrid.com/group/about-us/what-we-do/national-grid-ventures/interconnectors-connecting-cleaner-future/nautilus

https://www.nationalgrid.com/group/about-us/what-we-do/national-grid-ventures/interconnectors-connecting-cleaner-future/nautilus

https://www.nationalgrid.com/group/about-us/what-we-do/national-grid-ventures/interconnectors-connecting-cleaner-future/nautilus

http://sases.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf

http://sases.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf

http://sases.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf

http://sases.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf

http://sases.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf

http://sases.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/National-Grid-Briefing-Note-Interconenctors-Sizewell.pdf

https://www.northfallsoffshore.com/

https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united-kingdom/north-falls-united-kingdom-uk4j.html

https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united-kingdom/north-falls-united-kingdom-uk4j.html

https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united-kingdom/north-falls-united-kingdom-uk4j.html

https://fiveestuaries.co.uk/about/
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Extension) wind 
farm 


https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united
-kingdom/project-dates-for-five-estuaries-
uk4i.html 


further cables to NGET 
substation 


SCD1 
Interconnector 


National Grid TBA Appendix 1 of 
https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity-
transmission/document/134036/download 


NOA Page 100 refers to need for SCD1 
https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/1
62356/download 


1 cable trench and 2 or 3 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVDC converter station 
then further cables to 
NGET substation 


 


 


2022-2028 


SCD2 
Interconnector 


National Grid TBA NOA Page 100 refers to SCD2 
https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/1
62356/download 


1 cable trench and 2 or 3 
cables from landfall to 1 
HVDC converter station 
then further cables to 
NGET substation 


2030-2036 


Other projects 
targeting “Sizewell” 


(Crown Estate 
Round 4 etc.) 


Unknown TBA NGESO Review document page 112 refers 
to Sizewell as connection point 
https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/1
77221/download 


Cable trenches, cables 
and substations/converter 
stations up to 2030, 
possible coordinated 
solution post 2030 


 


2025-2035 


 
  



https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united-kingdom/project-dates-for-five-estuaries-uk4i.html

https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united-kingdom/project-dates-for-five-estuaries-uk4i.html

https://www.4coffshore.com/windfarms/united-kingdom/project-dates-for-five-estuaries-uk4i.html

https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity-transmission/document/134036/download

https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity-transmission/document/134036/download

https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/162356/download

https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/162356/download

https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/162356/download

https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/162356/download

https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/177221/download

https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/177221/download
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OTHER RELATED PROJECTS 


Project Name Sponsor PINS 
Reference 


Published references Potential onshore 
resources to be built 


Activity Dates 
(approximate) 


Sizewell A 
Decommissioning 


Nuclear 
Decommissioning 


Agency 


Not 
applicable 


Includes demolition of turbine halls. 


http://www.onr.org.uk/documents/2020/eiadr-
emp-sizewell-a-2020.pdf 


Limited impact as within 
nuclear boundary 


Ongoing until 2125 


Sizewell B 
Relocation 


EdF N/A https://rlfsizewellb.co.uk/ New car park and Visitor’s 
Centre etc. 


2021-2025 


 


*Reconductoring of 
Sizewell to 


Bramford OHLs 


National Grid Not 
applicable 


Refer to para 5.1 of 
https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/us
erfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Co
nnection_Assessment_Note.pdf for 
justification 


Establishment of vehicular 
access to all pylons along 
route followed by 
removal/replacement of 
overhead wires 


2025-2027 


Sizewell C Nuclear 
Power Station 


EdF EN010012 https://www.edfenergy.com/sites/default/files/
edf-szc4-sumdoc_digital_compressed.pdf 


1 twin reactor power 
station 


1 NGET 400kV substation 


2023-2035 


 


*The “reconductoring” of Sizewell to Branford OHLs is required to provide additional capacity on the 
existing pylons. The necessity for that additional capacity can only be because National Grid foresee a 


number of projects needing to connect to these OHLs. 
  



http://www.onr.org.uk/documents/2020/eiadr-emp-sizewell-a-2020.pdf

http://www.onr.org.uk/documents/2020/eiadr-emp-sizewell-a-2020.pdf

https://rlfsizewellb.co.uk/

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.edfenergy.com/sites/default/files/edf-szc4-sumdoc_digital_compressed.pdf

https://www.edfenergy.com/sites/default/files/edf-szc4-sumdoc_digital_compressed.pdf
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APPENDIX 2 


 
Redacted CION assessment document for EA2 (version 2.0 – 09/10/17) – Leiston
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APPENDIX 3 


 
Redacted CION assessment document (Version 2.0 – 18/08/16) - Bramford 
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 Offshore Connections and Infrastructure Options Note 


 
 


User  East Anglia Offshore Wind Limited 


Site Name East Anglia Two 


NETS Reference 
Number 


 


Application 
Steering Group 
Members 


(Delete As 
Applicable) 


NETSO NGET 
Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Affected 
TO 1 


NGET 
Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Other 
Affected 
TO 


EAOW  


(as 
OTSDUW 
User) 


Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 


Application Type 
 


Offshore Wind Generator Modification Application 


Overview of the  
application (Short 
description of the 
application) 


 


East Anglia TWO Wind Farm was a 1200MW offshore wind farm connection. 
In February 2016, the East Anglia Joint Venture was split and the connection 
agreements for East Anglia TWO and FOUR were swapped, meaning that 
East Anglia TWO became contracted to a Bramford connection (and East 
Anglia FOUR became contracted to a Lowestoft area connection pending 
future Mod App). An East Anglia TWO Modification Application was submitted 
in April 2016 to relocate the offshore platforms. There was a subsequent 
Modification Application in September 2016 to change the connection date 
and also reallocate capacity between East Anglia TWO and ONE North. 


The User has indicated it wishes to receive an SQSS compliant offer and 
standard ownership boundary connection as set out in CUSC for the East 
Anglia TWO project. 
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Revision 
Number 


Date of 
Revision 


Reason for Revision Revised by 


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


 


Notes for Completion: 


 


1. Please complete the table above when the document is first used for a scheme and when any 
subsequent revisions are made to any of the information in the live document. 


 


2. Please insert the scheme number into the header, and the revision number and date of revision 
into the footer.  


 


3. This page should be retained throughout the life of the document and remain with the final 
version. 
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East Anglia zone overview 


Following the first Government announcement on subsidy levels through the Contract for Difference 
(CfD) in 2014, EAOW undertook a strategic review of the zonal development plan for the East Anglia 
zone; this included a review of project sizes and locations as well as connection technology with the 
aim of identifying projects within the zone which provide the lowest cost of energy, and of a suitable 
size to bring them in line with likely subsidies.   


During this time, a decision was also taken to change the operating structure of the EAOW Joint 
Venture, with VWPL solely taking on the development of projects in the northern half of the zone and 
East Anglia Offshore Wind Limited (EAOW) developing projects in the southern half of the zone.  
Commercial agreements to finalise these arrangements were completed in March 2016.  These 
arrangements included an agreement for EAOW to retain the connections for East Anglia ONE, 
THREE and TWO (formerly FOUR) such that each party retained capacity for a 3600MW connection. 


In November 2015, an Agreement to Vary was issued in which the EA FOUR connection agreement 
was swapped with EA TWO. 


In February 2016 a Connection Agreement was received and signed which split out the previous EA 
ONE project in to two separate projects reflecting what was to be constructed as part of the awarded 
CfD. The projects were named EA ONE and EA ONE North with 680MW and 520MW respectively.  


The location of the substations for the EA TWO project remained in the EA FOUR area and therefore 
a modification application was submitted in April 2016 to relocate the substations within the EA TWO 
area. The Agreement to Vary was received in October 2016. This Agreement was superseded by the 
one received in January 2017. 


A new modification application was submitted to National Grid in September 2016. This was for a 
reallocation of capacity between EA ONE North and EA TWO (to create an even split of 860MW for 
each project), and to modify the connection dates. The application was deemed competent on 6th 
October 2016 and therefore also forms part of this ongoing CION assessment. The Agreement to 
Vary was received on 6th January 2017 and became effective on 13th February 2017.  


 


 


 


 


The East Anglia Zone as it relates to EAOW/SPRUK is now be reflected as: 


• EA ONE 680MW  


• EA ONE North 860MW 


• EA TWO 860MW  


• EA THREE 1200MW  
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Figure 1: East Anglia zone platform locations 
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EA TWO 


The EA TWO project is located in the west of the EA ONE. It is at a distance approximately 35km from 
shore. The project has a capacity of 860MW. The recent Agreement to Vary dated 13th January 2017,  
has changed the Completion Date to 1st  April 2026. 


Currently, EA TWO is contracted to be connected to Bramford Substation. The development of the EA 
TWO wind farm and OTSDUW assets is in progress. The EA ONE cable route from the landfall at 
Bawdsey to Bramford substation will also be used by EA THREE and the Development Consent Order 
for EA ONE contains ducting for the cables required. Due to the change in design for EA ONE requiring 
addtional cables for AC, the consented cable route is now constrained and only ducts for EA THREE 
can be installed during the EA ONE construction works.  


The EA TWO project is investigating routing alongside the EA ONE/EA THREE project, with possible 
extensions and/or diversions from this cable route to reach Bramford. It is anticipated that it is still 
possible to reach Bramford. However alternative route options including a coastal connection in the 
Sizewell area has begun to be assessed as part of the development work continuing in this area.  


The Environmental Impact Assessment and associated surveys for EA TWO OTSDUW assets are 
underway The full scope of surveys cannot be determined until the connection point, substation 
locations and routing options are confirmed in 2017. A scoping opinion for EA TWO is planned to be 
sought in late 2017 based on the decided routing option. The current programme is to submit 
Preliminary Environmental Information during 2018 followed by the Development Consent Order 
submission in 2019. NB. EA ONE North is being developed in conjunction with EA TWO and connection 
options for both projects will be considered in parallel. 


The CION process therefore considers the options in addition to the already contracted connection 
point at Bramford, which was previously deemed to be the most economic and efficient. 


In the previous assessments HVDC technology was considered as an appropriate export technology 
when considering connection distance, 1200MW project capacities and readily available connection 
interface point (at Bramford). The redesigned EA ONE project has illustrated that HVAC is now the 
most cost competitive option for that individual 680MW project. EA TWO is closer to shore with a 
potentially shorter connection distance and therefore an HVAC is being reconsidered in this CION. 


 


Onshore Interface Points 


Potential Onshore Interface Points included a number of existing NGET substations as well as those 
that would require new NGET 400kV substations, requiring an extension of the existing 400kV network. 
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The onshore Interface Points that have been considered in this CION (as shown in Figure 2) are 
described below: 


• Bramford 400kV substation (current Onshore Interface Point) 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Walpole 400kV substation  


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Kings Lynn 


•  


•  


•  


• Little Dunham / Necton 


•  


•  


•  


• Dereham / Shipdham Airfield / Brandon Parva area 


•  


•  


•  


• Cromer / Bacton area 


•  


•  


•  


• Norwich 400kV substation 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Diss / Eye Airfield area 


•  


•  


•  


• Lowestoft area 


•  


•  


•  


• Sizewell 400kV substation 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Leiston 400kV substation 


•  


•  


• Bradwell (contracted position)  
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Figure 2: East Anglia zone potential onshore Interface Points 


Interface Points located north of Walpole (e.g. Bicker Fen, West Burton) and south of Bradwell (e.g. 
Rayleigh, Tilbury) were discounted as they provide no benefit over closer Interface Points due to the 
technical issues and much higher cost involved with longer offshore routes. 


 


 


Initial Options Appraisal  


To comply with the statutory duties under Section 9 of the Electricity Act, the preferred connection 
design should be the most economic and efficient when considering both offshore and onshore works. 
Under the requirements of the Transmission Licence, the network design should be compliant with the 
minimum deterministic criteria of the NET SQSS.  


Bramford was identified as the preferred IP for EA TWO (previously named EA FOUR) in the original 
grid connection offer in 2010 (A/EAWL/10/5284 – 1EN(0)). This was when EA TWO was considered 
as 1200MW capacity. As the project capacity has now been decreased to maximum of 860MW, the 
reduced project size could change some of the assumptions that were made in the original connection 
options, hence triggering the reopening of the CION. 


The initial options appraisal considered all of the IPs identified based on a high level assessment of 
programme, construction complexity, land availability, environmental / consenting issues and cost. IPs 
that were identified to have no benefit over other IPs were parked. Table 1 provides a brief summary 
of the Initial Options Appraisal results.  
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Potential Interface Point (s) Justification Decision 


Bramford Current Interface Point for EA TWO. 
 


Carried forward 


Bacton or Lowestoft (new 
coastal substation) 
 


The new OHL circuits and new substations required to establish the Interface Points at these 
locations would mean that the IP would not be available for the customer connection date. 
 


Discounted 


Bradwell 
 


The new OHL circuit and new substation needed to establish the Interface Point would require 
National Grid to seek a full consenting and consultation process as part of a Development Consent 
Order (DCO).  Therefore the IP would not be available for the requested customer connection date.  


Discounted 


Brandon Parva, Dereham, Kings 
Lynn, Little Dunham, Necton, 
Walpole, Shipdham Airfied, 
Diss, Eye Airfield 
 


These are a greater distance from the EA TWO project meaning that longer cables/technology 
would be required. They don’t bring any benefits in terms of Network Infrastructure savings as 
described earlier, and will not be cost competitive in terms of OFTO investment.  The alternative 
options that offer a shorter connection distance are considered in the document as being similar 
to Norwich, i.e. a connection at those points would require the same infrastructure investment as 
a connection at Norwich. A further reason for parking them is that these closer Interface Point sites 
has no existing National Grid Substation, NGET works would be a new substation and minor OHL 
works.  


Parked 
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Sizewell If capacity can be (contracted 3200MW for Sizwell C nuclear power station) made available at 
Sizewell, this IP potentially becomes the most economic and efficient connection and therefore 
would be preferred. However, even if this capacity were not to become available, it may be 
possible to connect by extending the existing 400kV substation within the power station. The 
capacity of the existing overhead circuits from Sizewell to Bramford could also be increased if 
required,therefore the IP may be available for the requested customer connection date. The 
existing Sizewell substation is surrounded by the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, which 
present a land and environmental constraint to the extension of the existing substation but this 
may be acceptable in local planning terms. This potential Interface Point should be assessed as 
a possible option. 


 


Carried forward 


Leiston In the immediate vicinity of Sizewell is the existing Leiston substation. Greater Gabbard and 
Galloper wind farms connect at this location. Connection at Leiston in terms of impact on the 
system is expected to be exactly the same as connecting at Sizewell. If capacity can be made 
available at this IP a connection could be made available at Leiston. This is likely to involve 
redevelopment of the Leiston substation to accommodate all proposed offshore wind projects and 
land/ environmental aspects will require to be considered in the local planning application process. 


Carried forward 


Table 1: Summary of Initial Options Appraisal  
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Therefore, the Onshore Interface Points shortlisted to be carried forward for further considerations 
are: 


• Bramford Substation 


• Sizewell Substation 


• Leiston Substation 


• Norwich Main Substation 


 


As the ModApp for EA TWO were submitted at the same time as EA ONE North, the two projects are 
interactive and the CION considers the different combinations of connecting the two projects at the 
substations listed above. Considering that the two projects are of the same size and similar 
connection date, it is assumed that there will be no difference which particular project are connected 
to which substation in the combination (i.e. the network impact of connecting EA TWO to Substation 
A and EA ONE North to Substation B is identical if the connection is swapped (EA TWO to 
Substation B and EA ONE North to Substation A).   Therefore the Onshore Interface Connection 
Points combination options considered are as following: 


• Both connecting to Bramford Substation 


• Both connecting to Sizewell/Leiston Substation 


• Both connecting to Norwich Main Substation 


• One each connecting to Bramford Substation and Sizewell/Leiston Substation 


• One each connecting to Norwich Main Substation and Sizewell/Leiston Substation 


• One each connecting to Bramford Substation and Norwich Main Substation 


 


Note that as Leiston Substation is radially connected to Sizewell Substation, it is assumed that 
connection to Leiston Substation will have an identical network impact as connection to Sizewell 
Substation. 


 


Technology Options 


It is anticipated that a single platform can accommodate the requirements of an 860MW EA TWO 
project. The connection for EA TWO is currently for two offshore platforms as it is not confirmed that it 
will be implemented by a single platform so it was not changed at the previous modification application 
stage. Regardless of whether one or two (or more) platforms are used, a maximum of two export circuits 
will be used for any configuration. 


The power can be transmitted from the platforms to the onshore Interface Points using different 
transmission technologies, such as HVAC or HVDC, and the output from multiple wind farms strings 
can be collected for bulk transmission. Due to the number of Interface Points, the different transmission 
technologies available, the different options for interconnecting platforms offshore and the potential 
technological advances over the timescales of the projects, a number of assumptions have been made 
in order to limit the number of scenarios considered for this initial comparative assessment.  


For HVAC connections 220kV will be used as the operating voltage. It is assumed that a 220kV cable 
can transmit 430MW therefore two 220kV cables are required for each offshore platform. 


The three main connection options described above can be reached by HVAC, and therefore HVDC 
connections were discounted in the analysis. HVDC links should be considered when factors such as 
rated power, system design, Grid Code compliance, land availability, circuit corridor width, ground 
conditions lead to an HVAC connection being impractical or uneconomic. However none of the issues 
are problematic at this stage for EA TWO (and also EA ONE North) with an HVAC connection. 


HVDC technology could only be considered if they prove to be more technically reliable, commercially 
viable and reduce costs over an HVAC connection. For the connection of EA TWO, via the possible 
interface points, the OTSDUW party has confirmed that utilisation of HVAC is the preferred technology 
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for the connection of EA TWO (implied from EA ONE – being constructed).Therefore connection to an 
Interface Point with an existing HVAC substation maximising deployment of HVAC technology 
represents an economic and efficient method for the connection of EA TWO.   


 


Detailed Options Appraisal 


Four IP options for the connection of EA TWO (with all possible combination of connections in 
conjunction with EA ONE North) were assessed in greater detail by undertaking a desk-based 
constraint mapping exercise to identify potential substation locations and connection routes and 
assessing project specific costs. Figure 3 shows the location of all four shortlisted IPs. 


 


Figure 3: Onshore Interface Points shortlisted for Detailed Options Appraisal. 


 


Sections 1 and 2 of this document provide detail of the cost comparison and technical assumptions. 


 
 
Table 2 provides the route distance and OFTO cost summary of the Interface Points considered in the 
detailed assessment. In the Options Appraisal Matrix for completeness this is expanded to consider 
different combinations of connections for both projects (EA TWO and EA ONE North).  


 


  


Leiston 
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 Interface Point 
Offshore 


Distance (km) 
Onshore 


Distance (km) 
Total (km) 


OFTO Cost 
(£m) 


1 Bramford 58 37 95  


2 Norwich 88 37 125  


3 Sizewell / Leiston 48 8 56  


Note: Distances may vary compared to AC solution due to assumed locations of HVDC platforms 


Table 2: Route distance for each shortlisted Interface Point and OFTO cost to connect EA TWO  


Table 3 shows the summary of the appraisal of the non-quantifiable factors in the Detailed Options 
Appraisal: 


 


Option 
No. 


Interface Points 
Combination 


Level of 
Onshore TO 


Works 


Technical 
Risk 


Consent Risk Preliminary 
Ranking 


1 Bramford + Bramford Minimal Low - Medium Low - Medium 1 


2 Leiston + Leiston Extensive Medium Medium 3 


3 Sizewell + Sizewell Local Low Medium - High 2 


4 Norwich Main + 
Norwich Main 


Extensive Low - Medium High 7 


5 Sizewell/Leiston + 
Bramford 


Local / 
Extensive 


Low - Medium Medium – High 4 


6 Sizewell/Leiston + 
Norwich Main 


Moderate / 
Extensive 


Low - Medium High 6 


7 Norwich Main + 
Bramford 


Moderate / 
Extensive 


Low-Medium High 5 


Table 3: Detailed Options Appraisal Summary 
 


All the options listed in Table 3 are put into Boundary Capability Studies to identify the impact of each 
connection combination (including reinforcement works required) on the capability of Boundary EC5. 
The result is as shown in Table 4: 


Capacity per year 
(MW) 


NORM - NORM NORM – SIZE 
NORM - BRFO 


SIZE - SIZE  
LEIS-LEIS                                


BRFO - BRFO 


2024    


2025    


2026    


2027    


2028    


2029    


2030    


2031    


2032    


Table 4: Effect of the connection combinations on the EC5 Boundary Capability. 


It can be seen that any connection combination is increasing the capability of Boundary EC5 hence all 
options are then carried forward for CBA. Table 5 shows the Least Worst Regret of all the shortlisted 
connections. 
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Regret (£m) GG SP CP NP 
Worst 
Regret 


Sizewell /Leiston 
(1720) 


     


Bramford (1720)      


Norwich (1720)      


Bramford (860) 
Sizewell (860) 


     


Norwich (860) 
Sizewell (860) 


     


Norwich (860) 
Bramford (860) 


     


Table 5: Least Worst Regret for Connection Combination Options for EA2 and EA1N. 


 


The Least Worst Regret in Table 5 shows that in all Future Energy Scenarios, connection to either 
Sizewell and Leiston has the Least Worst Regret. Sizewell and Leiston share the same results as 
Leiston is radially connected to Sizewell. 


 
The CBA concluded that Option 2 or 3 (Connecting both EA TWO and EA ONE North to Sizewell or 
Leiston Substation) is the most economic solution. 
 
As Sizewell 400kV Substation is an indoor GIS substation located within the nuclear security perimeter 
zone of Sizewell B Power Station, a tri-party meeting between NGET, SPR and EDF was held on 19th 
July 2017 to discuss the feasibility of connecting EA TWO and EA ONE North at Sizewell Substation. 
The site is under the rules of Civil Nuclear Constabulary; as such access and regress has to adhere to 
the Nuclear Site Licence. The site is also constrained by the decommissioning of Sizewell A Nuclear 
Power Station and the ongoing operation of Sizewell B Nuclear Power Station. Additionally there are a 
number of land constraints based upon the existing topography with close proximity of Sizewell 
Marshes (A Site of Special Scientific Interest) and the proposed development of the new Sizewell C 
Power Station. Taking these into consideration, it was agreed that the option to connect to Sizewell is 
discounted. Therefore the most preferred option is to build a new 400kV substation near Leiston 
Substation.   
 
 
 


Conclusion 


Eventhough the non-quantifiable factors identified Option 1 (Connecting both EA TWO and EA ONE 
North at Bramford Substation) as the most preferred option, the substantial difference in the Least 
Worst Regret between Option 2/3 (Connecting both at Sizewell/Leiston) and the other options means 
that Option 2/3 is the most economic and efficient connection option. The CION party discussed this 
over and agreed that the most preferred option is to connect EA TWO to a new substation near Leiston 
Substation using HVAC Technology. 
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SECTION 1 – Preferred Option Assessment  
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 Summary  


(Short overview description of each 
option) 


 


Major Risks Onshore 
TO Cost 


£m  


Offshore 
TO Cost 


£m 


Overall 
Total 
Cost 
£m 


Option 1 Connecting to Bramford 
400kV substation via HVAC 
link  


TO 


Nil 


 


OFTO 


Substation - There are no high level environmental designations at the 
existing Bramford substation. Cumulative noise and visual impacts 
could be significant. It is noted that the area already has notable 
electricity infrastructure planned.  


 


Landfall / Offshore - Landing points in the vicinity of the existing 
Sizewell site have impacts on the Suffolk coast and Heaths AONB; 
however EA ONE has connected in this location so it is assumed that a 
landfall would be possible.  A suitable landfall location has been 
identified from a consenting perspective. 


 


Onshore - Significant environmental constraints are evident on the 
south Suffolk coast, careful mapping following EA ONE/THREE route 
could avoid designations. 
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Option 2 Connecting to Sizewell 
400kV substation via HVAC 
link 


TO 


There are risks associated with finding a suitable location for 
substation infrastructure. Sizewell infrastructure is land locked within 
the perimeter of the nuclear site. 


 


OFTO (Comments apply to both Leiston and Sizewell options) 


Substation - The existing Sizewell substation is surrounded by the 
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.  On the basis that a substation is 
already present, and new substations are being constructed in the area 
this has been marked green, assuming that a new substation could be 
accommodated in the landscape.  In addition, there are areas suitable 
outwith the AONB, should the existing substation site be too 
constrained. 


Landfall / Offshore - Landing points in the vicinity of the existing 
Sizewell site have impacts on the Suffolk coast and Heaths AONB; 
however Galloper and Greater Gabbard have connected in this 
location so it is assumed that a landfall would be possible.  A suitable 
landfall location has been identified from a consenting perspective. 


Onshore - Cable routes to the Sizewell site would have impacts on the 
Suffolk coast, will impact the Heaths AONB and could impact an SPA; 
however a precedent has been set by Galloper and Greater Gabbard 
and careful routing would minimise potential impacts. 
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Option 3 Connecting to Leiston 400kV 
substation via HVAC link 


TO 


Proposed 400kV substation is situated within Suffolk Coast & Heaths 
AONB. Sizewell Marshes SSSI less than 50m to the NE. Leiston 
Aldeburgh SSSI and Sandlings SPA approx. 500m to the SW. New 
substation will require Planning Permission. Ecologically and politically 
sensitive area. Reconductoring should be covered under the exisiting 
S37 consent. 


 


OFTO (Comments apply to both Sizewell and Leiston options) 


Substation - The existing Sizewell substation is surrounded by the 
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.  On the basis that a substation is 
already present, and new substations are being constructed in the area 
this has been marked green, assuming that a new substation could be 
accommodated in the landscape.  In addition, there are areas suitable 
outwith the AONB, should the existing substation site be too 
constrained. 


 


Landfall / Offshore - Landing points in the vicinity of the existing 
Sizewell site have impacts on the Suffolk coast and Heaths AONB; 
however Galloper and Greater Gabbard have connected in this 
location so it is assumed that a landfall would be possible.  A suitable 
landfall location has been identified from a consenting perspective. 


 


Onshore - Cable routes to the Sizewell site would have impacts on the 
Suffolk coast, will impact the Heaths AONB and could impact an SPA; 
however a precendent has been set by Galloper and Greater Gabbard 
and careful routing would minimise potential impacts. 
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Option 4 Connecting to Norwich Main 
400kV substation via HVAC 
link. 


TO 


Ll# 


Dco   Few existing constraints to extending this substation. Dependant 
on size of extension there is a rail line to the east. Dunston Hall Hotel 
and golf course to east of subsation but site it already well screened by 
existing intervening woodlands. Small Local Nature Reserve to east 
part of of existing woodland surrounding the hotel.  Gowthorpe Manor 
(Grade II* listed building) is to west of site although likely to be 
screened by existing woodland blocks depending on where extension 
would be located.  Would need to review any local planning policies for 
any specific requirements relating to this location.   


OFTO 


Substation - There are no high level environmental designations at the 
existing Norwich Main substation. There are potentially cumulative 
noise and visual impacts which could be significant. It is noted that the 
area already has notable electricity infrastructure present. 


Landfall / Offshore - Potential landfall sites between Sea Palling (very 
constrained technically) and south of Mundesley (Vattenfall proposed 
landfall for 3 projects) outwith the National Park (Norfolk Broads), 
however numerous constraints increase consenting risk.   


Offshore constraints include: 


1. Recommended marine conservation zone between Cromer and 
Happisburg inshore.  


2. Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC which is located 
directly between thezone and potential landfall points.  


3. Dense Sabellaria south of Hammond Knoll. 


4. Large number of offshore pipelines 


Onshore - Nationally significant designations to the east of Norwich  
including Norfolk Broads National Park which would be a considerable 
challenge in terms of a direct route to the substation. However there 
are routes available to the North and then west of Norwich but 
considerable circuit lengths  would be required. Numerous constraints 
along the route but can be mitigated by careful routing and / or 
engineering design eg HDD. 
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SECTION 2 - Preferred option 


Option - The preferred option is Option 3 where the 860MW of wind generation in EA TWO is connected 


to the onshore IP at Leiston. The current design consideration is for a single 860MW collector platform. This 
substation will step up the voltage from 33 or 66kV (depending on the array voltage). This will utilise two 
504MVA transformers. An onshore substation of 860MW OFTO substation will be built adjacent to the 
Leiston substations. The offshore platform and onshore substation will be connected via two 220kV HVAC 
circuits. 400kV underground cables will connect the OFTO substation to the Leiston substation. 
 
However it is recognised that this option may not be possible therefore HVAC connection to Bramford will 
also be considered. 
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Details of Option 3 – Connecting to Leiston 400kV Substation  via an HVAC link 
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(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 


 
Cost 
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Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 
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Description of 
Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Cost  


Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 
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Requirements 
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Details of Option 3– Connecting to  Leiston 400kV Substation an HVAC link 


Single Line Diagram 
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Details of Option 1 – Connecting to Bramford 400kV substation via an HVAC link 
O
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(Detailed description of 
the works) 
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Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 
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(Detailed description of 
the works) 
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Comments 
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Details of Option 1 – Connecting to Bramford 400kV substation via HVAC link 


Single Line Diagram 


 


Single Line Diagram for connection at Bramford 
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SECTION 3 – Offshore Transmission Owner Cost Assumptions  
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SECTION 4 – Onshore Transmission Owner Cost Assumptions 


An indicative capital cost estimate for the overall scope of works for each of the Onshore Interface 
Point has been prepared.  All estimates were made based on high level project specific design 
information and based on assumptions about the scope of works required.  National Grid’s capital cost 
estimates include costs for the transmission equipment and also for the installation of that equipment 
and are based on generalised unit costs for the key elements of the option.  The generalised unit cost 
information reflects recent contract values and/or budget estimates from equipment 
manufacturers/suppliers or specialist consultants and provides a consistent basis for preparing capital 
cost estimates.  The IET, PB/CCI Report1 presents cost information in size of transmission circuit 
capacity categories for each circuit design that was considered as part of the independent study.   


 


 


                                                      


1 “Electricity Transmission Costing Study – An Independent Report Endorsed by the Institution of 
Engineering & Technology” by Parsons Brinckerhoff in association with Cable Consulting 
International.  Page 10 refers to Double circuit capacities.  
http://www.theiet.org/factfiles/transmission-report.cfm  



http://www.theiet.org/factfiles/transmission-report.cfm
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APPENDIX A – Options Appraisal Matrix  
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Appendix B2 – Offshore Connections and Infrastructure Options Note 


The Connections and Infrastructure Options Note is available as an Excel Spreadsheet. 


 Offshore Connections and Infrastructure Options Note 


 
 


User  
East Anglia Offshore Wind Limited 


Site Name 
East Anglia Offshore Wind Farm 


NETS Reference 
Number 


 


Application 
Steering Group 
Members 


(Delete As 
Applicable) 


NETSO NGET 
Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Affected 
TO 1 


NGET 
Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Other 
Affected 
TO 


EAOW 
Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Application Type 
 


Offshore Wind Generator Modification Application 
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Overview of the  
application (Short 
description of the 
application) 


East Anglia TWO Wind Farm was a 1200MW offshore wind farm connection. 
A Modification Application was submitted in April 2016 to relocate the 
offshore platforms. 


East Anglia TWO is located within the East Anglia Offshore Wind Farm zone, 
which has a total Transmission Entry Capacity of 7200MW (including East 
Anglia TWO). The East Anglia zone was originally assessed for the total 
capacity of 7200MW; however, following the Modification Application 
submitted in November 2012 to define six specific project locations, each 
project is assessed in a separate CION and has a separate connection 
agreement.  


The User has indicated it wishes to receive an SQSS compliant offer and 
standard ownership boundary connection as set out in CUSC.  
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1. Please complete the table above when the document is first used for a scheme and when any 
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into the footer.  


 


3. This page should be retained throughout the life of the document and remain with the final 
version. 
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East Anglia zone overview 


East Anglia Offshore Wind Limited (EAOW) submitted an application for 7200MW of offshore wind 
generation in the Crown Estate Round 3 Zone 5 in May 2010 and signed the connection agreement in 
(which National Grid offered as three separate agreements) November 2010. EAOW subsequently 
transitioned the agreement to the Generator Build arrangements in December 2011 and is therefore 
the Offshore Transmission System Development User Works (OTSDUW) party responsible for the 
delivery of the offshore transmission assets. 


EAOW submitted a Modification Application in November 2012 to modify the Completion Dates for the 
projects within the East Anglia zone (Zone 5) and to redefine the locations of the offshore platforms 
within the zone. National Grid used this opportunity to create a discrete contract in respect to each 
project. The zone is divided into six projects: 


• EA ONE 1200MW (two 600MW offshore AC collector platforms) 


• EA TWO 800MW (two 400MW offshore AC collector platforms) 


• EA THREE 1200MW (two 600MW offshore AC collector platforms) 


• EA FOUR 1200MW (two 600MW offshore AC collector platforms) 


• EA FIVE 1000MW (two 500MW offshore AC collector platforms) 


• EA SIX 1800MW (three 600MW offshore AC collector platforms) 
 


The locations of the platforms are provided in Figure 1 below and each platform will be an Offshore 
Connection Point, i.e. the ownership boundary between the generator and the selected OFTO party at 
the low voltage (33kV) terminals of the transformers. 


Following the first Government announcement on subsidy levels through the Contract for Difference 
(CfD) in 2014, EAOW undertook a strategic review of the zonal development plan for the East Anglia 
zone; this included a review of project sizes and locations as well as connection technology with the 
aim of identifying projects within the zone which provide the lowest cost of energy, and of a suitable 
size to bring them in line with likely subsidies.   


During this time, a decision was also taken to change the operating structure of the EAOW Joint 
Venture, with VWPL solely taking on the development of projects in the northern half of the zone and 
East Anglia Offshore Wind Limited (EAOW) developing projects in the southern half of the zone.  
Commercial agreements to finalise these arrangement were completed in March 2016.  These 
arrangements included an agreement for EAOW to retain the connections for East Anglia ONE, 
THREE and FOUR such that each party retained capacity for a 3600MW connection. 


In November 2015, an Agreement to Vary is issued in which EA Four name is changed to EA Two. 


The East Anglia Zone will now be reflected as: 


• EA ONE 680MW  


• EA ONE North 520MW 


• EA TWO 1200MW  


• EA THREE 1200MW  


• EA Vanguard (also known as Tranche1) 1800MW  


• EA Boreas (also known as Tranche2) 1800MW  
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Based on the geography of the projects within the East Anglia zone the following Onshore Interface 
Points (IPs) as defined in the National Electricity Transmission System Security and Quality of Supply 
Standard, Version 2.2, March 5 2012 (NETS SQSS) for the connections have been assessed: 


• Walpole 400kV substation 


• Kings Lynn  


• Little Dunham / Necton  


• Dereham / Shipdham Airfield / Brandon Parva area 


• Cromer area 


• Norwich 400kV substation 


• Bacton area 


• Diss / Eye Airfield area  


• Lowestoft  area 


• Sizewell 400kV substation 


• Bramford 400kV substation 


• Bradwell  
 


Interface Points located north of Walpole (e.g. Bicker Fen, West Burton) and south of Bradwell (e.g. 
Rayleigh, Tilbury) were discounted as they provide no benefit over closer Interface Points due to the 
technical issues and much higher cost involved with longer offshore HVDC routes.  


The locations of the Interface Points are provided in Figure 2 below. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Figure 1: East Anglia zone platform locations 
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Figure 2: East Anglia zone potential onshore Interface Points 


 


EA TWO 


The EA TWO project is located in the east of the zone. The project has a capacity of 1200MW divided 
into two 600MW offshore platforms (Offshore Connection Sites). The Modification Application states a 
Completion Date of 1st  April 2022. 


The development of the EA TWO wind farm and OTSDUW assets is in progress and EAOW, as the 
OTSDUW party, has already started the works required to deliver a connection from EA TWO to 
Bramford substation. The EA ONE cable route from the landfall at Bawdsey to Bramford substation will 
also be used by EA TWO (and EA THREE) and the draft Development Consent Order for EA ONE 
contains ducting for the cables required. A section of the offshore cable route for EA ONE will also be 
used for EA TWO (and EA THREE). The application for Development Consent Order for EA ONE was 
submitted in November 2012. 


The Environmental Impact Assessment and associated surveys for EA TWO OTSDUW assets is 
underway. The geophysical survey for the offshore export cables, which is a significant survey, is 
complete. A scoping opinion has been received for EA TWO (based on connection to Bramford. The 
current programme is to submit Preliminary Environmental Information during 2014 followed by the 
Development Consent Order submission in 2015.  
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Onshore Interface Points 


The Onshore Interface Point constitutes the ownership boundary between NGET and the OTSDUW 
party. The Interface Point constitutes the First Onshore Substation, it marks the transition from 
connection criteria as required by Chapter 2 of the NETS SQSS “Generation Connection Criteria 
Applicable to the Onshore Transmission System” to connection criteria as required by Chapter 7 of the 
NETS SQSS “Generation Connection Criteria Applicable to the Offshore Transmission System”. 
 


 
Figure 3: An example of an offshore transmission system with a directly connected power station 
and First Onshore Substation owned by the offshore transmission owner. 
 
Potential Onshore Interface Points included a number of existing NGET substations as well as those 
that would require new NGET 400kV substations, requiring an extension of the existing 400kV network. 
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The onshore Interface Points that have been considered can be seen in the diagram in Figure 2 and 
are described below: 


• Walpole 400kV substation  


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Kings Lynn 


•  


•  


•  


• Little Dunham / Necton 


•  


•  


•  


• Dereham / Shipdham Airfield / Brandon Parva area 


•  


•  


•  


• Cromer / Bacton area 


•  


•  


•  


• Norwich 400kV substation 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Diss / Eye Airfield area 


•  


•  


•  


• Lowestoft area 


•  


•  


•  


• Sizewell 400kV substation 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Bramford 400kV substation 


•  


•  


•  


• Bradwell (contracted position) 
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Technology Options 


The projects within the East Anglia zone range in capacity from 800MW to 1800MW and are based 
around platform sizes of 400MW, 500MW or 600MW. The power can be transmitted from the platforms 
to the onshore Interface Points using different transmission technologies, such as different voltages of 
AC or HVDC, and the output from multiple platforms can be collected for bulk transmission. Due to the 
number of Interface Points, the different transmission technologies available, the different options for 
interconnecting platforms offshore and the potential technological advances over the timescales of the 
projects, a number of assumptions have been made in order to limit the number of scenarios 
considered for this initial comparative assessment.  


For AC connections 220kV will be used as the operating voltage. It is assumed that a 220kV cable can 
transmit up to 300MW therefore two 220kV cables are required for each offshore platform. 


For HVDC connections the assumed voltage level for calculating the CIONs will be ±320kV. The HVDC 
converters will use symmetrical monopole configuration. 


The inherent capacitive nature of AC cable requires reactive compensation equipment in the form of 
shunt reactors to be installed at one or both ends of the cable and/ or intermediate point(s). As the 
cable length increases, so the amount of capacitive charging current increases and the amount of 
active power that can be transmitted decreases.  HVDC links should be considered when factors such 
as rated power, system design, Grid Code compliance, land availability, circuit corridor width, ground 
conditions lead to an AC connection being impractical or uneconomic. These factors are assessed on 
a project specific basis to identify the most suitable connection technology. 


Specific project details have been considered for each of the IPs assessed in this document to define 
whether a connection can be provided via AC or whether HVDC must be utilised. 


For the connection of EA TWO, via the possible interface points, the OTSDUW party has confirmed 
that utilisation of HVDC is the preferred technology for the connection of EA TWO.  


The requirement for utilisation of HVDC having been established, the incremental cost of deploying 
HVDC is comparable to the overhead AC technology equivalent. Therefore connection to an Interface 
Point with an existing AC substation maximising deployment of HVDC technology and minimising the 
use of AC equipment represents an economic and efficient method for the connection of EA TWO. 


 


Initial Options Appraisal  


The EAOW connection agreement is for a total of 7200MW of offshore wind generation, therefore total 
capacity requirement of the projects was considered as well as individual projects. 


To comply with the statutory duties under Section 9 of the Electricity Act, the preferred connection 
design should be the most economic and efficient when considering both offshore and onshore works. 
Under the requirements of the Transmission Licence, the network design should be compliant with the 
minimum deterministic criteria of the NETSQSS.  


Bramford was identified as the preferred IP for EA TWO in the original grid connection offer in 2010. 


Following submission of the Modification Application to modify the Completion Date for EA TWO the 
contracted position of Bramford was reviewed and it was concluded that Bramford remains the 
preferred IP as the original rationale for the decision remains unchanged.  


The initial options appraisal considered all of the IPs identified based on a high level assessment of 
programme, construction complexity, land availability, environmental / consenting issues and cost. IPs 
that were identified to have no benefit over other IPs were parked. This section provides a brief 
summary of the justification for parking the IPs or discounting technology options; further detail is 
available in the Options Appraisal Matrix in Appendix A. 
 


Bacton or Lowestoft (new coastal substation) 
The new circuit and new substation required to establish the Interface Point would mean that the IP 
would not be available for customer connection date. Due to the distance of EA TWO from the coast 
(>100km) it is necessary to employ HVDC for the connection regardless of the onshore IP. Therefore 
when considering the connection of the entire zone, the cost per kilometre is not as sensitive to connect 
EA TWO to an inshore IP. 
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The team has decided that these options are Discounted. 
 
Bradwell 
The new circuit and new substation needed to establish the Interface Point would require National Grid 
to seek a full consenting and consultation process as part of a Development Consent Order (DCO).  
Therefore the IP would not be available for the requested customer connection date hence it is decided 
that this option is Discounted. 
 
Brandon Parva, Dereham, Diss, Eye Airfield, Kings Lynn, Little Dunham, Necton, Walpole 
These IPs are a greater distance from the EA TWO project meaning that longer HVDC cables would 
be required and alternative feasible options that offer a shorter connection distance are available. 
Therefore these locations have not been assessed further (Parked). 


Shipdham Airfield 
At Interface Point sites where there is no existing National Grid Substation, NGET works would be a 
new substation and minor OHL works. Sites identified in the vicinity with equivalent connection options 
(i.e. Shipdham Airfield, Dereham and Brandon Parva) have different levels of impact and would need 


to be subject to further detailed siting to determine the optimum solution. Dereham or Brandon Parva 


is preferred to Shipdham Airfield due to the potential impact on the local airfield therefore this option is 
parked. 
 
Sizewell 
The new circuit and new substation needed would require National Grid to undertake a full consenting 
and consultation process as part of a Development Consent Order (DCO).  Therefore the IP would not 
be available for the requested customer connection date. The existing Sizewell substation is 
surrounded by the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, which presents a significant land and 
environmental constraint to the extension of the existing substation. Therefore this potential Interface 
Point has been parked and not assessed further. 


 


Detailed Options Appraisal 


The IP options for the connection of EA TWO were assessed in greater detail by undertaking a desk-
based constraint mapping exercise to identify potential substation locations and connection routes and 
assessing project specific costs. 


Sections 1 and 2 of this document provide detail of the cost comparison and technical assumptions. 


Interface Points that were identified to have no benefit over other IPs were parked. This section 
provides a brief summary of the justification for parking the IPs; further detail is available in the Options 
Appraisal Matrix in Appendix A.  
 
Norwich 
The HVDC connection solution is the lowest capital cost option; however the marginal difference in 
cost for connecting to Norwich does not outweigh the cost of abortive works or programme delay that 
would be incurred from modifying the Interface Point from Bramford at this stage of development or the 
additional development costs that would be required to identify a suitable connection route to Norwich. 
The connection route to Bramford has been confirmed as it is the same route that will be used for EA 
ONE. The connection route to Norwich is an indicative route identified from a desk-based study; it is 
likely that the cost of the Norwich connection would increase once an actual connection route was 
identified in consultation with relevant stakeholders and on the basis of the necessary surveys. 
 
Bramford 
The process concluded that a HVDC connection to Bramford is the preferred connection solution and 
the original rationale remains unchanged. Furthermore a change to the Interface Point at this time 
would have a significant impact on the OTSDUW party including abortive works and programme 
impacts.  The EA ONE cable route from the landfall at Bawdsey to Bramford substation will also be 
used by EA TWO (and EA THREE) and the draft Development Consent Order for EA ONE contains 
ducting for the cables required. A section of the offshore cable route for EA ONE will also be used for 
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EA TWO (and EA THREE). The application for Development Consent Order for EA ONE was submitted 
in November 2012. 


The Environmental Impact Assessment and associated surveys for EA TWO OTSDUW assets is 
underway. The landowner agreements for the route corridor for EA ONE, EA THREE and EA TWO are 
well advanced. The geophysical survey for the offshore export cables, which is a significant survey, is 
complete.  


The assessment process identified no reasons for the need to change the Interface Point for EA 
TWO and it remains as Bramford. 
 
 


Tables 2provide the cost summary of the options considered in the detailed assessment. 
 


 Interface Point 
Offshore 


Distance (km) 
Onshore 


Distance (km) 
Total (km) 


OFTO Cost 
(£m) 


1 Bramford 163 37 200  


2 Norwich 124 5 129  


Note: Distances may vary compared to AC solution due to assumed locations of HVDC platforms 


Table 2: Cost to connect EA TWO to IP using HVDC 


 


 


Wider Considerations 


Not applicable. 


 


Conclusions 


The work completed for the options appraisal and in development of the CION document has identified 
Bramford 400kV substation as the preferred onshore Interface Point for the connection of 1200MW of 
wind generation from EA TWO. The connection from the HVDC converter station to Bramford will be 
delivered by an HVDC offshore transmission system operating at ±320kV with a new onshore converter 
station constructed adjacent to Bramford substation. 


The onshore transmission system works required to connect EA TWO at Bramford are limited to 
construction of a new 400kV bay at the existing Bramford substation. 


Further Work and Next Steps 


Work is progressing in the development of the connection and there is a joint process between NGET 
and the OTSDUW party to define parameters at the interface at Bramford, such as cable routes within 
the Bramford substation site, agreement of detailed design parameters, protection settings, harmonic 
filter requirements etc.  
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SECTION 1 – Preferred Option Assessment    


 


 Summary  


(Short overview description of each option) 


 


Major Risks Onshore 
TO Cost 


£m  


Offshore 
TO Cost 


£m 


Overall Total 
Cost £m 


Option 1 Connecting to Bramford 400kV substation via one 
1200MW ±320kV symmetrical monopole HVDC link 


    


Option 2 Connecting to Norwich 400kV substation via one 1200MW 
±320kV symmetrical monopole HVDC link 


Significant risk that it would not be 
possible to identify a suitable 
connection route to Norwich in the 
timescales required. Significant 
programme delays to OTSDUW 
works and abortive costs of the 
development works (e.g. 
environmental and geophysical 
surveys, landowner agreements) 
completed to date. 
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SECTION 2 - Preferred option 


Option - The preferred option is Option 1 where the 1200MW of wind generation in EA TWO is connected 


to the onshore IP at Bramford. Both of the 600MW offshore collector platforms will step the generator voltage 
of 33kV up to 220kV via three 200MVA transformers. The two collector platforms will be connected to a 
1200MW ±320kV HVDC converter station. An onshore 1200MW ±320kV HVDC converter station will be 
constructed adjacent to Bramford. Two ±320kV HVDC cables (subsea and underground) will be installed 
between the converter stations and the link will be configured as a symmetrical monopole. 400kV 
underground cables will connect the converter station to Bramford.  
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Details of Option 1 – Connecting to Bramford 400kV substation via one 1200MW ±320kV symmetrical 
monopole HVDC link 
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Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 


 
Cost 


 
 


Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 
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Description of 
Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 
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Details of Option 1 – Connecting to Bramford 400kV substation via one 1200MW ±320kV symmetrical 
monopole HVDC link 


Single Line Diagram 


 


 


 


  







Offshore CION – East Anglia Offshore Wind Project TWO 
Version 2.0 – 18/08/16  


Page 15 of 19 


Details of Option 2– Connecting to  Norwich 400kV Substation  via one 1200MW ±320kV symmetrical 
monopole HVDC links 
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Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 


 
Cost 


 
 


Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 
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Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 
 
 
 
 


Cost  


Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 
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Details of Option 2– Connecting to  Norwich 400kV Substation  via one 1200MW ±320kV symmetrical 
monopole HVDC link 


Single Line Diagram 
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SECTION 3 – Offshore Transmission Owner Cost Assumptions  
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SECTION 4 – Onshore Transmission Owner Cost Assumptions 


An indicative capital cost estimate for the overall scope of works for each of the Onshore Interface 
Points has been prepared.  All estimates were made based on high level project specific design 
information and based on assumptions about the scope of works required.  National Grid’s capital cost 
estimates include costs for the transmission equipment and also for the installation of that equipment 
and are based on generalised unit costs for the key elements of the option.  The generalised unit cost 
information reflects recent contract values and/or budget estimates from equipment 
manufacturers/suppliers or specialist consultants and provides a consistent basis for preparing capital 
cost estimates.  The IET, PB/CCI Report1 presents cost information in size of transmission circuit 
capacity categories for each circuit design that was considered as part of the independent study.   


 


 


                                                      


1 “Electricity Transmission Costing Study – An Independent Report Endorsed by the Institution of 
Engineering & Technology” by Parsons Brinckerhoff in association with Cable Consulting 
International.  Page 10 refers to Double circuit capacities.  
http://www.theiet.org/factfiles/transmission-report.cfm  



http://www.theiet.org/factfiles/transmission-report.cfm
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APPENDIX A – Options Appraisal Matrix 
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SPR EA1N and EA2 PROJECTS 


 


DEADLINE 3 – POST HEARING SUBMISSIONS 
 


Interested Party:  SASES  IP Reference Nos. 20024106 and 20024110 


   


Date: 15 December 2020    Issue: 2 


  


 


 
Introduction 


 


1. These submissions are made following Issue Specific Hearing 2  which took place 
on Wednesday, 2 December 2020 and Thursday, 3 December 2020.  
 


Cumulative Impact 


 


2. Please see attached at Annex A SASES Written Summary of Submissions on 
Cumulative Impact.  
 


Site Selection 


 
3. Please see attached at Annex B SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Site 


Selection. 
 


Design & Rochdale Envelope 


 


4. Please see attached at Annex C SASES Written Summary of Submissions on 
Design & Rochdale Envelope 


 


Landscape 


 


5. Please see attached at Annex D a summary of the key issues raised at ISH2 with 
regard to landscape and visual aspects.  
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ANNEX A  


 
SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Cumulative Impact 


 


Appendix 1 – Letter from Brian Cave Leighton Paisner on behalf of NGET to Save Our 


Sandlings 
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ANNEX B 


 
SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Site Selection 


 


Appendix 1 - Redacted CION Assessment  


 


Appendix 2 - Letter dated 28 May 2019 from Ofgem to Bill Halford of SASES 


 


Appendix 3 - Letter dated 30 January 2020 from Ofgem to Michael Mahony of SASES 
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ANNEX C 


 
SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Design & Rochdale Envelope 


 


https://www.morayeast.com/current-works/onshore-works   
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ANNEX D 


 
Summary of the key issues raised at ISH2 with regard to landscape and visual aspects 
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 SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Cumulative Impact 


[Agenda Items 2(c)-2(d)] 


Legal and Policy position 


1. The cumulative effects assessment carried out by the Applicant is deficient and fails to 


meet the requirements of: 


1.1. The Infrastructure Planning (EIA) Regulations 2017 in respect of assessing the 


cumulation of effects with other existing and/or approved projects taking into 


account any existing environmental problems relating to areas of particular 


environmental importance likely to be affected or the use of natural resources – 


Schedule 4 para 5(e); 


 


1.2. NPS EN-1 which states that the Environmental Statement (“ES”) should provide 


information on how the effects of the applicant’s proposal would combine and 


interact with the effects of other development (including projects for which consent 


has been sought or granted, as well as those already in existence) [4.2.5], and that 


the decision maker should take account of the proposal’s potential adverse impacts, 


including any long term and cumulative adverse impacts [4.1.3]; 


 


1.3. Advice Note 17 which reiterates the above and, as footnote 10 makes clear, for the 


purposes of the Advice Note, “other existing and/or approved development” is taken 


to include existing developments and existing plans and projects that are “reasonably 


foreseeable”.  


 


2. When the first project enables a subsequent project, it is particularly important to assess 


the cumulative effects of a proposal together with other proposals (as emphasised in 


Brown v Carlisle City Council [2011] Env LR 5 (CA) – see SASES Written Representations 


(“WRs”) on Cumulative Impact Assessment (“CIA”) [REP1-354]). 


 


SPR’s CIA 


3. The CIA carried out by the Applicant is limited to consideration of the interaction of the 


two DCO schemes and the cumulative impacts with Sizewell C. The Applicant does 


acknowledge [ES Ch5 para 86] (and see e.g. p7-8 of the Statement of Common Ground 
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(“SoCG”) with National Grid Ventures (“NGV”) [REP1-062]) that there is potential for 


future proposed NGV projects in the local area but claims there is insufficient information 


in the public domain for any of these projects to be assessed. 


 


4. That approach is inadequate and renders the EIA deficient. 


 


5. As a matter of fact, the proposed National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (“NGET”) 


connection hub is designed at a scale and capacity to accommodate, and enable, a greater 


number of grid connections than proposed through the two Scottish Power Renewables 


(“SPR”) projects and well beyond the needs of the two offshore windfarms promoted by 


SPR. 


 


6. Importantly, there are known proposals for energy projects which either will connect, or 


are highly likely to connect, via a grid connection at Friston - if the DCOs are granted - and 


which should be taken into account in the CIA.  


 


7. The question of what the cumulative effects of a particular development are is a question 


of fact in each case (see e.g. the Carlisle case). Therefore, whilst it is for the Examining 


Authority (“ExA”)  to reach a view on this matter, it should be noted the representations 


made by SASES and other parties objecting to the DCOs that the CIA carried out to date 


by SPR is deficient, are also made by the two relevant local authorities East Suffolk Council 


(“ESC”) and Suffolk County Council (“SCC”). As Michael Bedford QC on behalf of SCC put 


it during ISH2, the Applicant’s position on CIA is not “realistically tenable”. 


 


8. The oral assertions made by NGV’s legal representative at ISH2 that connection of other 


projects is all speculation (a phrase later embellished by Mr Innes on behalf of SPR as 


“utterly speculative”) ignores reality. Much of the evidence placed presently before the 


ExA emanates from NG1. Self-serving assertion is no substitute for credible evidence and 


 
1 It should be noted that although NGV, at ISH2, emphasised that NGV, NGET and NGESO (NG Electricity 
System Operator Limited) are separate legal entities and that therefore NGV considered it could do little to 
assist ExA further at ISH2 (and left the Hearing before the Site Selection topic was heard), all three 
organisations are part of the NG Group and the ultimate holding company is National Grid plc. 
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none that contradicts the published evidence available has been provided to ExA. If NG 


wishes to prove that any of these projects is speculative or excessively remote (not 


“reasonably foreseeable”), then it is now incumbent upon it to demonstrate that this is 


so.  


 


9. SASES’ case is that six other projects should have been assessed. It is acknowledged that 


there are varying degrees of certainty in relation to these projects, but there is sufficient 


information to know that they are all likely to come forward over the period to 2030 - the 


period over which (subject to when EA1N and EA2 might actually commence) the SPR 


projects, if consented, would be being built. There is sufficient detail to undertake a 


meaningful assessment and certainly each project is “reasonably foreseeable”. 


 


10. Four of these projects are promoted by members of the NG group (for which SPR is 


promoting the NG NSIP) and the connection hub would directly enable them. 


10.1.  The Nautilus Interconnector (1.4MW) promoted by NGV has a proposed 


landfall between Thorpeness and Sizewell. NGET has provided a connection 


agreement to use a new substation (“SS”) at Leiston, explicitly identified (in the NG 


Nautilus Briefing Pack July 2019) as the same SS that EA1N and EA2 will connect to – 


the connection hub for which development consent is sought (see also e.g. the NG 


Nautilus FAQs document (p5) dated May 2020). The Nautilus Interconnector was the 


subject of a direction under s.35 of the Planning Act in April 2019 and is shown on the 


PINs website as having a likely submission date of Q2 2022.  


 


10.2. The EuroLink Connector (1.4MW) – NG’s Interconnector Register identifies the 


connection site for the project at Leiston and NGESO has identified the  Connector 


has having the same landfall and grid connection parameters as Nautilus. The SoCG 


with NGV [REP1-062] at para 13 states:  


“The [NG SS] (for which the Applicants are seeking DCO consent) has been 
identified by the NG ESO as the potential future point of connection to the national 
electricity grid for Nautilus and EuroLink, in accordance with their agreements with 
NGESO”. 
See also e.g. the NG Nautilus FAQs document (p5) dated May 2020. 
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10.3. Each interconnector project would require significant new infrastructure (in 


the form of converter stations at, or in the vicinity of, Friston) to connect the high 


voltage cables to the NG connection hub. NGV’s Q&A document on the Nautilus 


project webpage (p5) confirms the site area required for these extensions would be 


c1.3ha. Further, that document states (p9) that a typical footprint for a converter 


station covers c5ha, with a maximum height of 24m. It is also the case that each 


would require land for landscaping etc (see SASES WRs on Land Use [REP1-359]). 


 


11. At ISH2, SPR sought to deflect scrutiny by stating that Agenda Item 2(d) was directed at 


NGET and NGESO. Whilst it is a matter of considerable frustration to SASES (and others) 


that NGET and NGESO have refused to engage in any meaningful way in the Examination, 


that does not absolve SPR from its responsibilities as promoter of these DCOs (including 


the NG NSIP). Moreover, it is evident that SPR is in communication with the various NG 


entities, yet at ISH2, SPR had very little to say about the justification for NG’s approach. 


 


12. SPR has been aware of these projects for a considerable time. Indeed SPR acknowledged 


in early 2018 (see para 13 of SASES CIA WRs [REP1-354]) that it had made commitments 


not to sterilise NGV’s ability to develop their projects. Further, NGV wrote to PINs in 


March 2020 accepting that there would be a need to “future proof” the SS for future 


development [AS-018], that the Nautilus and EuroLink projects would result in the NG SS 


needing to be extended and that provision for land required to extend the NG SS has been 


provided as part of SPR’s proposals (and see NG’s Q&A document). In addition SPR as part 


of the documentation provided for the Phase 3.5 consultation produced a note dated 28 


June 20182 prepared by National Grid setting out its assessment of connection options. In 


paragraph 5.4 of this note it is stated that “A new National Grid 400kV substation will 


therefore be required somewhere in the Leiston area, beyond the Sizewell site, to connect 


the two proposed windfarms and the two proposed interconnectors” [emphasis added]. 


In paragraph 5.5 it is stated that “National Grid is proposing a single new 400kV substation 


which, subject to consent being granted, would connect all of these new sources of 


 
2https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assess
ment_Note.pdf 
 



https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf
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generation to the NETS. The windfarms and interconnectors would each have buried 


cables connecting the individual developments into that new 400 kV 


substation.”[emphasis added]. 


 


13. SASES’ understanding3 (not contradicted at ISH2) is that the design parameters for the NG 


SS are standard size requirements to connect the EA1N and EA2 projects. That standard 


approach should inform a CIA as to how the NG infrastructure would need to be expanded 


to provide a connection point for the other projects. Indeed, it is presumably this standard 


approach that enabled NGV to state that each connection point at Friston for its 


interconnector projects would require c1.3ha (see above).  


 


14. The two other NG projects are SCD 1 & 2. NGET propose two domestic interconnectors 


between Kent and a landfall around Sizewell. SCD1 is proposed to be operational by 2028. 


SCD2 apparently has been put on hold at present. A similar quantum of land would be 


required to connect each of these interconnectors as described above for Nautilus and 


EuroLink).  


 


15. Two other offshore windfarms may also utilise the NG connection: 


15.1. North Falls (Greater Gabbard Extension) 504MW (promoted by RWE and SSE). 


An agreement for a lease has been signed with the Crown Estate and an application 


for development consent is expected in 2023. The project is on the PINs website and 


there is a note of a meeting with PINs as recently as 6 November 2020. The meeting 


note inter alia reveals:  


“NFOWF aims to sign a connection agreement with NG in 2021. The final stages 
of the feasibility consenting activity is anticipated to commence in January 
2021.” 
 
“Future milestones include: 
 


 
3 In a letter dated 24 November 2020 from Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, solicitors to NGET, to Paul Chandler of 
Save Our Sandlings it is stated on page 2 in relation to the size of the “NGET compound”: “As above the design 
parameters for the sub-station have been provided to the promoter by NGET. These are standard size 
requirements for the sub-station required to connect EA1N and the A2 project.”[emphasis added] This letter is 
attached at Appendix 1. 
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• Mid Q1 2021 - A  Scoping Request to PINS and consultation with the 
relevant local authorities on the Statement of Community Consultation 
(SOCC). 


• Consultations in Summer 2021,….” 
 
“Key consenting activities to April 2021 [emphasis added]: 


• ……stakeholder engagement with Councils;….. 
• Oct 2020 - cable route/landfall/substation selection activity to start. 


[emphasis added] 
• Q1 2021 - final EIA Scoping Report submitted to the Inspectorate.” 


“The Applicant explained some of the current issues affecting the project: 
 


•  In combination effects and the large number of NSIPs in the area 
including other OWFs and grid reinforcements.” [emphasis added] 


 


15.2. Five Estuaries (Galloper Extension) 300MW OWF (promoted by RWE). An 


agreement for a lease has been signed with the Crown Estate. A grid connection offer 


at Leiston/Friston has been made by NGESO (the terms of the offer are not known) 


as listed on NG’s Transmission Entry Capacity Register and the project is shown on 


the PINs website as having a likely submission date of Q1 2024.  


 


15.3. The agreements for lease show that there is a strong likelihood of these 


projects progressing. As noted, Five Estuaries has a grid connection offer at 


Leiston/Friston and in relation to North Falls its onshore elements are clearly planned 


to be in the same area, given the discussions with PINs as reflected in the meeting 


note referred to above. 


 


15.4. It is a reasonable assumption (see above) that each of these OWFs will require 


a similar amount of land to the interconnectors (c1.3ha) to connect to the NG SS, and 


that each will require land for convertor/SSs which would be at, or in the vicinity of, 


Friston (see the SASES Land Use WRs [REP1-359] at para 35). 


 
15.5. To support the assertion that SASES and others are engaged in speculation, it 


was claimed at ISH2 that the power ratings required for the OWFs is unknown (and 


too uncertain for CIA). This is incorrect. On 4 October 2018 the Crown Estate 
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announced4 that it intended to grant rights to extend the Greater Gabbard and 


Galloper offshore windfarms, such extensions to be up to 504 MW and up to 353 MW 


respectively. On 28 September 2020  the Crown Estate announced5 that it had 


entered into Agreements for Lease for six extension projects including Greater 


Gabbard (extension known as North Falls) and Galloper (extension known as Five 


Estuaries). It is stated that the projects “together have the potential to deliver 2.8 GW 


of new capacity”. Such an aggregation of capacity would not have been possible 


unless capacity had been allocated to each of the six extensions including  North Falls 


and Five Estuaries and no doubt a figure is included in the relevant Agreement for 


Lease which could operate as a working assumption for CIA purposes. 


 


16. It is also relevant to note that there is increasing pressure for greater coordination of such 


infrastructure and to reduce its substantial environmental impacts. The very existence of 


the BEIS Review is an indication of the serious problems that exist in relation to the 


environmental and local impact of onshore infrastructure provision and coordination. 


That pressure itself indicates that it is likely future connections will be at Friston, if these 


DCOs are consented; to make use of existing facilities at a location where land is 


potentially available within the Order limits to expand NG’s infrastructure (particularly if 


the smaller footprint of a GIS NG SS is pursued). 


17. In addition, a proper CIA should consider the construction and operational impact of the 


cable routes that would be required (see the SASES Land Use WR REP1-359), including the  


effects on the SSSI, AoNB and construction disruption etc). Whilst SPR takes the position 


that such routes are as yet unknown, given the clear evidence above as to the cable route 


promoted for the two SPR DCOs, and the likely landfall and destination of the cables (at 


Friston) for these further projects, there is sufficient information for assessment within 


properly defined parameters.  


 


 
4 https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/seabed-and-coastal-notices/archived-
notices/#aug 
5 https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/news/seabed-rights-awarded-for-offshore-
wind-extension-projects/ 
 



https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/seabed-and-coastal-notices/archived-notices/#aug

https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/seabed-and-coastal-notices/archived-notices/#aug

https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/news/seabed-rights-awarded-for-offshore-wind-extension-projects/

https://www.thecrownestate.co.uk/en-gb/media-and-insights/news/seabed-rights-awarded-for-offshore-wind-extension-projects/





 8 


18. SPR’s approach has been to avoid CIA of these projects on the basis of what it says is the 


amount of information in the public domain. As demonstrated in the SASES WRs, at ISH2, 


and above, that claim does not withstand any scrutiny.  


 


19. The projects are readily understandable in terms of the nature of the works required; they 


are additional grid connections requiring infrastructure that can be seen elsewhere. 


Further there is in fact considerable information in the public domain, including likely 


connection dates, and there will clearly be overlap with the DCO projects (if they are 


consented). In any event, relevant information that is not in the public domain is held by 


NG which has a direct interest in these DCOs because development consent is sought on 


its behalf for the NG connection hub and (as set out above) four of these projects are 


promoted by members of the NG group.  


 


20. The NG SS is plainly regarded by NG as a strategic grid connection location for future 


infrastructure projects and it is vitally important that the impacts of these projects are 


properly understood. There is sufficient information available, particularly where there 


are existing grid connection offers, or a clear indication (in the case of SCD 1 & 2), as to 


where grid connection will be made. Further, given the interrelationship and timings of 


these projects it is highly likely there has been detailed (internal) communication between 


NG and SPR on this topic. The proper examination of cumulative effects by the ExA cannot 


be governed or limited by what NG or SPR has chosen to put into the public domain. 


 


21. The ExA has a legal duty to examine cumulative impact and, for the reasons set out at 


ISH2 and above, there is sufficient information to require further and better CIA. 


 


22. Further, this is not a case where it can reasonably be said that the effects of the project 


may be experienced together with some unrelated project. The proposed development 


would directly facilitate and accommodate the further projects described above. 


Therefore, there would be greater uncertainty as to the duration of the construction 


period(s) and significant environmental impacts, including through the need for 


significant additional infrastructure at Friston (and multiple cable routes through the 


AoNB etc).  
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23. In order for the ExA to report on the cumulative adverse effects, as required by the EIA 


Regulations and NPS EN-1, these projects require proper assessment, including the need 


for more land at the site to accommodate additional grid connection infrastructure, the 


effects of a larger surfaced area on flood risk, landscape, visual, heritage assets etc and 


the extended and greater construction disruption, in terms of matters such as noise and 


amenity and disruption to the PRoW network.  


 


24. Additionally, the very broad parameters of the proposed development may provide 


capacity for further development in relation to these or other projects. By Article 33 of 


the draft DCO, the land comprised in the NG connection hub works will become 


‘operational land’ for the purposes of NG’s undertaking, so NG will have considerable 


scope to carry out further works, under Permitted Development rights to accommodate 


other connectors. Therefore, it is all the more important that there is a proper assessment 


of cumulative effects at this stage.  


 


25. The fact that the other projects will themselves require development consent (and EIA) is 


no answer. Since the object of both the Directive and the Regulations is to ensure that 


any cumulative environmental effects are considered before any decision is taken as to 


whether development consent should be granted, an assurance that they will be assessed 


at a later stage, when a decision is taken as to whether further development should be 


permitted, does not justify electing not to carry out a proper CIA now.  


 


26. As matters stand, and as became very apparent at ISH2, unfortunately, there has been a 


failure by NG to engage with the ExA in an open, fair and transparent way and that means 


that the applications, and in particular the CIA carried out to date, are demonstrably 


incomplete and deficient. 


 


Submissions to be made by SPR and NG at Deadline 3 


27. As made clear by the ExA at ISH2 and in ExA’s actions points, NGET and NGESO chose not 


to attend and take part in the Examination despite ExA’s invitation for them to do so (and 


the repeated requests of SASES and others). NGET and NGESO are now required to 
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respond to matters relevant to CIA at Deadline 3. SASES reserves its position on any such 


WRs, however, it is necessary to put down a legal marker about the present state of 


affairs. 


 


28. For the reasons set out above, the evidence that these projects are reasonably 


foreseeable is overwhelming. This evidence is found in: (i) documents published by NGV; 


(ii) documents published by NGET/NGESO in respect of connection offers and network 


development; (iii) the material on the various promoters’ websites; and (iv) material set 


out on the PINs website.  


 


29. This material was undoubtedly subject to careful review before being placed into the 


public domain. SASES consider that the ExA should proceed on the basis that it would not 


have been published unless it was intended to be relied upon as serious indication of 


future intent. Common sense compels the conclusion that the making public of 


information of this sort is an act towards the end of the internal decision making process. 


It is inconceivable that there are no internal planning and commercial documents of a 


contemporaneous nature which set out, in detail, the plans of NG in relation to each 


project. It is also wholly foreseeable that third parties would in fact rely upon this 


information once it was published.   


 


30. As a matter of ordinary legal principles this evidence therefore creates a powerful case 


that each project is reasonably foreseeable and that third parties would rely upon such 


evidence.   


 


31. There is no contrary evidence. The statements made by Mr Innes for SPR and by NGV at 


ISH2 that SASES, ESC, SCC and others rely on speculation is not evidence but assertion 


unsupported by anything that a court of law would, or a public authority tasked with 


finding facts should, accept as evidence, or having any probative value.  


 


32. It is incumbent upon NG and SPR to come forward with credible and convincing evidence 


to rebut this position. To be credible, NG should now disclose to the ExA the 


contemporaneous internal documentation used during the planning of these projects, so 
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that the true position can be objectively verified. NG and SPR need to provide credible 


evidence in their submissions which clearly demonstrates that these projects are not 


reasonably foreseeable. 


 


33. If – as is presently the case – NG declines to cooperate then, SASES submits that the proper 


course for the ExA to take is to conclude that each of the projects in issue is relevant for 


the purpose of CIA. 


 


34. As SASES made clear during ISH2 in relation to Site Selection, were the position to be 


otherwise, any applicant and its associates and future project partners could prevent ExAs 


from assessing whether a full and fair CIA has been carried out by the expedient of failing 


to cooperate.  


 


35. As to further submissions at Deadline 3 by SPR, business common sense and the evidence 


available compels the conclusion that, as the promoter of the NG NSIP, SPR must have 


good knowledge of the future plans of NG. As promoter of the DCOs, SPR cannot credibly 


maintain its stance of seeking to say this is a matter for NG. The CIA urgently needs to be 


revisited and a proper and thorough assessment of reasonably foreseeable projects 


carried out, without any further obfuscation, so the ExA can make a fully informed 


determination.  


 


 


SASES 


15th December 2020. 
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APPENDIX 1  
 
Letter from Brian Cave Leighton Paisner to Save Our Sandlings dated 24 November 2020 








Date: 24 November 2020 


Our ref: 


Your ref: 


ADEA/2026502.000310 


DDI: 020 3400 4720 


e-mail: Abigail.Walters@bclplaw.com


Mr Paul Chandler 
Save Our Sandlings 


By e-mail to: info@saveoursandlings.org.uk 


Dear Mr Chandler,  


We acknowledge receipt of your letter received on 16th November 2020. 


As a point of clarification we act for National Grid Electricity Transmission Plc (“NGET”). We do not act 
for National Grid Electricity System Operator Limited (“NGESO”).   NGET and NGESO are legally 
separate companies operating within the National Grid group as separate businesses. Since separation 
in 2019, interactions between the two businesses are formalised and NGET is not in a position to 
respond to the Examining Authority on matters which are the responsibility of NGESO.  As BCLP are 
not instructed by NGESO this response is solely on behalf of NGET.   


We have passed a copy of your letter to NGESO.  A point of contact for NGESO is Zoe Morrisey, whose 
e-mail address is Zoe.morrissey@nationalgrid.com. 


In response to the points raised in your letter:  


1. Role of National Grid in the substation site selection 


The connection offer process is managed and led by NGESO and NGESO issue connection offers. A 
National Grid note explaining how that process works and how the Leiston area was identified for the 
purposes of making a connection offer is on the ScottishPower Renewables project website at: 


https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_As
sessment_Note.pdf


All connection offers issued are always subject to consents.  In other words, the connection 
agreement can only be implemented if the necessary consents and land rights are secured. 


In this instance, ScottishPower Renewables wished to consent both their works and the associated 
National Grid elements needed to connect to the National Electricity Transmission System (NETS). 
That included ScottishPower Renewables carrying out all consultation, detailed siting/routeing and 
environmental impact assessment activities. 







To: Mr Chandler 
Date: 24 November 2020 
Page: 2 


Separately, the role of NGET was to provide the parameters for the nature and size of equipment and 
accordingly the extent of land-take necessary for the delivery of the NGET substation and connection 
to the NETS.  


ScottishPower Renewables identified the study area themselves and engaged in a site selection 
process.  A link to their site selection report explaining the work they have carried out is provided 
here:  


https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/Onshore_Substation_Site_Selection-
slideshow_for_PIDs.pdf.   


2. Concern over the size of the NGET compound and the promoters two compounds 
and the consequent impacts on Flooding, light and noise pollution and on the 
Tourist economy. 


As above the design parameters for the sub-station have been provided to the Promoter by NGET.  
These are standard size requirements for the sub-station required to connect EA1N and EA2 projects.  


The other two compounds are required by the Promoter for their own sub-stations, one for each 
project.  The Promoter identified the parameters for their own substations.  As explained above, these 
are the Promoters applications.  The Promoter has carried out the site selection process which 
identified this sub-station location within their search area and thereafter has carried out all of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment Work including considering the impacts that this built development 
may have on flooding, light and noise pollution and any necessary mitigation required to address 
impacts arising from their proposals.  As such the Promoter is the party with all of the detailed 
technical information available to answer questions over such impacts and the mitigation proposed 
within the application. Accordingly the Promoter, not NGET, is in the best position to answer questions 
at the Issue Specific Hearing in relation to the impacts of both the NGET footprint and their own 
compounds in terms of flood mitigation, lighting, noise and tourism impacts.     


As you will see from NGET’s response to the above issues, NGET is not the party most able to answer 
the majority of the issues that you have raised because either (i) they sit with the Promoter of these 
applications, who has done the Site Selection and also the Environmental Impact Assessment or (ii) 
they relate to issues around the location of the Grid Connection offer and COIN process, which is the 
responsibility of NGESO which is a legally separate business.   


Accordingly NGET do not feel that their attendance at a virtual Issue Specific Hearing on the 2nd or 3rd


of December will assist in answering the issues of concern to SoS or the examining authority.  







To: Mr Chandler 
Date: 24 November 2020 
Page: 3 


We would add that the examination process is primarily a written examination process. NGET have 
engaged and responded to written questions asked of NGET by the examining authority and will 
continue to do so throughout the examination.  To the extent that there remain any unanswered 
questions properly directed to NGET, the examining authority can raise these in their further written 
questions.  However at this juncture we are not aware of any specific or direct questions that NGET 
themselves can answer for the reasons explained above, which would warrant attendance at the Issue 
Specific Hearings. 


Yours sincerely 


Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP 


Solicitors for National Grid Electricity Transmission PLC 


adea\LEGAL.208380219.1/ADEA 
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SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Site Selection 


[Agenda Item 3] 


 


1. The question of alternatives for the onshore elements of the proposals is important and 


relevant to the Examination because: 


 


1.1. Consideration of reasonable alternatives is required under the Infrastructure 


Planning (EIA) Regulations 2017 – Regulations 14(2)(d) (and see section 4.4 of NPS 


EN-1); 


1.2. The significant adverse effects of the proposals (as detailed in the SASES Written 


Representations (“WRs”) justify the consideration of alternative means and locations 


for connecting the proposed windfarms to the grid. There are also specific policy 


requirements to consider alternative locations through sequential testing for flood 


risk, to avoid significant adverse noise effects and to avoid harm to heritage assets 


etc.  


 


2. There are 2 distinct elements to site selection in the present case: NG’s decision to offer 


a connection to SPR in or around Leiston [Agenda Item 3(a)]; and SPR’s site selection 


assessment [Agenda Item 3(b)]. 


 


NG’s decision to offer a connection to SPR in or around Leiston 


3. NGESO issues connection offers. In this case the Grid Connection Agreement was made 


with SPR in December 2017 (ES Ch 4 at 27 [APP-0520]). The process undertaken by NG to 


make a connection offer in or around Leiston needs to be scrutinised (i) to understand 


what NG itself has done and (ii) because it has constrained SPR’s consideration of 


alternative sites.  


 


4. It is no answer for SPR to say this location is where they were offered a connection. 


 


5. The selection of the Leiston area is a matter properly within the scope of the Examination 


– the ExA assesses the location of connection point works and that means not just the 


choice of connection point within the Leiston area but the site selection of Leiston over 
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Bramford, or elsewhere, as the connection point. That assessment is also necessary  


because the DCOs seek consent for NG infrastructure (a NG NSIP) to enable the 


connection to be made at Friston. 


 


6. If this first stage is not properly scrutinised then SPR’s duty to consider and explain the 


reasonable alternatives would be avoided by the fundamental site selection being made 


by the developer (NG) but the application being made by SPR. These DCOs seek land and 


rights on behalf of NG, to enable NG to construct, own and operate the new 


infrastructure. Therefore, it is also no answer for SPR to say that the Applicant is not NG.  


 


7. Instead of a proper selection exercise that satisfies the legal and policy requirements for 


selecting a NSIP site (the NG infrastructure is an NSIP in its own right), for instance an 


assessment of and consultation on the possible sites listed by Mr Green on behalf of SPR 


at ISH2, the grid connection offer was made using the Connection and Infrastructure 


Options Note (“CION”) process. The CION is a high level (and to SASES at least, a very 


heavily redacted1) exercise which, as Ms Isabella Tafur observed on behalf of East Suffolk 


Council (“ESC”), provides is an “inadequate consideration of environmental impacts”. 


 


8. Before turning to the CION process in more detail, it is necessary first to address the 


Electricity Act 1989 (“the EA 1989”). 


 


9. Section 9 of the EA 1989 imposes duties on licence holders, including to develop and 


maintain an efficient, coordinated and economical system of electricity transmission. 


Unlike the original connection offer at Bramford (see further below), the selection of 


Friston is neither efficient nor coordinated and therefore fails to comply with NG’s 


obligations under s.9. It may not even be economical depending upon the economic 


model used but that is outside the scope of the submission. 


 


 
1 As requested by the ExA during ISH2, a copy of the redacted CION for the Leiston connection, as provided by 
NG to SASES, is attached to these submissions at Appendix 1.  
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10. Further, the CION assessment process for EA1N and EA2 is not compliant with NG’s 


obligations under Schedule 9 in respect of environmental matters. Pursuant to Schedule 


9(1)(1), in formulating relevant proposals, licence holders, or persons authorised to 


distribute, supply or participate in the transmission of electricity, shall have regard to the 


desirability of preserving natural beauty, conserving flora, fauna and geological or 


physiographical features of special interest and of protecting sites, buildings and objects 


of architectural, historic, or archaeological interest, and shall do what they reasonably can 


to mitigate any effect which the proposals would have on the natural beauty of the 


countryside or on any such flora, fauna, features, sites, buildings or projects. NPS EN-5 at 


para 2.2.6 also refers to these duties, and para 2.2.7 requires that the licence holder 


explain how these duties have been discharged. 


 


The CION Process 


11. Remarkably, unlike SPR’s position on cumulative impact assessment (CIA) where it sought 


to defer any questions on assessment of alternative NG projects to NG, Mr Green was 


able to provide a lengthy, if rather convoluted, account of NG’s CION process at ISH2. A 


number of matters arise in relation to the CION, as summarised below. 


 


12. The main objective of the CION assessment is to select the preferred connection option 


that is the most economic and efficient design connection option for the overall benefit of 


the Great Britain energy consumer (see the Ofgem letter to Mr Halford dated 28 May 


2019 (p1)2). That much is clear from the emphasis on economy that runs through the 


Applicant’s Regulatory Context Note [REP2-003]; consideration of environmental issues is 


mentioned only a few times, (for instance paras 179 and 182) and, in the context of 


Ofgem, the most relevant reference is at para 130, where it is stated that “… in assessing 


whether expenditure is efficient, Ofgem will have regard to planning and environmental 


considerations.” 


 


13. Contrary to the impression given by SPR in the Regulatory Context Note [REP2-003], 


Ofgem does not undertake detailed scrutiny of the CION process, nor is it subject to any 


 
2 As referred to in ISH2 and attached to these submissions at Appendix 2. 
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robust review by Ofgem – as a general rule, Ofgem does not have a role overseeing or 


approving the CION assessment process (see the Ofgem letter to Mr Halford dated 28 


May 2019 (p1)). Further and in particular, Ofgem is not responsible for monitoring and 


enforcing compliance with EA 1989 Schedule 9 matters (see the Ofgem letter to SASES 


dated 20 January 20203). 


 


14. Therefore, NG must demonstrate at this Examination that it has fulfilled the EA1989 


duties when deciding where to site its infrastructure. However, NG has not discharged its 


duty to do so. 


 


The evolution of the CION  


15. When the DCO for EA1 was consented in 2014 it included 6 cable trenches from Bawdsley 


to Bramford for three planned windfarms: EA1, EA3 and EA4, a pair of trenches being 


allocated to each windfarm. Each pair of trenches was intended to carry 1.2GW (a total of 


3.6GW). This was clearly a coordinated, economic and efficient arrangement which 


minimised environmental impacts.  


 


16. In 2016, SPR was permitted to reduce the number of cable trenches to three; two for EA1 


(now downsized to 714MW from 1.2GW and changed to HVAC technology from HVDC ) 


and one to serve EA3 (the EA4 lease had been terminated), so the capacity of the cable 


route dropped from 3.6GW to 1.9GW. Due to the use of HVDC Bipole technology a single 


cable trench could now carry 1.2GW of power from EA3 and in fact EA3 was subsequently 


consented to generate 1.4GW of power.  


 


17. When SPR sought to develop EA1N and EA2, NGESO’s CION assessment in 2017 resulted 


in an offer for  SPR to connect at Bramford as per the original plan, noting additional cable 


trenches would now be needed because of the previous decision to reduce provision. (The 


800MW EA1N and the 900MW EA2 would take the capacity back to the 3.6GW originally 


agreed to be delivered at Bramford.)  


 


 
3 As referred to in ISH2 and attached to these submissions at Appendix 3. 







 5 


18. However, later in 2017, NGESO re-opened the CION and directed SPR to connect to a new 


NGET SS at Leiston rather than Bramford, citing a cost benefit justification, but no 


disclosed reasons for the change. No further reasons were provided by Mr Green on 


behalf of SPR at ISH2 beyond it being the “most economic” option. Importantly, however, 


the CION (p20) also contained the proviso that if Leiston was not feasible, then an 


alternative (redacted) connection location (presumably Bramford4) would also be 


considered. 


 


19. The CION process considered alternative locations (see the CION and the ES Ch4 at 54 


[APP-052] which sets out an extract from the CION), including at Bramford – which was 


rejected in favour of Leiston, although it is not explained why. Further, SPR’s ES (Ch 4 


Table 4.3 [APP-052]) does not provide a justification for the selection of the Leiston area, 


as opposed to Bramford. It should be noted that at the foot of Table 4.3 the wording 


concerning the “preferred option” would appear to have been taken directly from page 


20 of the redacted CION. However the last sentence from page 20 has been omitted. This 


sentence states “However it is recognised that this option may not be possible therefore 


HVAC connection to [redacted but presumed to be Bramford] will also be considered.” At 


least two observations could be made from this sentence. First Leiston may not be a 


suitable connection site and second Bramford remains a viable connection site. 


 


20. There are four points in particular to note: 


20.1. Bramford is a very large existing SS and a brownfield site (serving Sizewell B 


and EA1 and will serve EA3), see the aerial photo at p9 of the SASES Land Use WRs 


[REP1-359]; 


 


20.2. SPR and NG have substantial landholdings at Bramford which could 


accommodate new infrastructure without requiring compulsory acquisition and – so 


much for the better coordination of onshore infrastructure - may not now be used; 


 


 
4 A point made on behalf of SASES at ISH2 and not contradicted by SPR at the Hearing. 
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20.3. As set out above, Bramford was originally identified as the connection location 


for all of the East Anglia windfarms (see ES Ch 4 at para 49) and the EA 1 DCO provided 


for a cable corridor that would accommodate a number of other cables, for a later 


phase of East Anglia projects, but the project was later altered to accommodate only 


EA1 and EA3. New cables would therefore now need to be laid but there is no 


evidence of any impediment to doing so, and the route has been consented, having 


been the subject of EIA (including 6 trenches) and the principle already established;  


20.4. Table 4.3 of the ES does make clear that Bramford could have a cable route 


which could avoid designations and a suitable landfall is identified. Cumulative effects 


at Bramford are described, but there are no high-level designations there and  


considerable electricity infrastructure is planned in the location. Further, there is no 


evidence that the Bramford cable route is constrained by the existing EA cables. 


 


21. Therefore, NG has not explained or demonstrated that the proposed Leiston area 


connection is efficient and economical and coordinated (a matter of concern that has 


prompted the BEIS review - caused in part by the serious problems that exist in relation 


to the environmental and local impact of onshore infrastructure provision and 


coordination). Further, as set out above, NG has not demonstrated compliance with the 


environmental duties under Schedule 9 o the EA 1989.  


 


22. Accordingly, the reason to select the Leiston area remains unexplained and unjustified 


and neither the Applicant, nor NG, has demonstrated why Bramford (the originally 


intended location for connection, where a connection point already exists) is a less 


acceptable location. These issues require scrutiny by the ExA to satisfy the requirements 


in relation to the proper consideration of reasonable alternatives (see above). 


 


23. NG’s choice means Friston will be its hub and spoke for the future connection of other 


major projects which is why it is particularly important that NG engage with the ExA in an 


open, fair and transparent way (see SASES WRs and written submissions on CIA).  
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The Applicant’s site selection assessment 


24. Site selection is fundamental to everything. The good design advocated by EN-1 starts 


with site selection; the choice of the wrong site will likely cause significant adverse effects 


and mitigation problems. The extensive and manifest adverse impacts of the proposed 


development, as detailed in the SASES WRs, demonstrate that the selection of Friston is 


inappropriate and unjustified. (Many of the detailed areas of concern were covered in the 


Design, Landscape and Visual and Heritage matters during ISH2.) Properly assessed, the 


DCOs promote the wrong site, because the proposed development would constitute  


harmful and unsustainable development.  


 


25. A key issue with SPR’s assessment is that it was carried out on the basis (the criterion for 


Site Efficiency) that the SSs should be co-located with the NG SS (see ES App 4.2 at para 


37 [APP-443] – the RAG Assessment). That constraint is unwarranted and narrowed the 


search for appropriate sites and, whilst it may be convenient, it is not essential and is not 


a necessary condition of meeting the EA 1989 requirements. When EA1 was assessed, the 


site selection document stated [para 3.4.6] that a search area of 5km from the Bramford 


SS was used as the maximum distance between NG and the SS/converter stations. 


Therefore, SPR’s RAG assessment was wrong to only score sites ‘green’ where they were 


co-located and within 500m of overhead lines (“OHLs”) and ‘red’ if a site was over 1km 


from OHLs (ES App 4.2 at para 37 [APP-443] p23). 


 


26. It is apparent that SPR’s assessment fails to distinguish between the engineering 


requirements of the NGET SS, and the SPR SSs. The NGET SS might be best positioned 


close to OHLs, whilst the SPR SSs can be up to 5km away from the NGET connection (see 


above)5. Indeed SASES understands that in the case of the IFA2 Interconnector project 


(located in a sensitive area) there is c10km between the SS and the NG SS. This shows that 


considerable effort can be made to site appropriately - if there is a willingness to do so. 


 
5 As noted at ISH2, it is unclear who carried out the NG RAG. Presumably (given the content and format etc) 
SPR did the work, with the involvement of NG. This is a matter upon which clarification has been sought by the 
ExA in its Action Points published on 4 December 2020. It should be noted (ES Figure 4.5 of Appendix 4.2 [App-
443]) that the NG SS option at Friston in the RAG is different to that now proposed (it is shown further to the 
north and west).  
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Other examples of RAG deficiencies 


27. Details of the many deficiencies in the RAG Site Selection Assessment are detailed in 


SASES WRs (including Appendices) [REP1-364]. Some particular examples are drawn out 


below. 


 


28. SPR’s Presentation Slides for Agenda Item 3 (p14) show a 250m buffer zone from existing 


development was used in the SPR site selection exercise, but it is not apparent why 250m 


was selected. At Bramford, 600m was the distance used for EA1. If a larger buffer had 


been used here, it would have eliminated the Friston site.  


 


29. Flood Risk. (Detailed RAG issues are set out in Appendix 2 to the Site Selection WRs [REP1-


354]). In the application of the sequential test for flood risk, pluvial flooding (the proposed 


development is in a high risk location) was erroneously excluded from the selection 


process, and in applying the sequential test. It should be noted that the map used in SPR’s 


Presentation Slide 2 (and in subsequent slides) which purports to show Flood Risk Zones 


does not show surface water flood risk (see page 14, figure 1 of SASES WRs on site 


selection [REP1-354]). 


 


30. Landscape and Visual Matters. Appendix 3 to the SASES Site Selection WRs [REP1-354] 


details numerous deficiencies and inconsistencies in the RAG assessment. Including: 


30.1.  The omission of a number of relevant missing criteria, for example: the overall 


amount of land required (significantly greater for the sites in the west of the study 


area because of the land required for the cable route); relationship to settlements 


(particularly remarkable in the case of the Friston options); local landscape character; 


the length of the access road required and its impact on the landscape resource; and 


the impact on important views and landmarks, such as views towards Friston Church; 


 


30.2. The omission of a RAG Assessment that considered the impact of all 3 SS in one 


location (they were undertaken separately for the SPR and NG SSs – see above).  
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30.3. The use of a number of criteria that could not score ‘red’ – only ‘amber’ or 


‘green’, so the conclusion in the RAG methodology that all criteria were treated 


equally is incorrect (see ES Ch 4 [App-052] at para 126). For example, at Friston the 


fact that a red score was omitted from the scoring used to assess impact on public 


rights of way (“PRoW”), meant that although the Friston location was one of two that 


would extinguish a PRoW, it scored green on this criterion for EA2 and amber for 


EA1N, when it should have scored red.  


 


30.4. The RAG assessed the potential risks to proposed development options rather 


than the potential impacts of proposed development options.  


 


31. Consequently, the Applicant’s approach to and assessment of site selection is 


fundamentally flawed and the ES does not properly consider reasonable alternatives.  


 


SASES point on Agenda Item 3 – the “strategic justification of the Rochdale envelope and land 


required…” 


32. This matter was raised by SASES in relation to both Agenda Items 3 and 4 (Design). In 


response to EXQ 1.0.17, the Applicant stated that it selected the onshore SS and NG SS 


locations to reflect the requirements of the DCO projects only and did not consider 


potential expansion of the NG SS.  


 


33. That response appears to be inconsistent with the response given in the SoCG with NGV 


[REP1-062] as the land selected for the NGET SS and associated screening seems to be 


greater than that specifically required for EA1N and EA2 alone. Layer ‘22-05 linework’ of 


the OLMP dated 21 August 2019 clearly shows, as a blue outline, an area of land of 


unspecified purpose which can now be seen to very similar to the land shown in Figure 1 


of the SoCG which is shown as NGET SS expansion for the Nautilus and EuroLink projects. 


Further, it should be noted that in pre-application communication, (at the Stage 1 


Consultation Response – as long ago as April 2018), ESC sought the selection of a site that 


could accommodate both the SPR and the interconnector projects – to minimise the 


overall impact of the proposals.  
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34. SPR and/or NG has therefore considered NG requirements and it is wholly unconvincing 


to suggest otherwise (see also SASES WRS and submissions on CIA). 


 


 


 


SASES  


15th December 2020 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
Redacted CION assessment document for EA2 (version 2.0–09/10/17) – Leiston  
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APPENDIX 2 
 
Ofgem letter to Mr Halford dated 28 May 2019  
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APPENDIX 3 


Ofgem letter to SASES dated 30 January 2020 
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 Offshore Connections and Infrastructure Options Note 


 
 


User  East Anglia Offshore Wind Limited 


Site Name East Anglia Two 


NETS Reference 
Number 


 


Application 
Steering Group 
Members 


(Delete As 
Applicable) 


NETSO NGET 
Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Affected 
TO 1 


NGET 
Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Other 
Affected 
TO 


EAOW  


(as 
OTSDUW 
User) 


Lead details 
Name: 
Contact No: 
Email: 


 
 
 
 
 
 


Application Type 
 


Offshore Wind Generator Modification Application 


Overview of the  
application (Short 
description of the 
application) 


 


East Anglia TWO Wind Farm was a 1200MW offshore wind farm connection. 
In February 2016, the East Anglia Joint Venture was split and the connection 
agreements for East Anglia TWO and FOUR were swapped, meaning that 
East Anglia TWO became contracted to a Bramford connection (and East 
Anglia FOUR became contracted to a Lowestoft area connection pending 
future Mod App). An East Anglia TWO Modification Application was submitted 
in April 2016 to relocate the offshore platforms. There was a subsequent 
Modification Application in September 2016 to change the connection date 
and also reallocate capacity between East Anglia TWO and ONE North. 


The User has indicated it wishes to receive an SQSS compliant offer and 
standard ownership boundary connection as set out in CUSC for the East 
Anglia TWO project. 
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Reason for Revision Revised by 


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


    


 


Notes for Completion: 


 


1. Please complete the table above when the document is first used for a scheme and when any 
subsequent revisions are made to any of the information in the live document. 


 


2. Please insert the scheme number into the header, and the revision number and date of revision 
into the footer.  


 


3. This page should be retained throughout the life of the document and remain with the final 
version. 
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East Anglia zone overview 


Following the first Government announcement on subsidy levels through the Contract for Difference 
(CfD) in 2014, EAOW undertook a strategic review of the zonal development plan for the East Anglia 
zone; this included a review of project sizes and locations as well as connection technology with the 
aim of identifying projects within the zone which provide the lowest cost of energy, and of a suitable 
size to bring them in line with likely subsidies.   


During this time, a decision was also taken to change the operating structure of the EAOW Joint 
Venture, with VWPL solely taking on the development of projects in the northern half of the zone and 
East Anglia Offshore Wind Limited (EAOW) developing projects in the southern half of the zone.  
Commercial agreements to finalise these arrangements were completed in March 2016.  These 
arrangements included an agreement for EAOW to retain the connections for East Anglia ONE, 
THREE and TWO (formerly FOUR) such that each party retained capacity for a 3600MW connection. 


In November 2015, an Agreement to Vary was issued in which the EA FOUR connection agreement 
was swapped with EA TWO. 


In February 2016 a Connection Agreement was received and signed which split out the previous EA 
ONE project in to two separate projects reflecting what was to be constructed as part of the awarded 
CfD. The projects were named EA ONE and EA ONE North with 680MW and 520MW respectively.  


The location of the substations for the EA TWO project remained in the EA FOUR area and therefore 
a modification application was submitted in April 2016 to relocate the substations within the EA TWO 
area. The Agreement to Vary was received in October 2016. This Agreement was superseded by the 
one received in January 2017. 


A new modification application was submitted to National Grid in September 2016. This was for a 
reallocation of capacity between EA ONE North and EA TWO (to create an even split of 860MW for 
each project), and to modify the connection dates. The application was deemed competent on 6th 
October 2016 and therefore also forms part of this ongoing CION assessment. The Agreement to 
Vary was received on 6th January 2017 and became effective on 13th February 2017.  


 


 


 


 


The East Anglia Zone as it relates to EAOW/SPRUK is now be reflected as: 


• EA ONE 680MW  


• EA ONE North 860MW 


• EA TWO 860MW  


• EA THREE 1200MW  
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Figure 1: East Anglia zone platform locations 


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  







Offshore CION – East Anglia Offshore Wind Project TWO 
Version 2.0 – 09/10/17  


Page 5 of 27 


 


 


 


EA TWO 


The EA TWO project is located in the west of the EA ONE. It is at a distance approximately 35km from 
shore. The project has a capacity of 860MW. The recent Agreement to Vary dated 13th January 2017,  
has changed the Completion Date to 1st  April 2026. 


Currently, EA TWO is contracted to be connected to Bramford Substation. The development of the EA 
TWO wind farm and OTSDUW assets is in progress. The EA ONE cable route from the landfall at 
Bawdsey to Bramford substation will also be used by EA THREE and the Development Consent Order 
for EA ONE contains ducting for the cables required. Due to the change in design for EA ONE requiring 
addtional cables for AC, the consented cable route is now constrained and only ducts for EA THREE 
can be installed during the EA ONE construction works.  


The EA TWO project is investigating routing alongside the EA ONE/EA THREE project, with possible 
extensions and/or diversions from this cable route to reach Bramford. It is anticipated that it is still 
possible to reach Bramford. However alternative route options including a coastal connection in the 
Sizewell area has begun to be assessed as part of the development work continuing in this area.  


The Environmental Impact Assessment and associated surveys for EA TWO OTSDUW assets are 
underway The full scope of surveys cannot be determined until the connection point, substation 
locations and routing options are confirmed in 2017. A scoping opinion for EA TWO is planned to be 
sought in late 2017 based on the decided routing option. The current programme is to submit 
Preliminary Environmental Information during 2018 followed by the Development Consent Order 
submission in 2019. NB. EA ONE North is being developed in conjunction with EA TWO and connection 
options for both projects will be considered in parallel. 


The CION process therefore considers the options in addition to the already contracted connection 
point at Bramford, which was previously deemed to be the most economic and efficient. 


In the previous assessments HVDC technology was considered as an appropriate export technology 
when considering connection distance, 1200MW project capacities and readily available connection 
interface point (at Bramford). The redesigned EA ONE project has illustrated that HVAC is now the 
most cost competitive option for that individual 680MW project. EA TWO is closer to shore with a 
potentially shorter connection distance and therefore an HVAC is being reconsidered in this CION. 


 


Onshore Interface Points 


Potential Onshore Interface Points included a number of existing NGET substations as well as those 
that would require new NGET 400kV substations, requiring an extension of the existing 400kV network. 
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The onshore Interface Points that have been considered in this CION (as shown in Figure 2) are 
described below: 


• Bramford 400kV substation (current Onshore Interface Point) 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Walpole 400kV substation  


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Kings Lynn 


•  


•  


•  


• Little Dunham / Necton 


•  


•  


•  


• Dereham / Shipdham Airfield / Brandon Parva area 


•  


•  


•  


• Cromer / Bacton area 


•  


•  


•  


• Norwich 400kV substation 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Diss / Eye Airfield area 


•  


•  


•  


• Lowestoft area 


•  


•  


•  


• Sizewell 400kV substation 


•  


•  


•  


•  


• Leiston 400kV substation 


•  


•  


• Bradwell (contracted position)  
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Figure 2: East Anglia zone potential onshore Interface Points 


Interface Points located north of Walpole (e.g. Bicker Fen, West Burton) and south of Bradwell (e.g. 
Rayleigh, Tilbury) were discounted as they provide no benefit over closer Interface Points due to the 
technical issues and much higher cost involved with longer offshore routes. 


 


 


Initial Options Appraisal  


To comply with the statutory duties under Section 9 of the Electricity Act, the preferred connection 
design should be the most economic and efficient when considering both offshore and onshore works. 
Under the requirements of the Transmission Licence, the network design should be compliant with the 
minimum deterministic criteria of the NET SQSS.  


Bramford was identified as the preferred IP for EA TWO (previously named EA FOUR) in the original 
grid connection offer in 2010 (A/EAWL/10/5284 – 1EN(0)). This was when EA TWO was considered 
as 1200MW capacity. As the project capacity has now been decreased to maximum of 860MW, the 
reduced project size could change some of the assumptions that were made in the original connection 
options, hence triggering the reopening of the CION. 


The initial options appraisal considered all of the IPs identified based on a high level assessment of 
programme, construction complexity, land availability, environmental / consenting issues and cost. IPs 
that were identified to have no benefit over other IPs were parked. Table 1 provides a brief summary 
of the Initial Options Appraisal results.  
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Potential Interface Point (s) Justification Decision 


Bramford Current Interface Point for EA TWO. 
 


Carried forward 


Bacton or Lowestoft (new 
coastal substation) 
 


The new OHL circuits and new substations required to establish the Interface Points at these 
locations would mean that the IP would not be available for the customer connection date. 
 


Discounted 


Bradwell 
 


The new OHL circuit and new substation needed to establish the Interface Point would require 
National Grid to seek a full consenting and consultation process as part of a Development Consent 
Order (DCO).  Therefore the IP would not be available for the requested customer connection date.  


Discounted 


Brandon Parva, Dereham, Kings 
Lynn, Little Dunham, Necton, 
Walpole, Shipdham Airfied, 
Diss, Eye Airfield 
 


These are a greater distance from the EA TWO project meaning that longer cables/technology 
would be required. They don’t bring any benefits in terms of Network Infrastructure savings as 
described earlier, and will not be cost competitive in terms of OFTO investment.  The alternative 
options that offer a shorter connection distance are considered in the document as being similar 
to Norwich, i.e. a connection at those points would require the same infrastructure investment as 
a connection at Norwich. A further reason for parking them is that these closer Interface Point sites 
has no existing National Grid Substation, NGET works would be a new substation and minor OHL 
works.  


Parked 
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Sizewell If capacity can be (contracted 3200MW for Sizwell C nuclear power station) made available at 
Sizewell, this IP potentially becomes the most economic and efficient connection and therefore 
would be preferred. However, even if this capacity were not to become available, it may be 
possible to connect by extending the existing 400kV substation within the power station. The 
capacity of the existing overhead circuits from Sizewell to Bramford could also be increased if 
required,therefore the IP may be available for the requested customer connection date. The 
existing Sizewell substation is surrounded by the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, which 
present a land and environmental constraint to the extension of the existing substation but this 
may be acceptable in local planning terms. This potential Interface Point should be assessed as 
a possible option. 


 


Carried forward 


Leiston In the immediate vicinity of Sizewell is the existing Leiston substation. Greater Gabbard and 
Galloper wind farms connect at this location. Connection at Leiston in terms of impact on the 
system is expected to be exactly the same as connecting at Sizewell. If capacity can be made 
available at this IP a connection could be made available at Leiston. This is likely to involve 
redevelopment of the Leiston substation to accommodate all proposed offshore wind projects and 
land/ environmental aspects will require to be considered in the local planning application process. 


Carried forward 


Table 1: Summary of Initial Options Appraisal  
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Therefore, the Onshore Interface Points shortlisted to be carried forward for further considerations 
are: 


• Bramford Substation 


• Sizewell Substation 


• Leiston Substation 


• Norwich Main Substation 


 


As the ModApp for EA TWO were submitted at the same time as EA ONE North, the two projects are 
interactive and the CION considers the different combinations of connecting the two projects at the 
substations listed above. Considering that the two projects are of the same size and similar 
connection date, it is assumed that there will be no difference which particular project are connected 
to which substation in the combination (i.e. the network impact of connecting EA TWO to Substation 
A and EA ONE North to Substation B is identical if the connection is swapped (EA TWO to 
Substation B and EA ONE North to Substation A).   Therefore the Onshore Interface Connection 
Points combination options considered are as following: 


• Both connecting to Bramford Substation 


• Both connecting to Sizewell/Leiston Substation 


• Both connecting to Norwich Main Substation 


• One each connecting to Bramford Substation and Sizewell/Leiston Substation 


• One each connecting to Norwich Main Substation and Sizewell/Leiston Substation 


• One each connecting to Bramford Substation and Norwich Main Substation 


 


Note that as Leiston Substation is radially connected to Sizewell Substation, it is assumed that 
connection to Leiston Substation will have an identical network impact as connection to Sizewell 
Substation. 


 


Technology Options 


It is anticipated that a single platform can accommodate the requirements of an 860MW EA TWO 
project. The connection for EA TWO is currently for two offshore platforms as it is not confirmed that it 
will be implemented by a single platform so it was not changed at the previous modification application 
stage. Regardless of whether one or two (or more) platforms are used, a maximum of two export circuits 
will be used for any configuration. 


The power can be transmitted from the platforms to the onshore Interface Points using different 
transmission technologies, such as HVAC or HVDC, and the output from multiple wind farms strings 
can be collected for bulk transmission. Due to the number of Interface Points, the different transmission 
technologies available, the different options for interconnecting platforms offshore and the potential 
technological advances over the timescales of the projects, a number of assumptions have been made 
in order to limit the number of scenarios considered for this initial comparative assessment.  


For HVAC connections 220kV will be used as the operating voltage. It is assumed that a 220kV cable 
can transmit 430MW therefore two 220kV cables are required for each offshore platform. 


The three main connection options described above can be reached by HVAC, and therefore HVDC 
connections were discounted in the analysis. HVDC links should be considered when factors such as 
rated power, system design, Grid Code compliance, land availability, circuit corridor width, ground 
conditions lead to an HVAC connection being impractical or uneconomic. However none of the issues 
are problematic at this stage for EA TWO (and also EA ONE North) with an HVAC connection. 


HVDC technology could only be considered if they prove to be more technically reliable, commercially 
viable and reduce costs over an HVAC connection. For the connection of EA TWO, via the possible 
interface points, the OTSDUW party has confirmed that utilisation of HVAC is the preferred technology 
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for the connection of EA TWO (implied from EA ONE – being constructed).Therefore connection to an 
Interface Point with an existing HVAC substation maximising deployment of HVAC technology 
represents an economic and efficient method for the connection of EA TWO.   


 


Detailed Options Appraisal 


Four IP options for the connection of EA TWO (with all possible combination of connections in 
conjunction with EA ONE North) were assessed in greater detail by undertaking a desk-based 
constraint mapping exercise to identify potential substation locations and connection routes and 
assessing project specific costs. Figure 3 shows the location of all four shortlisted IPs. 


 


Figure 3: Onshore Interface Points shortlisted for Detailed Options Appraisal. 


 


Sections 1 and 2 of this document provide detail of the cost comparison and technical assumptions. 


 
 
Table 2 provides the route distance and OFTO cost summary of the Interface Points considered in the 
detailed assessment. In the Options Appraisal Matrix for completeness this is expanded to consider 
different combinations of connections for both projects (EA TWO and EA ONE North).  


 


  


Leiston 
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 Interface Point 
Offshore 


Distance (km) 
Onshore 


Distance (km) 
Total (km) 


OFTO Cost 
(£m) 


1 Bramford 58 37 95  


2 Norwich 88 37 125  


3 Sizewell / Leiston 48 8 56  


Note: Distances may vary compared to AC solution due to assumed locations of HVDC platforms 


Table 2: Route distance for each shortlisted Interface Point and OFTO cost to connect EA TWO  


Table 3 shows the summary of the appraisal of the non-quantifiable factors in the Detailed Options 
Appraisal: 


 


Option 
No. 


Interface Points 
Combination 


Level of 
Onshore TO 


Works 


Technical 
Risk 


Consent Risk Preliminary 
Ranking 


1 Bramford + Bramford Minimal Low - Medium Low - Medium 1 


2 Leiston + Leiston Extensive Medium Medium 3 


3 Sizewell + Sizewell Local Low Medium - High 2 


4 Norwich Main + 
Norwich Main 


Extensive Low - Medium High 7 


5 Sizewell/Leiston + 
Bramford 


Local / 
Extensive 


Low - Medium Medium – High 4 


6 Sizewell/Leiston + 
Norwich Main 


Moderate / 
Extensive 


Low - Medium High 6 


7 Norwich Main + 
Bramford 


Moderate / 
Extensive 


Low-Medium High 5 


Table 3: Detailed Options Appraisal Summary 
 


All the options listed in Table 3 are put into Boundary Capability Studies to identify the impact of each 
connection combination (including reinforcement works required) on the capability of Boundary EC5. 
The result is as shown in Table 4: 


Capacity per year 
(MW) 


NORM - NORM NORM – SIZE 
NORM - BRFO 


SIZE - SIZE  
LEIS-LEIS                                


BRFO - BRFO 


2024    


2025    


2026    


2027    


2028    


2029    


2030    


2031    


2032    


Table 4: Effect of the connection combinations on the EC5 Boundary Capability. 


It can be seen that any connection combination is increasing the capability of Boundary EC5 hence all 
options are then carried forward for CBA. Table 5 shows the Least Worst Regret of all the shortlisted 
connections. 
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Regret (£m) GG SP CP NP 
Worst 
Regret 


Sizewell /Leiston 
(1720) 


     


Bramford (1720)      


Norwich (1720)      


Bramford (860) 
Sizewell (860) 


     


Norwich (860) 
Sizewell (860) 


     


Norwich (860) 
Bramford (860) 


     


Table 5: Least Worst Regret for Connection Combination Options for EA2 and EA1N. 


 


The Least Worst Regret in Table 5 shows that in all Future Energy Scenarios, connection to either 
Sizewell and Leiston has the Least Worst Regret. Sizewell and Leiston share the same results as 
Leiston is radially connected to Sizewell. 


 
The CBA concluded that Option 2 or 3 (Connecting both EA TWO and EA ONE North to Sizewell or 
Leiston Substation) is the most economic solution. 
 
As Sizewell 400kV Substation is an indoor GIS substation located within the nuclear security perimeter 
zone of Sizewell B Power Station, a tri-party meeting between NGET, SPR and EDF was held on 19th 
July 2017 to discuss the feasibility of connecting EA TWO and EA ONE North at Sizewell Substation. 
The site is under the rules of Civil Nuclear Constabulary; as such access and regress has to adhere to 
the Nuclear Site Licence. The site is also constrained by the decommissioning of Sizewell A Nuclear 
Power Station and the ongoing operation of Sizewell B Nuclear Power Station. Additionally there are a 
number of land constraints based upon the existing topography with close proximity of Sizewell 
Marshes (A Site of Special Scientific Interest) and the proposed development of the new Sizewell C 
Power Station. Taking these into consideration, it was agreed that the option to connect to Sizewell is 
discounted. Therefore the most preferred option is to build a new 400kV substation near Leiston 
Substation.   
 
 
 


Conclusion 


Eventhough the non-quantifiable factors identified Option 1 (Connecting both EA TWO and EA ONE 
North at Bramford Substation) as the most preferred option, the substantial difference in the Least 
Worst Regret between Option 2/3 (Connecting both at Sizewell/Leiston) and the other options means 
that Option 2/3 is the most economic and efficient connection option. The CION party discussed this 
over and agreed that the most preferred option is to connect EA TWO to a new substation near Leiston 
Substation using HVAC Technology. 
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SECTION 1 – Preferred Option Assessment  
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 Summary  


(Short overview description of each 
option) 


 


Major Risks Onshore 
TO Cost 


£m  


Offshore 
TO Cost 


£m 


Overall 
Total 
Cost 
£m 


Option 1 Connecting to Bramford 
400kV substation via HVAC 
link  


TO 


Nil 


 


OFTO 


Substation - There are no high level environmental designations at the 
existing Bramford substation. Cumulative noise and visual impacts 
could be significant. It is noted that the area already has notable 
electricity infrastructure planned.  


 


Landfall / Offshore - Landing points in the vicinity of the existing 
Sizewell site have impacts on the Suffolk coast and Heaths AONB; 
however EA ONE has connected in this location so it is assumed that a 
landfall would be possible.  A suitable landfall location has been 
identified from a consenting perspective. 


 


Onshore - Significant environmental constraints are evident on the 
south Suffolk coast, careful mapping following EA ONE/THREE route 
could avoid designations. 
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Option 2 Connecting to Sizewell 
400kV substation via HVAC 
link 


TO 


There are risks associated with finding a suitable location for 
substation infrastructure. Sizewell infrastructure is land locked within 
the perimeter of the nuclear site. 


 


OFTO (Comments apply to both Leiston and Sizewell options) 


Substation - The existing Sizewell substation is surrounded by the 
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.  On the basis that a substation is 
already present, and new substations are being constructed in the area 
this has been marked green, assuming that a new substation could be 
accommodated in the landscape.  In addition, there are areas suitable 
outwith the AONB, should the existing substation site be too 
constrained. 


Landfall / Offshore - Landing points in the vicinity of the existing 
Sizewell site have impacts on the Suffolk coast and Heaths AONB; 
however Galloper and Greater Gabbard have connected in this 
location so it is assumed that a landfall would be possible.  A suitable 
landfall location has been identified from a consenting perspective. 


Onshore - Cable routes to the Sizewell site would have impacts on the 
Suffolk coast, will impact the Heaths AONB and could impact an SPA; 
however a precedent has been set by Galloper and Greater Gabbard 
and careful routing would minimise potential impacts. 
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Option 3 Connecting to Leiston 400kV 
substation via HVAC link 


TO 


Proposed 400kV substation is situated within Suffolk Coast & Heaths 
AONB. Sizewell Marshes SSSI less than 50m to the NE. Leiston 
Aldeburgh SSSI and Sandlings SPA approx. 500m to the SW. New 
substation will require Planning Permission. Ecologically and politically 
sensitive area. Reconductoring should be covered under the exisiting 
S37 consent. 


 


OFTO (Comments apply to both Sizewell and Leiston options) 


Substation - The existing Sizewell substation is surrounded by the 
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.  On the basis that a substation is 
already present, and new substations are being constructed in the area 
this has been marked green, assuming that a new substation could be 
accommodated in the landscape.  In addition, there are areas suitable 
outwith the AONB, should the existing substation site be too 
constrained. 


 


Landfall / Offshore - Landing points in the vicinity of the existing 
Sizewell site have impacts on the Suffolk coast and Heaths AONB; 
however Galloper and Greater Gabbard have connected in this 
location so it is assumed that a landfall would be possible.  A suitable 
landfall location has been identified from a consenting perspective. 


 


Onshore - Cable routes to the Sizewell site would have impacts on the 
Suffolk coast, will impact the Heaths AONB and could impact an SPA; 
however a precendent has been set by Galloper and Greater Gabbard 
and careful routing would minimise potential impacts. 
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Option 4 Connecting to Norwich Main 
400kV substation via HVAC 
link. 


TO 


Ll# 


Dco   Few existing constraints to extending this substation. Dependant 
on size of extension there is a rail line to the east. Dunston Hall Hotel 
and golf course to east of subsation but site it already well screened by 
existing intervening woodlands. Small Local Nature Reserve to east 
part of of existing woodland surrounding the hotel.  Gowthorpe Manor 
(Grade II* listed building) is to west of site although likely to be 
screened by existing woodland blocks depending on where extension 
would be located.  Would need to review any local planning policies for 
any specific requirements relating to this location.   


OFTO 


Substation - There are no high level environmental designations at the 
existing Norwich Main substation. There are potentially cumulative 
noise and visual impacts which could be significant. It is noted that the 
area already has notable electricity infrastructure present. 


Landfall / Offshore - Potential landfall sites between Sea Palling (very 
constrained technically) and south of Mundesley (Vattenfall proposed 
landfall for 3 projects) outwith the National Park (Norfolk Broads), 
however numerous constraints increase consenting risk.   


Offshore constraints include: 


1. Recommended marine conservation zone between Cromer and 
Happisburg inshore.  


2. Haisborough, Hammond and Winterton SAC which is located 
directly between thezone and potential landfall points.  


3. Dense Sabellaria south of Hammond Knoll. 


4. Large number of offshore pipelines 


Onshore - Nationally significant designations to the east of Norwich  
including Norfolk Broads National Park which would be a considerable 
challenge in terms of a direct route to the substation. However there 
are routes available to the North and then west of Norwich but 
considerable circuit lengths  would be required. Numerous constraints 
along the route but can be mitigated by careful routing and / or 
engineering design eg HDD. 
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SECTION 2 - Preferred option 


Option - The preferred option is Option 3 where the 860MW of wind generation in EA TWO is connected 


to the onshore IP at Leiston. The current design consideration is for a single 860MW collector platform. This 
substation will step up the voltage from 33 or 66kV (depending on the array voltage). This will utilise two 
504MVA transformers. An onshore substation of 860MW OFTO substation will be built adjacent to the 
Leiston substations. The offshore platform and onshore substation will be connected via two 220kV HVAC 
circuits. 400kV underground cables will connect the OFTO substation to the Leiston substation. 
 
However it is recognised that this option may not be possible therefore HVAC connection to Bramford will 
also be considered. 
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Details of Option 3 – Connecting to Leiston 400kV Substation  via an HVAC link 
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Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 


 
Cost 


 
 


Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 
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Description of 
Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Cost  


Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 
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Details of Option 3– Connecting to  Leiston 400kV Substation an HVAC link 


Single Line Diagram 
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Details of Option 1 – Connecting to Bramford 400kV substation via an HVAC link 
O
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Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 


 


 
Cost 


 
 


Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 


 


O
n


s
h


o
re


 W
o


rk
s


  


Description of 
Works 
(Detailed description of 
the works) 
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Completion Date  


Issues, Risks & 
Comments 


 


Outage 
Requirements 
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Details of Option 1 – Connecting to Bramford 400kV substation via HVAC link 


Single Line Diagram 


 


Single Line Diagram for connection at Bramford 
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SECTION 3 – Offshore Transmission Owner Cost Assumptions  
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SECTION 4 – Onshore Transmission Owner Cost Assumptions 


An indicative capital cost estimate for the overall scope of works for each of the Onshore Interface 
Point has been prepared.  All estimates were made based on high level project specific design 
information and based on assumptions about the scope of works required.  National Grid’s capital cost 
estimates include costs for the transmission equipment and also for the installation of that equipment 
and are based on generalised unit costs for the key elements of the option.  The generalised unit cost 
information reflects recent contract values and/or budget estimates from equipment 
manufacturers/suppliers or specialist consultants and provides a consistent basis for preparing capital 
cost estimates.  The IET, PB/CCI Report1 presents cost information in size of transmission circuit 
capacity categories for each circuit design that was considered as part of the independent study.   


 


 


                                                      


1 “Electricity Transmission Costing Study – An Independent Report Endorsed by the Institution of 
Engineering & Technology” by Parsons Brinckerhoff in association with Cable Consulting 
International.  Page 10 refers to Double circuit capacities.  
http://www.theiet.org/factfiles/transmission-report.cfm  



http://www.theiet.org/factfiles/transmission-report.cfm
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APPENDIX A – Options Appraisal Matrix  








ofgem
Making a positive difference


for energy consumers


W. R. Halford
SASES
South Cottage
Chase's Lane
Friston
Suffolk
IP17 lPJ - 


28th May 2oL9


Dear Mr Halford,


RE: Scottish Power Renewables substations proposal


Thank you for your letter which sets out SASES' concerns in relation to the process
followed, as well as the conclusions of National Grid Electricity System Operator's (NGESO)
connection recommendation for Scottish Power Renewables (SPR) EAlN and EA2 windfarm
projects. To respond to your letter I have sought to clarify Ofgem's role in the context of
the NGESO's process for making connect ion recommendat ionb under i ts Connect ion and
Infrastructure Note (CION) assessment process.


Ofgem's role in the context of the NGESO's CION assessment process


The CION assessment is an industry process that is init iated when an offshore developer
makes an appl icat ion to the NGESO for an onshore transmission connect ion. The process
formalises the way in which the contractual parties to the connection offer wil l  work
together to evaluate opt ions for an onshore connect ion point  and design. The contractual
parties for the connection are the offshore developer, NGESO and the relevant transmission
owner in whose l icence area the connect ion point  is to be made. I t  should be noted that
this occurs at  a relat ively ear ly point  in the development of  a project.


The main objective of the CION assessment is to select the preferred connection option that
is the most economic and efficient design connection option for the overall benefit of the GB
energy cqnsumer. The selected connection option forms the basis of the connection offer
that is issued to the developer, and importantly informs the developer's further
development of their offshore windfarm project and its consenting process. After the offer
is issued to the Developer, it is for the relevant transmission owner and/or the developer to
obtain the relevant planning consents and to fulf i l  the consenting requirements, includlng
stakeholder engagement on their proposals. A CION assessment can be re-visited if there is
a material change that comes to light that could affect the preferred connection polnt and
design. This might include changes in the expected generation, technical issues,
environmental constraints, planning issues etc.


As a general rule, Ofgem does not have a role overseeing or approving the CION
assessment process, In the event that the contractual parties cannot agree on the
preferred connection option, the matter can be referred to Ofgem for a determination but
this is the exception rather than the rule.


1 Rlto-ett price control policies relating to transmlsslon Infrastructure lmpacts on vlsual amenlty (enclosed)
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/system/flles/docs/2019lotlflnal-report-for-publlcaUon-vlsualamenity-stocktake.pdf


The Oflle'of @t rnd ClcgHcltldgl,l"tr ' ' 
"


10 South Colonnade, Canary Wharf, London, E14 4ru Tcl 020 7901 70@
wrve, .Gt$eln"[$v.uh







We understand that in the case of the onshore connect ion point  for SPR's EA1N and EA2
windfarms that the CION recommendat ion was not locat ion speci f ic (other than being
located wlthin the Leiston area) and that SPR has taken forward the specif ic site selection
for the onshore connect ion design, including the proposing the substat ion compound near
Friston. We also understand that SPR is also taking responsibil i ty for progressing the
planning requirements under the Planning Act 2008 for the ent i re project ( including the
substation that wil l  be owned and operated by National Grid Electricity Transmission
(NGET) ahead of making an appl icat ion to the Planning Inspectorate for a Development
Consent Order.  The planning requirements include conduct ing an environmental  impact
assessment and stakeholder consultat ion.


As noted by my colleague Frances Warburton in herlrevious correspondence with Chris
Wheeler,  a member of  SASES, decis ions on planning consents for new generat ion and
associated onshore transmission infrastructure are not matters that Ofgem hara role
in.  We recent ly publ ished a report lwhich explains our role as economic regulator in
respect of the development of new transmission infrastructure project and sets out our
pol ic ies in the current pr ice control  for t ransmission owners in relat ion to v isual  amenity
issues ( i .e .  NGET not  NGESO).


We'd encourage you to cont inue to engage with the developer,  SPR, and the Planning
Inspectorate about your view that the current sit ing of the proposed onshore works are not
acceptable in planning terms.


Yours si


Jona
Execut ive


Brearley
Director, Systems & Networks


The Offre,of Qa3 anclClectridW llcrtcB
10 South Cofonnade, €snary Wharf, London, E14 4PU Tcl 02O 7901 7000
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Mr Michael Mahony 


SASES 


 


By email mncmahony@btinternet.com 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Dear Michael, 


 


  


Thank you for your patience in waiting for our response to the set of questions you left with 


us at the end of 2019. Before responding to your specific queries I'd like to make a couple 


of general comments first.  


  


We share a similar view to SASES that the UK is fast approaching a tipping point in the 


development of the UK's significant offshore generation resources, particularly in areas 


such as the east coast of England. As a result, there is likely to be considerable benefit, in 


terms of mitigating the onshore environmental impacts and reducing the costs for 


consumers, from adopting a more strategic approach to the coordination and integration of 


the offshore and onshore connection infrastructure.  


  


There are specific challenges to doing this because of the different licensing and regulatory 


regimes and the range of parties involved e.g. the RIIO price control regime for onshore 


networks, the competitive tender regime for offshore transmission assets, cap and floor 


regime for interconnectors, the Contract for Difference subsidy arrangements and the land-


use and development planning regime.  


  


As a result, it will likely need a cross-government approach to set the strategic direction 


and a plan to develop an integrated solution that aligns all of the different parts. We 


understand that initial thinking is underway on a way forward to do this. For example, we 


expect to set out our view on this issue in our soon to be published Decarbonisation Action 


Plan.1 It will also be of interest to you that National Grid Electricity Transmission (NGET) 


has proposed in its RIIO-2 Business Plan a more strategic approach to designing the 


onshore network to facilitate the connections of offshore projects in future.2  


  


I appreciate that while the serious implications of harnessing the UK's significant offshore 


wind resources is gaining traction, it is probably of little comfort to SASES and its concerns 


about the proposed development for connecting Scottish Power Rewewables' (SPR) 


windfarms EA1N and EA2 to the onshore transmission system near Friston. 


  


As discussed when we met in October, Ofgem does not decide, under the current 


framework, on the specific offshore wind connection offers that the National Grid Electricity 


                                           
1 This will be published in early February.  
2 See pages 59 - 60 of NGET’s RIIO-2 Business Plan accessible on their website: 
https://www.nationalgridet.com/planning-together-riio/our-riio2-business-plan-2021-2026, “Delivering your future 
electricity transmission system”, December 2019.   


  


 


 


 


Date: 30 January 2020 


 
 



mailto:mncmahony@btinternet.com

https://www.nationalgridet.com/planning-together-riio/our-riio2-business-plan-2021-2026
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System Operator (NGESO) makes to developers through its CION process. Similarly, we do 


not have direct oversight of the optioneering for the point of connection works to the 


onshore transmission system, or the informal or formal stakeholder consultation processes 


that are part of this, regardless of whether these are undertaken by NGET or the developer 


of the offshore windfarm. One of the reasons for this is that the current planning 


legislation, which sets out specific requirements for stakeholder consultation ahead of an 


application for a Development Consent Order (DCO), seeks to streamline the approval 


process for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects, and allows the option to 


amalgamate related developments, such as the onshore system substation and the offshore 


windfarm connection works, into a single DCO.   


  


We note SASES concern that due to the amalgamation of the related developments in a 


single DCO, there is a risk that the location of the connection point works (to the onshore 


system) is taken as a given and is not subject to appropriate optioneering, stakeholder 


consultation and scrutiny. As the Planning Inspectorate has now accepted the DCO 


applications submitted by SPR for examination, it is appropriate that SASES, as a registered 


interested party to the DCO, raise its concerns as part of the formal examination. It will be 


for the Examining Authority to decide on these matters. As such, it is not appropriate for 


Ofgem to take a view on specific issues that will be considered at the examination stage of 


an application.  


  


The remainder of this letter responds to your specific queries, which are summarised as 


follows: 


 


1. Whether the NGESO's CION Assessment process is fit for purpose in terms of NGESO's 


regulatory obligations under the Electricity Act, its licence obligations and its stated 


commitments 


2. Whether the subsequent CION Assessment for EA1N and EA2 is an adequate basis for 


moving the connection offer from Bramford to the Sizewell/Leiston area, especially 


when that decision overrode a previous decision, and without any consultation or 


transparency? 


3. Whether NGET has failed to fulfil its commitments in its Schedule 9 Statement (required 


under the Electricity Act (EA) 1989) because it did not consult local stakeholders on the 


potential siting options for its onshore infrastructure (substation, cable sealing end 


compound, pylon alignment) to connect SPR's  windfarms EA1N and EA2 with the 


onshore system?  


4. Whether Ofgem is responsible for monitoring and enforcing compliance with EA 


Schedule 9 matters? 


5. Whether there is scope for Ofgem to look at how future potential offshore connections 


in the area, including an interconnector project being developed by National Grid 


Ventures, have influenced the CION evaluation? 


6. Whether we could suggest any additional contacts, that have an involvement/interest in 


the connection of offshore wind that you could also raise your concerns with.  


 


Response to question 1: 


The CION process was originally developed by NGESO at a time when the nature of 


offshore generation projects (at least in round 1 and 2) meant that the connections have 


been radial, point-to-point links, which provided an adequate route to market for near-


shore wind projects.  


As explained earlier in this letter, we think that when a significant development of offshore 


generation resources is to be undertaken, there is likely to be a large potential for 


efficiencies and reduced environmental impact if a coordinated and integrated approach is 


adopted. It appears that NGET also considers that a change in its optioneering for the 


onshore point of connect is required, and it has set out proposals in its RIIO-2 business 


plan for the period 2021 to 2026 (that are also referenced in first part of this letter).  



https://www.nationalgridet.com/sites/et/files/documents/8589938109-National%20Grid_s%20commitments%20when%20undertaking%20works%20in%20the%20UK%2C%20December%202016.pdf
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We are currently assessing NGET’s proposals as part of the RIIO-2 price control review 


process, and continue to work with other stakeholders to address wider issues such as the 


risks associated with anticipatory investment and the challenges of aligning the various 


regulatory regimes and government support schemes.  This would likely have implications 


for the NGESO's approach.  


In case you are not aware, there is an opportunity for stakeholders to provide their views 


and evidence on any aspect of the RIIO-2 price control business plans of the network 


companies by responding to our Call for Evidence3 (which closes on the 10th February). 


Response to question 2 and 3: 


As the DCO application for EA2 has now been accepted by the Planning Inspectorate, we 


consider that SASES should direct these concerns as formal matters for the Examination 


Authority to consider.  


Response to question 4: 


  


Ofgem is not responsible for monitoring and enforcing compliance with EA Schedule 9 


matters.  


  


Response to question 5: 


  


Ofgem is not able to look into the influence, if any, other projects have had on the NGESO's 


evaluation of the connection points for EA1N and EA2. We would require some evidence to 


substantiate that there are reasonable grounds for opening a relevant line of enquiry.   


  


Response to question 6:  


  


We understand that SASES is in contact with colleagues at BEIS regarding the issues set 


out in this letter. As the DCO application is now sitting with the Planning Inspectorate, we 


think it is appropriate that SASES direct its concerns regarding the specific development 


proposal for EA1N and EA2 to the Examining Authority to ensure its concerns are given due 


consideration.   


 


With regard to additional contact, we note that the National Infrastructure Commission 


(NIC), NIC published its report ‘Strategic Investment and Public Confidence’4 in October 


2019, which looks at infrastructure in the regulated areas, such as energy. A key 


recommendation to Government is the need for a more strategic framework to deliver the 


UK’s long-term investment needs.  If you would like to initiate a more generic/strategic 


discussion on the issues raised in that document, or how you think these might be relevant 


to the future approach to offshore/onshore developments, you could contact 


Joanna.Campbell@nic.gov.uk.  


 


 


Yours sincerely, 


 


 


 


Min Zhu 


Deputy Director, Systems and Networks 


 


                                           
3 https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/call-evidence-electricity-transmission-gas-transmission-
gas-distribution-and-electricity-system-operator-business-plans-riio-2. 
4 https://www.nic.org.uk/publications/strategic-investment-and-public-confidence/. 



mailto:Joanna.Campbell@nic.gov.uk

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/call-evidence-electricity-transmission-gas-transmission-gas-distribution-and-electricity-system-operator-business-plans-riio-2

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/call-evidence-electricity-transmission-gas-transmission-gas-distribution-and-electricity-system-operator-business-plans-riio-2

https://www.nic.org.uk/publications/strategic-investment-and-public-confidence/
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SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Design & Rochdale Envelope 


[Agenda Item 4(b)(a)] 


 


1. The authorised development in Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the draft DCO does not fix 


parameters for the Substations (“SS”), simply describing “a new onshore SS at Grove 


Wood Friston” (Work No.30) and “a new national Grid SS to the NW of the [SPR] S/S” 


(Work no.41). The parameters are only set to the extent provided for in the Requirements 


(in Schedule 1 Part 3).   


 


2. The DCO requires the certification of the “Outline Onshore SS Design Principles 


Statement” [APP-585] (which is a very brief and rather generalised document) and 


Requirement 12(2) requires submission of detailed design to accord with those principles 


– for the SPR SS.  


 


3. Whilst there is no requirement in the draft DCO (similar to 12(2)) for the NG SS and 


infrastructure to accord with a SS Design Principles Statement, this is now proposed (see 


Answer to EXQ 1.0.8 [REP-105]. This step is certainly necessary as only minimal design 


information has been provided to date (see further below).  


 


4. Requirements 12(3) and (5) set broad limitations on the scale of the SPR SS, including a 


maximum 15m height above finished ground level for buildings, a maximum 18m height 


above finished ground level for electrical equipment, and the fenced compound areas of 


the SS not exceeding 36,100m2.  


 


The NG SS parameters (Requirements 12(7)-(9)) vary significantly, depending whether AIS 


or GIS technology is used (up to 6m building height above finished ground level and a 


maximum fenced compound area of 44,950m2 for AIS, and up to 16m building height 


above finished ground level and a maximum fenced compound area of 16,800m2 for GIS). 
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The external electrical equipment comprised within the NG SS (AIS or GIS) must not 


exceed 16m height above finished ground level1.  


 


5. The choice of AIS or GIS technology should not be left until post-consent as NGET has 


many years of experience with both technologies (for example at Bramford SS), and the 


requirements of the current projects have been available for several years. NG should be 


further along in the design process by this stage of the DCO but has not adequately 


progressed the proposal. An election should have been made by now, to enable a proper 


evaluation of design and effects. It is also the case that if land is acquired sufficient for the 


larger footprint of an AIS SS but NG then choose to develop a GIS SS, that would free-up 


land2 which could be used for the infrastructure needed for future projects (see below).  


 


6. This is yet another matter where NGET/NGESO’s failure to engage and cooperate with the 


Examination has caused real difficulties for Interested Parties (including SASES) and has 


plainly not assisted the ExA in its consideration of the proposals, as made clear at ISH2 


and in the Action Points3 issued on 4 December 2020. It is remarkable that a NG NSIP is 


being promoted at this Examination, yet NGET and NGESO consider it appropriate not to 


participate in the Hearings, particularly as SPR was unable to answer all the questions put 


to it at ISH2 in relation to the NG infrastructure. 


 


7. Whilst the principle of the Rochdale Envelope approach is, of course, recognised by SASES, 


there is a real danger in the present case that with such expansive parameters, lacking 


justification, the DCO as drafted would fail to ensure good design (as required by NPS EN-


1 at 4.5), EN-3 at 2.4 and EN-5 at 2.5). 


 


 
1 NG also requires 3 cable sealing ends, 2 modified pylons and a new pylon. As detailed in the SASES DCO WRs  
[1-367], the DCOs do not contain a parameter for the areas of this infrastructure only the heights – see 
requirements 12 (10), (11) and (12). In this context, the plans show that one of the cable sealing ends is 
significantly larger than the other two (which SASES understands are to contain the circuit breakers). The 
design principles statement referred to in para 3 above should also apply to this additional infrastructure; it all 
forms part of the NG connection hub. 
2 This matter is also relevant to SPR’s justification for the compulsory acquisition of the Order lands, in terms of 
the land take actually required. 
3 See Action Points: 3, 7, 8, 9, 12, 16 and 22. 
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8. In the absence of proper justification for the parameters, SASES submit that it is very 


difficult for ExA to be able to judge from an electrical engineering perspective, or 


otherwise, whether the parameters are excessive or not.  


 


9. However, it is apparent that the draft DCO would enable development that is far too 


flexible and insufficiently controlled and which will cause significant environmental harm 


which could be avoided in part and/or reduced4. For example, the maximum building 


height (15m) and external electrical equipment height (18m) for the SPR SS (see above) is 


not justified when compared to other SSs.  


 


10. At ISH2, SASES referred to the Rampion “low impact” design for an onshore SS in West 


Sussex, where development is limited to 8.3m maximum height (apart from the super grid 


transformer horns at 10.5m) on a similar footprint area (but not footprint shape). The 


consented power capacity at Rampion was 700MW with AIS switchgear  (cf the 800 and 


900MW for EA1N and EA2), albeit that SASES understands that the built capacity was 


400MW. 


 


11. As made clear at ISH2, there obviously are differences between Rampion and the SPR 


proposals (including the transmission voltages - see for example the Applicant’s answer 


to EXQ1.10.5 [REP1-115]) but SPR’s attempts in ISH2 to dismiss the relevance of Rampion 


on that basis simply misses the point (or perhaps refuses to grapple with it). Rampion was 


not put forward by SASES as a template for Friston, the comparison was made on a 


qualitative basis and to show that it is possible to improve design to minimise effects - if 


there is a willingness to do so. (It is also notable that the original proposed Rampion design 


was considerably improved as a result of the consultation and examination process (see 


para 7 of App 2 to the SASES Design WRs [REP1-357]).  


 


 
4 This point is made without prejudice to the SASES main case that the DCO proposals are not in accordance 
with the relevant NPS (s.104(3) of the Planning Act 2008) and the multiple and manifest adverse impacts (in 
particular the severe effects on Friston) would outweigh the benefits (s.104(7) of the Planning Act 2008) such 
that the DCOs should be refused consent. Alternatively, that the onshore cable route and SS should be refused 
and a DCO could then be made for an appropriate connection point.  







 4 


12. However, at Friston, the SPR SS design appears to be based on the EA1 SS at Bramford, 


(so much for site specific, micro design) even though Friston is a much more 


environmentally sensitive area – a greenfield site in a valued and historic landscape - and 


EA1 is located on an existing SS site. The Project Update Note [REP2-007] recently 


confirms a reduction in the maximum footprint of the SPR SS to 190m x 170m, to allow an 


area of woodland to the west to be retained, but the limited effects of such reduction are 


addressed by Ms Bolger on behalf of SASES in her comments on the Project Update Note 


which form part of SASES Deadline 3 submissions, and they do not result in any 


meaningful qualitative improvement or lessening of impact.  


 


13. The differences in design quality as judged by carefully minimised height and resultant 


visual impact between for example Rampion, and Bramford EA1 is very marked. During 


ISH2, SPR also referred to the GIS SS being built at Moray East as an example of design 


work elsewhere5. That example further emphasises the point that, given the sensitivity of 


the location and it proximity to a rural community, if the DCO scheme is consented, the 


standard of design must incorporate some real ambition and quality, even if that comes 


at an increased cost. 


 


14. SPR’s rather frantic attempts during ISH2 to resist meaningful external input is extremely 


disappointing to SASES and is another reason why an independent design champion is 


required (to address both electrical engineering requirements and aesthetics). As things 


stand, the ExA and the local community is effectively being asked just to take SPR’s word 


on design. Whilst SPR might be keen to mark its own homework, the effective (albeit 


slightly tweaked) replication of EA1 at Friston falls far short of good design and 


independent input and evaluation is demonstrably necessary.   


 


15. A further concern is that the proposed development area is materially oversized, 


particularly as: (i) the draft DCO provides for generation capacity to be as low as 100MW 


(definition of Work No.1 in Schedule 1); and (ii) the likelihood of future projects needing 


 
5  https://www.morayeast.com/current-works/onshore-works 
 



https://www.morayeast.com/current-works/onshore-works
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to connect to the Grid at Friston (see the SASES WRs and submissions on cumulative 


impact assessment (“CIA”)). 


 


16. The history of offshore windfarm projects (see the details provided in App 1 of the SASES 


Design WRs [REP1-357]) is that they are often downsized, in terms of generating capacity, 


but because of the DCO parameters, the changes have not required approval. That means 


the full extent of the parameters can be build out - even if no longer justified - and even 


if the benefits said to outweigh the harm are thus materially reduced.  


 


17. SASES therefore consider that the Applicant should be constrained to deliver a project 


within a more limited range of generating capacity (see SASES WRs on the Draft DCO 


[REP1-367]), so that an application for a change in the project would be required if 


proposed capacity were to be materially reduced. To allow otherwise would enable a loss 


of economy and efficiency and potentially a material lack of the benefit that is said to 


justify the scheme. (It is also the case that the NG connection hub is designed to serve 


both EA1N and EA2, but only one of the SPR SS might be constructed, see below). 


 


18. Further, the DCO authorises the acquisition of land for the greatest extent of the 


parameters and this large SS area would become operational land for the purposes of the 


relevant electricity undertakings (by Article 33 of the DCO). The consequence is that the 


land would attract permitted development rights under Class B Part 15 of Schedule 2 of 


the Town and County Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, 


which could permit further extensive development and give future flexibility of delivery 


of new infrastructure, potentially in relation to other projects. Therefore permitted 


development rights should be restricted, to prevent later significant development without 


planning approval.   


 


19. As NPS EN-1 states, applying “good design” to energy projects should produce sustainable 


infrastructure sensitive to place, efficient in the use of natural resources and energy used 


in their construction and operation (4.5.1). Good design, in terms of siting and use of 


appropriate technologies can help mitigate adverse impacts (4.5.2). For the ExA to 


consider the proposal for a project, applicants should be able to demonstrate in their 
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application documents how the design process was conducted and how the proposed 


design evolved (4.5.4).  


 


20. In the present case, it remains unclear how the design process was conducted, or how 


technology and functionality alternatives were considered to reduce adverse 


environmental impact. As set out above, the SPR approach instead appears essentially to 


replicate what has been done for EA1 in terms of the size and design of the SSs, (albeit 


that the Project Update Note [REP2-007] confirms a reduction in the maximum footprint 


of each onshore substation to 190m x 170m). Whilst SPR now says (Mr Innes at ISH2) that 


it is “squeezing the Rochdale envelope”, the minor footprint reduction and potential (but 


as yet unspecified) further tweaks to the parameters do not get near the necessary 


qualitative design improvements required to reduce and/or mitigate the serious and 


multiple adverse effects of the proposed development.  


 


21. As to the design of the NG SS, SASES understands that the design parameters for the SS 


provided to SPR are, according to NGET, the standard size requirements for the SS 


required to connect EA1N and EA2 projects6. That highlights the reality that there has 


been no meaningful effort made to design the facility to fit its surroundings and no focus 


on appropriate low impact design, or adequate mitigation.  


 


22. In response to EXQ 1.0.17, the Applicant stated that it selected the onshore SS and NG SS 


locations to reflect the requirements of the DCO projects only and did not consider 


potential expansion of the NG SS. However, the SoCG with NGV SPR (p7) [REP1-062] 


confirms that the proposals make allowance for additional land to be used by the Nautilus 


and EuroLink projects (see p5 of the NG Nautilus FAQs document and also the SASES WRs 


and submissions on CIA).  


 
 


 
6 In a letter dated 24 November 2020 from Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, solicitors to NGET, to Paul Chandler of 
Save Our Sandlings it is stated on page 2 in relation to the size of the “NGET compound”: “As above the design 
parameters for the sub-station have been provided to the promoter by NGET. These are standard size 
requirements for the sub-station required to connect EA1N and the A2 project.”[emphasis added] This letter is 
attached at Appendix 1 to the SASES written submissions on CIA. 
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In addition SPR as part of the documentation provided for the Phase 3.5 consultation 


produced a note dated 28 June 20187 prepared by National Grid setting out its assessment 


of connection options. In paragraph 5.4 of this note it is stated that “A new National Grid 


400kV substation will therefore be required somewhere in the Leiston area, beyond the 


Sizewell site, to connect the two proposed windfarms and the two proposed 


interconnectors” [emphasis added]. In paragraph 5.5 it is stated that “National Grid is 


proposing a single new 400kV substation which, subject to consent being granted, would 


connect all of these new sources of generation to the NETS. The windfarms and 


interconnectors would each have buried cables connecting the individual developments 


into that new 400 kV substation.”[emphasis added]. 


 
 
23. Further, the land selected for the NGET SS and associated screening seems to be greater 


than that specifically required for EA1N and EA2 alone. Layer ‘22-05 linework’ of the OLMP 


dated 21 August 2019 clearly shows, as a blue outline, an area of land of unspecified 


purpose which can now be seen to very similar to the land shown in Figure 1 of the SoCG 


which is shown as NGET SS expansion for the Nautilus and EuroLink projects.  


 
24. SPR and/or NG has therefore considered further NG requirements and it is wholly 


unconvincing to suggest otherwise (see also SASES WRS and submissions on CIA and Site 


Selection). 


 
25. Consistent with its submissions at ISH2, SASES respectfully endorses the ExA request8 that 


NGET confirms (without qualification) that the proposed NG SS (together with the other 


infrastructure which forms part of the NG connection hub) and all the land subject to 


compulsory acquisition proposals at Friston and in the applications before the ExA will 


serve only EA1N and EA2. As set out above, it is also the case that the NG connection hub 


is designed to serve both EA1N and EA2, but only one of the SPR SS might be constructed. 


NG should explain the implications for the NG NSIP requirements, in the event that only 


EA1N or EA2 is built.  


 
7https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assess
ment_Note.pdf 
 
8 Action Point 22. 



https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf

https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/userfiles/file/National_Grid_COIN_Process_Connection_Assessment_Note.pdf
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26. SASES submits that, as the proposed NG SS is said to be purely for the purposes of EA1N 


and EA2, NG needs to demonstrate that it has complied with the relevant requirements 


of the Electricity Act 1989 (“the EA 1989”) in all respects (see the SASES WRs and 


submissions on Site Selection), by ensuring that the design capacity, land take, physical 


arrangement and materials chosen for the SS are strictly limited to those necessary to 


accept the rated power from these projects and not capable of accepting further capacity, 


without the approval of another consent application.  


 


27. Given the extent and range of the material adverse impacts of the proposals, if consented, 


there needs to be more control on the design of SSs, to ensure what comes forward has 


the least possible impact, by minimising adverse effects (including the proper sequencing 


of construction9) and ensuring that significant future development cannot come forward 


without proper scrutiny.  


 


28. SPR has proposed the landscape and building design of the SS should be subject to review 


by an organisation such as the Design Council (see Answers to EXQ 1.0.6 [REP-105]). 


Whilst that is welcome (to the extent that the Design Council is focused on aesthetics  


rather than efficient engineering design), SASES considers that the Design Principles 


Statement, or an additional Requirement, should require the design be subject to 


independent design review by industry-leading power engineering consultants, against 


the strict criterion of achieving the lowest possible landscape and environmental impacts, 


by best choice and layout of power equipment etc. It is important that the technical design 


choice of the electrical power equipment selected by the Applicant can be properly 


scrutinised - as well as the aesthetic design.  


 


29. SASES also strongly urge (and, even at this late stage, invite SPR to reconsider and agree 


to) the appointment of a “design champion” to advise holistically on the quality of 


sustainable design and the use of a design approach methodology, such as at the Hinkley 


Point C Connector Project. Further, an Overview Panel (comprised of relevant experts, the 


 
9 SASES is also concerned that the Applicant seeks a 7 year period to commence the project, despite its 
emphasis elsewhere on the urgent need for offshore wind power.   
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local authorities and community representatives) should be created to ensure proper 


input from stakeholders, including the local community. After all, it is the local community 


that will be blighted by the SSs and it should therefore have a meaningful say in how these 


immense structures, which will adversely impact and dominate the local area for at least 


a generation, are developed. 


 


 


 


SASES 


15th December 2020 
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Landscape Briefing Note 3  
 
Project:  1080 East Anglia One North and East Anglia Two 
Date:  10th December 2020 
Purpose:  Notes following Issue Specific Hearings No 2  (ISHs2) 
Reference:  1080 BN03 Final Notes following ISHs2- onshore works .docx 


 


Introduction 


1. These notes summarise the key issues raised with regard to the landscape and visual impacts of 


the onshore elements within the DCO applications.  All comments are relevant to both 


applications. 


 


Agenda Item 3b - Strategic siting - approach 


2. The applicant took the ExA through the selection process which resulted in the choice of 


Friston as the location for the onshore SPR substations and the NG substation.  However, they 


failed to acknowledge a, fundamental error in the landscape and visual Red/Amber/Green 


(RAG) Assessment which renders the choice of Friston as a location unsound.   


3. In May 2018 SPR published East Anglia TWO and East Anglia ONE North Summary and Approach 


to Site Selection which identified Friston as the preferred site.  The choice was based on the 


RAG assessment but the full details of the assessment, and in particular the landscape and 


visual assumptions that underlay it, were not provided until the Preliminary Environmental 


Information Report (specifically Appendix 4.1) was submitted for consultation in February 2019. 


4. The RAG Assessment revealed that a fundamental error had been made with regard to both 


‘landscape character and sensitivity to development’ and ‘visual sensitivity to development’.  


Both these criteria were assessed as ‘green’ which is meant to indicate ‘positive attributes’1. 


Neither of these conclusions were supported when the full Landscape and Visual Impact 


Assessment (LVIA) was undertaken within the EIA.   


  


 
1 EN010077-001052-6.3.4.2 EA1N ES Appendix 4.2 RAG Assessment for Onshore Substations Site Selection in the Sizewell Area 
Para 27 
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5. With regard to landscape character sensitivity, the RAG Assessment cites detractors within the 


wider Estate Claylands LCA (A12, suburbanisation and industrial scale agricultural buildings) 


when assessing the sensitivity of the landscape around Friston.  None of them are present in the 


landscape around Friston and they are not mentioned for the other site located within the same 


LCA (Site 6/6A).  There is no mention in the RAG Assessment of the distinctive local character 


at Friston, although ‘distinctive local character’ is given as a reason why Site 6/ 6A has greater 


sensitivity.  However, when the LVIA was undertaken it describes the landscape as follows: 


‘The local landscape in the Friston area has a strong sense of place and local 


distinctiveness, with value deriving from the setting of the landscape to the parish of 


Friston, the characteristic arrangement of this parish, the village and outlying farmsteads 


in the open agricultural setting with a simple, rural character, network of fields with 


strong hedgerow field boundaries, scattered mature deciduous field boundary trees and 


distinctive backdrop of ancient woodland (Grove Wood).’ (Para 179) 


6. This assessment is in direct contradiction to that in the RAG Assessment.  Had a similar 


understanding of the landscape been shown in the RAG Assessment, the site could not have been 


assessed as having positive attributes with regard to its ability to accommodate the proposed 


development.  Indeed, the LVIA concludes that the local landscape has high/medium sensitivity 


to the development. 


7. There was a similar failure to accurately assess the visual sensitivity to development of the 


Friston Area.  The RAG Assessment focused on the potential for Grove Wood to screen views 


however this had already been covered in the criteria relating to ‘Opportunity to utilise 


existing features for screening and modify/ mitigate visual impacts’.  The score of ‘green’ 


indicating ‘positive attributes’ was not supported by the LVIA which identified a high degree of 


visual sensitivity due to the well-used PRoW network and the relationship between this 


landscape and the village of Friston.  


8. The RAG Assessment did not allow for the severance of a PRoW, the loss of a significant length 


of that PRoW and the consequent disruption to the PRoW network to register as more 


significant than the presence of a PRoW within 100m.  


9. Had the RAG Assessment been accurate, the Friston site would not have been identified as a suitable 


location for the SPR substations and the NG substation.  The inability of the mitigation measures to 


make any significant reduction in either the landscape or visual effects of the development is as a 


consequence of the misleading results of the RAG Assessment, which indicated that there were 


attributes to the landscape that would enable it to accommodate the development. It resulted in the 


selection of a site where adverse impacts cannot be adequately mitigated. 
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Agenda Item 4b - Landscape and Visual Impact, including upon PRoWs 


Identification of harm 


10. The approach in the LVIA to identify impacts only as ‘significant’ or ‘not significant’. (Table 


29.5 Significance Matrix Page 30) does not provide a clear indication of the severity of the 


landscape and visual harm.  This has been borne out in a recent response by the Applicant to 


Natural England’s (NE) Deadline 1 response.  NE had assumed that significant impacts implied 


harmful impacts and the Applicant responded: 


‘the submitted special qualities assessment does not use the term ‘harm’ to special qualities, 


instead focusing on assessment of significance. The SLVIA does not necessarily equate 


significance with harm or unacceptability, which are considered to be further judgements 


beyond the assessment of significance.’2 


11. I agree that there do need to be ‘further judgements beyond the assessment of significance’, 


but these are not provided in the LVIA.  Both the landscape and visual effects of the onshore 


development at Friston result in ‘higher levels of magnitude, which may typically be those 


effects that may be expected to result in ‘harm’3.  I have used a best practice approach and 


interrogated the individual assessments of sensitivity and magnitude of change within the 


LVIA4.  Based on these assessments the harm to the local landscape character identified by the 


LVIA is major or moderate major adverse during construction and Year 1 of operation.  This 


only reduces slightly to moderate major adverse after 15 years and that assumes highly 


optimistic tree growth. See below.  


  


 
2 ’ EN010077-002976-ExA.AS-10.D2.V1 EA1N&EA2 Applicants' Responses to NE's Deadline 1 Submissions Page 75 
3 EN010077-002976-ExA.AS-10.D2.V1 EA1N&EA2 Applicants' Responses to NE's Deadline 1 Submissions Page 76 .   
4 EN010077-002776-DL1 - SASES - Written Representation Landscape and Visual pages 50 & 51  
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Visualisations  


12. EN010077-002776-DL1 - SASES - Written Representation Landscape and Visual pages 53-55 sets 


out the problems with the visualisations.  The key issues which we hope will be rectified in the 


Applicant’s next set of visualisations, which we have been told will be prepared to represent 


the changes to the mitigation proposals promised for Deadline 3, are: 


• There are a number of key locations that have not been represented, in particular 


from Footpath 6 looking towards the village. 


• The change in Horizontal Field of View (HFoV) between the ‘existing images’ and the 


visualisations makes it difficult to make direct comparisons. This is contrary to 


Landscape Institute Guidance5. We expect the Applicant’s next set of visualisations to 


include an additional image to rectify this omission.   


13. At the Hearing three viewpoints were considered that illustrated some of the issues with the 


visualisations and the accompanying assessment: 


• Vp 1 PRoW near Friston House.  The LVIA correctly assesses this Vp as being subject 


to a high magnitude of change at operational Yr 1 but incorrectly described it as 


being subject to a negligible magnitude of change at operational Yr 15.  The planting 


may have obscured views of the substations by Yr 15 if the highly optimistic growth 


rates are to be believed.  However, even if the trees have obscured views of the 


substation, there is still a significant change from open views across an undulating 


landscape to a wooded horizon, to an enclosed view.  This is not a negligible change. 


• Vp 5 – PRoW, near Moor Farm (should be High House Farm) This is an important 


viewpoint where an existing image at the same HFoV as the visualisation would have 


highlighted the view of the church on the right-hand edge of the image.  This view 


will be seen through the most westerly (and largest) of the sealing end structures. 


There will be no mitigation of this visual effect after 15 years and a ‘tree branch’ 


introduced to the right-hand edge of the image is misleading.  It is hoped this ‘tree 


branch’ will be omitted in the next set of visualisations. 


  


 
5 Visual Representation of Development Proposals (LI TGN 06/19) 
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• Vp 9 - B1121 Aldeburgh Road, south of Friston.  The LVIA acknowledges that the 


mitigation would have no effect on reducing the impact on this viewpoint and this is 


agreed.  However, I consider that the magnitude of change is higher than low-


medium due to the incongruity between the current view of the edge of a rural 


village with its church, and the scale and industrial nature of the substations which 


will appear in this view to be immediately behind the village.  The magnitude of 


change is at least medium and the effect is moderate major adverse and 


permanent.  


14. There is no information on what finished floor levels were used in the visualisations.  It is 


expected that this information will be provided with the Applicant’s next set of visualisations. 


 


Construction Period  


15. There remains uncertainty over the construction period for the substations. At the minimum it 


will be four years which is the top limit of ‘short term’ as defined in the LVIA. Whist the 


Applicant has agreed to lay ducting along the route of the cable so that it does not have to be 


dug up a second time if the two developments are not built concurrently, there has been no 


agreement to construct both SPR substations concurrently.  Nor has there been any indication 


of when the NG substation would be constructed relatively to the SPR substations.  The LVIA 


should have taken a worse-case scenario which would be at least six years. Consequently, all 


the construction effects should be described as medium term. 


16. Given a potential six year construction period the Yr 15 visualisations in effect represent more 


than twenty years after the start of construction.  If, as local knowledge suggests, the 


visualisations are very optimistic with regard to the rates of tree growth they represent twenty-


five to thirty years after construction commences.   
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Tree Growth  


17. The OLEMS Para 81 states that ‘Heights of taller trees (W1, W3, W4) at 15 years post-planting 


are based on an assumption of planting 60cm cell-grown plants, with an average annual growth 


rate of 30cm per year for the first 5 years and 50cm per year for the next 10 years, based on 


relevant guidance (IEMA, 2019), research of relevant published literature (Skinner, 1987) and 


plant nurseries, and are comparable to precedents established by other NSIP projects.’ 


18. I have not been able to find the 2019 IEMA Guidance referred to here but I have found an IEMA 


article from their publican ‘Transform’ which was published in 2013 not 2019 which quotes 


these exact growth rates as a ‘rule of thumb’.  I do not think this article, written by a 


landscape architect, is properly described as IEMA Guidance.  Much of the article is devoted to 


stressing the need for ‘examining the conditions on site’ and ‘examining the growth pattens of 


nearby vegetation’.  There is no evidence in the LVIA that the site conditions were examined.    


19. As the rates quoted are exactly those provided in the IEMA article it is not clear what additional 


information has been derived from the other sources referred to.  However, it should be noted 


that a literature research carried out in 1987 is likely to be out of date with regard to current 


and predicted climate.  We have seen no plant nursery information from the Applicant to 


support these growth rates.   Instead, we have evidence from Jon Rose, a local Horticultural, 


Environmental and Landscape Consultant that ‘given dry summers, growth rates can often be 


50% or less of what is predicted.’6  We also heard similar evidence at the hearing from East 


Suffolk’s experienced landscape and arboricultural officer. 


  


 
6 EN010077-002776-DL1 - SASES - Written Representation Landscape and Visual pdf page 205 
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Public Amenity  


20. The Outline Onshore Substation Design Principles Statement (APP-585) outlines various design 


principles which it is already evident cannot be achieved.  In particular the substations have 


not been ‘sensitively placed’ and there is no potential for ‘gains for public amenity’.  


21. Rather than achieving gains for public amenity, the severance and loss of more than 700m of 


Footpath 6 will result in a significant loss of public amenity. The proposed diversion, which will 


run between the road and the substations, will have a very significantly reduced amenity value 


compared to that currently afforded by Footpath 6.  In addition, the amenity value of all the 


existing PRoWs north of Friston will be significantly reduced as the current experience of 


walking in a tranquil rural landscape will have been lost and the character of the landscape will 


be defined by the dominant presence of the substations and ancillary infrastructure.  Even for 


those sections of footpath which do not have views of the substations, or when walking away 


from the substations, walkers will be aware of their presence and the current perceptual 


experience of walking in and through a tranquil landscape will have be diminished significantly.  


22. There is a key difference between the impact of the existing pylons and the potential impact of 


the substations. The pylons are detractors in the landscape, but they allow the existing 


character to remain due to a large part because the overhead lines are above ground and the  


footprint of the pylons in any one location is small.  As evidenced by the LVIA, a landscape that 


contains pylons can still be described as having a strong sense of place, local distinctiveness, 


and a simple, rural character.  If the substations are built to the north of Friston they would 


become the defining characteristic of the landscape and would be the first thing mentioned in 


any future landscape character assessment. 
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SPR EA1N and EA2 PROJECTS 
 


 


DEADLINE 3 – COMMENTS ON APPLICANTS DEADLINE 2 


SUBMISSIONS 
 


 
Interested Party:  SASES  IP Reference Nos. 20024106 and 20024110 


   


Date:  15 December 2020   Issue: 1 


 


 


Introduction 


 


1. This document sets out a number of comments on a variety of the submissions made by 


the Applicants at Deadline 2. They are as follows: 


 


a. Applicant’s Comments on Written Representations in respect of the SASES 


Written Representations at Section 2.151 


 


b. Project Update Note 


 


c. Noise and Vibration Clarification Note 


 


d. SuDS Infiltration Note  


 


e. Regulatory Context Note 


 


2. In addition in relation to flood risk matters including the SuDS Infiltration Note, GWP 


Consultants have made a number of comments including on other parties’ submissions at 


Deadline 2. Its report is set out at Appendix 4. 


 


3. For the avoidance of doubt the fact that no comment is made on  a submission made by 


any party does not indicate that SASES agrees with the submission. 


Applicant’s Comments on Written Representations in respect of the SASES Written 


Representations at Section 2.15 


4. The Applicants state at paragraph 6 that:  


“SASES have chosen not to engage in the SoCG process until after Deadline 1. The 
SASES submission at Deadline 1 therefore represents the first opportunity the Applicants 
have had to consider their detailed comments. Since submission of the Applications in 
October 2019, the Applicants have progressed discussions with other stakeholders and 
statutory bodies through the SoCG process and a number of matters have been 


 
1 https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010077/EN010077-002981-
ExA.WR%202.D2.V1%20EA1N&EA2%20Applicants'%20Comments%20on%20Written%20Represen
tations%20Volume%202%20Technical%20Stakeholders.pdf 
 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010077/EN010077-002981-ExA.WR%202.D2.V1%20EA1N&EA2%20Applicants'%20Comments%20on%20Written%20Representations%20Volume%202%20Technical%20Stakeholders.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010077/EN010077-002981-ExA.WR%202.D2.V1%20EA1N&EA2%20Applicants'%20Comments%20on%20Written%20Representations%20Volume%202%20Technical%20Stakeholders.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010077/EN010077-002981-ExA.WR%202.D2.V1%20EA1N&EA2%20Applicants'%20Comments%20on%20Written%20Representations%20Volume%202%20Technical%20Stakeholders.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010077/EN010077-002981-ExA.WR%202.D2.V1%20EA1N&EA2%20Applicants'%20Comments%20on%20Written%20Representations%20Volume%202%20Technical%20Stakeholders.pdf
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progressed through the production of further clarification notes submitted at Deadline 1 
and Deadline 2.” 


5. The facts are rather different. The reality is that the Applicants have failed to meaningfully 
engage with SASES until they were compelled to do so by the procedural decision of the 
Examining Authorities. There were at least five occasions going back to March 2019 which 
should have prompted Scottish Power to meaningfully engage with Friston Parish Council 
and SASES, yet on every one of those occasions it failed to do so - more details are set 
out in Appendix 1.  


6. In any event the Applicants’ failure to respond to SASES’ written representations at 
Deadline 2 is unacceptable given the substantial resources at their disposal and given that 
the nature and detail of SASES’ written representations was clearly flagged by its previous 
submissions. It is yet another example of Scottish Power’s inability to properly engage with 
the local community which is clearly a deep seated cultural issue within Scottish Power. 
This raises serious concerns about the Applicants’ genuine willingness to involve the local 
community should the DCOs be granted and more importantly listen to it, which Scottish 
Power has conspicuously failed to do for almost 2 years. 


7. SASES sent draft Statements of Common Ground to Scottish Power on 26 November 
2020. 


8. Written representation 01 site selection – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until 
Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. However site selection was 
discussed at ISH2 and the Applicants’ comments here need to be viewed in the context of 
the submissions made at ISH2. See further SASES’ post hearing submissions on site 
selection. With regard to the quotation of Natural England this needs to be considered in 
the context of Natural England’s responsibility in respect of Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. From Natural England’s limited remit a good result was achieved as permanent 
development is now proposed to take place outside the AONB notwithstanding the 
unsuitability of the selected site with which Natural England were not concerned.  


9. Written representation 02 cumulative impact – as the Applicants will not respond in detail 
until Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. Cumulative impact was 
discussed at ISH2 and the Applicants’ comments here need to be viewed in the context of 
the submissions made at ISH2. See further SASES’ post hearing submissions on 
cumulative impact. With regard to the quotation from the SoCG with NGET this is a self-
serving statement since NGET is also interested in ensuring a proper cumulative impact 
assessment is not conducted in respect of the new National Grid connection hub.  


10. Written representation 03 landscape and visual – as the Applicants will not respond in 
detail until Deadline 4 no detailed comment can be made at this time. Landscape and 
visual matters were discussed at ISH2 and the Applicant comments here need to be 
viewed in the context of the submissions made at ISH2. See further SASES’ post hearing 
submissions on landscape.  


11. Written representation 04 flood risk - as the Applicants will not respond in detail until 
Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. The statement concerning the 
Environment Agency is misleading since it only deals with fluvial flood risk not pluvial flood 
risk - see SASES comments made at Deadline 2 on the SoCG with the Environment 
Agency. See also the report of GWP Consultants at Appendix 4. 


12. Written representation 05 cultural heritage – as the Applicants will not respond in detail 
until Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. Cultural heritage matters 
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were discussed at ISH2 and the Applicants’ comments here need to be viewed in the 
context of the submissions made at ISH2.  


13. Written representation 06 noise – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until Deadline 
4 no detailed comment can be made at this time. With regard to the Noise and Vibration 
Clarification Note see comments below.  


14. Written representation 07 land use – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until 
Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. Comments were made by 
SASES on the Applicants’ Land Use Clarification Note at Deadline 2.   


15. Written representation 08 substation design and Rochdale envelope – as the Applicants 
will not respond in detail until Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. 
Design matters were discussed at ISH2 and the Applicants’ comments need to be viewed 
in the context of the submissions made at ISH2. See further SASES’ post hearing 
submissions on this topic. With regard to the quotation from the SoCG with NGET this is 
a self-serving statement since NGET wishes to avoid a cumulative impact assessment 
being carried out in respect of the National Grid connection hub. 


16. Written representation 09 footpaths – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until 
Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. With regard to the Public Rights 
of Way Clarification Note please see SASES’ comments on this document submitted at 
Deadline 2. With regard to the Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Clarification Note please 
see SASES’ comments on this document submitted at Deadline 2. 


17. Written representation 10 human health – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until 
Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. With regard to the statement 
“the Applicants have therefore sought to engage with local communities as effectively as 
possible since the project inception” this is not an accurate representation of reality. 
SASES submitted to the Planning Inspectorate an Adequacy of Consultation report dated 
5 September 2019, outlining the serious deficiencies Scottish Power’s engagement. All 
the Applicants’ deficient engagement has achieved is greater anxiety and stress and 
engendered deep distrust of Scottish Power and National Grid. 


18. Written representation 11 ecology – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until 
Deadline 3 no detailed can be made at this time. SASES commented on the Ecological 
Enhancement Clarification Note at Deadline 2. As previously noted the reduction in the 
footprint of each substation has no effect and no reduction has been proposed in the scale 
of the National Grid connection hub. 


19. Written representation 12 transport and traffic – as the Applicants will not respond in detail 
until Deadline 4 no detailed comment can be made at this time. Comments were made on 
the Transport and Traffic Clarification Note at Deadline 2. 


20. Written representation 13 light pollution – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until 
Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. 


21. Written representation 14 safety – as the Applicants will not respond in detail until Deadline 
3 no detailed comment can be made at this time.  


22. Written representation 15 tourism and socio-economics – as the Applicants will not 
respond in detail until Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. It is not 
for SASES to speak for the Destination Management Organisation but it is aware that the 
DMO has serious concerns given the findings of its report. Comments were made on the 
Socio-economic and Tourism Clarification Note at Deadline 2. 
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23. Written representation 16 construction - substation site  – as the Applicants will not 
respond in detail until Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. The minor 
reduction in substation footprint is irrelevant in the context of the uncertainty of the 
construction period. Likewise the cable proposals are equally irrelevant at the substation 
site. It is of concern that the Applicants think that its comments address the issues of 
construction disruption at the substation site given the uncertainty of its construction 
programme. The Applicants’ objective is solely about maintaining flexibility without regard 
to the impact on the Friston community. 


24. Written representation 17 onshore cable corridor – as the Applicants will not respond in 
detail until Deadline 3 no detailed comment can be made at this time. 


25. Written representation 18 development consent order – as the Applicant will not respond 
in detail until Deadline 3 no comment can be made at this time. 


Project Update Note 


26. The Applicants proposals to reduce the footprint by the small amount of 10% will have no 
effect on the impacts on the landscape or heritage. See at Appendix 2  Landscape Briefing 
Note 4 from Michelle Bolger, Expert Landscape Architect. 


Noise and Vibration Clarification Note 


 


27. See supplemental report from Rupert Taylor at Appendix 3. 


 


SuDS Infiltration Note 


 


28. See supplemental report from GWP Consultants at Appendix 4. 


 


Regulatory Context Note 


 


29. The Applicants’ analysis is revealing particularly in the context of environmental 


considerations. Despite setting out details of the obligations under the Electricity Act 1989. 


at no point is there any reference to Schedule 9 of the Act which requires environmental 


considerations to be taken into account. See further SASES post hearing submissions on 


Ste Selection. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
Scottish Power’s History of Engagement (or lack thereof) 


1. Friston Parish Council and SASES engaged seriously in the Phase 4 consultation and produced 
a detailed response which ran to 33 pages. This was submitted on 25th March 2019. Many of 
the issues which now fall to be considered by the examining authorities were raised in that 
consultation response. Despite that detailed response to the Phase 4 consultation and SASES’s 
obvious local knowledge, Scottish Power did not invite SASES and Friston Parish Council to 
engage in preparing SoCGs or participate in any other form of meaningful engagement. 


2. On 19th July 2019 Friston Parish Council and SASES met with David Walker, then development 
of Scottish Power, to discuss the projects. It was a deeply unsatisfactory meeting as David 
Walker was not in a position to address meaningfully any of the issues which SASES had raised 
in its consultation response. SASES followed that meeting with a detailed letter expressing its 
concerns. Yet again despite that detailed response Scottish Power did not invite SASES and 
Friston Parish Council to engage in preparing a SoCGs or participate in any other form of 
meaningful engagement. 


3. On 5th September 2019 Friston Parish Council and SASES submitted a detailed report on the 
inadequacy of Scottish Power’s consultation with the community. Despite the detailed concerns 
expressed and the obvious local knowledge of SASES, Scottish Power did not invite SASES to 
engage in preparing a SoCGs of common ground. 


4. On 24th January 2020 Friston Parish Council and SASES submitted its relevant representations 
in respect of the applications again within the confines of relevant representations. It was clear 
SASES had detailed knowledge and concerns. Those relevant representations reflected many 
of the issues which had been raised with Scottish Power prior to that date. Those representations 
covered all 18 topics which were then the subject of SASES Written Representations. Therefore 
those 18 topics should have come as no surprise to the Scottish Power. Further despite the 
content of Friston Parish Council’s and SASES’ relevant representations, Scottish Power did not 
invite SASES and Friston Parish Council to engage in preparing SoCGs. 


5. On 9th March 2020, prior to the COVID lockdown, SASES wrote to the Planning Inspectorate in 
the context of the original preliminary meeting advising the Planning Inspectorate that SASES 
had instructed experts in the areas of landscape, heritage, noise and flooding. At that point given 
the complete lack of meaningful engagement by Scottish Power, SASES suggested that its 
experts might participate in the preparation of SoCGs. Scottish Power chose not to take note of 
that suggestion and did not invite SASES and Friston Parish Council to engage in preparing 
SoCGs. 


6. As stated above it was only when the Examining Authorities intervened by means of procedural 
decision that Scottish Power contacted SASES to engage in agreeing SoCGs. However it did so 
in a way which meant that SASES were unable to meaningfully engage until after Deadline 1 
which SASES has now done by completing a SoCG template provided by Scottish Power with 
the benefit of its experts’ input. 


7. Accordingly despite there being at least five earlier occasions during this process where Scottish 
Power could have engaged with SASES and Friston Parish Council, it chose not to do so. 


8. The Applicant then chose to conduct that process by requesting all SASES experts reports by a 
letter dated 28 August 2020. Obviously at that time and given its limited resources SASES were 
working on preparing those reports with a view to finalising them for submission at Deadline 1. 
For obvious reasons SASES did not want to submit reports which were not complete and which 
had not been reviewed by its counsel. 


9. Scottish Power’s approach and attitude towards Friston Parish Council and the local community 
is of grave concern should the DCOs be granted, despite SASES and Friston Parish Council’s 
strong objections. 







 6 


APPENDIX 2 


Michelle Bolger – Landscape Briefing Note 4 


See attached 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
Rupert Taylor – Supplementary Submission on Applicants’ Clarification Note – Noise and 
Vibration 


See attached  
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APPENDIX 4 
 
GWP Consultants - Flood Risk related Comments on Deadline 2 Submissions 


See attached 


 


 








 
 


 


 


1 


 


 


Landscape Briefing Note 4  


 


Project:  1080 East Anglia One North and East Anglia Two 


Date:  10th December 2020 


Purpose:  Notes responding to SPR’s Deadline 2 submissions 


Reference:  1080 BN04 Deadline 3.docx 


 


Sequential Developments   


1. On 17th November SPR issued a Project Update Note (EN010077-002970-ExA.AS-4.D2.V1 


EA1N&EA2) which includes a commitment ‘should both the East Anglia ONE North project and 


the East Anglia TWO project be consented and then built sequentially, when the first project 


goes into construction, the ducting for the second project will be installed along the whole of 


the onshore cable route in parallel with the installation of the onshore cables for the first 


project.’1  The reason for making this commitment is to avoid ‘a scenario whereby both 


Projects are constructed completely independent of each other along the onshore cable 


route.’2    


2. No similar commitment has been made with regard to the two substations and the scenario 


whereby both Projects are constructed completely independent of each other still remains.  As 


a consequence, the uncertainly over both the length of the construction period and the date on 


which the vast majority of the mitigation planting can be implemented also remains.  As 


previously noted the construction period for the substations should they be built sequentially 


could be six years or even longer if there was a delay between the implementation of the two 


projects. 


3. SPR have provided no information on how the mitigation planting would be phased should the 


substations be built consecutively.  This implies that the mitigation planting cannot be 


commenced until both substations have been completed, which will be several years after the 


Yr 1 operational date for the first substation if they are built sequentially.  This increases the 


period when there would be unmitigated major landscape harm and unmitigated major harm to 


the visual amenity of residents of Friston and other users of the PRoW network to the north of 


Friston.  It also extends the date by which the Yr 15 mitigation shown in SPR’s visualisations, 


which is already highly optimistic with regards to tree growth rates, would be achieved. 


 
1 EN010077-002970-ExA.AS-4.D2.V1 EA1N&EA2 Project Update Note Paragraph 5 
2 EN010077-002970-ExA.AS-4.D2.V1 EA1N&EA2 Project Update Note Paragraph 7 
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4. The Project Update Note also includes information on a reduced footprint for the SPR onshore 


substations of 10%.  This reduction would be beneficial as it would allow the retention of a 


small copse in the north eastern corner of the substations.  The fact that this reduction has 


only taken place now is considered to be symptomatic of the failure to date to properly 


consider existing features within the landscape with regard to micros siting and design.  


Paragraph 5.9.8 of EN1 requires promoters  ‘Having regard to siting, operational and other 


relevant constraints the aim should be to minimise harm to the landscape, providing 


reasonable mitigation where possible and appropriate.’ (emphasis added).   


5. Importantly there has been no reduction in the size of the NG substation, where the decision on 


whether to build a GIS or AIS system has yet to be made.  One of the principles in paragraph 9 


of the Outline National Grid Substation Design Principles Statement (Doc Ref: ExA.AS-6.D1.V1 - 


EA1 and EA2)  states that “Appropriate building design and materials will be sought as part of 


the procurement process. The visual impact of the National Grid substation will be sought to 


be minimised as far as possible by the use of design, building materials, shape, layout, 


coloration and finishes, as appropriate.”  Although supported, it is considered, that the outline 


design principles do not include a sufficiently clear commitment to reducing the overall size of 


the substation (as well as height of the buildings and equipment) during the design refinement 


process.  It is not clear, for example that minimising harm to the landscape is a consideration 


in the decision regarding the use of a GIS or AIS system.   


6. Whilst the reduced footprint of the SPR substations will allow the retention of the existing 


copse, and this is welcomed, the reduction will not be significant enough to reduce the 


magnitude of change for either landscape or visual effects which will remain as major adverse 


during construction and through Year 1 (potentially a six-year period or longer) only reducing to 


moderate/major at year 15 based on highly optimistic assumptions with regard to tree growth 


rates. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 


The applicants have produced a document “Clarification Note Noise and Vibration 


Assessment” dated 17th November 


This supplementary report by Rupert Thornely-Taylor addresses issues that arise 


with respect to the content of the Clarification Note 


2. BASELINE SURVEY  


Instrumentation (2.1.1) 


The clarification provided regarding the instrumentation and its calibration fails to 


note that at least one of the types of the sound level meter used will have indicated 


an “under range” error for the low results such as 17 dB LA90, and these under-


range errors were not reported in the ES. This means that instrument/microphone 


self noise was included in the low results and that the true noise levels will have 


been lower than those reported.  


3. CONSTRUCTION PHASE ASSESSMENT  


Methodology and criteria (3.1) 


The applicants maintain that the BS5228-1:2009+A1:2014 ABC Method is the 


appropriate guidance to use for the assessment of significance of construction 


phase noise impacts. However, the applicants have misapplied the ABC method in 


the ES which falsely says the ABC threshold is the boundary between no impact 


and negligible impact. 


What BS 5228 actually says is “NOTE 1  A potential significant effect is indicated 


if the LAeq, T noise level arising from the site exceeds the threshold level for the 


category appropriate to the ambient noise level.” For noise which just exceeds the 
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ABC thresholds the ES interprets the words “potential significant effect” as 


meaning “negligible impact”. 


The ABC method only appears in an informative Annex to BS 5228 as one of the 


examples given of methods for assessing the significance of noise effects. While it 


not a normative part of the Standard, it has been given added status since 


publication of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges document LA111 Revision 


2 May 2020, Table 3.12, which takes BS5228 further into the setting of LOAEL 


(Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level) and SOAEL (Significant Observed Adverse 


Effect Level) values and says that LOAEL is the baseline and SOAEL is the ABC 


threshold. This is in sharp contrast to the ES which says the ABC threshold is the 


boundary between no impact and negligible impact. 


The consequence of this misapplication of the ABC method is that construction 


effects have not been assessed correctly. 


Noise modelling methodology (3.2.1) 


The applicants assert that treating moving sources as point sources gives a higher, 


more conservative predicted noise level than a moving point line source as no 


account is taken of the reduction in time that the source would be close to the 


receptor. This effect is dependent on the relative locations of the points and the 


receptors, and the applicant has not demonstrated that the assertion is true for 


all cases. 


4. OPERATIONAL PHASE ASSESSMENT 


Operational Noise Limits (4.1) 


The statement in paragraph 58 is incorrect. Requirements 26 and 27 of the draft 


DCO refer to the noise rating level, not “the emission of operational noise”. Noise 


rating level is defined in BS 4142:2014+A1:2019 as the specific sound level plus 


any adjustment for the characteristics features of the sound. It may therefore me 


numerically greater than the operational noise level. 


Paragraph 59 asserts that the proposed rating level limits accords with the 


recommendations in paragraph 5.11.6 of EN-1. This paragraph states that 


“Operational noise, with respect to human receptors, should be assessed using 


the principles of the relevant British Standards and other guidance.” Those 


principles have not been correctly used as is explained in my report of 30 October 


2020 which forms part of the SASES written representation dated 1 November 


2020. 


Paragraph 62 refers to unknown factors in the design of the Project’s onshore 


substations and National Grid Infrastructure. The established procedure in 


environmental assessment is that design assumptions should be made and 


assessed, and alternatives considered. That is, both Air-insulated and Gas-


insulated technology should be assessed. If the applicants are unable to meet -5, 
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that suggests that if in the event (either due to a change in the value of the 34 dB 


limit in the draft DCO or the emergence of a necessity to apply a tonal character 


correction) compliance might not be technically achievable 


Projects’ Onshore Substations (4.2.1) 


Table 4 provides source noise data for the operational onshore substation. The 


source sound level for the Main Transformer (with enclosures) and the Shunt 


Reactor is stated as a level at a distance from the enclosure. It is mathematically 


incorrect to apply that figure to a point source at the same distance as radiation 


from a large rectangular enclosure is significantly different from radiation from a 


point. 


Uncertainty within the Operational Noise Assessment (4.3) 


Paragraph 69 states “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” 


Annex B of BS 4142 runs to six pages entitled “Consideration of uncertainty and 


good practice for reducing uncertainty”. It opens with the words “Because this 


standard is not intended to provide a single numerical value against which the 


significance of a sound source can be determined, consideration needs to be given 


to the uncertainties involved in sound level measurements and subsequent 


assessment of data, together with the potential effects of such uncertainties on 


the outcome of the assessment.” Such consideration has not taken place. 


Paragraphs 70 and 71 appear to indicate that the applicants could accept an 


uncertainty of ±3 dB in the detailed design. Applying an uncertainty of ±3 dB in 


the detailed design takes the applicants to within 2 dB of the -5dB figure discussed 


in paragraph 62 which the applicants says they are unable to meet. 


RATING NOISE LEVEL CONSIDERATIONS (4.4) 


Position on tonality (4.4.1) 


The applicants have made their tonality assessment using octave bands. Annexes 


C and D of BS 4142:2014+A1:2019 provide information and normative guidance 


respectively on the assessment of audibility of tones using 1/3 octave bands or 


narrower bands. 


The applicants have not carried out a proper assessment of the tonality of the 


predicted noise levels. 


Position on available mitigations (4.4.4) 


Paragraph 84 refers to numerous post consent detailed design studies but the 


applicants have not made any of these available, either in support of their position 







SASES - EA1N/EA2 Noise Supplementary4 9 December 2020 


 


 


 


 


on the tonality of the noise, uncertainty, or the achievability of the noise limits 


specific to these applications. 


OTHER MATTERS (5) 


Consideration of Alternatives (5.1) 


In paragraph 87 the applicants assert that they have assessed the worst case 


scenario. Given the absence of an uncertainty assessment and the stated lack of 


detailed information together with the effect of the errors and omissions detailed 


in my report of 30 October 2020 this assertion is not supportable. 


 


 


 


 


Signed  


  


  


  
  


Rupert Thornely-Taylor  


9 December 2020  
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		Paragraphs 70 and 71 appear to indicate that the applicants could accept an uncertainty of ±3 dB in the detailed design. Applying an uncertainty of ±3 dB in the detailed design takes the applicants to within 2 dB of the -5dB figure discussed in paragr...

		RATING NOISE LEVEL CONSIDERATIONS (4.4)

		Position on tonality (4.4.1)

		The applicants have made their tonality assessment using octave bands. Annexes C and D of BS 4142:2014+A1:2019 provide information and normative guidance respectively on the assessment of audibility of tones using 1/3 octave bands or narrower bands.

		The applicants have not carried out a proper assessment of the tonality of the predicted noise levels.

		Position on available mitigations (4.4.4)

		Paragraph 84 refers to numerous post consent detailed design studies but the applicants have not made any of these available, either in support of their position on the tonality of the noise, uncertainty, or the achievability of the noise limits speci...

		OTHER MATTERS (5)

		Consideration of Alternatives (5.1)

		In paragraph 87 the applicants assert that they have assessed the worst case scenario. Given the absence of an uncertainty assessment and the stated lack of detailed information together with the effect of the errors and omissions detailed in my repor...
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FLOOD RISK RELATED COMMENTS ON DEADLINE 2 SUBMISSIONS IN RESPECT 
OF SCOTTISH POWER RENEWABLES EA1N AND EA2 PROJECT ONSHORE 
WORKS NEAR FRISTON 


1. INTRODUCTION 


GWP Consultants has been commissioned by SASES to undertake an independent review of the 


Deadline 2 submissions with respect to flood risk, forming part of the DCO process for the SPR 
application for on-shore power generation infrastructure near the village of Friston. 


Of the six documents reviewed three relate to the Applicants’ responses to third party submissions, 


one a technical note by the applicant on infiltration, one the submission by SASES and one a 
submission by SCC. 


In addition, comments are made on photographs of storm water run-off during a rainfall event dated 
5th December 2020, provided by a local resident, which demonstrate the regular flood risk to Friston 


village. 


2. COMMENTS ON SCC DEADLINE 2 SUBMISSIONS 


SCC has submitted an 8 page response, which includes comments on SASES’ Written Submission, 


comments on SOCG, and comments on the EXAs Written Questions.  


Of the 7 comments made on the SASES Deadline 2 submission, 4 specifically state the SASES 
response supports the SCC Local Impact Report on: 


• Inadequate assessment of existing flood risk to Friston village; 


• Unproven viability of operational phase drainage scheme and failure to consider 
construction phase drainage; 


• Inadequate assessment of increase in flood risk to Friston village due to the proposed 
development; and 


• Failure to consider larger disturbed areas and greater turbidity generated during 


construction period.   


In addition, SCC i) agrees with SASES that the Applicant has not provided sufficient information on 
management of TOTAL flows, and ii) states the development will increase storm run-off volume. 


SCC also re-iterates that they have not agreed to the Applicant discharging to the Friston 
Watercourse. 


SCC makes further comments on the Applicant assuming they can discharge to a Main River, 


whereas SCC require prioritisation of infiltration, raises concerns in who will manage the drainage 
structures, and criticises the Applicant’s disingenuous description of the development area not 
being responsible for Oct 2019 flooding event. 


Other than questioning SASES’ challenge to the accuracy of the hydraulic model commissioned by 


SCC – it remains clear that observed flooding was worse than predicted by the model, and the 
model has failed to include known local retention of run-off water in the upper watershed – the 
SCC comments fully support the SASES position that flood risk will increase due to the 
development. 


 


3. COMMENTS ON SASES DEADLINE 2 SUBMISSIONS 


SASES reiterates two points in their Deadline 2 submissions. The first is a challenge that a worst-


case infiltration rate of 10mm/hr (ie 10-6m/s) is acceptable, the second is the failure of the Applicant 
to consider the turbidity of the run-off water.  


These two points are fundamental to the sizing of any drainage infrastructure and whether it is viable 
that the infrastructure can actually be constructed within the boundary of the site.  


The Applicant has previously stated that SCC consider 10mm/hr to be a reasonable worst case 
infiltration rate to enable infiltration to be a credible option for run-off discharge. This infiltration rate 
is referring to the SSC SUDS Guidance (2018), which states that infiltration rates need to be of at 
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least this quantum for infiltration to be considered a viable option. Whilst certainly an infiltration rate 
lower than this is unlikely to allow run-off water infiltration, this does not mean the Applicant has 
proven that: i) an infiltration rate of 10mm/hr actually physically exists of sufficient area of the site 


– indeed they have undertaken no infiltration testing on the site; and ii) that even if the ground can 
enable an infiltration rate of 10-6m/s, that this will be achievable given the storm water will be turbid 
(ie contain suspended fine sediment and detritus) when entering the infiltration basins. 


In short, the efficacy and effectiveness of the drainage schemes has not been proven, and as such 


the Applicant has again failed to demonstrate that removal of the increased flood risk from the 
operational development, and during its construction phase, is actually possible. 


 


4. COMMENTS ON SPR DEADLINE 2 SUBMISSIONS 


As stated in the Introduction, the Applicant has submitted comments on 3rd party Written 
Representations, responses to the ExA Written Questions, on the Local Impact Report and provides 
a further technical note on ground infiltration. 


4.1 Applicant comments on 3rd party Written Representations 


The Applicant makes no comments on the Environment Agency (EA) submission. This is not 
unexpected, as the EA only refers to the Main River of the Friston Watercourse, and it has no mandate 


on pluvial (surface water) run-off from the site into Friston village. 


In response to SASES concerns, the Applicant states all matters will be dealt with in the Outline 
Operational Drainage Management Plan (OODMP) – a document to be submitted at Deadline 3. This 
response is considered inadequate. It avoids addressing SASES concerns and requires all parties to 


accept SPR will adequately address legitimate concerns at a later date. SPR use this response on no 
less than 7 occasions. 


In response to SCC and ESC comments, the Applicant provides a single one row response, referring 


to the OODMP. This despite the extensive submissions provided by SCC and ESC, including a 138 
page history of flooding in Friston village. The Applicant response appears to be an attempt to down-
play and avoid highlighting the flood risk concerns at Friston. 


4.2 Applicant comments on 3rd party responses to ExA Written Questions 


SCC raises concerns on the inadequacy of the Applicants submission (1.7.10), the inadequacy of the 
CoCP and LEMS (1.7.11), concerns over SUDS management (1.7.13) and the flood risk in Friston 
(1.7.16). 


Other than confirming they the Applicant will maintain the infiltration basins (we note there is no 
mention of duration or the other parts of the drainage scheme), the Applicant refers to the OODMP 
which will apparently be provided in Deadline 3. 


The Applicant is avoiding responding to concerns raised by SCC regarding flood risk caused by the 


development and the resulting increase in flood risk in Friston.  


4.3 Applicant comments on Local Impact Report 


SCC raises concerns over surface water flooding in Friston, the adequacy of the application, and 
further work they consider needs to be undertaken in its submission for Deadline 2.  


In response the Applicant refers on all 3 points, to the OODMP or the final CoCP, which will be 
prepared as part of their Deadline 3 submission. 


This is a wholly inadequate response. The Applicant continues to fail to demonstrate the operational 


phase drainage scheme is viable and continues to fail to address construction phase drainage.  


4.4 Applicants’ Infiltration Technical Note 


The Applicant has provided a 32 page report entitled SUDS Infiltration Note.  The Note assumes that 
an infiltration rate of 10 mm/hr (10-6 m/s) is possible. All calculations assume this infiltration rate is 


achievable on site and can be sustained during storm events and storm seasons despite the likelihood 
of turbid run-off being generated from the site.  
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The Applicant has provided no evidence the infiltration rate is possible on the site, nor explained how 
turbid run-off will be managed to ensure efficacy of the infiltration basins.   


The Applicant identifies that 50% of the site is impermeable and assumes no run-off from the 


permeable half of the site. For these critically large design storm period Return Periods, assuming no 
run-off for large storm events from any strata is erroneous, and an unacceptably optimistic.  


The Applicant states however that the current design assumes discharge to the Friston Watercourse, 
which is inconsistent with the infiltration approach, SUDS generally, and SCC policy. Any drainage 


scheme which does not use infiltration will result in increase in TOTAL flows leaving the site and will 
result in an increase in flood risk to Friston. 


The Applicant then provides a series of MicroDrainage hydraulic model outputs. Each of these 


modelled scenarios shows ‘Flood Risk’ warnings due to the infiltration basin overflowing. No comment 
is provided by the Applicant on these results, but presumably the consequence is uncontrolled 
overflow of the basins, with turbid unattenuated flood flows, which will arrive in the village. 


The Applicant’s own modelling would appear to suggest the infiltration basins cannot contain and 


dispose of the required volumes and flows of generated site run-off, thus confirming they cannot 
perform as required and that the downstream flood risk is not mitigated.    


The drawing in the Note also clearly shows that current depressions within the footprint of the site 


which are known to store and possibly infiltrate run-off water, will be infilled and lost under the 
hardstanding constructed. In contrast the Project Update Note submitted by Scottish Power sets out 
a proposal to reduce the size of the Scottish Power substations so that one of these depressions will 
remain. However the Project Update Note does not address the location of one of the construction 


consolidation sites (CCS) which is intended to be on the western side of the western substation and 
it is unclear whether this will be constructed over this depression. In any event any depression being 
infilled will result in current run-off being increased more than currently estimated.  


 


5. DECEMBER 2020 RAINFALL EVENT OBSERVATIONS 


A recent rainfall event in Friston village occurred on 4-5 December 2020. Photographs taken by local 
residents show the temporary ponding of water within depressions on the proposed site area, as well 


as overland flows down into the village and through the village. 


Whilst not described as a flood event, this relatively small rainfall event confirms the current 
vulnerability of Friston village to overland flows after intense rainfall, with clear evidence of limited 


ditch conveyance capacity, proximity of current overland flows to residential properties, retention of 
field drainage within depressions (one or more of which will be infilled by the development), and the 
turbid quality of the run-off within the upper watershed. 
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Friston – location map of photographs taken on 5 December 2020 
after heavy rain 
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Photograph 1:  Wooded Pit  


 


    


Photograph 2:   Land drain in Wooded Pit from Substation Site 
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Photographs 3 and 4:  Depressions at north-west corner of site near pylons/FP17  
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 Above: Photograph 5:  ditch adjacent to FP17 


 Below:  Photograph 6: end of ditch overflowing behind Friston House Wood 
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Photographs 7 & 8:  behind Friston House Wood 
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Photograph 9:  by Woodside Farm 


 


 


 


Photograph 10:  ford in Church Road/beginning of Friston Watercourse 
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Photograph 11: northern end of Church Path 


 


 


Photograph 12:  southern end of Church Path at Grove Road 
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g.     Appendix 3 to Annex B - Ofgem letter to SASES dated 30 January 2020

h.         Annex C - SASES Written Summary of Submissions on Design & Rochdale
Envelope

i.       Annex D - Landscape Briefing Note 3 prepared by Michelle Bolger

 

   3.     In respect of comments on the Applicants’ Deadline 2 submissions

a.  Deadline 3 - Comments on Applicants’ Deadline 2 Submissions including
Appendix 1 thereto

b.         Appendix 2 thereto - Landscape Briefing Note 4 prepared by Michelle
Bolger

c.           Appendix 3 thereto - Supplementary Submission on Applicants’
Clarification Note - Noise And Vibration prepared by Rupert Taylor

d.         Appendix 4 thereto - Flood Risk Related Comments on Deadline 2
Submissions prepared by GWP Consultants

Michael Mahony
SASES 




