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Dear Kay, K-J
 
We are pleased to enclose Ørsted Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd (“the Applicant”) response to Deadline 3, Friday 14
December 2018.   These documents have been prepared by the Applicant and have been produced in response to the
Examining Authority’s (ExA) letter of 9 October 2018 (“the Rule 8 letter”) as well as the Hearings (03-07 December 2018).
The documents are pursuant to Rules 10(1) and (2) of the Infrastructure Planning (Examination Procedure) Rules 2010 and
are in connection with the Development Consent Order application for the proposed Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind
Farm (hereafter referred to as “Hornsea Three”).
 
These documents are being issued over a series of emails, each email containing a pdf file or files. The last email to be
issued by the Applicant will contain a supporting file tracking sheet – to help the ExA ensure that it has received each email
transmission.
 
Please acknowledge safe receipt of these documents. If we can be of any assistance in that regard, please do not hesitate to
contact myself or Andrew Guyton.
 
 
Best regards,
Dr Dominika Chalder PIEMA
Environment and Consent Manager
 
+44 (0) 7767 007 815
 
Environmental Management UK│ Wind Power
5 Howick Place │ London │ SW1P 1WG
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National Infrastructure Directorate 


The Planning Inspectorate 
Temple Quay House 
Temple Quay 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 
 


Dear Kay and Karl-Jonas 


The proposed Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm Order (“the Order”) 


Application ref: EN010080 


The Applicant’s Submissions in response to Deadline 3 


 


We are pleased to enclose Ørsted Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd's (“the Applicant”) response to Deadline 3, 


required for submission today, Friday 14 December 2018. 


These documents have been prepared by the Applicant and have been produced in response to the 


Examining Authority’s ("ExA") letter of 9 October 2018 (“the Rule 8 letter”). The documents are pursuant to the 


Rule 8 letter, recent issue specific hearings in connection with the Development Consent Order application 


("the Application") for the proposed Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm (hereafter referred to as 


“Hornsea Three”). 


Deliverables 


The Applicant has prepared the following documents: 


• Applicant’s post hearing submissions including written submissions of the Applicant’s oral case; 


• Submissions requested by the ExA through examination at the Hearings to be submitted at Deadline 3 


(noting others were identified for later deadlines); 


• Applicant’s comments on further written representations made by Interested Parties' (accepted at the 


discretion of the ExA). 


The Applicant has also included: 


• Updated Applicant’s Guide to the Application. 


• Updated Applicant’s Statement of Commonality of Statements of Common Ground (SoCG). 


• Updated Crossing Schedule (tracked changes following the project commitments made at DL2 to 


mitigate the impact on a bat roost by way of HDD). 
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Proposed Minor Amendments to Order Limits (onshore) 


In the cover letter to the Applicant’s Deadline 2 submission, the Applicant noted that additional information on 


two proposed minor amendments to the onshore order limits, reasons for the proposed changes and an 


update on discussions with affected landowners would be produced for Deadline 3, in anticipation of a full 


submission at Deadline 4 (15th January 2018). 


 


The locations of the proposed changes are described in Table 1 of this letter and shown in Appendix 19: 


Indicative Proposed Minor Amendments to Order Limits of the Applicant’s Deadline 3 submission. 


Negotiations are ongoing with landowners and therefore the Applicant will give a full update in its Deadline 4 


submission. 
 


Table 1: Locations and reasons for proposed Order Limit amendments 


 
Description of 
proposed 
change 


Plot of land 
requiring a 
change to 
current plans 


Change in 
the order 
land/order 
limits 


Reasons for the changes 


1 


Minor 
realignment at 
John Innes 
Centre 


27-009, 27-
010, 27-011, 
27-012 


Yes 


As noted in the Statement of Reasons [APP-032] the John Innes Centre 
(plots 27-012 and 27-013) is a research centre specialising in plant 
science and research. Plot 27-009 and plot 27-010 are owned by the 
Lombe Estate Trust, and plot 27-011 is public highway with subsoil 
owned by each adjoining landowner. 


The location is an area of scientific interest and at the request of the 
landowner, the John Innes Centre, the Applicant has been asked to 
consider rerouting of the export cable corridor in order to avoid the area 
of scientific study. 


The reason for this proposed amendment is to maintain the integrity of 
scientific studies being undertaken in the field currently subject to the 
Hornsea Three works. 


Location 1 is shown on Sheets 3 and 4 of Appendix 19 of the Applicant’s 
Deadline 3 submission (including aerial photograph). 
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Description of 
proposed 
change 


Plot of land 
requiring a 
change to 
current plans 


Change in 
the order 
land/order 
limits 


Reasons for the changes 


2 


Minor widening 
of the road 
access point at 
the proposed 
onshore HVAC 
booster station 
(at the 
intersection 
with the B1149) 


9-025 and 10-
004 


Yes 


Plot 9-0215 is land in the ownership of Peter John George Seaman and 
10-004 is public highway with subsoil in the ownership of Peter John 
George Seaman.  


The location is an area required for the safe access and egress of 
abnormal indivisible load vehicles (associated with the transportation of 
transformers for the Booster Station) from the B1149 onto the proposed 
HVAC Booster Station access road. 


The extent of land required to accommodate the permanent access 
solution (documented in D2_HOW3_Appendix 3 Addendum to Appendix 
30 (REP1 – 156)) has been modified to accommodate an updated 
technical understanding of the abnormal load swept path and visibility 
requirements; specifically, in order to safely transport the transformers to 
the HVAC Booster Station site and to ensure there are sufficient visibility 
splays when exiting the access track. 


Location 2 is shown on Sheets 1 and 2 of Appendix 19 to the Applicant’s 
Deadline 3 submission (including aerial photograph). 


 


Please acknowledge safe receipt of these documents.  If we can be of any assistance in that regard, please do 


not hesitate to contact us. 


 


Yours faithfully, 


 


Andrew Guyton 


Hornsea Project Three Consents Manager 


Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm 


 


cc. Stuart Livesey, Project Development Manager, Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm 








  


  


 


Hornsea Project Three  
Offshore Wind Farm 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Hornsea Project Three 


Offshore Wind Farm 


 


 
Applicant's Responses to Additional Submissions by 


Interested Party at Deadline 1 and 2 


 


Date: 14th December 2018 







 
 


 Applicant's comments on Written Representations and Responses  
submitted by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 2 


 December 2018 
 


 i  


Document Control 


Document Properties  


Organisation Ørsted Hornsea Project Three 


Checked by  Pinsent Masons 


Approved by Andrew Guyton 


Title 
Applicant's Responses to Additional Submissions by Interested Party at Deadline 1 and 
2 


PINS Document 
Number 


n/a 


Version History 


Date Version Status Description / Changes 


14/12/2018 A Final Submission at Deadline 3 (14th Dec 2018) 


    


    


 


 


 


Ørsted 


5 Howick Place,  


London, SW1P 1WG  


© Orsted Power (UK) Ltd, 2018. All rights reserved 


Front cover picture: Kite surfer near a UK offshore wind farm © Ørsted Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd., 2018.  







 
 


 Applicant's comments on Written Representations and Responses  
submitted by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 2 


 December 2018 
 


 ii  


Table of Contents 


1. Introduction ................................................................................................................................................. 3 


2. Applicant’s Comments on Written Representations .................................................................................... 3 


Helen and Chris Monk (AS-012) ................................................................................................................... 18 


Highways England (REP2-029) .................................................................................................................... 21 


Honingham Thorpe Farms (REP1-069) ........................................................................................................ 33 


Longman Software (AS-013)......................................................................................................................... 38 


Oulton Parish Council (REP2-027) ............................................................................................................... 40 


Richard Bacon MP ........................................................................................................................................ 44 


Mr Robin Buxton (Trustees of the J G Steward Trust) (REP1-051) .............................................................. 46 


3. Annexes ................................................................................................................................................... 48 


Annex A – Food Enterprise Zone Map (Honingham Thorpe Farm) ................................................................... 48 


Annex B – Extract from OPC Working Group email sent on 12th November 2018 ........................................... 49 


 







 
 


 Applicant's comments on Written Representations and Responses  
submitted by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 2 


 December 2018 
 


 3  


1. Introduction 


 Following further submissions of Written Representations by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 


2, the Applicant has taken the opportunity to review each of the Written Representations received 


by the Planning Inspectorate.  Details of the Applicant’s responses to each of those 


representations are set out within this document in subsequent sections below. 


2. Applicant’s Comments on Written Representations 


 The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 


 Summary 


Having reviewed the documents, the RSPBs outstanding concerns are summarised as follows: 


• Baseline characterisation and inadequate survey effort  


• Collision risk modelling, in particular the use of model options and avoidance rates  


• Phenology and the definitions of breeding season  


• Apportioning of impacts to pSPA  


• The interpretation of population model outputs  


• The assessment of cumulative impacts and “corrections” applied 


 Response to RSBP 


The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 


Comments on documents submitted by Ørsted at Deadline 1. Due 
to the number of documents produced by Ørsted that the RSPB 
wish to comment on we have grouped them into 3 sections:  


• Application documents – covering the Development 
Consent Order, Outline Code of Construction Practice, outline 
ecological management plan, In-Principle Monitoring Plan and the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment and Screening and Integrity 
Matrices;  


• Examination documents – covering Ørsted’s Responses 
to Relevant Representations; and  


• Ornithological documents – drawing together the 
assorted supporting documents that were shared with the RSPB 
prior to and/or submitted at Deadline 1.  


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 


Application Documents 


Revised Development Consent Order: The RSPB has reviewed this 
document. We note that none of the changes to the document 
affect our representations upon the previous version.  


We welcome the decision of the Applicant to make the document 
available in a tracked change format.  


The RSPB note that the approach to defining the rotor swept area 


 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 
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The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 


has removed the reference to rotor diameter and replaced it with 
reference to “a total rotor swept area of 9 km2” (Schedule 1 – 
Authorised Project, Part 3 – Requirements, 2(1) and Schedule 11 – 
Deemed Marine Licence – Generation Assets, Part 2- Conditions, 
condition 1(1)). This does not alter the way in which the collision 
risk modelling is undertaken, so our previous comments remain 
unaffected.  


The RSPB welcomes the new provision in Schedule 1, part 3, 10(2) 
in relation to the Ecological Management Plan which stipulates that 
it must accord with outline ecological management plan. We 
consider that this gives greater security to mitigation measures 
agreed during the course of the Examination Process in relation to 
the transition of the document from a “live” to a “fixed” version.  


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 


The RSPB notes the introduction of reference to an ornithological 
monitoring plan into Schedule 11, Part 2, 13(1)(l) and 17(2)(c), but 
is not aware that such a document has yet been produced. We 
consider it is important that a version of this is submitted to the 
Examination. 


The Applicant has committed to Ornithological monitoring 


as outlined in the In-Principle Monitoring Plan (Version 2 of 


which was submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-180)). 


Revised Outline Code of Construction Practice (APP-179) 
(Appendix 44): 


The RSPB has reviewed this document. We note that none of the 
changes to the document affect our representations upon the 
previous version.  


We welcome the decision of the Applicant to make the document 
available in a tracked change format. 


This is acknowledged and should any further updates be 
required to the In-principle Monitoring Plan these can be 
made in tracked changes.  


Revised Outline Ecological Management Plan (APP-180) (Appendix 
46): The RSPB has reviewed this document. We note that none of 
the changes to the document affect our representations upon the 
previous version. We welcome the decision of the Applicant to 
make the document available in a tracked change format. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 


In-Principle Monitoring Plan v2.0 (APP-182) (Appendix 2)  


The RSPB has reviewed this document. We note that none of the 
changes to the document affect our representations upon the 
previous version.  


We are disappointed that the Applicant has not made the document 
available in a tracked change format and request that future 
versions are. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant.  


Applicant’s Comments on Relevant Representations 


Annex 7 – Full response to Natural England [RR-097]  


The RSPB note the Applicant’s response in relation to a Pink-footed 
Goose Mitigation Plan. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant and is the subject of 
ongoing discussion between the Applicant and the RSPB 
through the SoCG process. 


Annex 9 – Full response to Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
[RR-113]  


The RSPB note the Applicant’s response in relation to a Pink-footed 
Goose Management Plan. We continue to discuss ways to address 
our concerns. (We also note that in its response to Natural England 
the Applicant referred to it as a “Mitigation” Plan.) 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant.  
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The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 


Ornithological documents 


Appendix 3: Age Class Data Clarification Note  


The RSPB welcome this clarification note which was produced in 
response to questions from Natural England, and welcome the 
inclusion of breeding seasons as defined by Furness (2015), (and 
note that these are virtually identical to those based on site specific 
data). However, the presentation of data is incomplete in three 
ways:  


1. The data are for gannet, kittiwake and puffin only. No data are 
presented for guillemot or razorbill. These data would be 
informative for considering the appropriate apportionment of non-
breeders and particularly juveniles of these species in the 
assessment.  


2. The date are from the historical boat based surveys only and do 
not include data from the far more recent aerial surveys.  


3. The data are for the whole of the former Hornsea zone only. It 
would be informative to have the data for the Hornsea Three subset 
of data extracted and presented as well, in particular the more 
recent aerial survey data.  


 


For these reasons, we do not think that the document provides 
sufficient detail to fully resolve the issues highlighted by Natural 
England. 


The Applicant notes that RSPB welcome the age class data 
provided by the Applicant at Deadline 1 (REP1-169)  in 
response to comments received from Natural England. In 
response to the individual points raised by the RSPB: 


1. Guillemot and razorbill cannot be aged during any 
surveys (with the exception of juvenile birds which 
would not be used in the apportioning approach; 
applied by the Applicant) and therefore it is not 
possible to provide these data. It is noted that 
RSPB indicate it would be informative rather than 
necessary to have this information. 


2. The Applicant used apportioning values 
calculated using boat-based data and therefore it 
was not necessary to provide age class data 
associated with aerial surveys. Notwithstanding 
this, puffin cannot be aged during aerial surveys 
and therefore the only data that exists for this 
species is from boat-based surveys; and 


3. The data presented are those that support the 
calculation of the apportioning values used by the 
Applicant, as requested by Natural England. As a 
result, the data provided for gannet and kittiwake 
are those data that overlap Hornsea Three 
whereas those for puffin are from subzone and 
Hornsea Zone transects and therefore cover the 
former Hornsea Zone. It is noted that RSPB 
indicate it would be informative rather than 
necessary to have this information. 


Appendix 4: Analysis of precaution in cumulative and in-
combination assessments – as-built scenarios – Clarification Note  


Appendix 4 presents revised collision mortalities based on either 
the correction factors presented in Trinder (2017) (see below for 
further comments on this report) or the applicant’s own calculations. 
Both are unacceptable. These simplified corrections do not take 
into account changes in turbine specification, as they are based 
simply on turbine numbers. Hub and lower tip height are key drivers 
of the scale of predicted collision impacts and these are omitted 
from the calculation and turbine rotor speed, which tends to be 
greater in more modern turbines is also an important determinant of 
risk. If an approach to recalculating cumulative collision risk is to be 
untaken the collision risk modelling for each wind farm should be 
redone, not an overly simplistic and arbitrary correction factor.  


The RSPB also note that the Applicant states that the reduced 
turbine numbers for several developments have been legally 
secured by Section 36 consent variations. We would be grateful for 
details of these agreements as we have been unable to find any 
other further information. 


The differences between the impacts assumed for projects 
in their relevant applications (based on worst cases that are 
not often constructed) and those that actually arise from the 
project as constructed can be considerable and is a 
significant source of uncertainty in cumulative impact 
assessment.  


 Trinder (2017) was a useful attempt to correct for these 
errors. The methodology applied by Trinder (2017) (and the 
Applicant in Appendix 4 of the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-148)) utilises all relevant information on 
turbine specifications to provide an updated collision risk 
estimate and does not simply reflect changes in turbine 
number. This is clearly explained in Trinder (2017), the 
spreadsheet accompanying Trinder (2017) and Appendix 4 
of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148). 


Appendix 4 of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 
(REP1-148) is considered to provide a precautionary 
approach that highlights the significant over-estimation of 
cumulative and in-combination collision risk estimates that 
occurs when using assessed turbine scenarios. The 
approach applied, is considered a proportionate way to 
illustrate the inherent over-estimation in general terms, and 
it is not reasonable to expect an applicant to redo the 
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The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 


primary assessments from other wind farms for the 
purposes of cumulative impact assessment. 


Appendix 7: Alternative approach to sourcing cumulative and in-
combination collision risk estimates – Clarification Note  


Appendix 7 presents the predicted cumulative mortalities amended 
using the corrections described in Appendix 4. It then applies 
further correction derived from the arguments presented in 
Appendix 10. The RSPB disagrees with this approach for reasons 
detailed under the headings for each of these appendices and 
therefore does not accept the conclusion of Appendix 7. 


Appendix 7 of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 
(REP1-139) provides collision risk estimates with and 
without the corrections discussed in Appendix 4 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148). 


The Section 36 consent variations referred to by the 
Applicant in Appendix 4 to the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-148) can be found on the Marine 
Licensing section of the Scottish Government website, the 
PINS website or through the BEIS Energy Infrastructure 
database. It should be noted that the suite of projects for 
which this refers to were agreed through consultation with 
Natural England during the examination of the Hornsea 
Project Two offshore wind farm. 


Appendix 8: Baseline Characterisation Sensitivity Testing 
Clarification Note  


From the outset of Hornsea Project Three the RSPB and NE have 
been consistently clear that 20 months of survey effect is 
inadequate and that 24 months is an absolute minimum. However, 
with the Applicant and Natural England, the RSPB have been trying 
to explore approaches that can come up with a solution to the 
problems presented by an incomplete survey. We supported the 
meta-analysis work, the primary aim of which was to assess 
whether 20 months survey would be adequate to account for 
variability in bird density through examination of the historical data 
set. Regrettably, the analysis was unable to provide this assurance.  


In defence of this incomplete survey effort, the Applicant includes a 
list of other projects that had incomplete data (Table 1.3). None of 
these, with the exception of Moray West has as many missing 
consecutive months. Moray West is not consented, and during the 
application both SNH and RSPB objected on the grounds of 
insufficient survey effort.  


In table 1.4 the Applicant seeks to describe the importance of the 
missing four months in terms of breeding seasons. However they 
are using an incorrect definition of breeding season, not those 
defined by site specific data or from Furness (2015).  


We do not accept the results of the sensitivity testing to determine 
whether inter-annual variability would be significant. The analysis is 
carried out by setting the results against the Applicant’s own test for 
significance, which the RSPB disagree with.  


Variability in density will have both a spatial and temporal 
component. As a means of addressing the spatial variability the 
RSPB agree with NE that including the data from the additional 2 
cameras will help to properly characterise the degree of variability 
by increasing survey coverage from 10% to 20% of the project 
area. The applicant in their answer to Q1.2.40 also agree that this 
will improve the precision of the estimated density.  


The RSPB are supportive of NE’s position with regards to this; we 
do not accept that the historical boat-based survey data can be 
used as part of the impact assessment. The meta-analysis carried 
out was in part to explore this possibility and from that analysis it 


The overall approach that was set out at the 
commencement of the Evidence Plan process was to 
maximise use of existing data, information, evidence and 
agreed assumptions, taking a lead from the recently 
examined and approved Hornsea Project Two. 


 Hornsea Three is located in a relatively well understood 
area having been surveyed in the context of a zonal 
approach to planning since 2010 and there having been 2 
previous Round 3 DCO applications.   Initially it was 
proposed that there would be 12 months of DAS, but this 
was extended to 2x breeding seasons and eventually 20 
months. 


 The DAS method and the approach to analysing available 
data for Hornsea Three were discussed in the ornithology 
Expert Working Group (EWG) from the outset.  In this 
context, and whilst the RSPB made clear their preference 
for a full 2 years of DAS data, a ‘meta-analysis’ of existing 
zonal survey data was undertaken. The agreed objectives 
of this analysis being  


• will 12-months of data be sufficient to inform the 
HOW03 assessment? 


• if not how can we integrate the existing dataset 
into the data collected for HOW03? 


 In practice, the residual concerns about baseline data 
revolve around whether there are sufficient data to provide 
a reasonable characterization of the period December to 
March for the purposes of impact assessment.  There are 
DAS data available for this period but it is acknowledged 
that they provide less information about the variability in bird 
densities that can be expected for these months than would 
be the case if a second survey had been conducted. 


 The meta-analysis provides a comprehensive analysis of 
the existing data available for the zone and Hornsea Three 
area with a view to characterising the variability in the 
densities of key species observed in surveys undertaken 
between 2010 and 2017. The hierarchical methodology sets 
out a set of rules and a process for identifying an 
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could not be concluded that the use of such data was appropriate.  


While the presentation of the results of an alternative hierarchical 
method are of some contextual interest, the note, like the previous 
meta-analysis, does not provide sufficient evidence to overcome 
the argument that 20 months is an adequate survey period. 


appropriate density for use in baseline characterisation. 


 It is The Applicant’s position that there is a sufficient and 
representative baseline for the purposes of impact 
assessment. 


 The exercise undertaken in Appendix 8 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-141) clearly highlights that 
survey effort of 24 months has not been reached at 
numerous consented offshore wind farms. For example, the 
consented Galloper offshore wind farm lacked four 
consecutive months of data (January to April 2005) and the 
consented Burbo Bank Extension offshore wind farm relied 
upon only twelve months of site specific data.  


 The Applicant understands that having only one month of 
data for the period December to March will increase the 
uncertainty associated with assessments incorporating 
these months and has explored and tested this uncertainty 
to understand the implications for the assessment.  The 
months for which two surveys have not been conducted fall 
outside of the breeding season for all but one of the key 
species in the assessment. Outside of the breeding season, 
seabird populations are more mixed and impacts on local 
breeding colonies are therefore diluted. This is illustrated by 
the apportioning values used for relevant species, with 
these not above 10% meaning that considerably higher 
densities of birds (i.e. higher than those in the breeding 
season) would need to be present at the Hornsea Three site 
in order for a significant impact to occur. In addition, and 
evidenced through contextual data, variability in non-
breeding periods is lower than during the breeding season.  
The analysis undertaken in Appendix 8 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-141) does not indicate that 
a different conclusion would be reached were alternative 
assumptions made about the densities of key species in the 
months of December to March.  


 Notwithstanding this the Applicant remains open to explore 
any reasonable proposed approach from the RSPB that 
would help to aid their understanding in relation to this point. 


 The boat-based survey data provide an important baseline 
dataset that, regardless of the positions of the Applicant, 
Natural England and the RSPB in relation to the use of the 
data as part of assessments, provides important contextual 
data to inform assessments (either qualitatively or 
quantitatively). The Hornsea Zone is one of the most 
surveyed areas of the UK offshore environment and the 
data collected as part of these boat-based surveys can 
provide a considerable amount of information to inform the 
assessments undertaken for Hornsea Three. It should be 
noted that these boat-based data were the baseline data 
used to inform EIA and HRA for Hornsea Projects One and 
Two.  


Appendix 9: Population Viability Analysis  


The RSPB welcome the inclusion of this report and in particular the 
inclusion in the outputs of the RSPB preferred metric, the 


The Applicant notes the comments made by the RSPB in 
relation to Appendix 9 of the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-135) and has no further comment to 
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Counterfactual of Population Size (Green et al. (2016) and 
subsequently endorsed by Cook & Robinson (2017) and Jithal et al. 
(2017)). We also welcome the use of the matched runs approach 
as recommended by Cook & Robinson (2017) and Jithal et al. 
(2017). However we note that the models used are based on those 
carried out in 2012 as part of the Hornsea Project One Examination 
and this approach assumes that there have been no changes in 
population sizes or productivity in the intervening years. This is of 
particular concern for kittiwake whose productivity has been in 
decline at the pSPA since 2009 (Aitken et al. 2018). As such we 
can only have a limited amount of confidence in the conclusions for 
this species. We recommend that the models are re-run using the 
most up-to-date population data available.  


Furthermore we disagree with how the conclusions of adverse 
effect on the site integrity of FFC pSPA have been drawn in 3.5, 3.9 
and 3.15. These presume there is no adverse effect if population 
does not decline over the 35 years of wind farm operation. This is to 
misunderstand the nature of PVA and the counterfactual outputs. 
The counter-factual of population size approach advocated by the 
RSPB and the SNCBs identifies the relative impact that the scheme 
would have upon the population. It is not possible to give an 
absolute prediction of the population size or trajectory, such as is 
suggested by the applicant in their conclusion of no adverse effect, 
because of the long timespan of the potential operation and the 
large number of confounding variables (e.g. climate change and 
changes in fishing discard policy) that would need to be included in 
the modelling approach.  


We also note that under 3.9 and 3.15, which refer to kittiwake and 
guillemot respectively the applicant says there is no “likelihood of 
the gannet population at FFC pSPA declining over a period of 35 
years”. We presume this is an error and should read kittiwake and 
guillemot respectively. Nonetheless, we disagree with the 
conclusion.  


As such we would ask that the PVA are rerun using up to date 
demographic rates and with proper interpretation of the output 
metrics. 


provide at this stage. 


 


Appendix 10: Collision Risk Modelling - Updates to Species-Specific 
Parameters – Clarification Note  


This clarification note seeks to update the input parameters of the 
Band model used in collision risk modelling. The suggested use of 
empirically derived parameters of greater precision is to be 
welcomed, but the RSPB is concerned that the focus has been 
entirely on those parameters that can reduce collision estimates 
and that there is an over reliance on non-peer-reviewed studies. 
The key papers are the final report of the ORJIP Bird Collision 
Avoidance project (Skov et al., 2018) and Furness et al. (2018) 
paper on gannet nocturnal activity rates, although other developer 
commissioned reports on nocturnal activity are included.  


The ORJIP Bird Collision Avoidance study used a number of largely 
novel technologies to record bird behaviour at and around a small 
number of turbines at the edge of Thanet wind farm, located 12km 
off the coast of Margate, Kent, in the UK. Data were collected 
between July 2014 to April 2016 and the final project report was 
published on Thursday 19th April 2018. Whilst, as the report 


The Applicant notes that RSPB welcome the use of 
empirically derived parameters of greater precision. 
However, it is not correct that Appendix 10 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-188) only 
concentrates on those parameters that would reduce 
collision risk estimates. For example, the use of the 
nocturnal activity factors for gannet from Furness et al. 
(2018) would increase the collision risk for this species.  


 Notwithstanding this, it is widely accepted that most 
parameters used for collision risk modelling have been 
conservatively estimated in the first instance and over-
estimate the collision risk calculated by CRM. An improved 
understanding of these parameters is therefore more likely 
to reduce collision risk estimates. 


 The Applicant is aware of the limitations of Skov et al. 
(2018) however, these limitations do not prevent data from 
Skov et al. (2018) being used to inform collision risk 
modelling especially for certain parameters which are 
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acknowledges, there were considerable limitations to the collected 
data, it did use a novel approach to shed new light on seabird 
avoidance behaviours in and around offshore wind turbines. A key 
limitation of the study was that it was located distant from SPA 
breeding colonies, approximately 300 km from the nearest UK SPA 
colonies for gannet and kittiwake at Flamborough and Filey Coast 
pSPA, and therefore the results have limited applicability to 
breeding birds whose behaviour will be markedly different to those 
of non-breeding birds because of the constraints described by 
central place foraging (where by an animals movements are 
constrained by the need to return to a fixed location, in this case the 
nest). Another important limitation of the study is the lack of pre-
construction data in the analysis, particular as it relates to the 
calculation of macro-avoidance. 


unlikely to change regardless of the proximity of the study 
wind farm to breeding colonies (e.g. flight speed). The 
limitations highlighted by the RSPB are applicable to all 
data sources, however, the data presented by Skov et al. 
(2018) are, in some cases, considered to represent the best 
available evidence having been collected in the offshore 
environment at an operational offshore wind farm and 
reduce, considerably, some of the uncertainty associated 
with certain parameters. The Applicant has provided further 
information on this point in Appendix 10 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-188).It should be noted, 
that the Applicant has not argued that the avoidance rates 
derived by Skov et al. (2018) should be used for collision 
risk modelling at Hornsea Three as explained in Appendix 
10 of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-188). 


 The flight behaviour of birds at an operational wind farm will 
be affected by the presence of the wind farm. This has 
implications for the Band (2012) CRM not least in relation to 
the avoidance rate to apply to collision risk estimates and 
these potential implications are not well understood. Skov et 
al. (2018) do not present flight height data outside of the 
wind farm at which the study was conducted, which could 
potentially avoid the aforementioned implications, in a 
format which can be used in collision risk modelling. In 
addition, no statistical analysis has been undertaken by 
Skov et al. (2018) to assess for flight height variation with 
distance to the wind farm. Until such time as the flight height 
data is processed and a dataset made available that is 
agreed to be representative of flight height distribution for 
species in the absence of a wind farm, the findings of Skov 
et al. (2018) are not available to be incorporated into 
collision risk modelling.  


The Applicant refers the RSPB to Appendix 6 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 2 which provides the 
results of Lidar surveys undertaken at Hornsea Three which 
provide the most accurate and precise flight height data 
collected in this region. The results of these surveys 
correspond with the flight height data collected during boat-
based surveys and therefore it is considered appropriate to 
use these data for collision risk modelling. 


 The RSPB also discuss the discrepancy between the pColl 
values calculated by Band (2012) and that derived by data 
collected (but not analysed) by Skov et al. (2018). It is 
important to note (as done by the RSPB) that the pColl 
derived from Skov et al. (2018) is supported by a very small 
sample size and is again representative of bird behaviour at 
an operational wind farm. The pColl value at an operational 
value therefore needs to be considered against the 
empirical avoidance rates calculated by Skov et al. (2018) 
which are significantly higher than those applied when using 
the Band (2012) CRM. 


Flight speed  


The RSPB welcome the incorporation of more accurate flight speed 
figures. The lack of precision in flight speed estimates is an issue 


It is noted that RSPB consider the flight speed figures 
provided to be more accurate that previously used for 
offshore projects, which reduces uncertainty.  Flight speed 
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that has been highlighted repeatedly by the RSPB, notably during 
the Hornsea Project Two Examination. However it is important to 
note that the flight speeds presented are from a single site during 
the non-breeding season. Such data may not be directly 
transferable to other sites or to the breeding season due to potential 
differences in bird behaviour. Until the issue around the 
transferability of these data are resolved, or until site-specific flight 
speeds can be produced, it is not acceptable that these data are 
directly used in the CRM for a different site, during the breeding 
season. 


is now a parameter that is better understood and Skov et al. 
(2018) provides a larger, higher quality evidence base for 
use in CRM than was previously available. Prior to Skov et 
al. (2018) CRM relied on flight speed estimates quoted in 
Alerstam et al. (2007) and Pennycuick et al. (1987) which 
are based on very small sample sizes or that were collected 
using wind tunnels.  


The flight speed data presented by Skov et al. (2018) were 
collected throughout the year and are therefore not solely 
for the non-breeding season as suggested. It could be 
argued that, for some species, breeding birds may not occur 
at the site at which the flight speed data were collected. 
However, given the distance between Hornsea Three and 
the nearest breeding colony, it is not considered that this 
represents a significant limitation to the use of the data. It 
should also be noted that this issue is also associated with 
the flight speed data from Alerstam et al. (2007) and 
Pennycuick et al. (1987). It is not considered appropriate to 
dismiss the data from Skov et al. (2018) in the hope that, at 
some point, a method that allows for site-specific data 
collection is developed when the data from Skov et al. 
(2018) represents the best available evidence in relation to 
flight speed data especially when considered against the 
data previously used for collision risk modelling (i.e. 
Alerstam (2007) and Pennycuick et al. (1987)). 


Nocturnal Activity  


The current Nocturnal Activity Factors recommended in Band 
(2012) are derived from the expert opinion collected by Garthe and 
Huppop (2004). A review of seabird vulnerability to offshore wind 
farms (Furness et al., 2013) recommended that no changes be 
made to the nocturnal activity scores for these species, and an 
update, including the same authors (Wade et al., 2016) maintained 
this recommendation. Furness et al. (2018) recommends changes 
to the gannet nocturnal activity factor, although the suggested 
change is different from that the same authors proposed elsewhere 
(MacArthur Green, 2015, MacArthur Green 2018). While we 
welcome the Furness et al. (2018) review, we are concerned that 
the mortalities predicted using revised nocturnal activity rates for 
gannet (and this is applicable to other species) are potentially 
underestimated because they do not account for the potential 
interaction between survey timing and diurnal behavioural patterns, 
whereby peaks in foraging activity at first and last light (see Fig. 3 in 
Furness et al. 2018) will not be accounted for in the assessment if 
these did not coincide with surveys (the timings of which are 
currently unknown, but likely to be midday if aerial), and the survey 
may have been carried out at a time of much lower activity. Thereby 
the application of the revised nocturnal activity factor recommended 
by Furness et al. (2018) could result in inaccurate underestimates 
of collision risk. 


See the Applicant’s response to Q1.2.60 above 


Avoidance rate  


Avoidance Rate accounts for the discrepancy between predicted 
collision mortality and actual collision mortality. Such discrepancy 
arises because of natural variability and uncertainty in the input 


It should be noted that the Applicant has not advocated that 
the avoidance rates derived by Skov et al. (2018) should be 
used in the collision risk modelling for Hornsea Three and 
the limitations of the Skov et al. (2018) are discussed in  
Appendix 10 to the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 







 
 


 Applicant's comments on Written Representations and Responses  
submitted by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 2 


 December 2018 
 


 11  


The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 


parameters, such as flight height and bird density, errors in the 
modelling process, errors in the model itself as well as any 
avoidance behaviour of the birds in response to the turbines. As 
such, “Avoidance Rate” is a misnomer; it is not exclusively related 
to avoidance behaviour per se. A number of studies have shown 
that Avoidance Rate has a disproportionate influence on the 
number of mortalities predicted by Collision Risk Modelling and 
there has been considerable debate around what its actual value 
should be (it is largely estimated) and how it could be better 
measured and refined. Improving understanding of the true value of 
the correction factor termed “Avoidance Rate” would allow us to 
predict collision mortality with greater confidence in the accuracy of 
models.  


However the empirically derived avoidance rates presented in Skov 
et al. (2018) are functionally different from the Avoidance Rates 
used in the Band (2012) model, as the later incorporate error and 
variability in relation to both the data used and the model itself 
(Cook et al., 2014), which means that Band model Avoidances 
Rates will be lower than empirically derived avoidance rates. 
Indeed the Applicant argues elsewhere that uncertainties around 
the manner in which peaks in activity are be captured in the 
modelling process should form part of Avoidance Rate. Debate is 
ongoing as to how to apply the EARs into the Band model and so it 
is not clear how, if at all, predicted mortalities would be different if 
the Skov et al. rates were considered.  


It is also important to highlight that there are difficulties in the 
manner in which Skov et al. (2018) calculated the Empirical 
Avoidance Rates, particularly for macro-avoidance. As there were 
no pre-construction data available for this calculation, the study 
estimated macro-avoidance by comparing the density of bird tracks 
within the wind farm to the density of bird tracks in a 3 km buffer 
around the wind farm. However this calculation assumed that there 
is no attraction by birds to the wind farm area. Other research has 
suggested that birds may be attracted to wind farm sites e.g. 
Vanermen et al (2015). Birds may also be attracted to birds 
funnelling or otherwise aggregating outside the wind farm. 
Furthermore it appears that fishing vessels were frequently 
recorded in the wind farm buffer which would increase the attraction 
to birds. Previous studies (Krijgsveld et al. 2011) noted gulls being 
attracted to fishing vessels on the edge of a wind farm and 
observers noted a similar effect as part of the ORJIP BCA study. In 
such circumstances, birds will be responding to the fishing vessels 
rather than the turbines and this will strongly bias the results. As 
such little confidence can be placed in this calculation. 


(REP1-188). 


Flight height  


Given the emphasis put on the results of Skov et al. (2018) 
elsewhere by the applicant, it is perhaps surprising that the flight 
height data used for the assessment is not derived from this report 
or referenced anywhere in the documentation. Flight heights in 
Skov et al., were measured using laser rangefinders to a high level 
of accuracy. Conversely the flight heights used for the collision risk 
model in the assessment were from surveys where boat based 
surveyors estimated the heights of birds and allocated them into 
height bands. For Options 2 and 3 the generic data from Johnston 


The flight behaviour of birds at an operational wind farm will 
be affected by the presence of the wind farm. This has 
implications for the Band (2012) CRM not least in relation to 
the avoidance rate to apply to collision risk estimates and 
these potential implications are less well understood. Skov 
et al. (2018) do not present flight height data outside of the 
wind farm at which the study was conducted, which could 
potentially avoid the aforementioned implications, in a 
format which can be used in collision risk modelling. In 
addition, no statistical analysis has been undertaken by 
Skov et al. (2018) to assess for flight height variation with 
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et al. (2014) was used. These aggregated data are based almost 
entirely on boat based estimates, and while the manner in which 
they were analysed by Johnston et al., was statistically robust and 
the paper that presented them was an important step forward, there 
was still a reliance on observers ability to estimate the height of a 
flying bird; a wholly questionable proposition. The ORJIP BCA 
study has generated the most extensive dataset of observations of 
seabird behaviour in and around an operational offshore wind farm 
that is currently available. This includes species-specific data on 
flight height as measured using laser rangefinders. The use of 
these data in collision risk modelling would result in greater 
predicted mortalities, as higher numbers of birds were measured at 
collision risk height than either the historical boat based surveys 
estimates from the Hornsea zone or the modelled data from 
Johnston et al. (2014).  


The lack of validation for collision risk models has been a key 
problem for some time (Masden & Cook 2016) and there is some 
evidence that modelled predictions may be a poor match for 
observed collision rates (Ferrer et al. 2012; de Lucas et al. 2008).  


A key calculation underpinning the Band CRM is that of pColl, the 
probability of collision. This estimates the number of birds at risk of 
collision by predicting the number of birds passing through the 
turbine rotor-swept area that will be struck by a rotating blade (Band 
2012). The figures presented by Skov et al. (2018) allow for the first 
time a validation of this calculation to be made and suggests that 
the Band CRM may grossly underestimate the probability of a bird 
passing through a turbine colliding with the blades. If the site-
specific data are used for this calculation, pColl will be estimated at 
between 0.07 – 0.12, depending on the species and approach 
used. However, the data collected as part of the ORJIP BCA 
showed six of the 15 birds that crossed the rotor swept area 
collided, implying a greater pColl of 0.4. While this must be 
caveated with the fact it is a small sample size, it indicates that the 
Band model may underestimate the collision mortalities by a factor 
of around four. Therefore until further data are available validating 
the calculation of pColl any mortalities calculated by the model must 
be interpreted with a high degree of caution and the minor 
adjustments of input parameters to lower predictions is likely to be a 
distraction from this larger issue. 


distance to the wind farm. Until such time as the flight height 
data is processed and a dataset made available that is 
agreed to be representative of flight height distribution for 
species in the absence of a wind farm, the findings of Skov 
et al. (2018) are not available to be incorporated into 
collision risk modelling.  


The Applicant refers the RSPB to Appendix 6 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 2 (REP2-018) which 
provides the results of Lidar surveys undertaken at Hornsea 
Three which provide the most accurate and precise flight 
height data collected in this region. The results of these 
surveys correspond with the flight height data collected 
during boat-based surveys and therefore it is considered 
appropriate to use these data for collision risk modelling. 


 It is important to note (as done by the RSPB) that the pColl 
derived from Skov et al. (2018) is supported by a very small 
sample size and is again representative of bird behaviour at 
an operational wind farm. The pColl value at an operational 
value therefore needs to be considered against the 
empirical avoidance rates calculated by Skov et al. (2018) 
which are significantly higher than those applied when using 
the Band (2012) CRM. 


Appendix 12: Collision risk modelling – herring gull – Clarification 
Note  


The RSPB welcome this clarification note. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 


Appendix 40: Paper by Furness R.W et. Al. (Environmental Impact 
Assessment Review 73, 2018, 1-6) (Nocturnal flight activity of 
northern gannet Morus bassanus and Implications for Modelling 
Collision Risk at Offshore Wind Farms)  


Please see our comments under Appendix 10 above. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 


Appendix 41: Paper by Skov H. et al. (ORJIP Bird Collision and 
Avoidance Study Final report – April 2018)  


Please see our comments under Appendix 10 above. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 
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Appendix 42: Paper by Cleasby I.R. et al. (RSPB Research Report 
no. 63.) (Combining Habitat Modelling and Hotspot Analysis to 
Reveal the Location of High Density Seabird Areas Across the UK)  


The RSPB has no comment on this document. 


 


Appendix 43: Paper by Trinder M. (The Crown Estate 2017) 
(Estimates of Ornithological Headroom in Offshore Wind Farm 
Collision Mortality)  


This paper was produced initially as an internal discussion note by 
the Crown Estate, but subsequently received wider circulation. 
Whilst the RSPB appreciate the value of an accurate understanding 
of “as-built” turbine / wind farm parameters, we also highlight that 
the approach taken in the report has fundamental limitations as 
follows:  


1. The approach taken in the report is counter, in our view, to the 
relevant conservation objectives for the affected sites and their 
species as well as the broader legal conservation requirements and 
the principles of sustainable development. The industry should be 
aiming to achieve maximum capacity for least environmental effect, 
not simply looking to fully exploit the “available” environmental 
capacity. The report implies the calculated “headroom” for each 
species is simply expendable. A more appropriate approach would 
be to simply present the re-established cumulative/in-combination 
totals, without referring to the available headroom. It is for the 
decision-maker to make the decision as to whether predicted 
impacts of any future proposals are acceptable.  


2. The report is limited as it does not take account of potential 
impacts from displacement and emerging concerns regarding 
barrier effects on migratory birds that are largely unexplored but 
which are becoming increasingly important due to the scale of 
development that has and is planned to be deployed.  


3. The report assumes that predicted impacts of consented 
development were acceptable and still are acceptable and uses the 
consented impacts as thresholds. They should not be used for this 
purpose. Assessment methodologies and improvements in 
understanding of seabird ecology are developing all the time whilst 
new marine protected areas are in development. This new 
knowledge and understanding is not accommodated within the 
report. For instance there is no clarity on the accuracy of the 
underlying baseline data sets, uncertainties within the modelling 
and expression of confidence intervals for the outputs, as well as 
the other potential impacts identified above.  


 


Perhaps most importantly a number of assumptions are stated 
throughout the report in a discursive manner, the majority or all 
stating that existing methodologies of assessment are 
precautionary and that impacts are likely to be smaller. Taking 
these two points together there exists the risk of raising 
expectations amongst the intended audience, in the absence of any 
evidence, and which could be unfounded. This report simply 
emphasises the point that adequate monitoring is required to 
provide an evidence base to inform future assessment and 


The Applicant welcomes that the RSPB appreciate the 
value of an accurate understanding of “as-built” turbine / 
wind farm parameters . The Applicant notes that the RSPB 
have not raised any concerns in relation to the underlying 
approach applied by Trinder (2017). It should also be noted 
that many of the concerns raised by the RSPB have been 
taken into account in Appendix 4 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148) or are not applicable 
to the approach taken by the Applicant: 


1. The Applicant has considered the changes to 
collision risk estimates as a result of differences 
between turbine scenarios using agreed 
assessment methodologies; 


2. Not applicable to the Applicant’s approach or 
resulting assessment; 


3. As described for Point 1; 
4. Not applicable to the Applicant’s approach or 


resulting assessment; and 
5. This has been considered by the Applicant in 


paragraphs 1.71 onwards in Appendix 4 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148) 
with any projects at which further development 
could technically occur discounted in resulting 
impact quantification. 
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consideration of cumulative/in-combination impacts.  


5. Finally, as recognised in the Report (page 2) theoretically a 
developer could build out to consented capacity sometime after 
initial construction if they had not reached that capacity, especially 
where there has been no change in conditions associated with their 
consent restricting the use of particular turbines. However clearly in 
situations where fewer turbines have been used but the consented 
capacity has been reached, or other consent restrictions mean that 
a new consent would need to be applied for if further turbines are to 
be built, this is not an issue. Therefore, if the spreadsheet does not 
already include this, it might be sensible to add columns for the 
consented capacity, as-built capacity, and the potential further build 
(consented minus as-built – this would be 0 in cases where the 
consented capacity has been reached, or could be noted as 
irrelevant where other consent conditions mean that no further 
turbines can be built without a new application).  


Given these limitations of the MacArthur Green report the RSPB 
strongly advise that projects do not seek to rely upon it when 
undertaking cumulative/ in-combination assessments. The report 
itself notes (on page 3) that for the most recently consented wind 
farms (those with the highest predicted mortalities) their 
calculations are indicative only. However, the RSPB would welcome 
an approach that allows for standardisation in the assessment 
procedure. 


 


The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 


Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 


Deadline 2)  


Applicant’s Response 


Q1.2.38 The RSPB note, and agree with, Natural England’s answer 
to this question (the duration of the ornithological survey required). 
The RSPB also note the MMO’s response. We support their point 
that “some important periods are only surveyed once and therefore 
the results may not be representative of the overall use of the site.” 


The Applicant requests that the RSPB identify those periods 
it considers represent important periods for seabirds at 
Hornsea Three that have only been surveyed once (during 
the digital aerial survey campaign) and the evidence which 
exists to support the contention that such periods are 
important.  


Q1.2.40 The RSPB and NE have been consistently clear that 20 
months of survey effect is inadequate and that 24 months is an 
absolute minimum. However, the RSPB have been trying to explore 
approaches that can come up with a solution to the problem of 
incomplete survey. We supported the meta-analysis, the primary 
aim of which was to assess whether 20 months survey would be 
adequate to account for variability in bird density through 
examination of the historical data set. The analysis was unable to 
provide this assurance.  


Variability in density will have both a special and temporal 
component. As a means of addressing the spatial variability the 
RSPB agree with NE that including the data from the additional 2 
cameras will help to properly characterise the degree of variability 
by increasing survey coverage from 10% to 20% of the project 
area. The applicant in their answer also agree that this will improve 


The level of survey coverage and the precision associated 
with density and population estimates for key species is 
consistent with that achieved at other consented wind farm 
projects and therefore the request by the RSPB (and Natural 
England) to analyse additional data has no foundation in 
terms of the assessments conducted (i.e.. the level of 
precision achieved allows for assessments to be conducted 
without a significant level of uncertainty).  The request is also 
inconsistent with the approaches applied at other consented 
offshore wind farm projects where the level of precision 
associated with abundance metrics (some of which is higher 
than obtained during the aerial surveys for Hornsea Three) 
has not been questioned. 
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Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 


Deadline 2)  


Applicant’s Response 


the precision of the estimated density. 


Q1.2.42 The RSPB are supportive of NE’s position with regards to 
this; we do not accept that the historical boat-based survey data 
can be used as part of the impact assessment. The meta-analysis 
carried out was in part to explore this possibility and from that 
analysis it could not be concluded that the use of such data was 
appropriate. 


The Applicant has responded to the points made in this 
response in Appendix 8 to the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-141), as part of the Applicant’s responses 
to Natural England’s relevant representation (RR-097) and 
the RSPB’s relevant representation (RR-113) and the 
Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities questions 
(REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this stage. 


Q1.2.50 The RSPB note the Applicant’s response but prefer the 
use of colony specific data on phenology where available. 


The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities 
questions (REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this 
stage. 


Q1.2.51 Please see our answer to Q 1.2.50 above. The RSPB 
agree with Natural England’s response to this question. 


The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities 
questions (REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this 
stage. 


Q1.2.52 The RSPB disagreed with herring gull being screened out 
of the EIA. Herring gull is currently red listed in Birds of 
Conservation Concern 4. Numbers in the breeding season are 
relatively high (221 in June 2017) and therefore asked for further 
consideration to be made in the assessment. The RSPB 
acknowledges a Clarification Note on herring gull provided by the 
Applicant which conducts this assessment. 


The Applicant welcomes the RSPB’s acknowledgement of 
the clarification note (Appendix 12 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-189)) submitted at Deadline 
1. 


Q1.2.53 Following discussion with the Applicant, the RSPB can 
now acknowledge that we consider the approach taken to be 
acceptable. 


The Applicant welcomes this acknowledgement from the 
RSPB. 


Q1.2.54 The RSPB welcome the inclusion of some elements of 
uncertainty in the collision risk assessment arising from variability in 
density, flight height and avoidance rate. However this is not a 
complete consideration of uncertainty in the modelling process. 
Uncertainty in CRM arise from variability in all the input variables 
and as through observer and model error. All these aspects have 
not been fully considered, neither has the interaction between these 
sources of variability. A more robust manner of doing this would be 
via the recent stochastic Collision Risk model, produced by 
MacGregor et al. (2018). We agree with the answer of NE to this 
question with regard to displacement effects. 


The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities 
questions (REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this 
stage. 


Q1.2.56 Please see our response to Q1.2.54 above. The RSPB 
agree with Natural England’s response to this question. 


The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant's comments on responses to the Examining 
Authority's Written Questions submitted by Interested Parties 
at Deadline 1 (REP2-005) and has nothing further to add at 
this stage. 


Q1.2.57 We disagree with the applicant’s answer that “There is no 
statistically robust way in which these confidence intervals could be 
combined”. Such a method has been described by Masden’s (2015) 
‘proof of concept’ stochastic formulation of the Band model. 
Subsequently, a statistically robust method of carrying out the 
modelling process incorporating variability in all model parameters 


The way in which uncertainty has been considered by the 
Applicant is different to the approach taken by MacGregor et 
al. (2018) and as such the answer by the Applicant is correct. 
The answer provided is also consistent with the advice 
provided by Natural England in paragraph 3.20 of Annex C of 
Natural England’s Written Representation (REP1-211). 
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The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 


Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 


Deadline 2)  


Applicant’s Response 


had been developed, overseen by a scientific steering group, and 
published. This is the Marine Scotland Science funded Stochastic 
Collision Risk model, MacGregor et al. (2018). 


The Applicant has explored, within the CRM work undertaken 
to support the application, uncertainty associated with 
densities of flying birds, flight heights and avoidance rates 
individually as recommended by Natural England (see 
paragraph 3.21 in Annex C of Natural England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-211)). The Stochastic Collision Risk 
model, MacGregor et al. (2018) was not published at the time 
the methodology was discussed through the EWG or at the 
point of submission of the application. Consideration of 
uncertainty by MacGregor et al. (2018) is conducted as part 
of the modelling process (using an approach that is not 
possible using the Band (2012) CRM in isolation) and not 
post-hoc as would have to be done if the approach by the 
Applicant is applied. 


Q1.2.59 Please see our response to Q1.2.60 below. See response to Q1.2.60 below 


Q1.2.60 The RSPB do not agree with the changes in Nocturnal 
Activity Factor for kittiwake and gannet. The supporting analysis 
does not include all available data and does not account for the 
distinction between the definition of daylight as used in the Band 
Model and the official concept of ‘twilight’ and ‘night’, including civil, 
astronomical and nautical twilight. Nor does it account for the 
potential interaction between survey timing and diurnal behavioural 
patterns. Seabird foraging activity often peaks at first and last light. 
There is a danger that these peaks are not accounted for in the 
assessment either because they have been removed from the 
analysis by and overly simplified definition of day and night or 
because the survey was carried out at a time of much lower activity.  


The evidence presented by the applicant for changes in NAFs is 
inconsistent. For example, three different gannet NAFs are 
suggested in the three documents cited (MacArthur Green, 2015, 
Macarthur Green 2018, and Furness et al., 2018, (only the latter of 
which is peer reviewed)) despite them being by the same authors. 
This is indicative of the high level of uncertainty in the calculation of 
NAFs.  


The RSPB acknowledge that they accepted a NAF of 2 for kittiwake 
in the Forth and Tay scoping Advice produced by Marine Scotland, 
however this was prior to our understanding of the distinctions in 
the definition of daylight and the degree of uncertainty inherent in 
the process. For this reason we prefer that alongside a NAF of 2, 
the results for kittiwake are also presented with a NAF of 3, until 
such a time as a more realistic range of values can be incorporated 
into a stochastic CRM.  


The RSPB do not accept the Applicant’s answer that uncertainty in 
how well peaks in activity are be captured in the modelling process 
should form part of the correction factor known as “Avoidance 
Rate”. This simply diverts focus away from the issue rather than 
providing empirical evidence. The first stage of providing empirical 
evidence would be for the applicant to publish the timings of the 
aerial surveys carried out to characterise the site and contrast these 
with the diel activity patterns described by tracking data. We would 


It is considered that the nocturnal activity factors proposed by 
the Applicant for use in collision risk modelling better reflect 
the available evidence about the activity of key species at 
night than the generic recommendation in Band (2012). The 
list of papers listed by the RSPB (MacArthur Green, 2015, 
Macarthur Green 2018, and Furness et al., 2018) is indicative 
of a developing understanding of nocturnal activity factors 
driven by emerging evidence. This is a standard scientific 
approach with updated studies being published in response 
to emerging evidence and does not represent a high level of 
uncertainty rather it represents an attempt to reduce 
associated uncertainty. 


 The Applicant highlights the advice provided by the RSPB in 
relation to a change in the nocturnal activity factor for gannet 
as proposed by SNH in their scoping advice to the Forth and 
Tay projects: 


“We do not accept the suggested change for breeding gannet 
(rate of 1 which equates to 0%), unless a detailed breakdown 
of the timing of surveys is presented. This is because 
including a proportion of birds flying at night compensates for 
the likely under-recording of birds associated with peaks in 
foraging activity outwith the survey timings.” 


It is worth noting that in response to the RSPB’s rejection of a 
change to the nocturnal activity for gannet, Marine Scotland 
provided the following response: 


“the justification [provided by the RSPB] for this appears to 
conflate nocturnal activity with colony attendance, foraging 
activity and timing of at-sea surveys without an adequate 
empirical basis.” 


It is therefore still not clear to the Applicant why there is a 
disparity on a common point of methodology between the 
advice provided by the RSPB for the two separate projects. 


Notwithstanding this the nocturnal activity factors provided by 
Furness et al. (2018) account for the definitions of daytime 
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The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 


Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 


Deadline 2)  


Applicant’s Response 


highlight figure 3 of Furness et al. (2018) which demonstrates 
peaks in foraging activity of gannets and highlights the risk that brief 
snapshots surveys may miss considerable amount of activity and 
therefore seriously underestimate modelled mortalities. As this 
figure is for diving birds only (i.e. foraging birds) we would also note 
that these are the birds most at risk of collision (Cleasby et al., 
2015). 


and night time with these scores having been specifically 
derived for use in the Band (2012) CRM. 


Q1.2.62 The RSPB refer back to our Deadline 1 response to this 
question, notably in regard to Skov et al., as included by the 
applicant as Appendix 41. 


The Applicant has provided a response to this point at 
Deadline 1 (see the Applicant’s response to the Examining 
Authorities questions (REP1-122) and Appendix 40 and 41 to 
the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-143 and 
REP1-149)) and has nothing further to add at this stage. 


Q1.2.72 The RSPB agree with NE’s position on mean seasonal 
peaks, in that the seasons have not been correctly defined and that 
there is incomplete survey coverage. 


The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
Appendix 8 to the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 
(REP1-141), as part of the Applicant’s responses to Natural 
England’s relevant representation (RR-097) and the RSPB’s 
relevant representation (RR-113), the Applicant’s response to 
the Examining Authorities questions (REP1-122) and the 
Applicant’s response to Natural England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-211) and has nothing further to add at 
this stage. 


Q1.2.75 Please note the correction to the RSPB’s answer to this 
response at the top of this document: the maximum foraging 
distance for kittiwake should have been reported as 324km. This 
was for a successful breeding bird in 2017. In further evidence of 
this foraging range the RSPB would like to add a citation, 
Wischnewski et al. (2018) Seabird tracking at the Flamborough & 
Filey Coast: Assessing the impacts of offshore wind turbines (copy 
attached to this response). 


The availability of tracking data is a welcome addition to the 
evidence base for bird foraging behaviour.  That some birds 
apparently forage over very large distances and that there is 
connectivity between FFC SPA and the Hornsea Three site 
are not matters that are in dispute between the Applicant and 
the RSPB. However, it should be noted that assumptions 
about connectivity are not typically made on the basis of 
extreme maximum distances recorded by individuals that 
may exhibit aberrant behaviour, particularly birds that have 
failed to breed and that are not subject to the same energetic 
constraints as those birds that are required to regularly 
provision young. 


 The RSPB have indicated that this observation was 
associated with a ‘successful breeding bird’. The Applicant 
has requested that the RSPB provide the definition of a 
‘successful breeding bird’ as has been applied in this case as 
this can have significant implications for how this information 
is used as part of any assessment.  


Notwithstanding this point, it is still considered that this 
pattern of behaviour is unlikely to represent the majority or 
even a sizeable minority of foraging birds from the FFC SPA 
due to the high energetic cost it would entail and the 
corresponding impact this would have on breeding success. 


Q1.2.80 While acknowledging the uncertainty in assessment, the 
RSPB consider that the probability of a non-breeding bird being 
associated with a particular colony will be higher the closer to the 
colony the bird is and that this probability is also higher in 
proportion to the size of the colony. As such, a relatively simple 


The Applicant welcomes the proposal by the RSPB to utilise 
the SNH apportioning approach and will investigate the use 
of this tool for immature birds, noting that the original 
approach was defined for breeding adult birds. 
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The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 


Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 


Deadline 2)  


Applicant’s Response 


apportioning calculation, broadly similar to that used in the SNH 
Apportioning Tool, with a distance-density function could be used to 
calculate the proportion of non-breeders associated with each SPA 
and pSPA, such as those identified for razorbill in Annex 3 of HRA 
report, set against the appropriate biologically defined population. 


Q1.2.81 See response to Appendix 7: Alternative approach to 
sourcing cumulative and in-combination collision risk estimates - 
Clarification Note below. 


See the response provided below in relation to the RSPB 
comments on Appendix 7 of the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline 1 (REP1-139). 


Q1.2.115 See response to Appendix 3: Age Class Data Clarification 
Note below. 


See the response provided below in relation to the RSPB 
comments on Appendix 3 of the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-169). 


Q1.2.117 See response to Appendix 9: Population Viability Analysis 
below. 


See the response provided below in relation to the RSPB 
comments on Appendix 9 of the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline 1 (REP1-135). 


Q1.4.20 The RSPB notes the Applicant’s response and its 
proposed means of addressing the potential impacts upon pink-
footed geese. We continue to discuss the matter with the Applicant. 


The Applicant, following discussion with the RSPB, will 
update the outline CoCP and EMP to reflect the proposed 
measures outlined and broadly agreed through the SoCG 
process. 


Q1.15.6 The RSPB notes the Applicant’s response in relation to the 
Outline Code of Construction Practice (OCOCP). We note that at 
the point of determination of the DCO that the OCOCP will be fixed 
and no longer “living”. Provided that the mitigation measures 
secured during the Examination Process are present in the “fixed” 
version of the OCOCP the RSPB considers that this should address 
our concerns about the security of the mitigation measures within 
the document. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 


Q1.15.7 The RSPB notes the Applicant’s response in relation to the 
Outline Ecological Management Plan (OEMP). We note that at the 
point of determination of the DCO that the OEMP will be fixed and 
no longer “living”. Provided that the mitigation measures secured 
during the Examination Process are present in the “fixed” version of 
the OEMP the RSPB considers that this should address our 
concerns about the security of the mitigation measures within the 
document. 


This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 


 


 Helen and Chris Monk (AS-012) 


 Summary 


Helen and Chris Monk have submitted a written representation on 22 November 2018 (AS-012) expressing 


their concerns about the impacts of Hornsea Three on Cawston village.   Helen and Chris Monk are concerned 


about impacts of construction traffic that will be using the B1145 and the subsequent noise and vibration and 


air quality impacts. They have raised concerns about the width of the existing roads and the proximity of 


sensitive receptors such as residential properties and a school. 
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The Applicant has responded to specific points raised within Helen and Chris Monk’s Written Representation 


(AS-012) below, confirming that the impacts of construction traffic on the road link at Cawston have been 


assessed to have a minor adverse effect (as reported in Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of the 


Environmental Statement (APP-079)). Noise changes as a result of construction traffic and air quality 


emissions have also been assessed (Volume 3, Chapter 8: Noise and Vibration (APP-080) and Chapter 9: Air 


Quality (APP-081)) and the effects are predicted to be negligible. To address the concerns of Cawston 


residents, the Applicant is undertaking profiling of the traffic flows through Cawston to identify appropriate 


construction traffic management measures and also work to understand the existing vibration levels at 


properties adjacent to the main road through the village (see the Applicant’s response to the Relevant 


Representation of Andrew Hellewell (RR-065) in their Deadline 1 submission (REP1-131)). 


 Response to Helen and Chris Monk 


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


We are writing to express our concerns over this proposal. 


We live in Cawston and our house fronts onto the B1145, very 
close to the traffic. 


We realise that the 7th November deadline has passed, 
however the first time our attention was brought to the direct 
impact of this scheme on us was a letter from Ørsted dated 5th 
November. Thus we had no time to research and respond by 
the deadline. 


The letter was described as an “update”, but, on querying this, 
Ørsted’s response was that we had not been sent previous 
newsletters, etc, as “Cawston Village is not directly on our cable 
route”. We feel that this is unacceptable when Cawston is 
clearly a key site for traffic issues. 


We have now engaged with them and told them that we would 
be interested in finding out about participating in their noise and 
vibration testing process. 


In principle we are strongly in favour of schemes such as 
renewable energy which serve to protect and improve the 
environment, but we do feel that the philosophy of protecting the 
wider environment should not rest on destroying some local 
environments, which is what will happen if this proposal goes 
ahead in its current form. 


The Applicant can confirm that Cawston Parish Council has 
been included in the consultation process for the DCO 
application and consultation post submission.  Notwithstanding 
this, the Applicant welcomes the opportunity to respond to 
comments raised by Helen and Chris Monk. 


The roads to be used by Hornsea Three construction traffic 
were identified in Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of 
the Environmental Statement (APP-079): traffic flows were 
provided (both base traffic flows and construction traffic flows) 
for Link 89 and Link 90 to represent Cawston. Volume 6, Annex 
7.2: Description of Network Links and Sensitivity of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-160) defines Link 89 (through 
Cawston) as medium sensitivity and paragraph 7.9.2.3 of 
Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-079) sets out that such 
classifications are deemed as not being sensitive, in 
accordance with the IEMA thresholds. Paragraphs 7.11.2.7 and 
7.11.2.8 of Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-079) set out that the effects of 
the construction of Hornsea Three on these links would result 
in, at worst, a minor effect, which is not significant in 
environmental impact assessment terms.  Noise changes as a 
result of construction traffic and air quality emissions have also 
been assessed (Volume 3, Chapter 8: Noise and Vibration 
(APP-080) and Chapter 9: Air Quality (APP-081)) and the 
predicted effects are assessed to be negligible. 


Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant would note that 
ongoing work in respect to HGV movement refinement and 
development of the Outline CTMP will have implications on the 
village of Cawston.  These are described in more detail below.  


The B1145 and other roads in this area are simply unsuitable for 
the types and volumes of traffic proposed. 


The levels of noise and vibration in the centre of the village will 
be intolerable and there are real safety concerns. 


The Applicant notes the concerns of Helen and Chris Monk 
regarding the narrow width and limited visibility along the 
B1145, the weight bearing capacity of the old railway bridge 
and the proximity of sensitive receptors.  


The Applicant would direct the ExA to the Applicant’s response 
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this is a twisty B road, unsuitable for HGVs, narrow and 
impossible in many places for two large vehicles to pass one 
another safely. 


in the village there are narrow pavements and several blind 
junctions, where traffic on the side road has to creep into the 
main road to see what is coming the old railway bridge near the 
village hall is on a blind bend. We also wonder whether it has 
sufficient weight bearing capacity. 


a double bend between Cawston and Salle is exceptionally 
tight, you often need to stop and back up to allow a non HGV 
lorry to get round. 


there is a village junior school, buses, school buses collecting 
senior pupils, shops, pub and houses close to the narrow road - 
a constant need for pedestrians to cross the road throughout the 
day. 


air quality in the centre of the village is another concern, as is 
light pollution. 


We get no sense that factors like these have been considered in 
the proposal. 


We hope that you are able to include these views in your 
assessments, and look forward to hearing from you. 


Kind regards 


Helen & Chris Monk 


to the Relevant Representation of Andrew Hellewell (RR-065) 
in their Deadline 1 submission (REP1-131). The Applicant 
notes that based on peak movements the capacity of the B1145 
through Cawston may be exceeded individually by Hornsea 
Three or cumulatively as a result of shared road links during 
construction Hornsea Three and Norfolk Vanguard (including 
along the B1145 through Cawston). 


To address this, the Applicant is currently undertaking profiling 
of traffic flows through the construction period and continuing to 
work with the applicant for the Norfolk Vanguard to ensure 
alignment of highway threshold levels applied by each project, 
i.e. traffic capacity of each road link before significant impacts 
are expected, and alignment as to the scope of appropriate 
traffic management measures that may be required as 
thresholds are reached.  If traffic management measures are 
required, then they will be captured in a revised Outline CTMP 
prior to the end of the examination period.   


The risk of structural damage from vibration as a result of the 
HGVs from Hornsea Three is low (as explained in Applicant’s 
response to the Relevant Representation of Andrew Hellewell 
(RR-065) in their Deadline 1 submission (REP1-131)). 
However, the Applicant is engaging with a working group set up 
with Cawston Parish Council in order to better understand 
existing baseline vibration levels at residential properties 
immediately adjacent to the main road through Cawston, to 
inform the need and nature of any traffic management 
measures to be developed as part of the detailed CTMP post-
consent. 


The Applicant is committed to continued engagement with NCC 
in respect to constraints within Cawston, and is confident that a 
position can be reached whereby the need and nature of 
management measures are identified in principle within the 
outline CTMP. 
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 Highways England (REP2-029) 


 Summary 


Highways England has submitted a written representation at Deadline 2 comprises a summary letter and 
accompanying technical notes which identify outstanding concerns regarding the potential for impacts from 
Hornsea Three on the Strategic Highway Network.  Concerns focus on the following three areas: 


• A47/Taverham Road east of Honingham Junction; 


• A47/A140 and A47/ A1074 Junctions; and 


• A140/B1113 Junction. 


 


The Applicant has responded to the matters raised by Highways England’s written representation, with work 


ongoing to respond to the specific points raised within the technical notes.  The Applicant is committed to continued 


engagement with Highways England to seek to address outstanding matters and will will provide an update on this 


ongoing work as part of the updated Statement of Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three and Highways 


England to be submitted at Deadline 4.  
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 Response to Highways England 


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


For the attention of: Mr David Prentis 


Dear Sir 


Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm (EN010080): Written 
Statement 


I refer to the previous submission by Highways England in the form of a 
written statement dated and submitted on the 7 November 2018 
regarding the above. This letter provides an update to our Written 
Statement and also to the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) 
between the Applicant and Highways England dated 6 November 2018. 


On 2 November 2018, we received a response from the Applicant, 
entitled ‘Applicant’s Response to Highways England Briefing Note 01a’, 
dated November 2018, which was acknowledged in the SoCG. A copy of 
the applicant’s response is attached. 


This letter should be read in conjunction with the Briefing Notes BN02 
and BN03 (both are dated 19 November 2018), prepared by our Spatial 
Planning Consultant, AECOM, attached with this letter. 


As mentioned in our Written Statement and in the SoCG, the following 
issues are still outstanding: 


Noted.  The Applicant has responded to each of the 
points made by Highways England summary letter 
below.   Given the technical and detailed nature of the 
matters raised within the technical notes, the Applicant 
has committed to providing an update on these points at 
Deadline 4 following continued discussions with 
Highways England and Norfolk County Council.  


 


A47/Taverham Road east of Honingham Junction 


· After reviewing the ‘Applicant’s Response to Highways 
England Briefing Note 01a’, we remain concerned that there is a serious 
risk to the safe and free flow of traffic on the A47 Trunk Road from the 
use of the A47 / Taverham Road junction as a means of access to 
construction sites 17 (B) and 18 (B). 


· BN02 attached identifies a number of issues with the layout 
and geometry of the junction and the potential consequences of up to 66 
additional Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) turning into and out of 
Taverham Road for the duration of the works at those sites. 


· BN03 identifies a cluster of Personal Injury Accidents (PIAs) (a 
total of six in five years) associated with the use of the A47 / Taverham 
Road junction of which four involved stationary vehicles waiting to make 
the right turn into Taverham Road, being hit from behind by vehicles 
approaching along the A47 from the east. 


· BN02 suggests a number of potential mitigation measures and 
recommendations for alternative access arrangements to promote the 
safe and free flow of traffic at this junction, which we requested the 
applicant to consider in consultation with ourselves and with the Local 
Highway Authority, Norfolk County Council. 


· In the absence of any other consideration, Highways 
England’s preferred solution would be that no HGVs accessing or 
leaving the construction sites should join or leave the A47 at the A47 / 
Taverham Road junction. However, we recognise that this may not be 
practicable in relation to its impact on the Local Road Network and 
therefore request that the Construction Traffic Management Plan for the 
sites in question should ban HGVs from making any turns into and right 
turns out of Taverham Road and require them to use Taverham Road in 
one direction only. This should be supplemented by clearance of foliage 


A47 / Taverham Road east of Honingham Junction 


The Applicant has reviewed the comments made by 
Highways England and the points raised are noted and 
in discussion with both Highway England and Norfolk 
County Council. 


The Applicant has confirmed in correspondence that the 
Applicant wish to retain access to Sites 17(B) and 18(B) 
via Taverham Road and as such are seeking to identify 
an appropriate solution to address the concerns raised.   


In separate correspondence Norfolk County Council 
have confirmed the use of Church Lane at the Easton 
Roundabout to access Sites 17(B) and 18(B) is not 
acceptable and would not be supported.  As a result, the 
Applicant has confirmed to Highways England that in the 
absence of Church Lane, access to Taverham Road is 
required. 


The Applicant notes that Highways England have 
defined a potential cluster of accidents, however, there 
is no acceptance that this is an accident cluster of 
sufficient magnitude for Highway England to introduced 
a safety invention scheme themselves. The Applicant is 
therefore in agreement with Highways England to 
identify a scheme of temporary safety intervention 
measures to be implemented during the construction 
phase when access 17(B) and 18(B) was required.    


In discussion with Norfolk County Council, the Applicant 
has therefore agreed to prepare and submit to Highways 
England and the Highways Authority, the following by 
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Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


within the westbound highway verge and the use of temporary traffic 
signs to advise drivers using the A47 of the risk of HGVs turning ahead 
and of the risk of encountering stationary vehicles in the carriageway. 


Deadline 5; 


• Detailed A47 / Taverham Road accident 
investigation assessment and existing Safety 
Audit junction review; 


• Identification of appropriate A47 / Taverham 
Roads scheme of temporary safety 
intervention measures, the principles of which 
will ultimately be secured through the Outline 
CTMP; and 


• Stage 1 safety audit for the planned 
intervention measures to demonstrate their 
suitability.  


 


A47/A140 and A47/ A1074 Junctions 


· The SoCG between the Applicant and ourselves refers to a 
sensitivity test to be undertaken in respect of the number of anticipated 
construction vehicles through these junctions and the time of day this 
flow will occur in relation to the peak traffic flows using these junctions. 
This analysis has still to be undertaken and was not included in the 
Applicant’s Response to Highways England Briefing Note 01a. 


A140/B1113 Junction 


· Highways England remain concerned about the effect of 
construction traffic on this junction and the risk of a queue of traffic 
tailing back to and affecting the operation of the A47/ A140 junction. We 
understand that the applicant is liaising with Norfolk County Council 
(NCC) in respect of their impact on this junction. However, we have not 
yet heard from either the Applicant or NCC that the assessment of the 
A140/ B1113 junction has been accepted as satisfactory. 


In light of the above we would recommend the DCO only be confirmed 
once these issues have been satisfactorily resolved. 


Yours faithfully 


Shamsul Hoque 


A47/A140 and A47/A1074 Junctions 


The Applicant notes the comments from Highways 
England. The Applicant confirms the Technical 
Response Note to Highways England did include 
preliminary traffic information to consider the peak traffic 
flows against Hornsea Three construction traffic flows, 
which is also contained in Appendix 31 to Deadline I 
submission – Transport Assessment  [REP1-162],  
Table 1.2 and Appendix B and C. 


Paragraph 2.1.4.2 of the Outline CTMP (REP1-146) 
highlights planned operating hours to allow flexibility with 
travel to access locations, specifically;  


For the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor and 
substation core working hours are 07.00 to 18.00 on 
weekdays and 07.00 to 13.00 on Saturdays. Up to one 
hour before and after for mobilisation (“mobilisation 
period”), i.e. 06:00 to 19:00 weekdays and 06:00 to 
14:00 Saturdays; and Maintenance period 13:00 to 
17:00 Saturdays. 


The Applicant therefore has the flexibility to maximise 
the project traffic flows associated with the construction 
of Hornsea Three which occur outside of the 
conventional AM (0800-0900hrs) and PM (1700-
1800hrs) background peak periods. 


The Applicant has agreed to supply supporting 
information to assess Hornsea Three’s impact against 
off-peak traffic flows to ensure the construction flows in 
conjunction with existing background off-peak traffic 
flows will not exceed those of the conventional peak 
periods.  The Applicant has discussed this with 
Highways England and understand this to be an 
acceptable approach.  The collection of baseline data to 
support this assessment has been undertaken and will 
be submitted to the examination, along with the 
assessment work to Highways England and Norfolk 
County Council.  The Applicant would then anticipate 
submitting the information into examination at Deadline 
4.  
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A140/B1113 Junction 


The Applicant has discussed the B1113 / A140 
Technical submission [REP1-157- Appendix 33 to 
Deadline I] with Norfolk County Council and understand 
the position within the Applicants position is acceptable.   
As such, the Applicant considers this to address 
Highways England concerns.   


Briefing Note 02: 


Introduction 


1. AECOM have undertaken a technical review on behalf of 
Highways England in respect of the ‘Applicant’s Response to Highways 
England Briefing Note 01A’ (the “Applicant’s Response”) dated 
November 2018, prepared by Create Consulting Engineers Ltd. 
Appendix B of the Response Note presents a geometric swept path 
analysis illustrated as Drawing No. 1554/03/301 ‘Taverham Road Low 
Loader Tracking’, dated 26th October 2018. 


2. Specifically, this Briefing Note (BN02) addresses a number of 
issues relating to the proposed use by site traffic of the A47 Junction 
with Taverham Road east of Honingham, which were identified as 
potentially problematic by Highways England following advice received 
from AECOM in Briefing Note 01. This BN02 should be read in 
conjunction with the AECOM BN03 (PIA Review), which comments on 
the collision record at the junction. 


3. The A47/ Taverham Road junction is a simple priority T-
junction, which forms a left-right aligned staggered junction with Blind 
Lane opposite. It does not provide right turning lane facilities for vehicles 
waiting to turn right into the minor arms of the junction. From an 
examination of Google street view imagery, Taverham Road appears to 
be of limited width, with corner radii that may not be suitable for use by 
large numbers of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs). The junction is on the 
outside of a large radius bend and visibility for A47 westbound through 
traffic appears to be sub¬standard. 


1-9. The Applicant notes Highways England comments 
and considers the steps outlined in the summary above 
will address these matters.   


4. It is proposed that Taverham Road should serve as the 
primary access to two of the three site accesses serving the section of 
cable run between Ringland and the A47, with the third access via 
Church Lane, off the A47 Easton roundabout. Transport Assessment 
(TA) Table 1.5 and Figure 1.2 of Annex 7.8 of the Environmental 
Statement refer. 


5. The advice contained in AECOM Briefing Note 01 in respect of 
this junction can be summarised as follows: 


In the event that the Wind Farm construction precedes the opening of 
the RIS scheme, AECOM recommend that, in the TA, this junction 
should be assessed in the following ways: 


· An assessment of the current junction layout against the 
requirements of DMRB design standard TD42; 


· An assessment of the collision record of this junction; 


· If the traffic flow increases are sufficient to warrant it, a 
PICADY model to determine any capacity problems associated with this 
junction; 
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· Consideration should be given to geometric improvements to 
facilitate the use of this junction by larger numbers of HGVs; 


· Alternatively, consideration should be given to banning the 
right turns into and out of Taverham Road for construction vehicles, 
making use of the roundabouts at the east end of Honingham bypass 
and at Easton to facilitate the resulting U-turn movements. 


6. Having reviewed the Environmental Statement and supporting 
documents, including the Transport Assessment (TA), AECOM updated 
their advice as follows in Briefing Note 01a: 


No assessments of this nature are included in the TA or its supporting 
documentation. 


Table 1.5 of the TA lists two construction site accesses as being 
accessed via the A47/ Taverham Road junction. These are listed as 
sites 16 (B) and 17 (B) although on the plan at Sheet 7 of ES Annex 7.8, 
it would seem more logical to serve sites 17 (B) and 18 (B) from 
Taverham Road and 


16 (B) from Church Lane, Easton. Appendix A shows the total traffic 
generated by sites 16 (A), 


17 (B) and 18 (B) as being 31 two-way light vehicle and 99 two-way 
HGV movements per day. It would be reasonable to assume that this 
traffic will be split equally across the three access points, therefore the 
A47/ Taverham Road junction would have to accommodate up to 66 
two-way HGV movements per day. This is unlikely to require a junction 
capacity model. However, the underlying suitability of this older-style 
priority junction needs to be questioned for the reasons stated at para 24 
above. An assessment of the junction’s layout against DMRB standards 
and the provision of HGV swept path plots to demonstrate its adequacy 
to accommodate an influx of larger vehicles, together with an 
assessment of the collision record here would be advisable. It is of note 
that a collision analysis was undertaken for the A47 to the west of 
Easton (TA paras 1.4.2.16 – 1.4.2.23) but this covered a section some 
2-3km to the west of here and did not include this junction. 


Further assessments as recommended above would be beneficial. 
Alternatively, from the perspective of the safe and free flow of traffic on 
the Trunk Road, it might be preferable to serve all three access points 
16(B) 17(B) and 18(B) from the A47/ Easton roundabout via Church 
Lane (highway link 126) rather than from Taverham Road (link 125). 


 


7. The Applicant’s response to these issues is contained in the 
document ‘Applicant’s response to Highways England Briefing Note 01a’ 
(‘the Applicant’s Response’) dated November 2018. Sections 2.15 – 
2.27 and Appendices B and C of the Applicant’s Response address the 
problems of this junction. 


8. Appendix B of the Applicant’s Response comprises a drawing (Create 
Consulting Engineers Ltd drawing no 1554/03/301 dated 26th October 
2018), which shows the junction as it currently exists, indicating features 
relating to its DMRB design compliance and the swept paths of a design 
heavy goods vehicle (the Design Vehicle) manoeuvring into and out of 
the minor arm of the junction. 


9. Appendix C of the Applicant’s Response provides collision data at and 
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in the vicinity of the junction. 


DMRB Design Compliance 


10. The A47/ Taverham Road junction, as shown on Drawing 
1554/03/301, broadly resembles a junction designed to DMRB Design 
Standard TD42, which is the appropriate standard for a junction of this 
type. However, there are a number of features of the current layout 
which give cause for concern. 


11. The A47 is not provided with a central ‘ghost island’ lane to 
accommodate vehicles waiting to turn right into the minor arm of the 
junction. At very low levels of traffic flow, this would not be problematic. 
However, as traffic flows increase, the risk increases of a queue of 
stationary traffic forming behind a would-be right turning vehicle waiting 
for a gap in the opposite direction of flow, a situation exacerbated by the 
left-right alignment of the stagger between Taverham Road and Blind 
Lane. 


10-13. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   


12. The A47 at this location is heavily trafficked for a single 
carriageway road, with the annual average daily traffic (AADT) being 
27,245 with a HGV content of 10% (source: ES Vol 6 Annex 7.3 – Base 
Traffic Flows). This is significantly above the design capacity of a two-
lane single carriageway road of 13,000 (DMRB TA46/97 Table 2.1) and 
the level at which a ghost island junction would be the preferred option 
(TD42/95 Figure 2/2) subject to minor arm flow. 


13. Highways England has accepted that there is no requirement 
for a PICADY model of this junction, on the basis of the relatively low 
additional flow being added to Taverham Road. Neither the TA nor any 
of the supporting material includes data on the current usage of 
Taverham Road and in its absence a PICADY model could not be run. 
There is, however, at this level of flow on the A47, a high risk that 
vehicles turning into and out of the minor arm of the junction will have to 
wait a considerable time for a suitable gap in the flow on the A47 to 
make their turn. 


 


14. The carriageway of Taverham Road scales at 5.0m wide. 
TD42 does not specify the width of the minor arm of the junction. 
However, it is based on a ‘nominal’ minor road width of 7.3m. Any 
features of the design that are suitable for a 7.3m wide minor road may 
result in a constrained layout where the minor arm is only 5m wide. This 
is reflected in our comments on the swept path plots below. 


 


14-16. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   


15. The corner radii leading into and out of the minor arm are 
acceptable at nominally 15m and the tapers provided onto and off the 
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A47 exceed the requirements of the design standard. However, there is 
no exit taper into the minor arm of the junction, as required by TD42 
para 7.7 (b) and its absence is reflected in the swept path plots, which 
show the Design Vehicle taking up the whole width of the minor arm 
when turning left from the A47 into Taverham Road. 


16. The approach and emerging visibility shown on Drawing 
1554/03/301 is acceptable. However, forward visibility for A47 
westbound through traffic is below standard and visibility to oncoming 
traffic for vehicles wishing to turn right into Taverham Road is partially 
obstructed by foliage in the nearside verge. 


 


Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) swept path plots 


17. Drawing 1554/03/301 illustrates the swept path of a 16.5 
metre long articulated low loader (the Design Vehicle) turning into and 
out of Taverham Road at its junction with the A47. 


18. It appears from this drawing that the Design Vehicle can 
complete left and right turns into and out of the minor arm without 
encroaching on the kerb or onto the wrong side of the A47. However, it 
encroaches on to the wrong side of the minor arm in order to complete 
right turns into and out of Taverham Road and requires the whole width 
of the minor arm to complete a left-turn into Taverham Road. 


19. Taverham Road itself is unlikely to be wide enough, at 5.0m, 
for two Design Vehicles to pass each other on the straight section on the 
approach to the junction (vehicle width 2.5m, typically increasing to 3.1m 
with wing mirrors: the construction plant itself can be wider than the low 
loader) and would not be sufficiently wide for them to pass elsewhere. 
The Design Vehicle could pass a car or small van with care on the route 
but would not be able to enter the minor arm of the junction if a car or 
small van were waiting to emerge on to the A47. Similarly, a car or small 
van wishing to enter Taverham Road would have to wait within the bell 
mouth of the junction for a Design Vehicle to emerge from the minor 
arm. 


17-19. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   
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Consequences 


20. Since the A47 at this location is heavily trafficked and the 
geometry of the A47/ Taverham Road junction is of a low standard of 
provision with a narrow minor arm and no central right turn lane, there is 
already a high risk of vehicles wishing to turn right into Taverham Road 
having to wait within the westbound running lane of the A47 before they 
can make their turn. 


21. High friction surfacing and ‘SLOW’ markings present on the 
A47 westbound approach to the junction indicate that this has been seen 
as a problem in the past. 


22. With the limitations of this layout, the increase in heavy vehicle 
traffic into and out of Taverham Road would give rise to an increased 
risk of vehicles becoming stationary within the A47 in both eastbound 
and westbound directions whilst they wait for a suitable gap in the traffic 
flow to turn into Taverham Road, or whilst they wait for a vehicle to 
emerge from Taverham Road onto the A47. 


23. In the case of two Design Vehicles attempting to use the 
junction simultaneously, there is a risk that this wait could be for an 
extended period. As the road narrows, there is also the risk that 
Taverham Road itself could be blocked away from the junction with 
vehicle queues extending back to the junction. 


24. There is also a risk that vehicles emerging from Blind Lane 
intending to carry on straight ahead into Taverham Road would not be 
able to see an approaching vehicle in Taverham Road and would turn 
into the A47, immediately having to stop to let such a vehicle emerge 
from Taverham Road. 


25. Each of these scenarios brings an increased risk of drivers on 
the A47 encountering stationary traffic at this location, which they may 
not be expecting to encounter. 


26. This is reflected in the pattern identified in the collision data 
supplied by Norfolk County Council for this junction (see AECOM BN03). 


20-26. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   


Potential Mitigation 


27. A number of steps could be taken to mitigate the potential 
impact of the use of Taverham Road by construction traffic. These 
include the following. 


· As a very minimum, the traffic management plan for the 
construction sites accessed off Taverham Road must prevent two site-
related heavy vehicles from attempting to use this junction 
simultaneously; 


· Clearance of foliage within the westbound highway verge 
should be undertaken to maximise forward visibility for traffic westbound 
on the A47; 


· Temporary (black-on-yellow) traffic signs may be needed to 
warn drivers on the A47 of HGVs turning ahead and of the risk of 
encountering stationary vehicles in the carriageway; 


· In may be appropriate to deploy vehicle-actuated variable 
message signs to enhance these warnings; 


· Consideration should be given to banning right turns by 
construction traffic into and out of Taverham Road at this junction and 
making drivers go to the Easton and Honingham roundabouts to make 


Noted.  The Applicant is committed to the idenitification 
of appropriate temporary safety intervention measures 
for the A47 / Taverham Road, the principles of which will 
ultimately be secured through the Outline CTMP.  The 
Applicant will continue to engage with Highways 
England and Norfolk County Council to agree measures 
which are acceptable to both parties.  
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the U-turns that would consequently be required in both the inbound and 
outbound directions; 


· Consideration should be given to making Taverham Road 
one-way for site traffic (either inbound or outbound) with vehicles in the 
opposite direction directed to use Church Lane and the Easton 
Roundabout; 


· Consideration should be given to forbidding site-related HGVs 
from using Taverham Road as an access point to the site from the A47 
and directing all such traffic to the Easton Roundabout, Church Lane 
and Ringland Road (highway links 126 and 127). 


Conclusions 


28. AECOM do not consider the unrestricted use of Taverham 
Road and its junction with the A47 as a satisfactory means of access to 
construction sites to the north of the A47. 


29. Whilst the junction between the A47 and Taverham Road 
resembles a layout designed to DMRB Design Standard TD42, it has a 
number of limitations, which would create a high risk of vehicles turning 
into Taverham Road having to wait within the running lane of the A47 
before they are able to make their turn. This will result in stationary traffic 
on the A47 at this location, which other drivers using the A47 will not 
necessarily expect to encounter. The analysis of the collision data 
supplied by Norfolk County Council shows that there is already an 
accident pattern associated with right turns into Taverham Road at this 
location. 


The Applicant notes Highways England comments and 
considers the steps outlined above will address these 
matters.  The Applicant is committed to continuing 
enagegment with Highways England and the Local 
Highways Authority in respect to the A47/Taverham 
junction, and is confident that a position can be reached 
which satisfies Highways England as well as Norfolk 
County Council.   


30. The increase in HGV traffic associated with the Hornsea 
Three Wind Farm would increase the risk of drivers on the A47 
encountering stationary traffic at this location and, consequently, of the 
type of collision already present at this junction. 


31. A number of mitigation measures are available to minimise 
this risk whilst facilitating access to construction sites to the north of the 
A47. 


32. AECOM recommend that consideration should be given to 
banning HGV traffic accessing the Hornsea Three Wind Farm 
construction sites from using the A47/ Taverham Road junction, directing 
them instead to use the A47 Easton roundabout, Church Lane and 
Ringland Road. Failing this, it is strongly recommended that the 
construction management routing plan bans HGVs from making turns 
into and right turns out of Taverham Road and requires them to use 
Taverham Road in one direction only. 


33. If, following this review, it is decided that the A47/ Taverham 
Road junction can be used by HGVs accessing the site, the traffic 
management plan for the construction sites accessed off Taverham 
Road should contain the following provisions: 


· A situation in which two site-related heavy vehicles (one 
inbound, one outbound) attempt to use this junction simultaneously must 
be prevented; 


· Clearance of foliage within the westbound highway verge 
should be undertaken to maximise forward visibility for traffic westbound 
on the A47; 


· Temporary (black-on-yellow) traffic signs should be used to 
warn drivers on the A47 of HGVs turning ahead and of the risk of 
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encountering stationary vehicles in the carriageway; 


· It may also be appropriate to deploy vehicle-actuated variable 
message signs to enhance these warnings. 


Briefing Note 03: 


Introduction       


1. AECOM have been invited to document a review of the 
Response Note (RN), dated November 2018, presented via email by 
Create Consulting Ltd in response to AECOMs BN01A (dated 17th 
October 2018). The RN was received on 2nd November 2018 in support 
of the Hornsea Project Three Wind Farm development. 


2. This Briefing Note (BN03) details the Personal Injury Accident 
(PIA) review undertaken by AECOM in respect of the A47/ Taverham 
Road junction. It should be read in conjunction with AECOM Briefing 
Note BN02, which comprises a review of the DMRB design compliance 
of the junction and the swept paths of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs). 


3. The collision review is set out within para 2.20-2.26 of the 
Response note (RN). The PIA data was acquired from Crashmap.co.uk 
for the last three years, between the end of 2014 to end of 2017, and 
from Norfolk County Council (NCC) for the five year period between 
September 2013 and August 2018. The NCC PIA interpretation listing 
and collision plot which have been used to inform this review are held 
within Appendix C of the RN. 


1- 17. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   


4. For the purpose of this assessment an collision cluster is 
considered to be a specific location (either a junction including up to 50m 
of the approaches / exits) where five or more PIAs were recorded within 
the five year study period (representing an collision rate of at least 1.0 
PIA per year). Collison patterns have also been identified where several 
collisions appear to have occurred under similar circumstances, for 
example in terms of causation or user type. This review summarises the 
total number of PIAs throughout the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and the 
A47/ Blind Lane junction, before examining these by area and setting out 
the key findings in relation to any identified collision clusters or patterns. 


Crashmap PIA Data Review 


5. Paragraphs 2.20 – 2.24 and Figure 2.1 of the RN suggest that 
a total of eight PIAs were recorded across the study area from the 
information provided by crashmap.co.uk, with seven resulting in slight 
injuries and one in serious injuries. No PIAs recorded within the last 
three years (up to the end of 2017) resulted in a fatality. AECOM have 
undertaken an independent review using Crashmap and note that a total 
of ten collisions were recorded across the study area during the study 
period. Therefore, two collisions, recorded as slight in severity, have 
been omitted, bringing the total collisions in the study area to ten over 
the three year period. One of these collisions occurred approximately 
35m west of the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and the other at the junction 
of A47/ Blind Lane. Given the RN is dated November 2018, there 
doesn’t appear to be a logical explanation as to why these two collisions 
have been omitted. 


6. AECOM agree with conclusions drawn in para 2.21 and 2.22, 
however AECOM disagree with para 2.23 that states ‘the next closest 
collision to the A47/Taverham Road junction was recorded on 4th May 
2018, approximately 50m to the west on the A47, as a collision recorded 
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as slight in severity involving two vehicles and resulting in one casualty 
occurred on 08/11/17 approximately 35m west of the A47/ Taverham Rd 
junction. Additionally, AECOM disagree with the conclusion drawn in 
para 2.24 as given the limited information provided via the free to access 
crashmap.co.uk, there is insufficient information for these conclusions to 
be drawn. 


7. AECOM have reviewed the crashmap.co.uk information and 
given that six PIAs have been recorded within 50m of the A47/ 
Taverham Rd junction in the last three years (up to the end of 2017) this 
represents a collision rate of 2.0 per year in the immediate vicinity of the 
junction and highlights a collision cluster at this location. 


NCC PIA Data Review 


8. A total of 11 PIAs were recorded across the study area from 
the information provided by NCC, with 10 PIAs involving slight injuries 
and one involving serious injuries. No PIAs recorded within the last five 
years (up to the end of August 2018) resulted in a fatality. A total of six 
PIAs (ref: NC97244, 204706, 203892, 211179, 241345, 248124) were 
recorded within 50m of the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and appear to be 
associated in some way with the A47/ Taverham Rd junction. 


9. The RN did not detail any analysis of the NCC data nor did it 
refer to the number of PIAs that occurred each year within 50m of the 
A47/ Taverham Rd junction and associated in some way with the A47/ 
Taverham Rd junction. AECOM has provided this information as part of 
this review. The results are presented below in Table 1. 


 


 


 


10. The results in Table 1 indicate that the collision rates in the 
vicinity of the A47/ Tavern Rd junction were considerably higher than the 
overall average during the fourth year (01/09/2016 – 31/08/2017) of the 
study period, and subsequently fell to below the average collision rate 
during the most recent three year period. However the overall collision 
rate throughout the five year period is greater than 1.0 and therefore 
overall does raise concerns relating to the recent collision record at this 
location. 


11. As mentioned above in para 8 above, although a total of 11 
PIAs were recorded in the study area, only six PIAs were recorded 
within 50m of the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and associated in some 
way with the A47/ Taverham Rd junction. Therefore AECOM has 
undertaken detailed analysis of the PIA data relating to these six 
collisions as part of this review. 


12. Five of the PIAs were classified as slight in severity and one 
PIA was recorded as serious in severity. The PIA recorded as serious in 
severity (ref: 211179) occurred during day light hours when the road 
surface was dry in July 2017. The collision resulted in a rear end shunt 
when vehicle two slowed and stopped to turn right into Taverham Road 
(from the east) and vehicle one failed to stop. In addition, three other 
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PIAs (ref: NC97244, 204706, 203892) occurred as a result of rear end 
shunt collisions when vehicles travelling in an east to west direction, 
then stopping to turn right into Taverham Road, were hit by vehicles 
approaching from the east and failing to stop. 


13. Of the four above mentioned rear end shunt type collisions at 
this location, three occurred during the hours of daylight in fine and dry 
conditions, therefore there appears to be no further contributing factors 
to those collisions. 


14. Given that four collisions occurred under similar 
circumstances (in terms of location, direction and collision type), it is 
considered that this constitutes a collision pattern at this location. Given 
the increase in long/HGV vehicles expected as a result of the Hornsea 
Project Three Wind Farm, AECOM recommend that the collision pattern 
at this location is reviewed more thoroughly to determine the reason why 
these collisions are occurring; and that suitable mitigation is put in place; 
or that alternative access arrangements are sought. 


15. AECOM Briefing Note BN02, comprising a review of the 
DMRB design compliance of the junction and the swept paths of HGVs, 
provides a list of potential mitigation measures and possible alternative 
access arrangements. 


16. PIA ref: 248124 involved a car and a good vehicle (of 
unknown weight) and resulted in one casualty. This PIA occurred as a 
result of a rear end shunt collision, when a vehicle travelling west to east 
along the A47, failed to stop and collided with a stationary vehicle that 
had just emerged (turned left) from Taverham Road. 


17. PIA ref:241345 involved two cars with one casualty and 
occurred as a result of a side swipe collision, when a vehicle travelling 
southbound along Taverham Rd turning right onto the A47 westbound, 
failed to stop and collided with an approaching westbound A47 mainline 
vehicle. 


Conclusion 


18. Given that six PIAs occurred within 50m of the junction during 
the last five year study period, AECOM consider that this is a collision 
cluster. In addition, four collisions were rear end shunt collisions when 
vehicles travelling in an east to west direction, then stopping to turn right 
into Taverham Road, were hit by vehicles approaching from the east and 
failing to stop. Because these collisions occurred under similar 
circumstances (in terms of location, direction and collision type), it is 
considered that this constitutes a collision pattern at this location. As a 
result AECOM do not agree with the conclusion drawn in para 2.26 of 
the RN. 


19. It is recommended that the collision pattern at this location is 
reviewed more thoroughly to determine the reason why these collisions 
are occurring; and that suitable mitigation is put in place; or that 
alternative access arrangements are sought to prevent exacerbating the 
current collision rate at the A47/ Taverham and A47/ Blind Lane 
junctions specifically with regards to the access and egress movements 
associated with HGVs as part of the Hornsea Project Three Wind Farm 
development. 


The Applicant notes Highways England comments and 
considers the steps outlined above will address these 
matters.  The Applicant is committed to continuing 
enagegment with Highways England and the Local 
Highways Authority, and is confident that a position can 
be reached which satisfies Highways England as well as 
Norfolk County Council.   
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 Summary 


Honingham Thorpe Farm have submitted a written representation dated November 2018 and published on 29 


November 2018 (REP1-069) referencing a Food Enterprise Zone allocated by DEFRA in 2015, the first 19 


hectares of which was given planning approval as a Food Hub and related development under an LDO in 


2017, as well as call for sites put forward by landowners/promoters in the initial stages of the Greater Norwich 


Local Plan process.   Within the written representation, Honingham Thorpe Farm have raised concerns 


regarding the proposed routing of the proposed onshore cable corridor route through what is considered to be 


potential development land. 


The Applicant has responded to to specific points raised within Honingham Thorpe Farm’s Written 


Representation [REP1-069] below, concluding that any development plans the landowner currently has are 


considered aspirational and would need to overcome a number of constraints in order to achieve planning 


permission or an LDO.   The Applicant would refer to the South Norfolk’s response to the Examiners First 


Written Questions (Q.1.9.1) which confirms the position that the call for sites put forward by 


landowners/promoters in the initial stages of the Greater Norwich Local Plan process have no status in 


planning terms and will be subject to further assessment to confirm their potential suitability before being 


included in the draft Regulation 18 plan for consultation in autumn 2019.   


Notwithstanding this, the Applicant has sought to engage with the relevant landowner to discuss a voluntary 


agreement. In the event that it is not possible to enter into a voluntary agreement with relevant landowners, 


compensation will be payable in accordance with the statutory compensation code. 
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 Response to Honingham Thorpe Farms 


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


1.0 Introduction 


1.1 This statement is our response, submitted on behalf of our 
clients Honingham Thorpe Farms and the associated landowning 
and trading entities, to the underground cable route proposed as 
part of the Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm. Honingham 
Thorpe Farm is an agriculturally-based business that has 
significantly diversified to become a centre for a range of farming 
related businesses, commercial and agri-business development, 
including the Food Enterprise Park Ltd, a 40 hectare Food Hub 
allocated under as a Food Enterprise Zone by DEFRA in 2015 and 
the first 19 hectares of which was given planning approval as a 
Food Hub and related development under an LDO in 2017. 


1.2 It is our belief that the proposed route for the 
underground cable submitted, and the likely protective zone, will 
frustrate intended development by our clients. The following gives 
background information on intended proposals for this part of our 
client’s land. 


The Applicant notes that the land owned by Food Enterprise 
Park Ltd is located within the Greater Norwich Food 
Enterprise Zone (FEZ). The location of the Hornsea Three 
onshore cable corridor affects land parcel 26-013 and 26-
014, as shown in the Onshore Land Plan (APP-011), which 
are located within the eastern section of the wider FEZ. The 
Applicant’s response to specific points raised within 
Honingham Thorpe Farm’s Written Representation [REP1-
069] is set out below.  To assist the reader, a map showing 
the boudnaries of the respective policy areas is provided in 
Annex A to this response.  


2.0 Background 


Food Enterprise Zone 


2.1 The land forms part of the Greater Norwich Food 
Enterprise Zone (FEZ), which is one of 17 designated by 
Department of Food, Environment and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and 
the only one in Norfolk. Food Enterprise Zones are a Government 
Initiative introduced by the DEFRA, the aim is to: 


a. enhance rural development through the growth of food 
businesses in a particular location, be it producers, processors, 
retailers and/or manufacturers; 


b. encourage greater collaboration between food and 
farming businesses, and even encourage links to research and 
education institutions, in order to develop the domestic food and 
farming sector; 


c. allow local decision making, particularly for planning a 
development; and, 


d. attract inward investment. 


Located close to Norwich, the Greater Norwich FEZ is located on 
the strategic road network at the centre of the largest agricultural 
county in the UK. The site has excellent road connectivity to 
London (A11), Midlands (A47, A11/A14) and to the east coast ports 
at Felixstowe, Great Yarmouth and Kings Lynn. The site is also 
close to Norwich Research Park, the University of East Anglia, the 
Norfolk Showground and Easton & Otley College. A plan identifying 
the area accompanies this statement as Appendix 1. 


2.1  The Applicant notes the background information 
provided by Honingham Thorpe Farm on the Greater 
Norwich FEZ. 


The Greater Norwich FEZ was designated in March 2015 
during the second tranche of designations and extends 
eastwards beyond the boundary of the Food Enterprise Park 
Ltd land, up to and including the Royal Norfolk Showground. 
The Applicant would note that Greater Norwich FEZ spans 
the districts of Broadland and South Norfolk. The Applicant 
considers that there are  opportunities for other food and 
agriculture developments within the FEZ but outside the 
boundary of the Food Enterprise Limited.   


2.2 The Greater Norwich FEZ is supported by the 
Development Plan, including Policy 5 of the Joint Core Strategy 
(JCS) for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk (adopted in March 
2011 with amendments adopted in January 2014). Policy 5 refers to 
the need to encourage opportunities for innovation, skills and 


2.2 The Applicant notes that the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 
for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk (adopted 2011, 
amendments adopted 2014) acknowledges the importance of 
providing a food and farming hub as one of several means of 
supporting the rural economy and diversification. The JCS 
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Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


training to be expanded through: 


‘the development of a flagship food and farming hub serving the 
needs of Norfolk and supporting the agri-food sector in and around 
greater Norwich.’ 


2.3 The FEZ designation is also referenced in the Norfolk & Suffolk 
Economic Strategy as published by the New Anglia LEP. This 
identifies Easton as a location for the Food Enterprise Zone. A copy 
of this document accompanies this statement as Appendix 2. 


does not specifically refer to the Greater Norwich FEZ as the 
designation was confirmed after the amendments to the JCS 
had been adopted.  


2.3 The Applicant notes that the Norfolk and Suffolk 
Economic Strategy 2017 makes reference to the wider FEZ 
at Easton, although no specific mention is made to the Food 
Enterprise Park Ltd land. 


Food Enterprise Park 


2.4 In addition to the FEZ, the proposed cable route would affect a 
40 hectare area being promoted as the Greater Norwich Food 
Enterprise Park. The Food Enterprise Park is intended to provide a 
central cluster of food-related businesses by attracting local, 
regional, national and international companies. An indicative layout 
for the Park shows plots being available to buy or lease to 
accommodate facilities of 500 square metres to 50,000 square 
metres. The promotion of the land for this purpose is illustrated in 
promotional material which accompanies this statement as 
Appendix 3. 


2.5 The first 19 hectares of the Park is subject to a Local 
Development Order, which was approved by Broadland District 
Council on 31st October 2017. The purpose of the LDO is to 
encourage growth, employment and added value in the Agri-tech, 
agri-food and food and drink processing sectors. It will also allow 
development to occur without the need to obtain planning 
permission for certain types of development. A copy of the 
designated Local Development Order accompanies this statement 
as Appendix 4. 


2.6 The initial first development of the LDO for a Milling Tower 
building and storage hopper silos together with associated offices 
has been given planning permission by Broadland District Council 
in October 2018. Permission was needed, in this instance, as some 
of the development extended above the height parameters set by 
the LDO. Construction work will commence shortly on site. 


2.4 – 2.6 The Applicant notes that the location of Food 
Enterprise Park Ltd land is located within the wider FEZ.   
The Applicant notes that a Local Development Order (LDO) 
was granted in October 2017 for part of the Food Enterprise 
Ltd land (Greater Norwich Food Enterprise Zone LDO), which 
specified the type of development that would be permitted. 
The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor is located 
approximately 300 m from the closest boundary of the 
granted LDO. The LDO was included in the screening of 
potential cumulative developments (see Volume 4, Annex 
5.2: Cumulative Effects Screening Matrix of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-097)) and potential 
cumulative impacts with the use of this area have been 
assessed in the onshore chapters of the Environmental 
Statement.   


The location of the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor is 
in the eastern section of the Food Enterprise Park Ltd 
ownership boundaries, affecting land parcels 26-013 and 26-
014, as shown in the Onshore Land Plan (APP-011).  The 
Applicant notes that this land is not subject to a planning 
application or Local Development Order.   


The Applicant would note that the maximum permanent 
easement width being sought within plot 26-013 is an area of 
approximately 2.6 hectares (6.4 acres).  Restrictions on that 
land would not exclude all uses (as noted below).   Plot 26-
014 is required for temporary use only and extends to 
approximately 0.7 hectares (1.92 acres).   


In any event, in the context of a nationally significant 
infrastructure projects, whilst local policy is a material 
consideration, applications are to be determined in 
accordance with National Planning Policy Statements, which 
are supportive of the proposals. 


Proposed new settlement 


2.7 Lastly, the land through which the underground cable is 
proposed to routed is being promoted for development as a new 
settlement through the emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan. The 
site forms part of a wider proposal for a sustainable settlement 
known as Honingham Thorpe, which would deliver the following: 


· Minimum of 3,900 homes over the next 20 years, with the 
potential for a further 3,800 over the following 15 years 


· 72 hectares of employment space 


The Greater Norwich Local Plan includes several sites within 
Honingham Thorpe. These sites were submitted under the 
call for sites by landowners/promoters in the initial stages of 
the Local Plan process. It is worth noting that the sites have 
no status in planning terms and will be subject to further 
assessment to confirm their potential suitability before being 
included in the draft Regulation 18 plan for consultation in 
autumn 2019. Following this, any planned development on 
these sites would be subject to an application for planning 
permission in order to proceed. The Applicant would refer to 
the South Norfolk’s response to the Examiners First Written 
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· 81 hectares of country park 


· 3.5 hectares of nature reserve 


As can be seen from the attached masterplan, the area where the 
proposed underground cable is proposed to be routed through our 
client’s land is currently identified for employment use. The routing 
of the cable through this section of our client’s proposals would 
severely compromise our ability to deliver this element of the 
development. 


Questions (Q.1.9.1) which confirms this position.  


Notwithstanding the above, it is noted that the Hornsea Three 
onshore cable corridor is located away from the majority of 
these sites and would not affect the proposed settlement of 
Honingham Thorpe. 


The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor would however 
cross the eastern section of GNLP0415-C as identified within 
the Greater Norwich Local Plan (which overlaps with the 
eastern most area of the Food Enterprise Park, which is not 
subject to a planning application or LDO). The Applicant 
would note that there are existing constraints which may 
affect any future development potential of this section of the 
FEZ by the Food Enterprise Park.  These include: 


• the presence of existing overhead power line which 
cross the proposed onshore cable corridor route 
from west to east, with an associated pylon located 
immediately south of the proposed secondary 
construction compound; 


• the setting of the Grade I listed Saint Peter’s 
Church to the east of the proposed onshore cable 
corridor route, in respect to which the open 
landscape outlook is referenced within the South 
Norfolk Local Plan Site Specific Allocations and 
Policies DPD; 


• the presence of existing woodland adjacent to the 
A47, which is within and to both sides of the 
onshore cable corridor route (and will be crossed 
by Hornsea Three using HDD to avoid direct 
impacts);  


• the southern undeveloped approaches policy 
identified in Policy DM 4.6: The Landscape Setting 
of Norwich of SNC’s Development Management 
Policies document which applies to the section of 
the A47 from the Dereham Road junction to the 
boundary with Broadland District Council.  These 
approaches have been identified for their distinctive 
rural character that affords views across the 
surrounding countryside and to Norwich; and 


• potential cumulative impacts with the housing 
development at Easton/Costessey (as identified in 
the DPD). This was identified as a consideration in 
the EIA screening assessment undertaken to 
support the LDO application. Whilst the LDO “bears 
an acceptable relationship to the housing 
development at Easton” it is likely that cumulative 
impacts would be more of a concern for 
development of the eastern section of the Food 
Enterprise Park. 


On the basis of the above, the Applicant considers that any 
development plans the landowner currently has are 
aspirational and have no weight in the decision making 







 
 


 Applicant's comments on Written Representations and Responses  
submitted by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 2 


 December 2018 
 


 37  


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


process for the Secretary of State.  


Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant would note that 
should an application for planning permission or an LDO on 
land parcels 26-013 and 26-014 be submitted in the future, 
the presence of the onshore export cables within this land 
would not preclude all potential development uses.  Although 
potential uses would be restricted to avoid interaction with 
the onshore export cables, uses such as car parking, 
landscaping and other compatible uses could ultimately be 
proposed. Areas surrounding the onshore cable corridor 
route could be developed without restriction subject to 
planning permission.    


2.8 The draft Local Plan has gone through a ‘Call for Sites’ and is 
currently having a second Regulation 18 consultation. The 
remaining programme to produce the Greater Norwich Local Plan is 
set out below: 


 


 


The Applicant notes that sites were submitted under the call 
for sites by landowners/promoters in the initial stages of the 
Local Plan process. It is worth noting that the sites have no 
status in planning terms and will be subject to further 
assessment to confirm their potential suitability before being 
included in the draft Regulation 18 plan for consultation in 
autumn 2019.  The Applicant would refer to the South 
Norfolk’s response to the Examiners First Written Questions 
(Q.1.9.1) which confirms this position. The position of this 
plan was also considered in the Applicant's Planning 
Statement submitted with its application [APP-177]. 


 


3.0 Conclusion 


3.1 It is our client’s belief that the Orsted proposals fail to 
consider the development proposals that are intended for this part 
of Greater Norwich. It will significantly impact on the client’s ability 
to deliver existing and proposed development related to the Greater 
Norwich Food Enterprise Park and Honingham Thorpe. We believe 
that the cable route will potentially sterilise important development 
areas and compromise proposed layouts. 


3.2 Our client respectfully requests that the points contained in this 
statement are fully considered within the examination process. Our 
intention is to submit a full written representation in due course and, 
if required, request that we can make oral representations if 
necessary. 


The Applicant would refer to individual responses provided 
above.   


The Applicant has sought to engage with the relevant 
landowner to discuss a voluntary agreement. In the event 
that it is not possible to enter into a voluntary agreement with 
relevant landowners, compensation will be payable in 
accordance with the statutory compensation code. Further 
information is set out in paragraph 11.2 of the Statement of 
Reasons [APP-032]. 
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 Longman Software (AS-013) 


 Summary 


Longmans Software have submitted a written representation which was published on 04 December 2018 (AS-


013).   This representation raises concerns regarding the potential interaction between Hornsea Three and 


Norfolk Vanguard/Norfolk Boreas and whether this has been sufficiently taken into consideration in the design 


of the projects, and their respective applications. 


The Applicant has responded to the representation submitted by Longmans Software (AS-013), confirming 


that the Applicant is fully aware of the proposed interaction with Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas and is in 


regular contact with Norfolk Vanguard and Boreas promoters, Vattenfall, at all levels of the project and has 


sought to share information where necessary and appropriate to do so, including at the potential cable 


crossing point at Reepham.  The Applicant has referred the respondent to the Statement of Common Ground 


between Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk Vanguard Ltd and Norfolk Boreas Ltd (REP1-222) which 


summarises the agreed position between the parties. 
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 Response to Longman Software 


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


When you are considering planning applications, do you cross 
refer to other planning applications for the same physical space 
that have come from independent parties? 


In particular, I have been looking at the Vattenfall wind farm 
applications for Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas, 
comparing these applications against Orsted Hornsea 3 wind 
farm application. 


There seems to be a fundamental flaw in the plans which does 
not appear to be addressed in any of the applications as far as I 
can see which would make the plans impossible to do. 


Orsted Hornsea 3 intend to run the huge power cable 
underground from where it hits land at Kelling, then runs south 
to connect to the National Grid at Swardeston. Vattenfall intend 
to run the huge power cable(s) underground from land at 
Happisburg running west to Necton to join the national grid. 


At just east of the town Reepham, Norfolk, there is going to be a 
massive problem, which neither applicant has taken into 
account, nor does it seem any of the registered interested 
parties. 


The two cables are going to cross over each other, this is just 
not going to work. Not only is it physically near impossible to 
pass, it will not conform with any of the accepted standards for 
the cable laying procedures either intend to use.  


I attach the two maps taken from the respective projects. 


Please let me know what happens here as I do not know which 
planning project to inform of the fundamental problem. 


 


The Applicant is fully aware of the proposed crossing of the 
cables and has taken the crossing into account in its 
Application. 


The Applicant is in regular contact with Norfolk Vanguard and 
Boreas promoters, Vattenfall, at all levels of the project and has 
sought to share information where necessary and appropriate to 
do so, including at the potential cable crossing point at 
Reepham.  The Applicant would refer the respondent to the 
Statement of Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three 
and Norfolk Vanguard Ltd and Norfolk Boreas Ltd (REP1-222) 
which summarises the agreed position between the parties. 


The proposed Vattenfall onshore cable corridor is shown in 
Figure 3.1 of Volume 4, Annex 5.3: Location of Cumulative 
Schemes [APP-098] of the Environmental Statement, and has 
been considered where appropriate throughout the 
Environmental Statement as part of a Cumulative Effects 
Assessment presented in each topic specific chapter. 


It is common for underground high voltage cables to cross one 
another, for example the proposed onshore cable route for 
Hornsea Three will also cross the onshore export cable for 
Dudgeon offshore windfarm (see the updated Onshore Crossing 
Schedule, submitted as Appendix 3 at Deadline 3).  Protective 
provisions have been included in Schedule 9 of the draft DCO 
[REP1-133] for the benefit of the owners of other high voltage 
cables to ensure that plans and methodologies for the cable 
crossing are provided in advance of construction. 


The detailed design for the crossing point will be developed 
once contractors are in place and there is more certainty on the 
construction programme for each project.  
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 Oulton Parish Council (REP2-027) 


 Summary 


Oulton Parish Council has submitted a written representation at Deadline 2 (REP2-027) which identifies 


outstanding concerns regarding the operation and use of the main construction compound.  


The Applicant has responded to the specific points raised within Oulton Parish Council’s written 


representation, referring to Appendix 20, submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-176) and updated at Deadline 3 


where appropriate. The Applicant will continue to engage with Oulton Parish Council to seek to address 


outstanding matters. 


 Response to Oulton Parish Council 


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


1) We welcome the applicant’s submission of Appendix 20: 
Briefing Note on the Main Construction Compound. This is our 
first sight of a detailed description of how the compound will 
operate, and our study of the implications of this document is still 
a work in progress. Several observations on the contents of the 
Appendix are contained in points made below, but we may 
submit further comments on this document in due course. 


Noted.  The Applicant has responded to each of the points 
made by Oulton Parish Council below.  


To assist in the reader, the Applicant has provided Annex E of 
the updated Appendix 20 presented as Appendix 2 to the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 3, which provides a map of 
the access options under consideration for the main 
construction compound. This should be read alongside the 
responses provided below for clarity.  


2) Notwithstanding the applicant’s current preference for Option 1 
as an access route to the compound, OPC has had further email 
discussion with Orsted since Deadline 1 regarding Option R:  i.e. 
the creation of their own dedicated access route directly off the 
B1149 Holt Road. 


The applicant has requested and received from us our basic 
maps with some suggested routes for such an access, and we 
understand that Option R will form part of a discussion that 
Orsted will be having with NCC Highways on December 5th. 


OPC acknowledges that serious consideration of Option R is 
inconvenient for the applicant at this stage, but we are obliged to 
point out that the parish has been requesting discussions of our 
concerns about traffic and transport issues since November 2017 
(Appendix 20, p.19), but no detailed discussions were 
forthcoming until many months later. 


OPC would like to confirm here that, for the reasons stated in our 
response to Deadline 1, and in the event of DCO being granted, 
Option R is the least worst option for the residents of Oulton 
parish as a solution to the issue of a safe access route to the 
construction compound. 


The Applicant would note that Option 1: Passing Places (as 
presented in Annex A of Appendix 20 to the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1, REP1-176), is an acceptable and 
workable solution.  This is reflected in the Statement of 
Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk 
County Council (REP1-232).  The Applicant continues to 
engage with NCC in respect to details regarding pavement 
construction makeup. These results will feed into the detailed 
design of Option 1: Passing Places to accommodate the axle 
loading predicted.  This detailed design will be progressed post-
consent as part of the detailed CTMP, but the principles will be 
incorporated within an updated version of the outline CTMP to 
be submitted at Deadline 4. 


Notwithstanding this, the Applicant notes the proposed Option 
‘R’ referred to in this representation and clarified in an email to 
the Applicant (see relevant extract provided in Annex B in this 
document) on 12th November 2018.  This email identified three 
potential options, referred to hereafter as Option A, Option B 
and Option C. These have been evaluated by the Applicant’s 
Traffic and Transport Consultant, with the Applicant agreeing 
with OPC’s position that Option B should be discounted due to 
lack of visibility and the number of mature tree specimens which 
would need to be removed to move towards this location being 
a safe and usable access.  The Applicant’s evaluation identified 
two variants of Option C, hereafter referred to Option C1 and 
Option C2, with the key difference being the proposed location 
of the new junction on the B1113.  


Three variants of Option R (Option A, Option C1 and Option 
C2) have therefore been taken forward for further consideration 
by the Applicant.  These options have been presented to 
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Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


Norfolk County Council, Broadland District Council and Oulton 
Parish Council for review and comment, accompanied by Stage 
1 Safety Audits for each. This information is presented in the 
updated Appendix 20 (Annex C) presented as Appendix 2 to 
Deadline 3.   


The Applicant has also sought to make contact with the 
landowners affected by each of the Option R variants, and can 
provide the following update: 


• The Applicant has contacted all of the landowners 
represented by Option R and has received responses 
from all of them.  At this stage negotiations in respect 
of a potential access road are in progress and the 
Applicant wishes at this stage to keep those 
negotiations and the landowners’ respective positions 
confidential.  The Applicant will continue discussions 
with landowners in respect of potential options until a 
conclusion can be reached on the viability of all 
Option R variants from a land availability perspective.  


Although the Applicant has demonstrated a willingness to 
consider alternative feasible and deliverable options, it is noted 
that: 


• Option R ‘A’ – This option would maintain the use of 
the junction between the B1149 and The Street, thus 
requiring junction improvements, and at least one 
passing bay to be installed at the southern end of the 
Street.  The access point is proposed a short distance 
from the B1149 access, avoiding the vast majority of 
the existing trees along The Street and seeking to 
maximise distance from the Old Railway Gatehouse.  
However, the visibility requirements at this location 
would result in substantial trimming and, in some 
instances, loss of Important Hedgerow along The 
Street.  


• Option R C1 and C2 provide direct access to the 
B1149.  These options would require a new right turn 
lane on the B1149 to accommodate the movements 
which are planned and visibility to meet the design 
speeds observed at this location.  Such measures are 
not necessary at the existing Street junction which is 
an existing junction and has already been subject to a 
Stage 1 safety audit with the previous scheme options 
(presented in REP1-176). In both Option R ‘C1’ and 
‘C2’, the removal of mature trees and vegetation will 
be unavoidable to accommodate the access design 
provision adopted.  


In respect to all Option R variants, the route of the compound 
access road would be subject to discussions with the 
landowner; however, Hornsea Three would seek to follow field 
boundaries where possible as well as maximise distance from 
sensitive residential receptors. Furthermore, the potential 
implications of the cumulative scenario with Norfolk Vanguard 
requires additional consideration and is subject to ongoing 
discussions with the parties.  
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Notwithstanding the position identified above, the Applicant 
maintains its position that a solution that is acceptable to NCC 
as the local highway authority for use of The Street has been 
reached.    


3) Whether Option R is adopted or not, OPC requests that, in due 
course, the applicant should enter into a legally binding 
undertaking that NO traffic associated with the compound should 
come through the settlement of Oulton Street. As well as HGVs, 
this must include staff vehicles and all traffic generated by sub-
contractors. OPC is aware of significant problems with sub-
contractors at Holton le Clay, the Main Construction Compound 
for Hornsea 1/2. The PC notes that NCC Highways has made a 
statement on the issue of traffic through the village, in its 
response to Deadline 1, citing the risks to pedestrian safety. 


The Applicant would refer to the newly created paragraph 
2.1.3.8 of the Outline CoCP which will be submitted at Deadline 
4 (new text shown in underline): 


“2.1.3.8  No traffic movements associated with Hornsea Three 
will be permitted along the northern, residential section of 
Oulton Street, and thus a right hand turn only, for all 
construction traffic exiting the main construction compound 
(HGVs and staff vehicles), will be enforced at the access point 
to the main construction compound along The Street.” 


As is the case with all measures identified in the Outline CoCP, 
this limitation will be applicable to main and sub-contractors on 
Hornsea Three.  


4)  OPC notes that the core working hours for the compound as 
stated in Appendix 20 (p.14) are unreasonably long and would 
result in unacceptable adverse impacts on the quality of life of 
local residents. This is especially likely as it is stated that the 
compound will also need a one-hour “mobilization period” to be 
added to the beginning and end of each working day, such that 
traffic would be generated from 06:00 - 19:00 for six days of 
every week. (The Saturday hours include an afternoon period for 
“maintenance”.) 


OPC concurs with BDC’s remarks at Q1.12.6 re: core working 
hours, viz: 


“Standard construction working hours should be used which 
recommends a start time of 8.00 am Monday – Saturday and 
there should be no working during Bank Holidays and national 
holidays.” These restrictions need to explicitly include 
maintenance, and operations carried out by sub-contractors and 
third parties. 


Similarly, the Parish Council agrees with the statement made by 
BDC that continuous working would have unacceptable impacts 
on the quality of life of residents and should only be allowed in an 
emergency situation. 


The Applicants response to Q1.12.6 to the ExA’s First Written 
Questions (see REP1-122) advises why it considers a start time 
of 07:00am plus 1 hour mobilisation period  to be appropriate.  
The Applicant notes that a work start time of 07:00AM is 
consistent with other local Nationally Significant Infrastructure 
Projects such as The Norfolk County Council (Norwich Northern 
Distributor Road (A1067 to A47(T))) Order 2015. 


On the second issue, of preventing or limiting working during 
Bank Holidays or national public holidays - as noted in the 
Applicant’s response to Q.12.6, consent is required from the 
relevant authority EHO officer in consultation with relevant 
planning authority to work during these periods.  This is secured 
through the Outline CoCP (paragraph 4.1.1.8, REP1-142). BDC 
therefore retains discretion if they choose to permit such 
working.  Whilst requesting to undertake works on a public 
holiday is a last resort, prohibiting working outright on public 
holidays at this consenting stage may hinder the timely delivery 
of specific elements, even where it is to the benefit of wider 
stakeholders, for example it may facilitate the completion of a 
complex activity, or where it aligns with other works (for 
example railways line closures). 


5) OPC notes with great concern that reference is made in 
Appendix 20 (p11) to the possibility of portable generators “which 
could run on a 24-hour basis.” This rural, dark skies area is 
entirely silent at night, and such noise would have a severe 
impact on living conditions for residents both of the settlement of 
Oulton Street (downwind of the site) and of dwellings very close 
to the compound to the immediate northwest. 


In accordance with paragraph 6.2.1.3 of the Outline CoCP 
(REP1-142) “Construction works will be undertaken in 
accordance with the best practicable means (as defined in 
Section 72 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974), to minimise 
noise and vibration effects.”   Thus, where generators are 
required to run on a 24hr basis, the contractor is to deploy best 
practicable means to silence their operations.   


6) Cumulative impact:  NCC Highways states in its response to 
Q. 1.11.1: “The developers still need to confirm any cumulative 
impacts arising from all three wind farm projects utilising the 
same access route to the main compound at Oulton.” (our 
emphasis) 


OPC has to take issue with the references made in Appendix 20 
(e.g. p.23) to a situation where “both parties continue to work 


The Applicant would refer to the Statement of Common Ground 
between Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk Vangaurd Ltd and 
Norfolk Boreas Ltd (REP1-222), as well as the Applicant’s 
response to Q1.11.12  This sets out the regular communication 
between both parties, including monthly meetings specific to 
traffic and transport since August 2018, as well as how 
cumulative traffic and transport impacts have been addressed.  
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Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


together”, implying that much work has already been done. In 
fact, OPC is well aware from its own contacts with Vattenfall 
(Norfolk Vanguard/Boreas) that such work is only just beginning. 
We invited Vattenfall to attend a recent PC meeting (for a second 
time) and it is clear from that discussion that the cumulative effect 
created by the combined traffic on the southern end of Oulton 
Street will have severe impacts on highway function and safety. 
We are gravely concerned that a detailed cumulative impact 
assessment is being left to such a late stage in the examination 
process. 


This includes the consideration of Norfolk Vanguard as a 
cumulative scheme within the Environmental Impact 
Assessment, with potential cumulative effects reported in the 
relevant topic chapters of the Environmental Statement.   


The work set out in Section 7 of Appendix 1 to the Applicant’s 
response to Deadline 3, is ongoing with material headway 
made and both projects confident that agreement can be 
reached in the short term.   


The Applicant will continue to engage with OPC in respect to 
the potential for cumulative effects as a result of Hornsea Three 
and Norfolk Vanguard/Norfolk Boreas.  


7) OPC supports the submission of the National Trust to 
Deadline 1 and would like to underline the central and ongoing 
historical significance of the RAF Oulton site both to the residents 
of this parish and to continually returning veterans and their 
families. 


The Applicant would refer to the response to the relevant 
representation made by National Trust at Deadline 1 (RR-056). 


8) Finally, OPC notes in BDC’s response to Q1.10.7 at Deadline 


1: 


“The proposed construction period for a two phase build is 
estimated to be 8 years, this extended development period is a 
concern, however it is assumed that except for around the main 
construction compound, the impact will be transitory as the 
development moves along the cable corridor.” Although the 
above statement was made with particular reference to economic 
effects, OPC urges the Panel to be constantly mindful of the fact 
that all adverse impacts of this project will affect residential 
amenity and highway dysfunction for the entire  8 – 10 years of 
this project in the area surrounding the Main Construction 
Compound, unlike the more transitory impacts along the cable 
corridor. 


For this reason, as well as for the benefit of all those living along 
the cable corridor, and near the proposed booster station at 
Edgefield/Little Barningham, OPC cannot stress too highly its 
concern that Orsted has not given appropriate consideration to 
the use of HVDC and the ducting method. 


The Applicant would refer to its response to relevant 
representation RR-064, and paragraph 3.15 of Appendix 20: 
Main Construction Compound Briefing Note both of which were 
submitted at Deadline 1 and set out the duration of active use of 
the Main Construction Compound.   


The Applicant has estimated that activities at the main 
construction compound associated with Hornsea Three would 
occur within the onshore eight-year construction window; 
however, the active use of the main construction compound 
would be limited to up to 30 months, excluding mobilisation and 
demobilisation.  This could be across a single construction 
phase, or two construction phases. Should Hornsea Three be 
delivered across two phases, the main construction compound 
would be demobilised and not in active use during the ‘gap’, 
unless otherwise agreed with the local planning authority (as 
set in Section 3.8 of Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of 
the Environmental Statement). 


In respect to OPC’s reference to HVDC technology, the 
Applicant would refer to Apppendix 22: Transmission System 
(HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-
164).   In respect to the reference to ducting, the Applicant 
would refer to the Applicant’s Comments on Relevant 
Representations (RR-006) submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-131).   
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 Richard Bacon MP 


 Summary 


Richard Bacon has submitted a written representation which was published on 12 December 2018, expressing 


concerns about the parameters of the onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation, and the associated impacts 


on heritage, visual and residential amenity receptors within South Norfolk. 


The Applicant has responded to specific points raised within the written representation below, cross-


referencing where appropriate to the Applicant’s Comments on the Relevant Representations submitted at 


Deadline 1, RR-054 (REP1-131); and Comments to South Norfolk Council Local Impact Report submitted at 


Deadline 2 (REP2-009).   
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 Response to Richard Bacon MP 


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


To Whom It May Concern, 


I met recently with local Swardeston Parish Councillors to listen 
to their concerns regarding the Orsted Hornsea 3 National 
Infrastructure application. 


As I understand it, South Norfolk District Council, Norfolk 
County Council, Broadland District Council and North Norfolk 
District Council (as Host Authorities), have already submitted 
relevant representations to the Planning Inspectorate which sets 
out their general view. The Local Impact reports, Statement of 
Common Ground and answers to the Examination Bodies 
questions were submitted on 7th November 2018. 


The Specific Hearings start next week on 3rd December 2018, 
when Council Officers including the Senior Planning Officer, 
Landscape Architect and Senior Conservation and Design 
Officer will be representing South Norfolk Council. 


The main concern for South Norfolk Council and local residents 
is the size and scale of the substation/converter due to its 
impact on heritage assets; the visual and residential amenities 
of this part of South Norfolk. 


The Applicant notes the summary provided. As noted, a 
Statement of Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three 
and South Norfolk Council was submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-
223), which reported on ongoing discussions and identified 
outstanding matters of concern to South Norfolk Council.  


In respect to the matters raised, namely impacts from the HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation, the Applicant would refer to the 
following documents: 


• Applicant’s Comments on the Relevant 
Representations submitted at Deadline 1, RR-054 
(REP1-131); and  


• Comments to South Norfolk Council Local Impact 
Report submitted at Deadline 2 (REP2-009).  


 


Whilst the detailed design and materials of the 
substation/converter do not form part of the application, they do 
give the maximum design parameters that have been provided. 
The scale of the building is dependent on the electricity current 
selected. The HVAC scenario: main building is 220m if a single 
building, - and if multiple buildings, no more than 150m in 
length, maximum width 75m but with a reduced height of 15m. 


In contrast, the HVDC scenario; 220m by 75m with a height of 
25m is a significant increase on the maximum parameters of the 
building provided under the PIER consultation, which was 150m 
by 30m by 25m in height. 


South Norfolk Council has urged through its submissions, that 
the substation is constructed using technologies that would 
allow for its height to be kept as low as possible. There is a 
significant difference between HVDC height of 25m and HVAC 
height of 15m. It would be difficult to mitigate against the impact 
of a 25m high substation due to its sheer scale in terms of 
landscaping. 


I fully support my constituents in this matter and would urge you 
in the strongest possible terms to take these comments into 
account. 


Richard Bacon 


The Applicant notes the preference for HVAC transmission 
technology in respect to the implications for the onshore HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation.   Additional information relating to 
the transmission technology for the project is provided in 
Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVDC/HVAC) Briefing 
Note submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-164).  


In respect to the concerns raised, the Applicant would refer to 
the following documents: 


• Applicant’s Comments on the Relevant 
Representations submitted at Deadline 1, RR-029 and 
RR-054 (REP1-131); and  


• Comments to South Norfolk Council Local Impact 
Report submitted at Deadline 2 (REP2-009).  


Within these reponses, the Applicant notes that, under 
Requirement 7 of the draft DCO [APP-027] (and as updated at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-133)), details including the layout, scale, 
finished ground levels, external appearance, materials, access 
and circulation areas, and timetables for the landscaping works 
at the HVDC converter/HVAC substation must be submitted to 
and approved by the relevant planning authority prior to 
commencement of construction.  


In respect to the landscape mitigation proposals, details are 
provided in the Outline Landscape Management Plan (Outline 
LMP) [REP1-145] and shown in Sheet 3 of 3 of the Onshore 
Limits of Deviation Plan [APP-026]. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures is secured by Requirements 8: Provision of 
Landscaping and Requirement 9: Implementation and 
Maintenance of landscaping of the dDCO.  The Applicant would 
also refer to RR-001 of the Applicant’s Comments on the 
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Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


Relevant Representations submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-131) 
which confirms that since the point of application, the Applicant 
has committed to planting sections of the landscape planting at 
the commencement of works at the onshore HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation, which could be up to three years 
ahead of the planned completion of construction works, in order 
to maximise the screening provided during the construction and 
early years of operation. This commitment is secured through 
paragraphs 3.1.3.4-3.1.3.5 of the Outline LMP (REP1-145). 


 


 Mr Robin Buxton (Trustees of the J G Steward Trust) (REP1-051) 


 Summary 


Brown and Co on behalf of Mr Robin Buxton (Trustees of the J G Steward Trust) has submitted a written 


representation dated November 2018 and published on 29 November 2018 (REP1-051) referencing the 


Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development Plan, within which part of their land is allocated as site MIN 79.  


Within the written representation, Brown and Co has raised concerns regarding the proposed routing of the 


proposed onshore cable corridor route through their client’s land and the consideration that this would frustrate 


future minerals extraction. 


The Applicant has responded to specific points raised within within Mr Buxton’s Written Representation [REP1-


051] below, concluding that any plans in relation to minerals extraction that the landowner currently has still 


need to overcome a number of constraints in order to achieve planning permission.  The Applicant does not 


agree that the proposed cable route sterilises all of the potential minerals development land.  Notwithstanding 


this, the Applicant has sought to engage with the relevant landowner to discuss a voluntary agreement. In the 


event that it is not possible to enter into a voluntary agreement with relevant landowners, compensation will be 


payable in accordance with the statutory compensation code. 
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 Response to Mr Robin Buxton 


Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 


1.0 Introduction 


1.1 This statement is our response, submitted on behalf of our 
client to the underground cable route proposed as part of the 
Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm. The Trustees hold 
land to the south of Norwich as part of a long-held property 
portfolio. 


1.2 It is our belief that the proposed route for the underground 
cable, and the associated protective zone, will frustrate future 
minerals extraction potential on our client’s property. The 
following gives background information on intended proposals for 
this part of our client’s land. 


The Applicant’s response to specific points raised within Mr 
Buxton’s Written Representation [REP1-051] is set out below. 


2.0 Background 


Planning Context 


2.1 Within the existing Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development 
Plan, which is under review, part of our client’s land is allocated 
as site MIN 79 – land North of Hickling Lane, Swardeston. 


2.2 The site is 38.6 hectares and has an estimated sand and 
gravel resource of 1,750,000 tonnes. It is close to an active 
mineral extraction site, has good access to transport networks 
and is not the highest value agricultural land. It is therefore a 
sustainable site. 


2.3 The site is a proposed extension of the existing Mangreen 
Quarry and the presence of an operational facility in the vicinity 
significantly increases the viability of working the site. 


The Applicant notes the allocation of site MIN079 includes this 
land, along with a wider area.  The Applicant believes that it is 
worth noting that, despite the allocation the site will still be 
subject to further assessment to confirm its potential suitability 
and would be subject to an application for planning permission 
in order to proceed. 


The Applicant requests evidence that the site is a proposed 
extension of the existing Mangreen Quarry, as it has not been 
provided with such evidence. 


Impact of the Proposed Cable Route for MIN 79 


2.4 The current Orsted cable route as submitted would result in 
sterilisation of the minerals resource. 


2.5 The resource can only be protected by avoiding the site 
altogether and selecting an alternative connection to the Grid. 


The Applicant does not agree that the entire minerals resource 
would be sterilised by the presence of the cable.  Although the 
Applicant would seek to protect the cable from potential 
damage through restrictive provisions this would not sterilise 
the entire resource and therefore the Applicant does not agree 
that the minerals resource can only protected by seeking an 
alternative grid connection.  


3.0 Conclusion 


3.1 It is our client’s belief that the Orsted proposals fail to 
consider the minerals extraction potential on our client’s property. 
We believe that the cable route will the resource. 


3.2 Our client respectfully requests that the points contained in 
this statement are fully considered within the examination 
process. Our intention is to submit a full written representation in 
due course and, if required, request that we can make oral 
representations if necessary. 


The Applicant is in discussion with the Interested Party and is 
seeking to enter into a voluntary agreement for the rights to lay 
the cable.  In the event that it is not possible to enter into a 
voluntary agreement with the landowner, compensation will be 
payable in accordance with the statutory compensation code. 
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3. Annexes 


Annex A – Food Enterprise Zone Map (Honingham Thorpe Farm) 
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Annex B – Extract from OPC Working Group email sent on 12th 


November 2018 


From: Paul Killingback <killingback@btinternet.com>  
Sent: 12 November 2018 21:07 
To: Sarah Drljaca <SARCR@orsted.co.uk> 
Cc: Emily Woolfenden <EMWOO@orsted.co.uk>; Susan Mather <matherhome@btopenworld.com>; Alison/jon Shaw/Pearce 
<hodgesrow1@btinternet.com>; Owen Saward <XOWES@orsted.co.uk> 
Subject: Re: Oulton - Traffic and Transport Update  
 


“Dear Sarah 


 Thank you for your reply of 7 November and I note your comments. 


…. 


I assume that you will by now have seen OPC’s response to PINS Deadline 1 but to ensure transparency and completeness I attach 


a copy to this e-mail and scanned copies of two maps showing Option R. Hopefully this will be clear enough for you to see the 3 


suggested routes within it. 


• On Map 1 there are Routes A,B,C 


o ‘A’ takes a route from the B1149 into Oulton Street from the existing (improved) junction. Then immediately left 


into a field, following the field boundaries and well behind The Old Railway Gatehouse onto the airfield site. 


o ‘B’ takes a route immediately from the B1149 to the west of the Bluestone Plantation woods. (There is also an 


old disused track opposite the Heydon Road that goes part way towards the airfield – the remains of a road that 


was never reinstated after the war – but we have discounted this, as the exit onto the B1149 would be 


dangerous within the woods). 


o ‘C’ is another direct route off the B1149 further west to link with a trackway/route of connection that was used 


when the solar farm was built on the airfield.  


Map 2 shows the Airfield site in more detail and where the above routes might access it. 


Of these routes I would suggest that Route A could be more straightforward as the land is owned by Christopher Harrold (EF Harrold 


Street/Docking Farm) and adjoins land next to the airfield owned by Michael Harrold (Saltcarr Farms). 


Michael’s son Oliver and Christopher Harrold were both at our PC meeting and, as already reported, did not raise any significant 


objections and were ‘open to negotiation’. 


I hope you find this of some help in seriously exploring Option R, and that this can be discussed at the next Working Party. The week 


commencing 26 November is fine with us (except Monday and Thursday). Please confirm what suits you best. 


 Regards, 


Paul 
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OPTION R - Map 1        OPTION R - Map 2 
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1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


1.1 Issue Specific Hearing 1 ("ISH") was held at 09:30am on 4 December 2018 at the Mercure Norwich 
Hotel, 121-131 Boundary Road, Norwich, NR3 2BA. 


1.2 The ISH took the form of running through items listed in the agenda published by the Examining Authority 
(ExA) on 27 November 2018 (the “Agenda").  The format of this note follows that of the Agenda and 
refers to the Applicant's Response to the first written questions (“FWQ") (the “Response to First Written 
Questions") [REP1-122] numbers where relevant.  The Applicant’s substantive oral submissions 
commenced at item 3 of the Agenda, therefore this note does not cover items 1 and 2 which were 
procedural and administrative in nature. 


2. AGENDA ITEM 1 – INTRODUCTION OF THE PARTICIPATING PARTIES 


2.1 The ExA: - David Prentis (Lead Panel Member), Guy Rigby, David Cliff and Dr Roger Catchpole.  


2.2 The Applicant: 


2.2.1 Speaking on behalf of the Applicant: - Gareth Phillips (Partner at Pinsent Masons LLP). 


2.2.2 Present from the Applicant: - Stuart Livesey (Hornsea Project Three Development Manager), 
Andrew Guyton (Hornsea Project Three Consents Manager), Gareth Parker (Hornsea Project 
Three Electrical Project Manager), Oliver Palasmith (Hornsea Project Three Commercial 
Manager), Celestia Godbehere (Hornsea Project Three Onshore Environmental Manager) 
and Meltem Duran (Hornsea Project Three Concept and Layout Manager). 


2.2.3 The Applicant’s legal advisors:- Claire Brodrick (Pinsent Masons LLP) and Peter Cole 
(Pinsent Masons LLP). 


2.2.4 The Applicant's consultants (listed alongside their relevant environmental topic area): 


(a) Onshore Ecology – Robin Ward (Senior Ornithologist at NIRAS Consulting Ltd); 


(b) Navigation and other offshore operations: 


(i) Samantha Westwood (Principal Risk Analyst at Anatec Limited); 


(ii) Mark Prior (Aviation Consultant at Anatec Limited); 


(iii) Richie Hinchcliffe (Team Leader - Instrument Flight Procedure Design 
at Osprey Consulting Services Ltd);  


(iv) Dr Emily Wood (Project Director, RPS);  


(v) Ali MacDonald (Principal Risk Analyst. Anatec Ltd); and 


(vi) Fiona Nimmo (Director, Poseidon Aquatic Resource Management).  


2.3 The following parties participated in the ISH: 


2.3.1 Norfolk County Council (“NCC”);  


2.3.2 North Norfolk District Council ("NNDC") represented by Estelle Dehon; 


2.3.3 South Norfolk Council ("SNC") represented by Jane Linley; 


2.3.4 Broadlands District Council ("BDC"); 
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2.3.5 Natural England ("NE") represented by Charles Forrest; 


2.3.6 Marine Management Organisation ("MMO"); 


2.3.7 Land Interest Group (represented by Louise Staples of the National Farmers Union ("NFU")); 


2.3.8 No 2 Relay Stations; 


2.3.9 CPRE Norfolk; 


2.3.10 Spirit Energy represented by:   


(a) Christiaan Zwaart (Barrister, 39 Essex Street); 


(b) Max Rowe; (Senior Commercial Manager, Spirit Energy) 


(c) Robert Sinclair (Marine Consultant, Noble Denton Marine Services); 


(d) Alan Miller; 


(e) Neil McKay (Aviation Advisor, AviateQ International Limited); and 


(f) Karen Hamilton (Partner, Brodies). 


2.3.11 National Federation of Fisherman (represented by Dale Rodmell). 


3. AGENDA ITEM 3 – ALTERNATIVES AND DESIGN FLEXIBILITY 


3.1 Justification for promoting HVAC and/or HVDC, including comparisons with other offshore wind 
projects: 


3.2 The ExA explained that most Interested Parties (IPs) felt that a HVDC transmission system would be 
preferable to a HVAC transmission system. The ExA confirmed that it does not have a view at this stage 
but it is clear that design flexibility is a live issue. 


3.3 The ExA noted that all offshore windfarms in the UK use a HVAC transmission system but that the 
Applicant has no bias in favour of one transmission system. The ExA understood that it was anticipated 
that HVDC will become the preferred system in the future and asked when the Applicant expected this to 
happen. 


3.4 Gareth Parker referred to Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note submitted at 
Deadline 1 [REP1-164] which identified HVDC as a maturing technology. Mr Parker explained that there 
was currently no specific date when HVDC could be considered to be mature with regards to offshore 
wind farm developments. Mr Parker added that the choice of transmission system will be dependent on 
procurement with a HVDC supplier and this won’t take place until after consent has been granted. Mr 
Parker explained that he has seen movement in the development of onshore HVDC transmission 
systems over last couple of decades. He would therefore expect similar development to take place 
offshore. However, as there is only limited examples of the use of HVDC transmission systems for 
offshore wind farms (in Germany), Mr Parker considered that there is currently insufficient experience in 
the market to consider the technology to be mature. 


3.5 The ExA queried why none of the consented offshore windfarms with HVDC transmission systems have 
moved into construction. Mr Parker explained that whilst he couldn't comment on individual projects, 
there were a number of different factors affecting implementation which related to capacity, transmission 
distance to shore, views on maturity of technology, availability of components and deliverability within 
project timescales. 


3.6 In response to a question from the ExA regarding when Dogger Bank Teesside A & B and Dogger Bank 
Crekye Beck is anticipated to progress, Andrew Guyton explained that this will likely be dependent on the 
funding mechanism. The Applicant assumed that Dogger Bank would submit a bid (or bids) in the next 
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Contract for Difference (CfD) round in May 2019 and the project would be taken forward if the bid is 
successful. Mr Guyton confirmed that the Applicant had no knowledge as to whether Dogger Bank had 
made bids in previous CfD auctions. 


3.7 The ExA referred to the fact that Hornsea Project One and Hornsea Project Two had been consented for 
both HVAC and HVDC transmission systems but both projects will be constructed using a HVAC 
transmission system. Mr Parker confirmed that once Hornsea Project One is constructed, it will be the 
longest submarine HVAC transmission system in the world. 


3.8 Mr Guyton confirmed that Hornsea Project One is a similar distance offshore to Hornsea Project Three 
and Hornsea Project Two has a shorter route. 


3.9 The ExA asked whether HVAC, in light of the distance involved, should be considered to be an emerging 
technology and queried whether it was any more tried and tested than HVDC. 


3.10 Mr Parker explained that the individual components of an HVAC transmission system had a well proven 
track record both onshore and offshore over long distances. Mr Parker considered that there was a great 
deal of experience of the capability of HVAC and the distances involved were well within reach of the 
technological solutions available. 


3.11 The ExA requested further details regarding the challenges faced in Germany relating to the use of 
HVDC technology. Mr Parker reiterated that Germany is currently the only jurisdiction to use HVDC 
technology for offshore wind. The Applicant is aware of a 400MW project that experienced significant 
delays to commissioning. Whilst Mr Parker couldn’t say with certainty the precise reasons for the delays, 
in his opinion it was likely to be due to a lack of experience of using HVDC technology in offshore wind 
applications. Mr Parker added that there have also been delays to subsequent projects including those of 
Ørsted and a number of reliability issues to date. 


3.12 In response to a question from the ExA regarding how much longer the lead in time for HVDC is than for 
HVAC, Mr Parker explained that the primary driver is design lead in time. HVDC is a complex system and 
the design expertise lies with manufacturers. Mr Parker added that it is necessary for the design of the 
system to be completed before the design of offshore structure can commence. Due to the scale, the 
design lead time for the structure can be up to a year. Mr Parker confirmed it can take 4 to 5 years from 
design to delivery for a HVDC transmission system.  


3.13 In comparison, Mr Parker explained that a HVAC transmission system can be designed and delivered in 
approximately 3 years as there is a greater understanding of the individual components. Due to 
experience of the use of HVAC technology, a number of assumptions can be made at the design stage 
so that components can be designed simultaneously.  


3.14 In response to a question from the ExA regarding how the CfD process informs discussions with 
suppliers, Mr Guyton confirmed that there are a number of different components to preparing a CfD bid. 
For example, securing a DCO. The bid preparation process requires the Applicant to ascertain the end 
price and the Applicant will therefore need to undertake design development of some components to 
inform that process and engagement with suppliers will commence. The Applicant will then submit a 
bid(s) based on its understanding of the parameters in terms of timing and capacity. The scale and lead 
in times for construction of Hornsea Project Three will be informed by the Applicant's success in the CfD 
auction. The Applicant will then progress with the detailed design within the parameters of CfD bid and 
DCO. 


3.15 Mr Guyton confirmed that at the point the DCO is decided, the Applicant will not know the type of 
transmission system that will be taken forward. The Applicant may have developed a business case for a 
particular transmission system but it will not be definite. 


3.16 The ExA queried how the Applicant can make the cost assumptions required to submit a bid before 
deciding on the type of transmission. Mr Guyton explained that the bid or bids were based on 
assumptions and there would be an element of risk to the Applicant. Mr Guyton confirmed that the 
Applicant could put forward a range of bids for different designs and could submit bids for both HVDC 
and HVAC transmission systems and for a range of different capacities. Mr Guyton explained that the 
requirement is for the bid to be fully compliant in line with Government guidelines and then the Applicant 
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is free to offer alternatives. Mr Guyton confirmed that the number of bids the Applicant was intending to 
submit, and the make up of those bids, was not known at this stage. However, at the time of submitting 
any bid, certain assumptions would be made about the transmission system in order to inform the bid. 


3.17 The ExA queried why a HVDC transmission system is only considered to be viable for very large 
windfarms and referred to Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note [REP1-164] 
where it explained that this was due to fixed costs whereas HVAC is more modular and scalable. Mr 
Parker confirmed that for HVAC, the cable is the smallest unit and this can be approximately 400MW. In 
contrast, an HVDC transmission system has large fixed structures such as converters. For a smaller 
HVDC transmission system the converters are still required and the costs do not scale. The smallest unit 
for a HVDC transmission system consists of a pair of converters with a cable between them. Therefore it 
is difficult to make an economic case for projects significantly under 1000MW using a HVDC transmission 
system. Mr Parker confirmed that HVDC is being considered as a viable option for Hornsea Project 
Three, even if delivered in two equal phases. 


3.18 Mr Parker confirmed that if Hornsea Project Three is delivered in two phases it wouldn't rule out the use 
of a HVDC transmission system. In the event that the first phase used an HVAC transmission system, the 
use of a HVDC transmission system for the second phase would still be possible, depending on the 
capacity. 


3.19 The ExA referred to the supply chain limitations set out in Appendix 22: Transmission System 
(HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note [REP1-164]. The ExA asked whether the market would develop if more 
projects commit to using a HVDC transmission system. Mr Parker explained that there are currently only 
two major suppliers for HVDC transmission systems with a third supplier having more recently entered 
the market. The Applicant has been keenly observing the market but cannot currently say with certainty 
that the components for a HVDC transmission system would be available within the delivery timescale for 
Hornsea Project Three. Mr Parker confirmed that, as far as the Applicant is aware, there are no 
immediate market entrants waiting in the wings. 


3.20 The ExA sought further clarification as to why Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing 
Note [REP1-164] states that if Hornsea Project Three had to commit to HVDC it could prevent the project 
from being delivered. Mr Parker explained that there are a number of technical aspects, for example 
there are currently only two suppliers with limited capacity to design and develop solutions. A number of 
other windfarm projects have been consented for HVDC only and therefore the Applicant would be 
competing for supply chain capacity with other interconnector and offshore windfarm projects. Mr Parker 
added that it was not clear now how many other projects will be coming forward and which projects the 
suppliers will decide to work with.  


3.21 Mr Guyton referred the ExA to Table 2 of Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing 
Note [REP1-164]. Mr Guyton commented that all projects under construction are using a HVAC 
transmission system. Some projects have committed to using a HVDC transmission system, however this 
could change. For example, East Anglia Project One obtained consent for only HVDC but following the 
design process it submitted an application for an amendment to the DCO to use HVAC. Noting that the 
Applicant only has access to documents in public domain, Mr Guyton added that this demonstrates the 
difficulties of including only HVDC in the design envelope and the subsequent ability to build out the 
project. Mr Guyton clarified that the Applicant is not trying to dismiss HVDC but requires the option to use 
HVAC to ensure deliverability. 


3.22 Gareth Phillips added that East Anglia Project One's application to switch to HVAC involved a 6 month 
process, plus pre application consultation, therefore resulting in a 9 month delay in making the consent fit 
for purpose. If East Anglia Project One had included HVAC in its original consent it wouldn't have needed 
to make such an application. This is why Hornsea Project Three is applying for alternatives, which is in 
line with the approach taken for Hornsea Project One and Hornsea Project Two. 


3.23 The ExA referred to the current DCO application for Norfolk Vanguard, the ExA considered it to be a fair 
comparison and queried why Vattenfall can commit to HVDC in light of the similar geography and 
timeframe. 


3.24 Mr Phillips commented that East Anglia Project One and the other projects listed in Table 2 of Appendix 
22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note [REP1-164] were also fair comparisons. Mr 
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Phillips explained that the Applicant was not aware of the precise reasons why Norfolk Vanguard was 
applying for only HVDC, and could not comment directly upon anther developer, but the Applicant 
assumed that there might be environmental or technical factors influencing that decision.  Mr Phillips 
added that Norfolk Vanguard may also be adopting a less cautious process to risk. However, Ørsted is a 
leading offshore windfarm developer and has considerable experience to draw on. Mr Phillips reiterated 
that the Applicant's position is that there is a need for flexibility in order to deliver Hornsea Project Three. 


3.25 Mr Phillips noted that East Anglia Project One had to apply to change from HVDC to HVAC post consent. 
Norfolk Vanguard could be seen as the anomaly in the industry and Table 2 in Table 2 of Appendix 22: 
Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note [REP1-164] sets out all of the projects that have used 
HVAC to date. Mr Phillips commented that had Vattenfall not made a decision to commit only to HVDC it 
is unlikely that this discussion on transmission systems would be taking place. Mr Phillips explained that 
until Dogger Bank started construction, it would be difficult to say whether applying for only HVDC was 
the correct option for that project. Due to the supply chain difficulties, it is possible that applications will be 
made to change Dogger Bank and other projects in the future. Mr Phillips reiterated that the Applicant's 
approach was tried and tested, and the prudent approach to take. 


3.26 Mr Parker referred the ExA to section 9 of Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing 
Note [REP1-164] which sets out the reasons for and considerations which could be expected to be taken 
into account when making a decision regarding the transmission system. 


3.27 The Applicant noted that NCC and NNDC expressed a preference for the use of a HVDC transmission 
system, accepted the need for flexibility in the DCO, did not object to the inclusion of a HVAC 
transmission system in the application, and confirmed that it's case was not that the DCO should only be 
granted for a HVDC transmission system. 


3.28 The Applicant notes that SNC expressed a strong preference for a HVAC transmission system due to the 
impacts associated with the maximum height of the HVDC converter station on heritage assets, in 
particular Keswick Hall and its setting, and landscape and visual impacts. However, SNC accepted that 
the harm caused to Keswick Hall and its setting would be less than substantial and appreciated the 
arguments made by the Applicant for flexibility. SNC confirmed that its case was not that the DCO should 
only be granted for a HVAC transmission system. 


3.29 The Applicant notes that NE expressed support for the need for flexibility and the inclusion of both HVDC 
and HVAC transmission systems. However, NE expressed a strong preference, from an environmental 
perspective, for a HVDC transmission system as it would reduce the number of cables in designated sites 
offshore. NE confirmed that its case was not that the DCO should only be granted for a HVDC 
transmission system. 


3.30 The Applicant notes that N2RS, the NFU and CPRE Norfolk also expressed a preference for a HVDC 
transmission system but also confirmed that its case was not that the DCO should only be granted for a 
HVDC transmission system. 


3.31 Implications of the choice of HVAC/HVDC for the onshore infrastructure, including the cable 
corridor, booster station and converter station/substation: 


3.32 The ExA referred to Figure 3.32 in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the Environmental Statement (ES) 
[APP-058]. The ExA also referred to Table 6 in Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) 
Briefing Note [REP1-164] and requested further information regarding the number of circuits required for 
a HVDC transmission system. 


3.33 Mr Parker explained that Table 6 included a specific type of topology that had not yet been deployed to 
date for an offshore system. This type of topology was considered to constitute the maximum parameters 
and had been included in envelope in case it offers advantages in terms of efficiency. 


3.34 Mr Parker confirmed that a HVDC transmission system will have up to 4 circuits and the design will 
depend on the capacity of the final design. Mr Parker explained that the AC circuit was to enable 
energisation of the HVDC system. The ExA sought further explanation for the option to have 4 HVDC 
cables and one HVAC cable. The Applicant subsequently confirms that the specific and emergent HVDC 
topology in question uses Diode Rectifier Units (DRU) in the offshore DC converter station which are 
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passive devices that cannot control the voltage or stability of the offshore network. This function, 
therefore, must be performed by the offshore wind turbines, and the additional HVAC cable (or ‘umbilical’) 
enables the wind turbines to be energised in advance of the HVDC link. The umbilical cable may be 
disconnected once the HVDC link is operational and the offshore turbines are controlling the stability of 
the offshore grid. The applicant would refer the ExA to Appendix 18 to Deadline 3 submissions where 
further information can be obtained. 


3.35 The ExA queried why this was required if the windfarm generated electricity in AC. Mr Phillips confirmed 
that the Applicant would respond in writing and further details are set out in Appendix [1] to this Written 
Summary. 


3.36 Mr Parker confirmed that the same number of circuits would be required onshore and offshore. 


3.37 The ExA referred to paragraph 10.9 of Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note 
[REP1-164] which states that the maximum number of HVAC cable circuits is 6 and the maximum 
number of HVDC cable circuits is 4. The ExA queried how the additional AC circuit in the HVDC 
transmission system fitted into this. 


3.38 Mr Parker confirmed that should it be required, the additional AC circuit would be designed within the 
existing trenches and maximum design envelope. However, Mr Parker reiterated that the additional AC 
circuit was not a mandatory requirement and just one type of HVDC system that could be deployed. 


3.39 In respect of Table 8 of Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note [REP1-164], Mr 
Parker confirmed that the maximum number of transition joint bays for a HVDC transmission system is 4 
bays including the additional AC circuit if required. 


3.40 In response to a query from the ExA regarding the number of link boxes referred to in Table 10 of 
Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note [REP1-164], Mr Parker explained that a 
link box is needed to balance standing voltages (as well as system earthing) and this need does not 
occur in a HVDC transmission system. However, link boxes are still required for earthing a HVDC 
transmission system. Mr Parker confirmed that this meant that significantly less link boxes are required 
for a HVDC transmission system compared to a HVAC transmission system. 


3.41 The ExA referred to Figure 3.32 in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the ES [APP-058] which stated that 
a HVAC transmission system would have a permanent corridor of 60m in width and a temporary corridor 
of 80m in width. Mr Guyton referenced Figure 3.36 in Chapter 3 – Project Description of the ES [APP-
058] which shows grid connection export cable corridor indicative layout.  This layout would be similar to 
that applied to a HVDC transmission system which would have a permanent corridor of 40m in width and 
a temporary corridor of 68m in width.  These parameters are set out in Appendix 22: Transmission 
System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note [REP1-164].  In response to a query from the ExA as to how the 
corridor width has been calculated, Mr Guyton confirmed that the width was derived from the total 
number of cables, the width of each trench, the spacing between cables, soil storage and the haul road. 
For a HVAC transmission system, Mr Guyton confirmed that the typical permanent width is 60m and the 
temporary width is typically 80m for a HVAC transmission system. Mr Guyton emphasised that this was 
the worst case scenario as set out in Table 7 of Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) 
Briefing Note [REP1-164]. My Guyton confirmed that approximately 10m was required per cable and 
agreed to provide an indicative diagram for a HVDC layout. An indicative diagram is set out in Appendix 2 
to the Applicant’s Deadline 3 submission, which shows the 68m wide HVDC corridor. 


3.42 The ExA referred to the HVAC booster station and understood that a HVAC transmission system requires 
reactive compensation referred to by the applicant in documents to date as a booster station at the 
midpoint and the booster station could be located offshore, onshore or subsea. The ExA queried whether 
the midpoint is offshore and whether there is an option for only an offshore booster station. 


3.43 Mr Parker confirmed that the "midpoint" in this context could be anywhere between the offshore and 
onshore connection point. The detailed design phase will determine the location of the booster station 
and will be based on cable system design. Mr Parker confirmed that the booster station could be located 
offshore, onshore or a combination of the two, noting that the provisional onshore and/or offshore 
locations have been stipulated in the application. 
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3.44 The ExA queried whether a HVDC transmission system may be preferable for long distances. Mr Parker 
explained that it has been economically possible to extend the length of cables for HVAC beyond the 
capability previously thought as demonstrated by the systems designed for Hornsea Project One and 
Hornsea Project Two. Mr Parker was therefore hesitant to put figure on the maximum length for a HVAC 
transmission system. 


3.45 Mr Guyton confirmed that in the event that a HVDC transmission system was selected and the onshore 
HVAC booster station was not required, new connection rights as opposed to the freehold acquisition 
would be sought over plot 9--012 and it would be a different shape. The ExA commented that it would 
explore this issue further at the compulsory acquisition hearings. 


3.46 My Guyton confirmed that the same parameters and landscaping would be required for the HVDC 
converter station and the HVAC substation and therefore the land take remains the same for both 
options. 


3.47 Approach to phasing, including the effect of the Contract for Difference process on the delivery of 
the project; whether the approach assessed in the ES is adequately secured in the draft DCO: 


3.48 The ExA referred to the next round of CfD auctions taking place in May 2019, then in 2021 and then 
every 2 years with 4GW per auction (with up to 2GW per delivery year). The ExA queried whether the 
CfD process is the main driver for phasing or whether it was due to other factors such as funding or the 
supply chain. 


3.49 Stuart Livesey explained that the requirement for phasing was due to a number different variations and 
CfD is one factor that may influence how Hornsea Project Three is built out. Mr Livesey referred to the 
recent announcements (20th November 2018) from the Department of Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy (BEIS) that confirmed that there would be a 6GW capacity cap across all technologies in the 
May 2019 CfD auction round. Assuming the Applicant is unable to submit a bid in May 2019, the 
Applicant's success in future auction rounds will depend on the capacity cap available and competition at 
that stage from other developers. Mr Livesey explained that other factors that may result in the need to 
phase the construction of Hornsea Project Three relate to the supply chain constraints for a HVDC 
transmission system and wind turbines. Mr Livesey confirmed that there are currently two main turbine 
suppliers and therefore limitations on the quantity of turbines that can be produced for each project. In 
addition, constraints on cable manufacture and installation vessels will limit how and when projects can 
be taken forward. 


3.50 In response to a query from the ExA relating to how the CfD timeline fits with the consenting process, 
financial investment decision and construction start date, Mr Livesey confirmed that the Applicant would 
be unable to bid in the next auction round if held in May 2019 (as the DCO would not have been granted) 
and therefore the Applicant anticipated being ready to submit a bid in the 2021 auction round.  


3.51 In response to a query relating to alternative means of funding, Mr Livesey explained that alternative 
funding is relatively new for an offshore windfarm of this scale, however, it would be possible through 
either divestment or a power purchase agreement. For example, power purchase agreements were in 
place for Hornsea Project One. Alternatively, Mr Livesey confirmed that Ørsted may decide to fund 
Hornsea Project Three internally.  


3.52 Oliver Palasmith explained that a power purchase agreement works in a similar way to a CfD through 
guaranteeing a fixed price for electricity, but the counterparty is not the UK Government but another party 
such as a utility or a corporate entity. Mr Palasmith confirmed that an offshore wind developer could 
alternatively sell electricity on the wholesale market at the market rate. This would involve more risk for 
the offshore wind developer but still constituted a viable alternative. 


3.53 In light of the discussions on the CfD process, the ExA queried the expected start date on site. My 
Guyton confirmed that the Applicant anticipated starting on site in 2023 if the Applicant was successful in 
the 2021 CfD auction round. However, it was possible that construction could start construction from 
2022 for some parts of the project. 


3.54 Approach to laying the onshore export cables in ducting, including a scenario in which the 
project may be delivered in phases: 
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3.55 The ExA referred to the Applicant's commitment to install ducting for Phase 2 at the same time as 
installing ducting for Phase 1 set out in the Applicant's Response to First Written Question Q1.1.6 and 
Q1.9.7.  


3.56 Mr Guyton explained that the ability to direct lay the cables was originally included in the envelope for 
Hornsea Project Three. In response to concerns raised by stakeholders and landowners relating to direct 
lay, the Applicant agreed to remove direct lay and committed to duct the onshore cables as it will reduce 
the time trenches are open and allows for drainage to be restored quicker. 


3.57 Mr Guyton explained that the Applicant was not committing to pre-duct for the second phase. As set out 
in paragraph 1.1.1.6 of the Outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Revision 1) [REP1–142], the 
Applicant would install the ducts for Phase 2 as part of the Phase 1 works in the event that both phases 
have been awarded a CfD in the same auction round. The Applicant would also install ducts for Phase 2 
as part of Phase 1 if Phase 2 secures a Final Investment Decision. 


3.58 The ExA queried what circumstances would result in the Applicant constructing Phase 1 without installing 
the ducts for Phase 2. The ExA noted that given compulsory acquisition powers are being sought for the 
whole scheme then the Applicant must be confident that the whole scheme can be delivered. 


3.59 Mr Guyton confirmed that it would not be possible to install the ducts for Phase 2 if the cable design was 
not yet known. Mr Livesey added that the design of the ducts would be dependent on whether a HVAC or 
HVDC transmission system was being used and the HVAC cable width could be wider or thinner 
depending on the capacity. Mr Livesey explained that pre-empting the design of the ducts could limit 
delivery and capacity. 


3.60 The ExA queried whether ducts could be installed for Phase 2 that would be suitable for a range of 
possible specifications, for example installing ducts for the upper range in terms of widths or spacing. Mr 
Livesey explained that whilst a number of assumptions could be made, the Applicant would need to build 
in a degree of contingency which could limit voltage due to the installation method and size. 


3.61 Mr Parker added that the duct design is determined by the size of the conductor, range of voltage and 
length of cable in a single drum. In addition, there is no guarantee that the jointing bays would be in the 
correct location depending on the final design of Phase 2. 


3.62 In response to a number of hypothetical scenarios proposed by the ExA, Mr Guyton confirmed that if a 
HVAC system for half the capacity was installed for Phase 1 then all options would be available for Phase 
2. However, there may be a preference for consistency across both phases. 


3.63 In response to comments made on behalf of the NFU, N2RS, MMO, NE and NNDC in respect of phasing 
and ducting, Mr Livesey reiterated that if Hornsea Project Three was delivered in one phase then all the 
ducts would be installed. If Hornsea Project Three was delivered in two phases, then the Applicant would 
install the ducts for Phase 2 at the same time as installing the ducts for Phase 1 if there was a CfD or 
financial investment decision for Phase 2. However, in the absence of a CfD or financial investment 
decision then the Applicant would not know the capacity of Phase 2.  Mr Livesey confirmed that whilst it 
might be possible to make certain assumptions there was a risk that the ducts might not be suitable or 
efficient for the final design of Phase 2 as the capacity determines the cable design. 


3.64 Mr Phillips explained how certainty in respect of funding influences the conditionality of the Applicant's 
commitment to pre-duct Phase 2. If that if funding is in place then the Applicant knows the size of each 
phase. In light of future CfD auction rounds having a capped capacity, the final capacity of Phase 2 will 
not be known until the funding process is complete. Once the capacity is known, the Applicant can 
complete the design of the various elements of the transmission system. If funding is only obtained for 
Phase 1 in the 2021 CfD auction then at that point in time the size of Phase 2 will be unknown and 
cannot be accurately predicted. As the Applicant cannot predict the size, it will not be able to fix the type 
of transmission system or specification.  


3.65 Mr Phillips noted that improvements in offshore wind technology are rapid. The law requires the Applicant 
to sell the transmission assets to an Offshore Transmission Owner (OFTO) and the price that is paid is 
determined by OFGEM. The costs incurred for Phase 2 as part of Phase 1 may not be recoverable 
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through this process and ultimately that will go against the Government's aim of reducing energy costs for 
consumers.  


3.66 In respect of the case for compulsory acquisition powers for Phase 2, Mr Phillips explained that 
compulsory acquisition powers are being sought to deliver the whole project and the Applicant intends, 
and believes it will be able, to do so. Uncertainty in respect of CfD and the timing of Phase 2 does not 
undermine the compelling case for the inclusion of those powers for Phase 2 in the DCO. 


3.67 In response to comments made on behalf of the NFU, Mr Phillips explained that the ES has assessed a 
maximum three1 year "gap" between phases. This "gap" was linked to CfD auction rounds and lead in 
periods for different components. The length of time that agricultural land would be out of production was 
a compensation matter. Mr Phillips confirmed that if landowners are unable to produce crops then they 
will be compensated by the Applicant. 


3.68 In response to comments made on behalf of NNDC in relation to NPS EN3 and flexibility, Mr Phillips 
explained that paragraphs 2.6.42 and 2.6.43 of NPS EN3 do not set out any criteria for flexibility, or the 
degree to which aspects of an NSIP must be unknown in order to take the benefit of that policy support 
for flexibility. NPS EN3 is not expressed in such restrictive terms. The policy is simply that a DCO may 
provide for flexibility in respect of unknown or uncertain aspects of a project. This must be correct 
because one needs to know the parameters of uncertainty in order to form the Rochdale Envelope for the 
ES and carry out EIA. If the support for flexibility in EN3 only related to entirely unknown aspects of a 
project, that policy would rendered ineffective because one couldn’t carry out the necessary 
assessments.  Mr Phillips added that just because the Applicant knows the types of technologies it may 
deploy, that does not mean that the Applicant knows all of the individual elements. Mr Phillips referred to 
the different HVDC types mentioned by Mr Parker and reiterated that the Applicant does not know what 
the final design will consist of. Paragraphs 2.6.42 and 2.6.43 of NPS EN3 envisage the need for flexibility 
due to long lead in times. It states that flexibility can be provided for in a DCO provided that the flexibility 
has been taken into account in ES. Mr Phillips confirmed that that is what the Applicant has done in this 
case. 


3.69 Mr Phillips added that the Applicant is not disputing that Norfolk Vanguard is a comparator project, as are 
all the other projects listed in Table 2 of Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note 
[REP1-164]. However, the Applicant has concerns over the availability and reliability of HVDC 
technology.  


3.70 Mr Phillips summarised that each of the Interested Parties present had expressed a preference in respect 
of the type of transmission system and that not all were in favour of HVDC.  Mr Phillips added that all of 
the Interested Parties had recognised the need for flexibility in the DCO and all had confirmed that neither 
technology should be excluded from the DCO. Mr Phillips reiterated that it would not be a cautious or 
prudent approach for the Applicant to commit to only one type of transmission system at this stage. 


3.71 In response to comments raised by SNC in respect of impacts on heritage assets, Mr Phillips commented 
that there was a difference in professional opinion as to significance of the heritage assets and setting. 
However, whichever opinion is taken, both the Applicant and SNC have assessed the impacts of Hornsea 
Project Three to be "less than substantial harm" in policy terms. SNC agreed with that position. As set out 
in Section 5.8 of NPS – EN1, the Secretary of State must therefore balance the public benefits of 
Hornsea Project Three against any harm caused to the heritage assets. Mr Phillips confirmed that the 
Applicant's position is that Hornsea Project Three meets the urgent national need for renewable energy 
and the public benefits therefore outweigh the less than substantial harm to heritage assets. None of the 
IPs challenged that position. 


4. AGENDA ITEM 4 – ONSHORE ECOLOGY  


4.1 Effects on pink-footed geese, including alternative approaches to mitigation; how any mitigation 
would be secured: 


                                                      
1 Mr Phillips originally referred to a two year gap but this was corrected to three years later in the hearing. 
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4.2 The ExA asked whether there was an update on the mitigation plan for pink-footed geese. NE stated that 
it was waiting for a draft mitigation plan from the Applicant.  


4.3 Celestia Godbehere explained that the Applicant has committed to providing a mitigation plan for pink-
footed geese in the 12 months preceding commencement of construction and the Applicant was not 
intending to produce a draft mitigation plan now. Ms Godbehere explained that the type of mitigation 
would be dependent on the final design of Hornsea Project Three and whether sugar beet is being grown 
in the fields on which the onshore cable corridor is located within the range and timing pink-footed geese 
are predicted to forage. 


4.4 In response to a query from the ExA as to how the Applicant can be confident that there will be no 
adverse affects on pink-footed geese, Robin Ward explained that the pink-footed geese population was 
increasing, including the population wintering in Norfolk, the latter increase mainly due to the availability 
of food resources during winter. In particular, the availability of post-harvest sugar beet, a food resource 
until ploughed back into the field. Mr Ward explained that the Applicant's understanding from survey work 
is that there is a lot of post-harvest sugar beet available from November to January. Mr Ward also noted 
that the area utilised for feeding by pink-footed geese in North Norfolk has been extending eastwards 
accompanied by the establishment of a new roost.  


4.5 Mr Ward confirmed that in his opinion removing the cable corridor as a food resource would not be an 
issue. The pink-footed geese in this location have access to a huge food resource and are taking 
advantage of this. The population is not reducing and thinning out. Mr Ward added that through cultural 
learning the pink-footed geese population is realising that further food resources are available. 


4.6 Ms Godbehere explained that the pink-footed geese mitigation plan strategy, which has been discussed 
with the RSPB, aims at reducing potential disturbance to pink-footed geese instead of creating additional 
food resources. The Applicant's aim, should mitigation be deemed necessary, is to reduce intrusive works 
within the cable corridor between November and January inclusive as opposed to planting alternative 
foraging habitat or preventing sugar beet being planted in the cable corridor. For example, works relating 
to fencing and trenching may be restricted as a potential mitigation measure, as these travel gradually 
along the cable corridor and therefore have the greatest potential for disturbance. Additionally, 
contractors working within the affected area and time periods will be given toolbox talks so that they are 
fully aware of the potential impacts on pink-footed geese. Ms Godbehere confirmed that cable 
installation, due to the commitment to a ducted installation, will be undertaken on a point to point basis 
which reduces the potential for disturbance, and a decision to proceed will be made at the time based on 
the sensitivity of the geese to the proposed works. If required, the Applicant will stop works.  


4.7 The ExA sought clarification as to whether this meant that the Applicant would essentially be reacting to 
the situation on the ground. Ms Godbehere clarified that the pink-footed geese mitigation plan would 
clearly set out the restrictions. The Applicant is intending to insert further wording into the Outline CoCP 
to clarify the principles ot the Pink Footed Geese Mitigation Plan and is discussing this with the RSPB. 


4.8 The ExA referred to the geese refuge plan suggested by RSPB and how this would interact with 
landowners and necessitate a change to crop rotation cycles. 


4.9 Ms Godbehere explained that discussions with the RSPB have moved on since the RSPB submitted 
written representations and the RSPB is now happy with the proposed mitigation as long as it deals with 
all potential impacts on the pink-footed geese. Ms Godbehere added that pink-footed geese aren't 
exclusively feeding on sugar beet and the Applicant’s mitigation plan will take into account all scenarios 
where Hornsea Project Three would encounter the pink-footed geese. Ms Godbehere confirmed that the 
RSPB was supportive of the pink-footed geese mitigation plan being annexed to the final CoCP. Ms 
Godbehere explained that the pink-footed geese mitigation plan will be approved by NE before it is 
included in the final CoCP that is submitted to the relevant planning authorities for approval. 


4.10 In response to a query from the ExA as to whether an outline mitigation plan could be provided, Ms 
Godbehere explained that the Applicant does not have any more details than the principles set out in 
paragraph 6.5.1.40 of the Outline CoCP [REP1–142]. Ms Godbehere reiterated that the final design of 
Hornsea Project Three will determine the impact on pink footed geese and the type of mitigation 
measures required. Therefore, the Applicant does not consider that it would be appropriate at this stage 
to provide an outline mitigation plan due to the need for more certainty regarding project design. 
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4.11 The ExA sought further clarification on the type of restrictions to works within this section of the cable 
corridor. Ms Godbehere confirmed that details of the potential restricted works would be added to the 
next revision of the Outline CoCP to be submitted at Deadline 4. Compliance with the Outline CoCP is 
secured through Requirement 17 of the DCO [REP1-127]. 


4.12 The Applicant notes that NE would prefer an outline mitigation plan to be submitted into Examination and 
that NE's position is that whilst adverse effects cannot be ruled out they are unlikely. Mr Ward confirmed 
the Applicant's position that no significant adverse effects are predicted in relation to pink-footed geese. 
On that basis, a mitigation plan is not strictly necessary, but nonetheless has been offered to allay the 
concerns of IPs. 


4.13 Mr Ward noted that the area of the cable corridor that the pink-footed geese are foraging within is 
“functionally linked habitat” and not within the SPA. NE confirmed that this was correct. 


4.14 In response to comments made by NE regarding the approach taken on East Anglia One and East Anglia 
Three for other Annex 1 geese, Mr Ward explained that for pink-footed geese the issue on Hornsea 
Project Three relates to feeding not roosting. Mr Ward confirmed that the area of available food resources 
within the vicinity of the SPA is large and that pink-footed geese are known to forage across this 
“functionally-linked habitat” out to 10.4 km from the nearest roost (in the SPA). According to Scottish 
Natural Heritage (2013) Guidance. Assessing Connectivity with Special Protection Areas (SPAs)., pink-
footed geese have a foraging range of up to 20 km from roost. Mr Ward concluded that no constraints on 
food supply are anticipated. The pink-footed geese use several fields at the same time and also feed on 
cereals. Mr Ward added that based on his experience of catching pink footed geese for GPS tracking in 
North Norfolk, birds following such a disturbance event soon return to the field in which the capture event 
occurred. 


4.15 In response to a query from the ExA regarding the other foraging sites available, Mr Ward confirmed that 
currently 50% of the post-harvest sugar beet fields available within 10.4 km of the roosts (and within the 
area surveyed by the applicant along the cable corridor) were not (at the time of a survey) being used. Mr 
Ward added that the expansion of the feeding range of the pink footed geese was ongoing. 


4.16 Any other matters: 


4.17 The Applicant notes that NE confirmed that there are no outstanding points of concern relating to bats.  


4.18 In response to a query from the ExA relating to why some hedges with high levels of bat activity qualified 
for HDD, Ms Godbehere explained that the decision was not based entirely on ecology. Mr Guyton added 
that the HDD locations were driven by obstacles such as roads, woodland and rivers and not specifically 
related to the quality of hedges. The crossing schedule annexed to the Outline CoCP [REP1-142], co-
locates different items so if there was a need to HDD a road and a hedge was located adjacent to the 
road then that might be a reason to extend the HDD under hedge. In circumstances where there is a 
hedge alone, that didn’t necessarily warrant a HDD. 


4.19 In response to a query from the ExA regarding hedge removal and mitigation in respect of the commuting 
route for bat species, Ms Godbehere explained that where high bat activity is identified then there will be 
mitigation measures put in place but the Applicant's assessment does not require HDD in that location. 
Ms Godbehere confirmed that the temporary measures would include artificial hedgerows during 
construction and afterwards. 


4.20 The Applicant notes that NE was satisfied that suitable mitigation for bats would be included in the CoCP 
and EMP and had no further comments. 


4.21 In response to a query from the ExA relating to reptiles and different levels of detail between paragraph 
6.5.1.19 of the Outline CoCP [REP1-142] and the Outline Ecological Management Plan (Revision 1) 
[REP1-147], Ms Godbehere confirmed that the measures will be consistent and the next version of the 
Outline CoCP will be updated accordingly.  


4.22 The Applicant notes that NE confirmed that the heavy rainfall issue relating to surface runoff adversely 
affecting Booton Common has been resolved. 
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4.23 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the control of release of settlement lagoons in close 
proximity to SACs and SSSI, Ms Godbehere explained that the Applicant would control bentonite levels 
with tankers capable of responding to extreme weather events. Ms Godbehere confirmed that further 
detail would be added to the next version of the Outline CoCP in line with the Applicant’s response to 
ExA Q1.4.7.2 


4.24 In response to comments made by CPRE Norfolk relating to undesignated ecologically valued areas and 
the use of HVAC and HVDC transmission systems, Ms Godbehere confirmed that the Applicant had fully 
assessed the impacts on a worst case scenario. However, the Applicant was intending to HDD at most 
watercourse locations subject to restrictions. 


4.25 In response to a comment from NNDC relating to the timeframe for replacement planting, Ms Godbehere 
confirmed that the clock starts when the hedgerow is planted and if the hedgerow is removed for Phase 2 
then the clock will start again when the hedgerow is replanted. Ms Godbehere explained that the 
Applicant considers that a 5 year management period is sufficient to enable replacement hedges to 
establish and mitigate Hornsea Three’s impact from an ecology and landscape perspective. 


5. AGENDA ITEM 5 – NAVIGATION AND OTHER OFFSHORE OPERATIONS 


5.1 Design principles for the array, including spacing of WTGs, lines of orientation and degree of 
tolerance for siting WTGs: 


5.2 The ExA asked for clarification of the lines of orientation of the turbines, and their typical spacing, as 
although minimum spacing is specified as 1km, typical spacing could be a lot more. Meltem Duran 
clarified that two indicative layouts have been assessed (as set out in figures 3.9 and 3.10 of the Project 
Description chapter of the ES [APP-058]). Ms Duran confirmed that the maximum spacing is contained in 
layout B, which has a 5.6km typical spacing, but the as built figure will depend on the final number of 
turbines, along with the type of turbines to be used and the seabed conditions. For a 300 turbine array, 
the spacing between turbines would typically be 2km between centre points, with an approximate gap 
between blades of 700 metres, depending on the final design of the turbine.  


5.3 Responding to an ExA query on design principle 3, relating to search and rescue lanes, Samantha 
Westwood advised that the width requirement is taken from Maritime and Coastguard Agency ("MCA") 
SAR Annex 5 guidance, which sets the minimum tip to tip distance (or centre point of the turbine, 
depending on whether the blades can be locked) of 500 metres. The exact minimum spacing values vary 
within in any wind farm array, although most current wind farms tend to be in excess of the minimum 
500m required. 


5.4 The ExA asked for an update on the discussions over having two or one line of orientation of the turbines. 
Ms Westwood advised that MCA Guidance note MGN 543 states that developers should plan for two 
lines of orientation, unless they can demonstrate that one is acceptable. Ms Westwood confirmed that the 
Applicant has made a safety case (within the NRA) that one line is acceptable, and therefore the design 
principles should allow for this.  


5.5 In response to an ExA question, Ms Westwood confirmed that the MCA guidance on lines of orientation is 
based upon both surface and airborne search and rescue, with a determination on what requirements are 
needed to be based on where the wind farm is located (case by case) and the marine traffic is located 
within it. In the Applicants opinion and based on the assessment undertaken as part of the NRA Hornsea 
Three is a low trafficked area. 


5.6 Effects on Search and Rescue capability, including the need for helicopter refuges as suggested 
by the Maritime and Coastguard Agency: 


5.7 The ExA asked for an update on design principle 5, and the requirement for at least one perpendicular 
helicopter refuge area. Ms Westwood advised that the Applicant is still in discussions with the MCA on 
principle 5, which is based on the MCA guidance where wind farms' lanes are over 10 nautical miles 


                                                      
2 Post-hearing note:  the Applicant can confirm that the measures described at the hearing are already included in the 
version of the Outline CoCP submitted at Deadline 1 [REP1-147] in paragraph C1.4.3 
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("nm"). She clarified that this is not based on the lines of orientation discussion but is an issue of access 
to and from the array.  


5.8 In response to an ExA question, Ms Westwood confirmed that the Applicant's contention is that a 
helicopter refuge may be a requirement, rather than a must have. To clarify, the Applicant considers that 
there is no technical evidence to suggest the need for the helicopter refuge area in the array.  


5.9 The ExA asked that a further updated version of the design principles be submitted at deadline 3.  


5.10 Mark Prior on behalf of the Applicant clarified in response to an ExA question that under normal 
circumstances a search and rescue helicopter could enter the array from the side due to the large turbine 
spacings, but if there were fog, the pilot would descend and use the SAR lanes to transit the array.  


5.11 Mr Prior advised the ExA that a helicopter has a maximum turn diameter of 0.5nm, although a crew would 
tend to bank to turn tighter than that. In bad weather, the helicopter could turn 180 degrees either within 
the lane that is being searched, or if using a more general search pattern, by turning from one lane to the 
next.  


5.12 Regarding spacing between blades, Mr Prior advised that during a search and rescue mission, the 
turbine blades would be stopped and turned away to allow more space for operations. Additionally, the 
crew would take into account equipment and radar to map out turbine locations which would also be on a 
moving map. Use of AIS to mark significant structures within the array would be a useful mitigation to 
resolve the helicopter refuge area concerns, especially when combined with a minimum spacing of 1km. 


5.13 Ms Westwood addressed an ExA question on the 150m tolerance for each turbine location, stating that 
the Applicant had a taken a proactive approach in layout design to prevent lengthy negotiations post 
consent.  This 150m tolerance would allow maximisation of wind energy capture whilst maintaining safe 
navigation and access. The normal 50m micrositing allowance would be for local obstacles, for example, 
seabed conditions.  A framework would be created to agree the layout post consent. It was noted that two 
other consented wind farms have DCOs allowing a 150m tolerance. 


5.14 Ms Westwood advised that although the typical turbine spacing may be more than the MGN 543 
recommended 1nm in width, the reason for not committing to a helicopter refuge area is that the 
Applicant does not consider this to be a requirement, and providing for this would restrict layout design. 


5.15 Aviation warning lighting, including whether this should be the subject of a separate 
requirement/condition as suggested by the Defence Infrastructure Organisation: 


5.16 Mr Phillips confirmed that a suggested condition on aviation warning lighting proposed by the Defence 
Infrastructure Organisation was under discussion and an agreed solution would be included in the 
iteration of the DCO.  


5.17 Effects on offshore oil and gas operations: 


5.17.1 Collision risks in relation to support vessels/other shipping: 


5.17.2 Ali MacDonald addressed concerns from Spirit Energy ("SE") on third party vessel diversion 
to the east of the proposed location of Hornsea Project Three. Mr MacDonald confirmed that 
as part of baseline surveys commercial vessel operators had been consulted, and had 
confirmed that they would not go through a wind farm array. Additionally, MCA guidance note 
MGN 372 advises that the array should be avoided. The operators can reasonably be 
expected to choose the most economical and safe route possible. Mr MacDonald added that 
vessels travelling east could reasonably be expected to navigate north or south of the array 
before joining the "Traffic Separation Scheme" to the east of the Chiswick and Grove 
platforms. It is not likely that those vessels, having passed the array, would turn sharply north 
or south so as to sail close to those platforms.  


5.17.3 Ms Westwood supplemented this by stating that a hazard workshop had been held, with 
maritime consultees including SE. The consensus from consultees was that commercial 
vessels would not transverse through the array. She added that although Hornsea Project 
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One and Hornsea Project Two were not considered as part of the baseline in the Navigational 
Risk Assessment [APP-112], they were considered as cumulative projects, as they had not 
yet been constructed at the time the NRA and ES was undertaken. 


5.17.4 Responding to ExA questions on the possibility of a vessels on the eastern edge of Hornsea 
Project Three drifting towards SE platforms at a speed of up to 4 knots, Mr MacDonald stated 
that this speed would be quite extreme, given that the tidal rate is 1.1 knots. He opined that a 
rate of 1-2 knots would be more reasonable in this area. At this speed, it could take between 
30 minutes and to two hours to travel to the nearest platform locations, with in the order of 20 
minutes' warning being needed to down man the platform (based on the J6A platform 
emergency response procedures). Mr MacDonald was not aware of any collisions of this 
nature in the North Sea.  


5.17.5 Regarding the likelihood of increased drifting vessel collision risk due to more vessels being 
in the area, Mr MacDonald advised the ExA that there have been very few incidents of 
collisions in arrays to date, in areas where these vessels are working with turbines and other 
structures in close proximity all around them. The vessels would generally only be present in 
reasonable weather, but mitigation in such a scenario could be for the vessel to drop its 
anchors. Mr MacDonald also pointed out that there are other examples of large vessels and 
drilling rigs servicing the oil and gas industry close to wind farms, for example SE's Rhyl field 
in the Irish Sea, which is 1.1nm from the nearest turbine.  


5.17.6 Responding to SE comments regarding collision risk, Mr MacDonald stated that there are 
many examples in Southern North Sea of large offshore vessels being close to multiple 
offshore platforms as well as the same vessels working within wind farms.  Procedures and 
mitigations are in place to take account of such structures, and the vessels and crews serving 
the offshore wind farms are normally the same as those serving the oil and gas platforms. 
Therefore, all are well experienced in navigating around these offshore installations. Mr 
MacDonald explained that the presence of a windfarm would need to be taken into account 
by other operators, but that it can be accommodated due to the 1.5nm distance, and that 
some of the vessels used by the offshore wind farm industry are the same as those working 
for oil and gas (e.g. in decommissioning operations). 


5.17.7 Helicopter operations: 


5.17.8 Emily Wood advised in response to an ExA question that deviation due to icing would only 
occur in low level icing conditions, and in any event certain helicopters are not licenced to fly 
in such weather. Frequency of icing conditions was anticipated to be 1% and so is not 
considered to be significant. Max Rowe of SE concurred with this and confirmed that this was 
not a major issue for SE.  


5.17.9 Regarding an ExA query and SE comments on the point that instrument approaches are 
undertaken for 5% of the time, Dr Wood clarified that this does not mean that 95% of the time 
it is  good weather. For 5% of the time, an airborne radar approach is needed. A standard 
procedure is for a pilot to fly in instrument meteorological conditions ("IMC"), and then 
descend below cloud at 500 feet to a visual meteorological conditions level. Dr Wood 
mentioned that the J6A platform is an accommodation hub for SE, and  that the approach to 
this platform would not be affected. The Chiswick and Grove platforms are  unmanned and 
must therefore be able to be  controlled remotely, and so  there is no need for around the 
clock access for safety reasons. Further, the Chiswick and Grove platforms only have 
certification for daytime landings only and it is possible as they are unmanned that they may 
have IMC restrictions.  IMC restrictions as presented in the ES would only impact four days 
per year and it is possible that these restrictions may fall away entirely.   


5.17.10 In response to an ExA question on one  engine inoperative (OEI) during a missed approach, 
Dr Wood confirmed that this had been assessed, considering  a 30 degree approach offset 
and 45 degree turn away. For OEI this could follow a missed approach track, albeit more 
slowly, whilst maintaining 1 nm separation from  the turbines. SE confirmed that this approach 
was feasible. Richie Hinchcliffe pointed out that the simulator trials undertaken by SE for 
missed approach engine failure were an unlikely worst case scenario involving the pilot flying 
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directly towards the turbines that did not take account of factors such as the pilot's ability to 
undertake compound turns, or offset its approach.  


5.17.11 Mr Phillips confirmed that a meeting was arranged between SE and the Applicant for 17 
December to discuss technical issues, and that the ExA could request an update in the 
written questions due on 20 December. Mr Phillips asked SE to confirm whether its existing 
platforms were subject to IMC restrictions.  


5.17.12 Effects on future oil and gas operations: 


5.17.13 Mr Phillips responded to comments from SE regarding two proposed wells within 0.5nm of the 
edge of the array area advising that although there had been ongoing dialogue for some time 
between the Applicant and SE, these speculative wells had not been mentioned until SE's 
DL1 submission, despite that submission having asserted that plans for those wells were well 
developed. Whilst those wells apparently fall within an existing licence block, SE is required to 
obtain express consent for them from the OGA and, contrary to the assertions of SE, that is 
not just a formality. SE would be required to show detailed plans and demonstrate the wells 
are feasible, and can be implemented in a safe and environmentally sensitive manner.  


5.17.14 Mr Phillips submitted that there was no information on the proposed wells or when they would 
come forward, and so as a matter of law, it was not necessary to include the wells in the EIA. 
It would also be unreasonable for known development plans for a wind farm to be subject to 
speculative wells, which might never be developed. Given the speculative nature of the wells, 
it was not necessary for the Applicant to offer mitigation. Ultimately, SE's position is protected 
by the "Oil and Gas Clause" in the Applicant's agreement for lease with The Crown Estate.  


5.17.15 Proposals for mitigation suggested by Spirit Energy: 


5.17.16 Mr Phillips stated that there was currently no justification for providing protective provisions 
for Spirit Energy. He reiterated that the Applicant has provided workable aviation and 
maritime solutions so as to prevent an impact on SE. Without prejudice to that, if the ExA was 
minded to recommend protective provisions, those suggested by SE would not be acceptable 
as they are tantamount to an exclusion zone in much of the array area. In summary, Mr 
Phillips said that both the Applicant and SE are required by policy to co-operate and facilitate 
coexistence, and this project raises nothing new in the context of offshore wind and oil/gas 
proposals to date. This issue could be revisited following the outcome of technical 
discussions and consideration of technical evidence.  


5.18 Extent of agreement in relation to the Fisheries Co-existence and Liaison Plan: 


5.19 Fiona Nimmo advised the ExA in response to comments by the National Federation of Fishermen's 
Organisations ("NFFO") that a proposed 1,000m advisory safe passing distance would apply to cable 
laying vessels in exceptional circumstances, with a 500m zone advisory safe passing distance, being 
advised as standard in the line with the 500 m safety zone around structures.. An example of when a 
1,000m advisory safe passing distance would apply would be a cable installation vessel with extensive 
towed equipment. Further clarity on the advisory safe passing distance would be included in the 
forthcoming update to the fisheries co-existence and liaison plan.  


5.20 Responding to concerns over safety hazards from exposed cables, Ms Nimmo confirmed that this will be 
captured in a safety sectionunder the fisheries co-existence and liaison plan, outlining communications to 
the fishing industry. Ms Nimmo stated that the Applicant is committed to delivering in accordance with 
outline document [APP-183], and that this would be secured in accordance with the DCO.  


5.21 The prospects for the resumption of fishing within the array during the operational phase of the 
project: 


5.22 Ms Nimmo advised the ExA that fishing could resume in the array area, taking into account safety 
considerations, save for the exclusion zones. The limitation on fishing would amount to 10km2, which is 
1.5% of the array area, on the basis of 1km turbine spacing. Certain activities such as fly shooting could 
be switched to other fishing gear that has a smaller operational width which would allow more opportunity 
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to fish within the array. Ms Nimmo stated that the Applicant was committed to working with the fisheries 
industry through the co-existence and liaison plan. 


5.23 In response to an ExA question, Ms Nimmo confirmed that vessels may fish in a different manner, and 
that there would be a reduction in fishing activity, however, she commented that this has been assumed 
in the Commercial Fisheries ES Chapter [APP-066]. This assessment had concluded a minor significant 
effect, including in relation to curtailment of fly shooting. In response to NFFO concerns on cumulative 
effects, Ms Nimmo confirmed the Applicant's commitment to the coexistence and liaison plan and that 
this would be updated.  
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1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


1.1 Issue Specific Hearing 2 ("ISH") on Offshore Ecology was held at 09:30am on 5 December 2018 at the 
Mercure Norwich Hotel, 121-131 Boundary Road, Norwich, NR3 2BA. 


1.2 The ISH took the form of running through items listed in the agenda published by the Examining Authority 
("ExA") on 27 November 2018 (the “Agenda").  The format of this note follows that of the Agenda and 
refers to the Applicant's Response to the first written questions (“FWQ") (the “Response to First Written 
Questions") [REP1-122] numbers where relevant.  The Applicant’s substantive oral submissions 
commenced at item 3 of the Agenda, therefore this note does not cover items 1 and 2 which were 
procedural and administrative in nature. 


2. AGENDA ITEM 1 – INTRODUCTION OF THE PARTICIPATING PARTIES 


2.1 The ExA: - David Prentis (Lead Panel Member), Guy Rigby, David Cliff and Dr Roger Catchpole.  


2.2 The Applicant: 


2.2.1 Speaking on behalf of the Applicant: - Gary McGovern (Partner at Pinsent Masons LLP). 


2.2.2 Present from the Applicant:- Stuart Livesey (Project Development Manager), Andrew Guyton 
(Consent Manager) Felicity Browner (Lead Offshore Environment Manager for Hornsea 
Three), Gareth Parker (Electrical Project Manager for Hornsea Three) and Laurence Cross 
(Lead Geotechnical Engineer for Hornsea Three); 


2.2.3 The Applicant’s legal advisors:- Claire Brodrick (Pinsent Masons LLP) and Peter Cole 
(Pinsent Masons LLP). 


2.2.4 The Applicant's environmental consultants (listed alongside their relevant environmental topic 
area): 


(a) Offshore Ornithology – Dr Tim Norman (Managing Director at NIRAS Consulting 
Ltd) and Matthew Hazleton (Senior Ornithologist at NIRAS Consulting Ltd; and 


(b) Benthic Ecology – Dr Kevin Linnane (Principal Marine Ecologist at RPS Group 
plc) and Alun Williams (Director, RPS Group plc). 


2.3 The following parties participated in the ISH: 


2.3.1 Natural England ("NE") represented by Charles Forrest; 


2.3.2 Marine Management Organisation ("MMO"); and 


2.3.3 Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority ("EIFCA"). 


3. AGENDA ITEM 3 – PROGRESS ON STATEMENTS OF COMMON GROUND 


3.1 In response to a request from the ExA for a progress update on statements of common ground ("SoCG"), 
Felicity Browner explained that a SoCG with NE relating to ornithology and benthic ecology had not yet 
been agreed. A SoCG with NE relating to other matters was submitted at Deadline 1 [REP1-218]. The 
Applicant had sent a draft SoCG relating to ornithology to NE on 13 August 2018. Clarification notes were 
then provided to NE in September and early October 2018 in response to comments made by NE in its 
relevant representation. These clarification notes were submitted into the Examination at Deadline 1. Ms 
Browner explained that NE had informed the Applicant that NE is unable to commit to any meetings so 
the Applicant has been unable to progress the SoCG to date. Ms Browner confirmed that the Applicant 
was keen to progress matters and reiterated the Applicant's request for a meeting with NE. 
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3.2 In respect of benthic ecology, Ms Browner confirmed that the Applicant was still waiting for feedback on 
the draft SoCG. On 4 October 2018, the Applicant had provided three clarification notes to NE in 
response to comments made by NE in its relevant representation. Ms Browner noted that NE had made 
comments on the clarification notes in its written representation but NE had not committed to a meeting 
or progressed the SoCG. 


3.3 The Applicant notes that the ExA suggested that it would be useful if a meeting between the Applicant 
and NE could take place sooner rather than later to assist the ExA. 


3.4 Ms Browner confirmed that in respect of the other SoCGs relating to offshore ecology, the status of the 
SoCGs remained the same as set out in the Statement of Commonality of Statements of Common 
Ground submitted at Deadline 2 [REP2-010]. 


4. AGENDA ITEM 4 – ORNITHOLOGY 


4.1 Baseline characterisation: 


4.2 The ExA referred to FWQ 1.2.38 and noted that there was clearly a difference of opinion. The ExA 
referred to the lack of 2 years' survey data for from a single source for the December to March period to 
inform the baseline. The ExA queried how the Applicant had fulfilled its duties in relation to paragraph 
2.6.102 of NPS-EN3. 


4.3 Dr Tim Norman explained that the overall approach taken during the evidence plan process for Hornsea 
Three was to maximise the use of the existing evidence base whilst also taking into account the approach 
agreed with stakeholders on Hornsea Project Two. Dr Norman confirmed that Hornsea Three is located 
in a well understood area. Due to the adoption of a zonal approach, this is a well understood corner of 
Southern North Sea and not a new territory.  


4.4 Dr Norman explained that the Applicant had initially undertaken 12 months of digital aerial surveys (DAS) 
which was then extended to cover two breeding seasons (18 months). This was subsequently extended 
to provide 20 months of DAS covering the breeding season. Dr Norman confirmed that the method and 
application of the surveys, and the use of existing data, was discussed at length at the ornithology Expert 
Working Group during the evidence plan process. Dr Norman acknowledged that NE and the Royal 
Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) had made it clear that their preference was for 2 years of aerial 
surveys. However, the Applicant had also made it clear that it wished to agree a method for incorporating 
the existing data obtained for the Hornsea Zone.  


4.5 Dr Norman considered that the issue was whether there was sufficient data available to provide an 
understanding of the density of birds that should be assumed for the purpose of risk assessment for 
those four months (Dec – March) where there was data from only one year. Dr Norman explained that the 
meta-analysis provides a comprehensive review of the available data. Dr Norman confirmed that in his 
professional opinion the data provided a sufficient and representative baseline for the purposes of 
carrying out an EIA.  


4.6 Dr Norman confirmed his opinion that the primary issue is whether the data is representative of the 
variability that you would expect to see. Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant had analysed all of the 
available data in various ways but remained open to other suggestions from NE.  However, in Dr 
Norman's opinion it was important to make use of all of the available data. Dr Norman confirmed that it 
was not normally the case to have so much data available and the question was how best to use that 
data to understand the variability.  


4.7 NE acknowledged that other offshore wind projects have also had less than 2 years of surveys, but 
suggested those cases were different as there was an intention to collect 2 years' worth of data. In 
response Gary McGovern stated that the reason why less than 2 years of surveys had been obtained 
was irrelevant. It did not matter whether the Applicant had intended to get the surveys or not, the same 
issue arose as to the adequacy of the baseline. Mr McGovern confirmed that the Applicant had always 
been transparent about the surveys it was proposing to undertake. The issue here is the same as in other 
cases, understanding and addressing any resulting uncertainty over the baseline.  
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4.8 In response to a suggestion from the ExA that the Applicant hadn't followed the policy set out in NPS-
EN3, Mr McGovern confirmed that there have been discussions with NE. Mr McGovern explained that 
paragraph 2.6.102 of NPS-EN3 does not require the scope and methods of the surveys to be agreed by 
NE. The Applicant has been very transparent and sought to narrow the outstanding issues. Mr McGovern 
added that the Applicant would have liked to have reached agreement with NE but it has not been 
possible. However, Mr McGovern reiterated that the test in NPS-EN3 has been met as extensive 
discussions with NE have taken place. 


4.9 Mr McGovern stated that 24 months of surveys is not a "minimum" in any true sense. NE does not 
normally ask for and offshore wind developers do not typically provide more than 24 months of site 
specific survey data. NE did not dispute this. Mr McGovern stated no evidence is presented by NE for 
their assertion that Hornsea Three is a "high risk" project relative to other offshore wind projects. Different 
projects affect different species to different extents. Mr McGovern noted that NE acknowledged that in 
respect of other extension projects it may be appropriate to have less than 24 months data given the 
scope to use data from the original project. Mr McGovern explained that conceptually that was exactly 
what has happened here as Hornsea Project Three can be regarded as an extension of Hornsea Project 
One and Hornsea Project Two. As part of the EIA, the Applicant has utilised the wide collection data 
available for the entire Hornsea Zone. 


4.10 In response to comments made by NE on whether less than 24 months of surveys undermines 
cumulative impact assessment (CIA) undertaken at other projects, Mr McGovern made it clear that the 
Applicant does not accept the suggestion that the CIA is undermined. 


4.11 Dr Norman added that in respect of the CIA, he was unaware of issues relating to baseline data ever 
having been raised previously by NE as a concern. Dr Norman explained that methodologies for 
establishing the baseline and risk assessment have evolved over the years and it is these changes that 
can affect the comparability of the effects of projects for the purpose of CIA. However, NE's criticism of 
the CIA is not due to an issue with the input data. 


4.12 In response to comments made by NE relating to the need to ensure that the data is accurate and 
precise to inform future CIA for other projects, Dr Norman explained that for the purposes of future 
monitoring, further pre-construction surveys are typically undertaken. The purpose of baseline surveys is 
to inform EIA. Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant is making the best use of data that is available in 
order to undertake an EIA. 


4.13 In response to a query from the ExA relating to why 2 years of surveys has been adopted as an industry 
standard, Dr Norman explained that the 2 year period dates back to the Round 1 offshore wind farms. In 
light of the vacuum of information available at that time, the COWRIE initiative commissioned a study that 
suggested methods for carrying out surveys to inform EIA. It was recognised that at that time there was 
no ornithological information available regarding the areas involved in Round 1. The guidance document 
produced at that stage (Camphuysen et al., 20041) recommended 2 years of boat based or visual aerial 
surveys. At the time the issue of inter-annual variability was acknowledged, however, 2 years was an 
appropriate compromise between the need for data and not delaying projects unduly or indefinitely given 
the urgent need for renewable energy, and consequently represents a proportionate approach.  


4.14 Dr Norman explained that inter-annual variability was an inherent feature of birds at sea. In that sense, 
the fact the Applicant has access to data obtained over a longer period of time than 2 years is useful 
when considering how density can change. Dr Norman reiterated that it was appropriate for the Applicant 
to look at all the data that is available. Dr Norman explained that the data showed that variability is higher 
in the breeding season than in the non- breeding season. For the months were there is not 2 years' DAS 
data, Dr Norman confirmed that there is a lot less variability as this period is less important for these 
species.  The data available is sufficient for the Applicant to have a reasonably good understanding of the 
typical variability in the densities of birds at this time of year. Dr Norman reiterated that in his professional 
opinion a reasonable data point was available for the Applicant to use that was appropriate for the 
assessment the Applicant was trying to undertake. 


                                                      
1 Camphuysen, K. J., Fox, A. D., Leopold, M. F. and Petersen, I. K.(2004). Towards standardised seabirds at sea 
census techniques in connection with environmental impact assessments for offshore wind farms in the U.K.: a 
comparison of ship and aerial sampling methods for marine birds, and their applicability to offshore wind farm 
assessments(PDF, 2.7 mb), NIOZ report to COWRIE (BAM – 02-2002), Texel, 37pp. 
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4.15 In response to comments made by NE indicating that the non-breeding season was an important part of 
the year, as birds moult following breeding and may be more susceptible to disturbance impact, Dr 
Norman confirmed that the relevant period, December to March, was not a moulting period for these 
species.  


4.16 Dr Norman clarified that he was not saying that this period is unimportant. However, the relative 
contribution of effects in this period to the overall impact on the populations of interest is less than at 
other times of year, particularly during the breeding season when a high proportion of any impact is 
assumed to be attributable to local breeding colonies. Dr Norman explained that the issue was the 
quantification of the overall annual impact as the collision risk assessment was intended to be 
representative. Dr Norman noted that it was disappointing that NE had not considered the Applicant's 
Response to NE's Written Representation [REP2 -004]. However, Dr Norman reiterated that the Applicant 
is simply trying to understand the input variable. 


4.17 Designated features: 


4.18 In response to a query from the ExA regarding the North Norfolk Coast (NNC) SPA and why Montagu's 
harriers were not screened in, Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant would confirm in writing which 
features were considered.  


4.19 The ExA suggested that the key species of concern appear to be kittiwake, gannet, puffin and razorbill. 
Subject to their points regarding the baseline characterisation, NE acknowledged other species are not in 
the territory of an adverse effect on integrity. The Applicant agrees these four species are the key species 
for consideration. 


4.20 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the response to FWQ 1.2.96 and the RSPB position that 
populations of kittiwake have fallen relative to the population numbers in the citation, Dr Norman 
explained that the Applicant has been referring to NE's recent monitoring data. Matthew Hazleton 
explained that the RSPB may be referring to the productivity of kittiwake not the population. The issue is 
well rehearsed and relates to the figures for the 1970s and 1980s.  


4.21 Dr Norman explained that the Applicant would defer to NE to provide an official response on the current 
population. Dr Norman confirmed that more recent data shows a stable or slightly increasing population. 
The Applicant notes that NE agreed that more recent colony counts identified that the kittiwake 
population was stable or slightly increasing. 


4.22 In response to FWQ 1.2.96 and comments made by NE relating to LSE screening, Dr Norman noted that 
at later agenda item may cover this topic and confirmed that it would be helpful if NE could set out its 
position in respect of each specie identified. 


4.23 DAS coverage: 


4.24 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the existing DAS coverage of 10% and whether greater 
coverage (20%) would give more certainty, Dr Norman explained that a decision as to how to configure 
the DAS was made at an early stage when the Applicant appointed its contractor. The standard aerial 
survey rig has four high definition video cameras mounted. The marginal cost of turning on all four 
cameras is effectively zero. However, Dr Norman explained that, typically only the data from two cameras 
is analysed. Analysing the data is a time-consuming task and Dr Norman explained that 10% coverage is 
a reasonable and appropriate standard for this type of survey. Dr Norman added the methodology was 
agreed at the ornithology Expert Working Group during the evidence plan process and the issue was not 
raised by stakeholders again until after submission of the application.  


4.25 In response to a query from the ExA relating to whether it would be possible to add in the data from the 
other two cameras now, Dr Norman explained that whilst the data is still available it is not in a readily 
useable form and would need to be manually processed before it could be utilised. 


4.26 Dr Norman explained that the data from the video cameras is used to undertake a sampling exercise 
which will generate a mean estimate of population with confidence intervals. Increasing the amount of 
data will typically increase the confidence of mean estimate. However, the improvement will depend on 
the population and whether the species is grouped together, for example sea ducks. If the species is not 
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highly clumped and is dispersed over a large area not near to breeding ground, an increase in data 
coverage (e.g. 20% instead of 10%) will only have a small effect on improving the precision of the mean. 
Dr Norman added that additional data coverage (i.e. over 10%) might be useful in other contexts, for 
example for undertaking monitoring to see if certain bird populations are changing over time due to the 
presence of the wind farm. However, Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant is trying to establish the 
characterisation for purposes of undertaking an EIA and 10% is sufficient for that purpose. Dr Norman 
added that the Applicant's contractor for the DAS had surveyed many offshore wind farm sites and it was 
not aware of this issue being raised before. 


4.27 In response to comments made by NE relating to the precision levels discussed during the evidence plan 
process, Dr Norman confirmed that he had reviewed the minutes of the meetings of the ornithology 
Expert Working Group and couldn't see any reference to a commitment to precision levels of 16%. Dr 
Norman explained that 16% is an extremely high precision level to meet and most wind farms fall short of 
that. In that sense it is an aspiration or target, not a minimum requirement. Compared with other offshore 
wind farms, the Applicant's approach was either equivalent or better. For example, the precision levels for 
Hornsea Three were higher than for East Anglia Three or Moray. Dr Norman added that 16% might be an 
appropriate target for certain types of survey (e.g. population monitoring) but for the purposes of the EIA 
the Applicant should not be judged to a higher standard than other projects. 


4.28 Hierarchical data selection: 


4.29 The ExA referred to FWQ 1.2.42 and the geospatial issues relating to the data integration exercise. The 
ExA referred to Annex C of NE's Written Representation [REP1-211] where it provided a range of views 
on the boat and DAS data. 


4.30 Dr Norman explained that the Applicant had undertaken meta-analysis and this was discussed at the 
ornithology Expert Working Group as part of the evidence plan process. The Applicant had consulted on 
the method to be used to make the best use of the data available. The method of meta-analysis had 
taken into account points raised by stakeholders where it could. Dr Norman added that the Applicant was 
open to how the method could be improved but NE had not made any suggestions as to how it should be 
done instead.  


4.31 In response to a comment from NE that boat data could not be integrated, Dr Norman explained that boat 
data was adequate for Hornsea Project One and Hornsea Project Two. Dr Norman confirmed that the 
boat data was not fundamentally flawed and the issue was how it should be used. Dr Norman added that 
boat data and DAS are two methods of observing the same things. For Round 2 projects, it was usually 
the case that a combination of boat surveys and aerial visual was used. Dr Norman reiterated that it was 
not satisfactory for NE to dismiss a whole set of data. 


4.32 In response to comments made by NE relating to the integration of the data, Dr Norman referred to the 
Applicant's Deadline 1 submission: Appendix 8 Baseline Characterisation Sensitivity Testing [REP1-141]. 
Dr Norman reiterated that the Applicant was very willing to have conversation with NE about how best to 
incorporate the boat data but it appears that the NE's position is that the boat data cannot be integrated. 


4.33 Temporal and spatial statistics: 


4.34 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.115, Dr Norman confirmed that it would provide 
the further details requested by NE in its Written Representation relating to age classes at Deadline 3. 
This is provided as Appendix 17 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 3. 


4.35 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.43, Dr Norman confirmed that the formula is 
talking about mean densities where there are two data points. Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant 
would provide further details on how dispersion is measured in writing. It is proposed that this will be 
provided at Deadline 4.  


4.36 In response to a query from the ExA as to why a range was not used, Dr Norman explained that the 
Applicant had presented mean or maximum likelihood collision risk estimates with associated confidence 
intervals. The collision risk model requires density input, which is typically a mean monthly value. 
However, it is possible to use upper or lower confidence intervals to provide consideration of the 
variability associated with the mean value. Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant has followed the 
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relevant guidance Band (2012) relating to input data for collision risk assessment and it is the model input 
requirements that are driving the statistics. The Applicant agreed to provide the relevant guidance 
document. This is provided as Appendix 12 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 3. 


4.37 In response to comments made by NE relating to a need to see further details of the values used for each 
month in the model, Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant can produce the requested output so long 
as NE clarifies precisely what is required and why. Dr Norman explained that calculations have already 
been undertaken using the upper and lower confidence levels in addition to mean monthly density 
collision rate. The Applicant notes that NE requested that the figures are provided using the DAS data 
only. 


4.38 Dr Norman added that it was still unclear as to why NE required this data as the standard approach for 
assessment is to use the mean as it takes into account the higher or lower levels. 


4.39 In response to a query from the ExA relating to sample sizes, Dr Norman confirmed that the sample sizes 
were high and that the Applicant would provide a figure for each species. Dr Norman also confirmed that 
the Applicant would provide a written response in respect of the standard error used for boot strap 
estimates. It is proposed that this will be provided at Deadline 4. 


4.40 In response to comments made by NE as to why it had not engaged in all the documents and NE's 
position that, regardless of changes made to the modelling, it couldn't rule out adverse effects on species 
due to the baseline, Mr McGovern reiterated that the Applicant was happy to provide further analysis that 
would be constructive and could provide further advice. The Applicant understood NE's concerns with the 
baseline but could not see why NE could not carry out assessment or provide its advice without prejudice 
to its position on the baseline. Mr McGovern noted that the Secretary of State may conclude that the 
baseline is adequate and it would then be helpful for the Secretary of State to have NE's advice on the 
assessment in that scenario. Mr McGovern reiterated that the Applicant disagreed with NE's position on 
the baseline and that it was open to the ExA and Secretary of State to conclude that the assessment was 
adequate. 


4.41 In response to a query from the ExA regarding the 'stochastic model', Dr Norman confirmed that the 
model referred to is McGregor and that this model was published after the application had been 
submitted. It is noted by the Applicant that the ExA put it to NE that raising the prospect of using a 
different CRM model post-submission could be viewed as 'moving the goalposts'.  


4.42 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.43 and pooled variances and whether the 
variances are assumed to be equal, Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant would respond in writing. 
This will be provided at Deadline 4.  


4.43 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.47 and whether the density levels implied an 
even distribution across the wind farm area, Dr Norman explained that the model assumes equal risk 
across windfarm and that is the standard practice. There have, in other projects, been attempts to 
calculate the risk for sub-components of sites, but this requires further treatment of the survey data to 
generate meaningful densities for those sub-components which may be problematic as that is not how 
the survey was designed.  


4.44 In response to a query from the ExA as to whether the band modelling could take into account a 
disproportionate impact, for example, if there is a greater collision risk due to foraging behaviour or 
transiting of the site, Dr Norman confirmed that the assumption is that you take it in the round. It is 
assumed that the site-wide data on density and flight height distribution take account of these different 
types of use. Dr Norman added that the model calculates the collision risk probability and looks at the 
entire swept area of the proposed wind farm. Both the Band and MacGregor models take the same 
approach in these respects.   


4.45 The Applicant notes that the ExA requested that copies of Band 2012 and MacGregor 2018 were 
submitted into the Examination. These are provided as Appendix 12 and 9 to the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline 3. 


4.46 In response to a query from the ExA as to whether there is a greater collision risk for any one turbine, Dr 
Norman explained that this was likely to be the case, as the distribution and abundance of birds was 
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unlikely to be homogenous across such a large area. However, the distribution and abundance of birds 
within the wind farm area may also change over time. However, the tools used for undertaking the EIA do 
not provide that level of detail. 


4.47 Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant had not assessed different layouts as it was not standard 
practice. 


4.48 Collision risk modelling: 


4.49 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ1.2.61 and migratory sea birds, the Applicant notes 
that NE confirmed that it did not consider it to be a high-risk aspect but it was not clear what species were 
put into modelling and rationale. Dr Norman explained that the method used was based on the agreed 
approach for Hornsea Project Two. It was not therefore clear to the Applicant why NE was reaching a 
different conclusion for an adjacent site located further out to sea. Dr Norman confirmed that the 
Applicant had undertaken a robust process and considered it highly relevant to use an adjacent project 
as starting point. However. Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant would provide a list of the species 
included for other projects in the same migratory path and the reasons why such species had not been 
included. 


4.50 In response to a query from the ExA relating to differences in relation to the avoidance rates advised by 
the SNCBs (which are taken from Cook et al 2012 with the exception of kittiwake) and those 
recommended in Cook et al (2018) Mr Hazleton confirmed that those for kittiwake and lesser black 
backed gull were different. Recent evidence now tended to align with that recommended in the Cook et al 
report. Notwithstanding this, the Applicant had provided a range to include the avoidance rates advocated 
by the SNCBs and those recommended by Cook et al (2012). Dr Norman confirmed that due to the 
uncertainty, a precautionary approach is taken in respect of avoidance rates. 


4.50.1 Band options: 


4.50.2 In response to a query from the ExA relating to using the model with all the band options, Dr 
Norman confirmed that the Applicant had presented options 1, 2 and 3. 


4.50.3 The Applicant notes that NE stated that it would not comment on the impacts or any other 
aspects of the collision risk modelling due to its concerns relating to the baseline. 


4.50.4 Mean estimate/maximum likelihood: 


4.50.5 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the NE's position it was well documented that 
there is no basis for selecting single value for risk modelling, Dr Norman explained that the 
standard practice is to use the mean value then calculate confidence levels. Dr Norman 
confirmed that fundamentally the predicted risk is based on the mean. Dr Norman added that 
the Applicant had not deviated from standard practice and a value has to be chosen at the 
end of the day. 


4.50.6 Mr McGovern reiterated that it would be helpful if NE could provide advice on the other 
aspects of the assessment as the Secretary of State may consider that the baseline is 
adequate and will then be in the position that it doesn’t have advice from NE on other issues. 
Mr McGovern added that it did not seem helpful for the ExA if NE won't comment at all. 


4.50.7 Nocturnal activity factors: 


4.50.8 The ExA referred to FWQ1.3.49 and asked whether using Furness 2018 would change the 
outcome.  


4.50.9 Dr Norman explained that Furness 2018 is a peer reviewed paper which identifies nocturnal 
activity factors expressly for use in the Band (2012). The original band model included an 
assumption about flight activity at night due to 24 hour prediction of effect. The question was 
how much activity to assume. Dr Norman confirmed that the model allowed for the input of a 
correction factor. Dr Norman referred to the paper by Garthe and Huppop (2004) and the 
relative activity of birds at night. There was a five point scale of activity and this had been 
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translated into a set of values for use in the Band model, though not based on any specific 
evidence. Dr Norman confirmed that it was a practical solution to the problem, however, the 
Garthe and Huppop (2004) scale didn't reflect activity in percentage terms. As better 
information has come to light (i.e. Furness 2018), the Applicant has sought to make use of it. 


4.50.10 Mr Hazleton added that in the Applicant's Deadline 1 submission: Appendix 10 Collision risk 
modelling Updates to species-specific parameters (REP1-188) the Applicant had updated the 
figures previously used. For example, for gannet the Applicant had included an increase in 
nocturnal activities based on information presented in Furness et al 2018. In respect of 
kittiwake, the Applicant's Deadline 1 submission: Appendix 10 Collision risk modelling 
Updates to species-specific parameters (REP1-188) included a decrease to the figure 
previously used. Mr Hazleton confirmed that whilst data for kittiwake was currently 
unpublished it had been presented in the Norfolk Vanguard application.  


4.50.11 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the zero activity listed for the gannet, Mr 
Hazleton explained that the evidence shows limited activity at night. Garthe and Hüppop 
(2004)'s five point scale ranks each species in relative terms from 1 – 5, with 1 denoting 
hardly any flight activity at night, which for the purposes of Band (2012) was converted into 
percentage activity of 0%, 25% etc. However, it is possible to change the band to individual 
percentages. The Applicant notes the comments made by NE in respect of the studies and 
that NE accepted that there is variability across studies but that does not preclude reaching 
agreement on NAF. 


4.50.12 In response to a query from the ExA relating to whether tagging has shown flight at night for 
the gannet, Mr Hazleton explained that the Applicant had accepted that and incorporated the 
figures into the Applicant's Deadline 1 submission: Appendix 10 Collision risk modelling 
Updates to species-specific parameters (REP1-188). Mr Hazleton confirmed that the model 
can easily be changed by correcting the factor used, for example 0.8 instead of 1. The study 
specifically addresses issues with the Band model. In the Band model the values 1 to 5 were 
not originally meant to be quantified. For example 1 is just indicating less night activity in 
relative terms than 2. Mr Hazleton added that all of the issues are explained in the Furness 
paper. 


4.50.13 In response to a query from the ExA regarding the use of DAS, Mr Hazleton explained that 
the DAS does not inform the nocturnal activity factor. 


4.50.14 In response to comments made by NE relating to daytime and night time activity and tagging, 
Mr Hazleton confirmed that the Furness paper takes these issues into account and 
acknowledged that daytime activity does not determine night time activity. 


4.50.15 In response to comments made by NE relating to the length of the breeding seasons and their 
preference to use colony data, Dr Norman explained that the impact is happening at the site 
of the windfarm array so that is the relevant place to consider the impacts. There are different 
conditions at the array site and at the colony. Dr Norman added that if NE is concerned about 
breeding birds from the colony, then this is less likely to be the case in the disputed months. 
Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant had started with the agreed position for Hornsea 
Project Two and it was not clear why NE had changed its position. 


4.50.16 In response to comments made by the NE relating to further evidence having been obtained 
relating to the colonies from the colony managers (RSPB), Dr Norman requested that the 
evidence be provided to the Applicant. Dr Norman added that the Applicant was open to all 
new evidence and if the new evidence has led to change in position then the Applicant needs 
to see it. Nevertheless, Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant's position is that the 
assessment relates to impacts at the array site as opposed to at the colony. 


4.50.17 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the Applicant's ability to rerun the modelling 
with different colony data so as to use longer seasons for gannet and kittiwake, Dr Norman 
explained that the assessment presented monthly calculations so the information is currently 
available to calculate what difference a longer season makes (Volume 5, Annex 5.3 of the 
Environmental Statement, Collision Risk Modelling (APP-109)). However, Dr Norman 
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confirmed that the Applicant can provide further information if it will assist reaching agreement 
with NE. Dr Norman clarified that this related only to collision risk and there was not a 
seasonal peak value for displacement. 


4.50.18 The Applicant notes that in response to a query from the ExA as to whether it would be useful 
for the Applicant to rerun the modelling, NE confirmed that it could see value in re-running the 
model as it could allow NE to advise the Secretary of State broadly on the risk of adverse 
effects on integrity. 


4.50.19 In response to the comments made by NE, Dr Norman reiterated that the Applicant had been 
trying to engage with NE for some time on the issues relating to the raw data and the 
methodology for the assessment. Dr Norman confirmed that where there are disputes 
between the Applicant and NE in respect of the figures to be used, the Applicant has included 
a range. Dr Norman added that if NE is actually requesting a copy of the raw data then the 
Applicant would need to consider this request further as it is not usual. It is noted that NE 
commented it is not their role to do the assessment so it is not clear what the raw data would 
be used for.  


4.50.20 Dr Norman reiterated that the Applicant was willing to assist NE and the ExA and would rerun 
the modelling to include the additional seasons if this would helpful and allow NE to advise. It 
would also be useful to understand the maximum value that can be used before the outcome 
of the assessment is changed to try to address NE's concerns.  


4.50.21 The Applicant and NE agreed that it would be useful to produce an ornithological road map as 
per Hornsea Project Two. 


4.51 Cable corridor displacement: 


4.52 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.53, the Applicant notes that NE confirmed that it 
has no issues regarding the use of Lawson et al. (2015). 


4.53 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the RSPB's response to FWQ1.2.67 and RSPB's view 
that 4km is more appropriate than 2km, Dr Norman explained that the Applicant had followed the relevant 
guidance for vessel laying cables and had taken a consistent approach to other projects. The Applicant 
notes that NE confirmed that 2km is adequate. 


4.54 Maximum kittiwake foraging distance: 


4.55 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.75 and evidence from the RSPB regarding the 
adverse impacts on the kittiwake, Dr Norman explained that the Applicant was aware of data and refer to 
it in the assessment. The outstanding issue was the degree of connectivity due to the distance. Dr 
Norman confirmed that the Applicant does not dispute that the birds can fly that distance but the 
Applicant's position is that they are likely to be non breeding birds. The tracking data provided by the 
RSPB demonstrated that there is relatively low use of the site of the array.  


4.56 Mr Hazleton referred the ExA to Cleasby et al which was referred to and submitted as part of the 
Applicant's Deadline 1 submission:  Appendix 42 Paper by Cleasby I.R. et al. (RSPB Research Report 
no. 63.) (REP1-144). 


4.57 Dr Norman explained that the issue related to the use and interpretation of tracking data. Dr Norman 
confirmed that the Applicant has acknowledged connectivity and assumed a precautionary degree of 
connectivity and appropriate apportionment. 


4.58 The Applicant notes that NE confirmed that its view was that it was more appropriate to use colony 
specific data than general tracking data. 


4.59 LSE screening issues: 


4.60 In response to concerns raised by NE relating to LSE and the cumulative and in combination effects, Dr 
Norman confirmed that the Applicant had produced a matrix for each feature. If Hornsea Three has no 
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effect then the Applicant's position was that there was no in combination effect. The features that have 
substantive connectivity with site of the array have been screened in. In respect of common tern and little 
tern associated with the North Norfolk Coast SPA, Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant's view was 
there was no likelihood of significant effect, either alone or in combination.  


4.61 Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant would respond in writing on the residual effect point being made 
by NE.  


4.62 Dr Norman confirmed that the Applicant had used the information that underpinned the SPA designations 
but had also considered foraging distances. This was the best available information on at sea distribution. 
Dr Norman was not aware of any better data that could be used.  


4.63 Mr Hazleton referred the ExA to the fact that the data was obtained from the Parsons et al 2015 and 
Wilson et al 2014 reports and these would be submitted into the Examination at Deadline 3. This is 
provided as Appendix 10 and 11 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 3. Mr Hazleton confirmed that 
the foraging data have been obtained from JNCC. 


4.64 Dr Norman explained that in respect of non-breeding auks, the Applicant's approach was to understand 
the magnitude of likely non-breeding effects. Dr Norman referred to Annex 2 – Additional Special 
Protection Areas Screening Exercise Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment [APP-053]. 


4.65 Guillemot, razorbill & herring gull: 


4.66 In response to a query from the ExA as to whether herring gull had been screened in, Mr Hazleton 
confirmed that the Applicant had submitted a clarification note for herring gull at Deadline 1 Appendix 12 
Collision risk modelling – herring gull (REP1-189). The RSPB was in agreement with this approach. 


4.67 In respect of guillemot and razorbill and whether there was a need to conclude that there would be 
adverse effects if it was too complicated, Dr Norman explained that whilst it is complicated it was possible 
to reach a view. The features are evidence based and through using a suitably precautionary approach 
the Applicant considers that it is possible to reach a conclusion on those species. 


4.68 The Applicant notes that NE agreed with the Applicant that while there were complexities they should be 
able to make an assessment of impacts for these species. 


4.69 In respect of the points made by NE relating to apportionment and connectivity, the Applicant notes the 
ExA's suggestion that this should be a matter for the Ornithological Roadmap, a first version of which has 
been provided as Appendix 16 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 3. 


4.70 The ExA referred to an 'apportioning tool' used by Scottish Natural Heritage as mentioned in the RSPB's 
written submission. Mr Hazleton confirmed that the tool was not available yet but the Applicant was 
happy to explore the scope to use the underlying methodology for immature auks. 


4.71 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.97 as to how far a juvenile and non-breeding 
bird would travel, Mr Hazleton explained that the activities of these types of birds are not well understood 
and different species have different strategies. For example, the puffin disperses more. The Applicant 
had incorporated this into the assessments presented in the application (APP-065 and APP-051).  


4.72 Dr Norman added that the Applicant had addressed these points in its assessment and that it was not a 
matter of disagreement. 


4.73 Population viability analysis 


4.74 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.117 and whether the Applicant can justify the 
approach set out in Green et al and Cook and Robins. Dr Norman explained that the initial approach was 
to use the PVA models produced for Hornsea Project Two. The Applicant and NE had exhaustively 
discussed the issues and there was a degree of consensus. Dr Norman confirmed that the models 
indicate the population’s response to given level of impact. The duration of model was also an issue and 
it was agreed to extend the duration for Hornsea Project Three to 35 years as that was considered to be 
more realistic. In respect of issues relating to how to deal with running match pairs, Dr Norman confirmed 
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that the Applicant had taken advice from the model author. Dr Norman considered that the model 
provided a robust outcome. 


4.75 In response to feedback provided by NE during the hearing on the model, Dr Norman confirmed that the 
Applicant was unaware of these points as they had not been previously raised. However, they could be 
considered further and the Applicant can respond in writing if the points are made clear by NE. 


4.76 In response NE's response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.2.65 and what additional factors 
may need to be considered, Dr Norman explained that habitat loss had been considered. The Applicant's 
ES concluded that there were no predicated significant effects on fish and therefore if there was no 
significant effect on the prey itself then the Applicant's position was that there cannot be a significant 
effect on birds.  


4.77 In respect of whether the impacts of lighting on birds could be mitigated, Dr Norman confirmed that the 
Applicant would respond in writing however Dr Norman understood that the lighting requirements were 
driven by other factors such as navigation. The Applicant stated that clarification in relation to this point 
would be provided in writing. 


4.78 Mr McGovern added that in light of the oral submissions made today it would be helpful if the Applicant 
and NE could meet at the earliest opportunity to discuss the Ornithological Roadmap.  


5. AGENDA ITEM 5 – BENTHIC ECOLOGY  


5.1 Baseline characterisation: 


5.2 Regarding the nearshore cable re-route and with reference to FWQ1.2.13, the ExA queried why the 
Applicant did not undertake grab samples of the nearshore re-route. 


5.3 Dr Kevin Linnane confirmed that the general approach to baseline characterisation of benthic receptors 
was discussed with stakeholders such as NE, the Wildlife Trust, and JNCC through the evidence plan 
process as outlined in the benthic ecology ES Chapter [APP-062] at seven meetings of the relevant 
expert working group. The approach to establishing the baseline, as agreed at the EWG meetings, was to 
make the best use of existing information for the Hornsea Three array area and offshore cable corridor 
(including data from JNCC and CEFAS), identify data gaps and then fill in those gaps with site specific 
data (i.e. grab and video data). Dr Linnane explained the context to the approach to the re-route: it was 
during section 42 consultation that NE provided feedback on the effects on the Cromer Shoal MCZ, 
advising that the marine interest features in the Wash near Weybourne were potentially less sensitive, 
which subsequently led to the Applicant’s decision to re-route the offshore cable corridor in the nearshore 
area. At that stage, consistent with the general approach outlined above, the Applicant used desk based 
information from historic grab samples within and around the Hornsea Three cable corridor to 
characterise the habitats within the rerouted cable corridor. The Applicant extended the biotope map 
using data from a range of sources including NE data from the Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC 
("WNNC"), data from the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ and the Sheringham Shoal and Dudgeon 
offshore wind farms. Dr Linnane explained that all of this data confirmed that the broad scale sediment 
types were consistent across many data sets covering up to ten years. The Applicant extended the 
biotype maps generated by site specific data with this data, and used this for the characterisation (as 
presented in the Benthic Ecology ES chapter) to inform the EIA and RIAA.  


5.4 In order to validate this in response to comments in Natural England’s Relevant Representation (RR-
097), the Applicant considered it appropriate and proportionate to undertake drop down video sampling to 
"ground-truth" the existing data rather than undertake further grab sampling because the volume of grab 
data already available was considered sufficient and to show a consistent picture..  


5.5 Dr Linnane responded to NE points on the baseline characterisation discussed in the additional Deadline 
2 submissions by the Applicant, highlighting that there is a large amount of data, over a long period in the 
nearshore area in the vicinity of the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor and that these show the same 
patterns giving confidence to the baseline presented. This includes a large dataset from the Cromer 
Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ, which is immediately adjacent to the part of the WNNC SAC which the offshore 
cable corridor passes through.  The baseline characterisation presented within the EIA and RIAA 
combined with the validation survey in the Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC clarification note, 
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submitted at DL1 (REP1-140), is sufficient. There is agreement on the characterisation with MMO, EIFCA 
and TWT as recorded in Statement of Common Grounds between the Applicant and these parties 
(REP1-224, REP1-201 and REP1-227, respectively).  


5.6 NE were asked by the ExA about their concerns over cable burial in the SAC in light of the Applicant's 
submissions at DL1 and DL2 (see REP1–140 and Applicant's response to FWQ 1.2.14 (REP1-122)) 
which provide some detail as to equipment deployed and type of sediments present. NE acknowledged 
that the Applicant's assumption of 10% cable protection in the SAC is reasonable and it is noted this 
justification was also acknowledged by the MMO as appropriate in their Written Representation (REP1-
095).  


5.7 Dr Linnane responded to NE's comments on the cable protection clarification note. On mixed and coarse 
sediments the Applicant has classified this as mixed sediment and notes that they do have diverse 
communities. In relation to this, as an Annex I sandbanks feature, the Applicant clarified in its Deadline 1 
and Deadline 2 responses that have assumed that they are sub features of the Annex I feature. On the 
Shallow Inlets and Bays Annex 1 feature, Dr Linnane explained that the Applicant screened this out of 
RIAA on the basis that this only applies to the Wash part of the WNNC SAC. This was discussed and 
agreed to be screened out at the expert working group (see meeting minutes 4 December 2017; 
Consultation Report Annex 1 – Evidence Plan; APP-035). Notwithstanding this, the mixed sediments 
habitats were still considered as a sub feature of the Annex I sandbanks feature.  


5.8 Laurence Cross for the Applicant responded to comments from NE on the extent to which it will be 
possible to burial the cable within the WNNC. NE made reference to experience on Race Bank offshore 
wind farm. Mr Cross stated he was not aware that NE had specific evidence to support their contention 
that cable burial will not be possible or particularly challenging for Hornsea Three. Regarding points by 
NE on the Race Bank offshore wind farm, Mr Cross confirmed that approximately 15km of cable had 
been installed in chalk. The further marine licence application for that project was, in part required due to 
the particular nature of the sub-cropping chalk encountered in that case, which has caused issues in 
respect of trenching and reduced burial. Mr Cross explained that the Applicant aware that the cables for 
Hornsea Three would also, in part, be installed in chalk. To gain understanding of the composition of the 
chalk at HOW03, targeted site investigations have been undertaken for Hornsea Three. The Applicant is 
therefore confident that cable burial will be less challenging than for Race Bank. The Applicant agreed to 
consider possible commercial confidential issues to determine if would be possible to provide any of this 
data.  


5.9 Designated features: 


5.10 In response to assertions by NE as to the condition of parts of the WNNC and the North Norfolk 
Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC, Mr McGovern stated that supporting evidence relating to the 
assessment of the WNNC and the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC ("NNSSR") must be 
provided by NE to both the Applicant and ExA and the Applicant must be afforded the opportunity to 
comment if it is to be given any weight by the ExA.  


5.11 The ExA referred to FWQ 1.2.100 regarding cable installation risks to the WNNC. The ExA stated that the 
Applicant had confirmed that lessons were learnt from previous projects and safeguards are now in place 
and asked NE how it would respond to additional information supplied at DL1 from the Applicant. 


5.12 Dr Linnane responded to points by NE in replying to this question. On the cable paper that NE provided 
(REP1-207), Dr Linnane stated that the understanding of the industry has developed over past 10 to 15 
years and the Applicant is of the view that lessons have been learned and applied to Hornsea Three. 
Recommendations made in the NE paper, for example sandwave clearance, remedial burial operations, 
and realistic assumptions for cable protection have been used in the Hornsea Three application and 
assessed in the ES and RIAA (see paragraph 2.85 to 2.95 of the Applicant’s Deadline 2 response (REP2-
004) to the Natural England cable paper).  


5.13 Dr Linnane confirmed that the assessment presented in Volume 2, Chapter 2, Benthic Ecology of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-062) and the RIAA do not assume a long term temporary impact; the 
operation phase has been assessed as long term, with the maximum design scenario for the 
decommissioning phase assuming that cable protection will be left in situ, with all other scenarios 
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(including removal) resulting in a lesser impact. A decommissioning plan based would be developed at 
time of decommissioning based on relevant policy at that time. 


5.14 Regarding points raised by NE on removal of the cable protection, Felicity Browner on behalf of the 
Applicant advised that NE had appeared to confuse Hornsea Three with Race Bank, where the project 
developer had committed to remove cable protection on decommissioning.  


5.15 Regarding micro siting around Annex I reefs, Dr Linnane confirmed that prior to construction a further 
detailed survey would be undertaken of the extent and condition of Annex I reefs within the cable corridor 
and primary mitigation will be to avoid those reefs in the WNNC. This is standard industry practice to 
ensure that direct impacts on biogenic reef features are avoided, based on the extents and distribution at 
the time of construction (pre-construction data would normally be collected within 18 months of 
construction) to account for the natural variability in extents and distributions of these features. Desktop 
data (including from the adjacent Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ) and Hornsea Three site specific 
survey data indicate that Annex I reefs have not been recorded in the part of the SAC historically. To 
account for the potential for the reefs' extent and distribution to vary, primary mitigation would be based 
on pre-construction surveys and the extents of any potential reefs at the time of construction, and not 
extents mapped during the baseline characterisation. 


5.16 Dr Linnane confirmed in relation to sand wave clearance and where areas will be dredged and deposited, 
the EIA assumed 30m clearance disturbance corridor along the cable corridor. Because sand waves are 
mobile features, the Applicant has taken a conservative approach in assuming the 30m wide corridor. 
Deposit of dredged material was assumed to be within the offshore cable corridor or temporary working 
areas. Removal from the SAC has not been assumed. Dr Linnane also explained that, from a practical 
perspective, a contractor would prefer to deposit the material close to the dredging area too. 


5.17 The ExA raised a query related to FWQ 1.2.101 on Annex I sand bank recovery, seeking NE's views on 
evidence cited by the MMO and the Applicant's response to NE's written Representation. 


5.18 In response to points on sand wave clearance and recoverability made by NE with reference to the 
Sandwave Clearance clarification note provided at Deadline 1 (REP1-183), Dr Linnane clarified that Race 
Bank information was also referred to within the ES. The Sandwave Clearance clarification note (REP1-
183) provided more detail around the Race Bank monitoring data and applicability of it to Hornsea 
Three's cable corridor based on the information available at the time of writing. The conclusion of the note 
is that recovery will occur over time, with some variability around the rate depending on the specific 
environmental conditions. At Deadline 2 the Applicant had presented the second batch of Race Bank 
monitoring data (REP2-020), which was referred to in NE's Written Representation. This monitoring data 
covers a longer period and showed the same pattern of recovery. The Applicant considers that all of this 
data clearly supports the conclusion in the ES and RIAA: recovery of sand waves does occur. The 
evidence presents a consistent picture.   


5.19 In response to NE comments on the applicability of the Race Bank monitoring data to Hornsea Three 
site, Alun Williams on behalf of the Applicant confirmed that the Race Bank data had been reviewed 
carefully for applicability to Hornsea Three in relation to water and wave direction and wave periods and 
therefore sediment conditions, with the finding of good similarity. The main difference is the greater water 
depths at the Hornsea Three site. Mr Williams explained this meant that the wave stirring will be less 
frequent and the sediment mobility lower, however the governing processes remain the same and 
therefore the same outcome can be expected. Therefore, the recovery might be slightly slower, but 
recovery will occur. Within the Sandwave Clearance Clarification Note (REP1-183), the Applicant has 
tested and robustly established that the Race Bank monitoring data is an appropriate analogue for 
sandwave recovery at Hornsea Three. The Applicant has also committed to pre- and post-construction 
monitoring following sandwave clearance operations, as outlined in the updated in-principle monitoring 
plan (REP1-180).    


5.20 Benthic sample size: 


5.21 Responding to an ExA question Dr Linnane agreed to provide the exact proportion of the study area that 
was grab-sampled as additional information. The Applicant confirms that 394 grab samples (using a 0.1 
m2 Hamon grab sampling) from Hornsea Three site specific surveys and historic surveys undertaken 
across the former Hornsea Zone represents 0.0000007% of the Hornsea Three benthic ecology study 
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area. This sampling strategy provided representative sampling of all the broadscale sediment types to 
provide a robust characterisation, in line with industry best practice. As outlined below, the sampling 
strategy was based on the best available industry guidance and feedback from stakeholders, including 
benthic ecology advisors at Cefas, Natural England and JNCC.  


5.22 The ExA raised a question on the scientific literature on how benthic sampling is undertaken, and how it 
deals with the spatial domain of sea habitats to determine how many samples to take in order to 
characterise a certain pattern variation on the sea bed. 


5.23 Dr Linnane referred to Davis et al. (2001, JNCC Marine Monitoring Handbook), CEFAS (2011) and Ware 
and Kenny guidelines (2011), which are standard guidelines around benthic ecology sampling for 
extraction areas and offshore wind farms. The Applicant's survey methodology was in line with these 
sources and agreed with the expert working group (see Statement of Common Ground with the MMO; 
REP1-224). These were referenced in the ES, and have been submitted by the Applicant to the ExA for 
inclusion in the examination library (see Appendices 6, 7 and 8 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 3, 
respectively).   


5.24 In response to points by NE on the location of the samples, namely that there were 9 samples, none of 
which interact with the cable corridor crossing of the WNNC, Dr Linnane agreed to check the sample 
locations referred to. Dr Linnane made the point that there is extensive grab sample and seabed imagery 
data within the Cromer Shoal MCZ and given that this site is immediately adjacent to the eastern 
boundary of the WNNC, it is reasonable to make assumption that habitats in the WNNC are similar as in 
the MCZ. This was not disputed by NE. Other data sets, such as from Dudgeon and Sheringham Shoal 
wind farms and NE's evidence all point to same broad pattern, which is supported by the Applicant's 
validation survey. 


5.25 Cable protection measures: 


5.26 With reference to FWQ 1.2.5, the ExA sought further comment on the assumed extent of cable 
protection. Dr Linnane confirmed that remedial cable protection measures are required as a last resort 
and that so far as possible the cable will be buried. Burial provides the best protection for the asset and it 
is in the Applicant's interests to bury the cables. Dr Linnane explained that the cable burial risk 
assessment does not allow determination of the need for, location and extent of cable protection, but 
rather advises on the depths that cabling should be buried to, to adequately protect the cable.  


5.27 Gareth Parker for the Applicant expanded on this, stating that an allowance of 10% of the route to require 
cable protection has been included in the project envelope for the instance where a cable cannot be 
buried, as it is acknowledged that cable burial is not always possible for an entire cable route. The 
amount assessed is considered conservative, with Mr Parker pointing to Table 3.1 of the Cable 
Protection and Designated Sites Clarification Note [REP1-138] which refers to the Race Bank project 
which had 6.3% of the cable length requiring protection. In addition, he clarified that a range of cable 
laying techniques are within the project envelope, which should maximise the chance of burial. In this 
respect the Applicant would draw attention to the Applicant’s Deadline 2 comments (REP2-004) on The 
Wildlife Trust Written Representation (REP1-023), which confirms the Applicant’s understanding that the 
adjacent Sheringham Shoal export cables have not required any cable protection, while the Dudgeon 
export cables required only 70 m of cable protection between the horizontal directional drilling (HDD) 
ducts, which may represent more comparable examples to Hornsea Three than Race Bank.  


5.28 In responding to an ExA query on whether these methods were informed by a geophysical assessment 
and whether the same tools were used for Race Bank, Mr Cross confirmed the tools were similar, but that 
the chalk structure was different, with the chalk being weaker for Hornsea Three. Mr Cross added that in 
respect of the cable risk assessment it would not be possible to provide specific locations of cable 
protection, as requested by NE, as it is a function of several factors that cannot be predicted. For 
example, mechanical wear and break down and weather as wells ground conditions. At the request of the 
ExA, Mr Cross gave an example of mechanically cutting soil with a mechanical breakdown due to chain 
wear, where it may not be possible to continue burial. The cable would be graded out, the chain repaired, 
then grade back potentially leaving a standing bite on or near the seabed.  Mr Cross added that our 
preferred measure for protecting the cable in these areas would be additional burial (where possible) 
prior to secondary protection measures. 
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5.29 In response to NE queries on the amount of cable protection in the designated sites, Dr Linnane 
confirmed that the 10% maximum design scenario applied to the length of the cable within each of the 
SACs. In terms of proportions within the WNNC, 0.004% of Annex I sandbank feature, and within the 
NNSSR, 0.01% of Annex I sandbank feature, noting that this is the maximum design scenario and in 
reality the areas affected are expected to be less than this. Dr Linnane offered to provide breakdowns for 
each sub-feature within the WNNC, whilst making the conservative assumption that the full 10% is within 
each sub-feature. This clarification has been provided at Appendix 15 to the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline 3. 


5.30 Responding to further comments from NE on the geogenic reef feature, Dr Linnane confirmed the 
Applicant had not seen evidence of this and would welcome receipt of it from NE. He referred to the 
proposed standard, primary mitigation to avoid impacts, using micro-siting to avoid direct impacts on reef 
features. If Annex I geogenic reef features are avoided during construction, it follows that they will not be 
affected by placement of cable protection (as their extent and distribution is not variable).      


5.31 In responding to a point made by NE regarding the HVAC/HVDC technology choice, the procurement 
timelines for each and concerns over the availability of cable for micrositing, Mr Parker explained that NE 
had misunderstood the procurement process for HVDC technology and clarified that whether or not 
HVAC or HVDC is used, sufficient cable would be procured with sufficient time to allow for micrositing.  


5.32 Dr Linnane confirmed in response to a query from NE regarding limitations on information to inform 
micrositing, that evidence is available from historic desktop sources, including (but not limited to) the 
adjacent Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ where extensive data are available, and there is nothing to 
suggest that the site would be dramatically different as Annex I reefs are not very prevalent in the area. 
Additionally, Dr Linnane confirmed that in his professional experience the mitigation proposed is tried and 
tested and standard for offshore wind, oil and gas and interconnectors. 


5.33 Mr Parker responded to concerns from NE on the grain size and mobility of cable protection by 
highlighting that the Applicant has committed to restrictions on the cable protection in the nearshore 
MCZs, to use rock grading similar to cobbles with a mean grain size of 100mm, and a maximum grain 
size of 250mm. The mean grain size quoted was also verified by NE. Mr Parker stated that in engineering 
terms, this is equivalent to CP63/180 armour stone grading, a standard grading widely deployed on 
projects or protection works, including the Applicant's own projects. Mr Parker added that there are 
several design methods to rock design height, slope, width and density. Modelling of storm events have 
shown that the rock might reshape but will not be dispersed. In response to questions from NE on the 
Race Bank project's use of cable protection, Mr Parker advised that as far as he was aware, the average 
of 100mm up to 250mm max had been used on that project too. He confirmed that the Applicant's opinion 
was that this was sufficiently durable in the dynamic nearshore environment, and he was not aware of 
issues regarding dispersal.  


5.34 Biogenic reef issues: 


5.35 In response to an ExA question, Dr Linnane confirmed he was not aware of peer reviewed evidence on 
the success of micrositing, noting that this standard industry methodology would not typically be reported 
in peer reviewed literature. He explained to the best of his knowledge this has been standard mitigation to 
avoid impacts on Annex I reefs, including biogenic reefs, for offshore wind farms over the last ten years, 
and has been included in every application, as well as being standard in the oil and gas industry. In 
particular, the York to the Easington Terminal pipeline on the Yorkshire coast was effectively microsited 
around mapped cobble reefs. The Saturn pipeline, which originally identified the Saturn Reef, was routed 
around the Saturn Sabellaria spinulosa reef and there are many oil and gas activities (including 
exploration drilling) within the NNSSR SAC which would have avoided Annex I reef features. In addition, 
micrositing was referred to and accepted as a valid and appropriate mitigation for avoiding Annex I reefs 
in the NNSSR conservation objectives with regard to aggregate extraction operations.  


5.36 Dr Linnane replied to comments by NE regarding examples of micrositing in designated sites, clarifying 
that although it is more important in a designated site, the process of micrositing is the same whether 
undertaken inside or outside of a designated site, or whether the micrositing is around a sensitive habitat, 
or an unexploded ordinance or archaeological feature.  
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5.37 Dr Linnane responded to NE's comments around feasibility of micrositing, citing the core reef assessment 
within Volume 2, Chapter 2, Benthic Ecology of the Environmental Statement (APP-062). This 
assessment was undertaken to test the possibility that Sabellaria reefs could develop across the cable 
corridor between characterisation and construction and validate the confidence in micro-siting as primary 
mitigation. That assessment demonstrates that the cable corridor is wide enough to allow micro siting 
around Annex I features should they form in the intervening period. The impact assessment considered a 
range of scenarios from zero to six cables being installed through mapped reef features. This exercise 
demonstrated that avoidance was the most likely scenario due to adequate space between the edge of 
the mapped reefs and the edge of the offshore cable corridor. The scenarios of a large number of cables 
passing through Annex I reef is highly unlikely. The conclusion of the assessment was minor adverse 
significance at worst in the ES, and no adverse effect on integrity in the RIAA given the space provided 
for micro-siting.  


5.38 Referring to an Annex I reef layer produced by JNCC that NE had provided, Dr Linnane confirmed that 
the Applicant is aligned with NE on reducing the harm to high confidence or established reef but the 
Applicant does not agree that the latest JNCC mapping demonstrates an increased risk to areas of 
established or high confidence reef.  


5.39 Dr Linnane explained this particularly the case for those new locations where JNCC recorded reef to the 
east of Areas E to G (referring to Figure 2.9 of the Benthic Ecology ES chapter). He noted these areas 
were not recorded either in Hornsea Three site specific surveys, or in historic JNCC data, and would not 
qualify as high confidence or established reef. Where the latest JNCC Annex I reef layer shows records 
of reef in the vicinity of Areas D and A and B, Dr Linnane agreed that these areas are more akin to high 
confidence or established reef because reef has historically been recorded in this area, however, the 
assessment presented in the Benthic Ecology ES chapter demonstrates sufficient space to route around 
these features.  


5.40 The Applicant also questioned NE's proposed application of 500m buffers (which are understood to be a 
management measure) around point data locations as indicative of reef extent, given the data point may 
or may not indicate reef and this approach invalidates JNCC's Gubbay Guidelines (2007), meaning that 
all reef areas would be classified as medium to high quality reef just based on extent. The Applicant has 
provided these guidelines for the examination library (see Appendix 7 to the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline 3), and awaits sight of the JNCC data from NE.  


5.41 Assessing Markham’s Triangle: 


5.42 Dr Linnane confirmed that the Applicant had followed the approach to assessment of the pMCZ as 
recommended by Natural England and JNCC, with no objectives set of following a higher level 
assessment.  


5.43 In relation to this site, Dr Linnane drew attention to the reduction in the maximum design scenario, which 
started off as assessing 24% of infrastructure (i.e. interconnectors, turbines and foundations) being in 
Markham's Triangle, but has now been reduced to 10.5%. The Applicant's Deadline 2 response provided 
a breakdown the temporary and long term habitat loss on a feature by feature basis. This is provided in 
the Applicant’s Deadline 2 comments (REP2-004) on Annex D6 to Natural England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-125). The Applicant has also presented a narrative on the project lifetime effects 
on the features of the Markham’s Triangle pMCZ, in response to Natural England’s Written 
Representation and this is presented at Appendix 14 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 3. 


5.44 In response to a question from the ExA regarding what evidence has been provided if the ExA were to 
conclude there were significant effects, Mr McGovern agreed to confirm this in writing. 


5.45 In this regard the Applicant advises that its evidence for the purposes of a MCZ assessment is principally 
collated in Appendix 2.3 (Marine Conservation Zone Assessment) of the Environmental Statement [APP-
104] as re-iterated in the Applicant’s Deadline 2 comments (REP2-004) to Annex D6 of Natural England’s 
Written Representation (REP1-125).  


5.46 The Ex.A, Natural England and the MMO discussed the responsibilities for undertaking the MCZ 
Assessment and the MMO highlighted that guidance on MCZ Assessment is available on the MMO 
website. The Applicant would note that the MCZ Assessment presented at Volume 5, Annex 2.3; MCZ 
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Assessment (APP-104) has been undertaken with reference and due regard to the MMO guidelines 
(2013). This is considered to include all the relevant information required for the Secretary of State and/or 
the MMO to discharge their responsibilities at the time of undertaking the MCZ Assessment. 


5.47 The MMO guidelines recommend a staged approach to the assessment, with three stages: Screening, 
Stage 1 assessment and Stage 2 assessment. The Applicant's Screening and Stage 1 assessment 
conclusions can be found in Appendix 2.3. The Applicant has concluded that Hornsea Three does not 
represent a significant risk to hindering the conservation objectives for Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ or 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. The Applicant does not agree that a 'Stage 2' assessment is required.  


5.48 It is noted that the MMO guidance suggests that the Stage 1 assessment consider the condition in 
section 126(7)(a) of Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 ("MCCA"), that is whether there are other 
means of proceeding which would create a substantially lower risk of hindering the achievement of the 
conservation objectives stated for the relevant MCZ. Full details of the iterative process followed by the 
Applicant in considering alternatives including the rationale for the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor 
and landfall point is in Volume 1, Chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives of the 
Environmental Statement [APP-059], Volume 4 – Annex 4.1 – Grid Connection and Refinement of the 
Cable Landfall [APP-092] and Annex 4.2 - Selection and Refinement of the Offshore ECR and HVAC 
Booster Station [APP-093]. 


5.49 At a high level, offshore cable routing is an exercise in seeking to find the shortest route between two 
fixed points: the offshore Agreement for Lease to a chosen landfall site to facilitate the contracted grid 
connection point, having regard to constraints dictated by engineering limitations, physical, third party and 
environmental constraints and seabed use.  


5.50 National Grid Electricity Transmission's ("NGET") response to FWQ 1.1.11 explains alternative grid 
connection locations (e.g. Necton) considered and discounted and why Norwich Main was chosen as the 
preferred connection option. Landfall locations were in turn constrained by the chosen grid connection 
location at Norwich Main. Again Volume 4 – Annex 4.1 – Grid Connection and Refinement of the Cable 
Landfall [APP-092] explains the basis for the landfall location. 


5.51 Due to the position of the array area and landfall location, avoiding designated sites including the MCZs 
completely is not considered feasible. Careful consideration was given to minimise the extent of the 
corridor within sensitive areas such as the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ and the WNNC SAC amongst 
others. At this stage, consistent with paragraph 5.3.9 of NPS EN-1, which identifies International Sites as 
the most important for biodiversity, preference was given to reducing overlap of European designated 
sites (SAC) over nationally designated sites (MCZ). However, stakeholder feedback influenced the later 
re-route in the nearshore to reduce the length of cable within the MCZ.  


5.52 The Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor assessed in the PEIR and consulted on during section 42 
consultation had a greater overlap and degree of impact on the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ, including 
the potential for direct cabling impacts on designated features with no recovery potential (i.e. clay 
exposures). By comparison, the re-routed Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor has a much smaller 
impact on the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ and avoids direct impacts on features with no recovery 
potential and considerably reducing the impact from cable protection (see Appendix 6 to the Applicant’s 
response to Deadline 1; REP1-138). Through an iterative design process and consideration of 
alternatives, the combined impact on the two nearshore marine protected areas (i.e. the Cromer Shoal 
Chalk Beds MCZ and WNNC SAC) has been substantially reduced from that associated with the offshore 
cable corridor proposed within the PEIR.  


5.53 As noted at the ISH and in the Applicant’s Deadline 2 response, having noted Natural England and 
JNCC’s comments on the extent of infrastructure within Markham’s Triangle pMCZ, the Applicant has 
managed to reduce the maximum design envelope substantially. As a result, the maximum infrastructure 
within Markham’s Triangle pMCZ has been reduced from 24% (which represented an absolute maximum 
amount of infrastructure which theoretically could be placed within this area) to 10.5% (a more realistic 
maximum design scenario for array infrastructure). The implications of this reduction in design envelope 
are substantial for the predicted extents of temporary and long-term/permanent habitat loss within 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ. The Applicant will commit to this limit by adding an appropriate condition to 
the deemed marine licences attached to the draft DCO to be submitted at Deadline 4.  
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5.54 Therefore having considered alternatives including routing/ siting options, the Applicant’s position 
remains that Hornsea Three does not represent a significant risk to hindering the conservation objectives 
for Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ or Markham’s Triangle pMCZ as stated in Volume 5, Annex 2.3: 
Marine Conservation Zone Assessment of the Environmental Statement and re-iterated in the Applicant’s 
Deadline 2 comments (REP2-004) to Annex D6 of Natural England’s Written Representation (REP1-125). 
There is no requirement for any 'stage 2' MCZ assessment.  
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1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


1.1 Issue Specific Hearing 3 ("ISH") was held at 09:30am on 6 December 2018 at the Mercure Norwich 
Hotel, 121-131 Boundary Road, Norwich, NR3 2BA. 


1.2 The ISH took the form of running through items listed in the agenda published by the ExA on 27 
November 2018 (the “Agenda").  The format of this note follows that of the Agenda.  The Applicant’s 
substantive oral submissions commenced at item 3 of the Agenda, therefore this note does not cover 
items 1 and 2 which was procedural and administrative in nature. 


2. AGENDA ITEM 1 – INTRODUCTION OF THE PARTICIPATING PARTIES 


2.1 The ExA: - David Prentis (Lead Panel Member), Guy Rigby, David Cliff and Dr Roger Catchpole.  


2.2 The Applicant: 


2.2.1 SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT: - Gareth Phillips (Partner at Pinsent Masons 
LLP). 


2.2.2 Present from the Applicant: - Andrew Guyton (Hornsea Three Project Manager), Meltem 
Duran (Concept and Layout Manager) Sarah Drljaca (Environment & Consents Senior Project 
Lead), and Karma Leyland (Senior Environment & Consents Specialist). 


2.2.3 The Applicant’s legal advisors: - Claire Brodrick (Pinsent Masons LLP) and Peter Cole 
(Pinsent Masons LLP). 


2.2.4 The Applicant's consultants (listed alongside their relevant environmental topic area): 


(a) Peter Gaches (Technical Director, GoBe Consultants Ltd)  


2.3 Marine Management Organisation ("MMO”): represented by Zack Simons (Barrister, Landmark 
Chambers); 


2.4 Natural England (“NE”) represented by Charles Forrest (Barrister, Francis Taylor Building); 


2.5 Historic England; 


2.6 South Norfolk Council; 


2.7 North Norfolk District Council;  


2.8 Broadlands District Council;  


2.9 Norfolk County Council; and 


2.10 Land Interest Group (represented by Louise Staples of the National Farmers Union ("NFU").  


3. AGENDA ITEM 3 – CONSISTENCY WITH ES 


3.1 In response to queries from the MMO on various points related to the ES assessment as captured in the 
Development Consent Order (“DCO”) and Deemed Marine Licences (“DMLs”), Peter Cole for the 
Applicant noted that whilst the length of cable is mentioned in both DMLs, condition 3 of each states that 
this is a total length for both licences. On a further point regarding the number of non-turbine structures, 
he confirmed that 21 was the correct figure rather than 19, as the maximum design scenario summarised 
in Table 3.9 of the Environmental Statement (“ES”) project description chapter [APP-058] provides for up 
to six subsea HVAC booster stations or four surface booster stations, which would account for the 
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confusion. The Applicant agreed to discuss this further with the MMO outside of the hearings and have 
requested a telephone call.  


3.2 In response to a comment from Natural England regarding a limitation on clearance volumes in 
designated sites, Gareth Phillips confirmed that this would be added to the next version of the draft DCO.  


4. AGENDA ITEM 4 – ARTICLES 


4.1 Article 2 (Interpretation) including joint bay, link box, intrusive activities and maintain 


4.2 Mr Phillips confirmed in reply to an ExA question that the definitions of "joint bay" and "link box" could be 
amended to clarify the difference between the two, noting that this is clarified in the ES project description 
chapter [APP-058].  


4.3 Regarding the definition of intrusive activities, in response to an ExA question, Mr Phillips confirmed that 
the words "but not limited to..." would be removed.  


4.4 The ExA asked whether the definition of maintain should be amended to clarify that replacement related 
only to component parts of the project. Mr Phillips responded that in order to ensure consistency with the 
Hornsea Project Two DCO, this definition should remain as drafted. He further highlighted that this 
definition of maintenance limits activities to those assessed in the ES, therefore, the Applicant does not 
consider that further changes are required.  


4.5 Approach to onshore site preparation; extent to which preparation works are subject to 
environmental controls secured through the draft DCO 


4.6 Regarding the definition of onshore site preparation works, the ExA noted the removal of the word 
"demolition” since the application version of the draft DCO, but with the support of North Norfolk District 
Council (“NNDC”) and South Norfolk Council (“SNC”) noted that certain plans under the requirements of 
the draft DCO were not required before these works would be undertaken. Mr Phillips confirmed that the 
drafting was broader than previous DCOs, but reflected the experience of the Applicant on its projects 
that are under construction. Mr Phillips confirmed that an audit of the Requirements would be undertaken 
to ensure appropriate controls were in place for these works. The councils stated that they would discuss 
this with the Applicant directly, and noted consideration should be given to Requirements 8, 17 and 18. 
The Applicant has commenced discussions regarding this.  


4.7 Article 5(6) – whether appropriate to apply arbitration to a decision of the Secretary of State on 
the transfer of the benefit of the Order 


4.8 Mr Phillips confirmed in response to an ExA query that he was not aware of any instances of the 
Secretary of State causing delay during a transfer of benefit under a similar provision. However, the 
Applicant notes that there has never been a set process for obtaining consent to a transfer of benefit 
under a DCO, and in relation to transfers associated with other offshore wind farms the DECC/BEIS had 
sought clarity on how this should be undertaken. Therefore, the language of this provision builds in 
mechanisms to deal with this including a timeframe for the determination, and providing consistency and 
clarity for when arbitration would apply.  


4.9 Specifically regarding arbitration, Mr Phillips confirmed that the Applicant is not seeking to make changes 
to the obligations and powers in relation to arbitration in other DCOs, rather provide clarification and 
speed up the process of dispute resolution. The arbitration provisions in past orders are very short and do 
not prescribe a process to follow. It is the Applicant’s contention that the provision applies to all parties, 
and Mr Phillips referred to two applications where this was accepted by examining authorities and the 
Secretary of State (see Triton Knoll Offshore Wind Farm Order 2013 and the Burbo Bank Extension 
Offshore Wind Farm Order 2014, as referenced in the Applicant’s response to ExA first written question 
1.13.14 [REP1-122]). Regarding delay, where a project is subject to judicial review, Mr Phillips referred to 
the recent action by the RSPB against Neart na Gaoithe wind farm, this held up a project that would have 
been a nationally significant infrastructure project had it been in England from meeting the urgent national 
need for renewable energy. Mr Phillips submitted that given a judicial review claim can take up to 3 years 
to resolve, it cannot reasonably be suggested that such litigation offers an effective or expeditious means 
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for resolving disputes or differences arising under a DCO in respect of an energy related NSIP for which 
there is an urgent national need. 


4.10 With reference to Article 36(1) of the draft DCO, the ExA offered the view that the term "Any difference 
under any provision of this Order" might not include a disagreement between the Applicant and the SoS 
or MMO in respect of a decision not to approve details submitted. Mr Phillips said he did not agree with 
that interpretation, nor was he aware of any authority to support such a restricted interpretation. In the 
absence of authority on the point, the Courts would consider the ordinary meaning of the word 
"difference", and on that basis the term could include a difference between the Applicant and SoS or 
MMO relating to a decision taken by those parties.  


4.11 Article 6 – whether appropriate to reflect elements of the approach to temporary possession set 
out in the Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 


4.12 In reply to an ExA question asking whether elements of the Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017 should be 
incorporated into the DCO, Claire Brodrick advised that because the enabling regulations are not yet in 
force and have not been consulted on, it is not clear as to whether the 2017 Act would apply to temporary 
possession powers in a DCO for an NSIP. Until there is clarity, it is the Applicant's position that the period 
for notice for taking of temporary possession should remain at 14 days rather than 3 months as 
prescribed in the 2017 Act. Ms Brodrick highlighted that this position has been accepted by the Secretary 
of State on other DCOs granted since the enactment of the 2017 Act (see list provided in Applicant's 
response to ExA's first written question 1.13.18 [REP1-122]) and that the Applicant would prefer the 
flexibility of having 14 days' notice as this would allow the Applicant not to remain in possession longer 
than it has to.  


4.13 Article 7 (defence to proceedings in respect of statutory nuisance) - whether justified in the 
absence of any predicted nuisance 


4.14 Mr Phillips set out that Article 7 is a standard article for projects similar to Hornsea Project Three. 
Although no statutory nuisance is predicted, this article is a failsafe should any arise during construction. 
Mr Phillips explained that just because the Applicant hasn't predicted any nuisance doesn't mean that the 
Applicant should not be entitled to the defence afforded to other NSIPs. Mr Phillips also advised that the 
defence is not a protection to action against statutory nuisance, but simply provides a defence where, for 
example, mitigation fails. In respect of operational noise, Mr Phillips confirmed that Article 7 does not 
enable the Applicant to avoid compliance with Requirement 21. Mr Phillips agreed that the Applicant 
would take away to consider examples for how this article would be used in the construction and 
operational phases.  


4.15 Article 10 (temporary stopping up of streets) – whether 10(4) should refer to Schedule 3 instead of 
(or as well as) Schedule 4 


4.16 Mr Phillips confirmed this was a drafting error that would be amended in the next version of the draft 
DCO.  


4.17 Article 18 (time limit for compulsory powers) – justification for period of 7 years 


4.18 Regarding justification for a 7 year period for implementation and taking compulsory powers, Mr Phillips 
referred to discussions on phasing at ISH 1 including the two phases with a gap of up to 3 years between 
each phase. He summarised that the driver for phasing was the contract for difference (“CfD”) regime. 
The next CfD auction will take place in May 2019, with a further auction every two years thereafter. As 
Hornsea Project Three will not have consent before the next auction, a bid would have to be made at the 
following auction. Mr Phillips advised the ExA that the Applicant understands that there will be a limit on 
the size of the auction in May 2019 of 2 to 4GW (with up to 2 GW per delivery year – there will be two 
delivery years in the 2019 auction), and it is currently unknown what the limit will be for future auctions 
and what other offshore wind farms will be competing for CfDs. Therefore, the Applicant needs flexibility 
to either submit a CfD bid for either a smaller phase of the project, should there be a lower cap and more 
competition, or all of it should the auction capacity is higher, and/or there is minimal competition.  
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4.19 Mr Phillips also noted that the supply chain for offshore wind is evolving and that whilst there are only two 
turbine suppliers currently, other companies may emerge, and therefore there may be a drop in cost of 
developing the project which will lower costs to consumers.  


4.20 Mr Phillips stated that the three year gap between phases sought ties in to the phasing of the project as it 
takes about a year to prepare the bid for the auction, which will occur every two years. Mr Phillips added 
that due to the complexity of the project 7 years is reasonable, pointing to the Dogger Bank offshore wind 
farm projects where the Secretary of State permitted a 7 year implementation period. He summarised 
that whilst there is a commercial imperative for the applicant to deliver its project it is also necessary to do 
this in a cost efficient way. 


4.21 In relation to compulsory acquisition rights specifically, Ms Brodrick added that if a shorter implementation 
period is granted, and the project is phased, it is possible that the Applicant would need to acquire rights 
over a greater area of land than may be ultimately needed in order to ensure that the Applicant has 
sufficient land for the maximum capacity of the second phase to ensure that it could be undertaken.  


4.22 In response to comments on the terms of voluntary agreements and timeframes raised by the NFU, Ms 
Brodrick confirmed that the voluntary agreements do contain additional commitments by the Applicant on 
the basis that they are voluntary.  


4.23 Article 25 (temporary use of land) – whether the draft DCO provides clarity for landowners in a 
scenario where the project is delivered in phases; whether 25(f) should start with ‘construct such’ 


4.24 Replying to an ExA question on whether Requirement 6, relating to phasing, should make clear that 
temporary use will be in two phases, Mr Phillips confirmed that this is not required, as paragraph 1.1.3 of 
Appendix A to the Outline code of construction practice (CoCP) (Revision 1) [REP1-142] requires the 
Applicant to inform landowners of the proposed phasing of the authorised project, the land take and 
period of construction.  


4.25 Ms Brodrick confirmed that Article 25(1)(f) should be amended to start “construct such works…”. 


4.26 Article 40 (Crown rights) – whether appropriate to reflect recently approved drafting, for example 
in Article 37 of the East Anglia Three Offshore Wind Farm Order 2017 


4.27 Ms Brodrick confirmed that discussions between the Applicant and the Crown Estate were ongoing. She 
confirmed that the Applicant is hopeful that it can replace the wording to be consistent with previous 
DCOs, and an agreement with the Crown Estate to enable this to happen is almost in an agreed form.  


5. AGENDA ITEM 5 - Schedule 1, Part 1 – the authorised development 


5.1 Whether appropriate to include the anticipated generating capacity within Schedule 1, as 
suggested by the Marine Management Organisation 


5.2 Mr Phillips explained that the Applicant's preference is not to specify a maximum generation capacity in 
the draft DCO and it is not necessary or desirable to do so.  


5.3 Mr Phillips explained that the generating capacity of turbines can be increased without altering the 
physical parameters of the turbine, for example by making software upgrades to the computer 
management of them. Such an increase in capacity and the alterations enabling that do not give rise to 
environmental impacts. Even so, if the view is held that the language included in other DCOs, such as 
"generating capacity up to 1200MW" limits the generating capacity of the NSIP, then a non-material 
change application would be required to authorise an increase in capacity. An example of this is Hornsea 
Project One, where a non-material change application was required to authorise an increase in capacity 
of 18MW. That approach engages additional bureaucracy and delay in circumstances where there are no 
physical or environmental changes to consider. 


5.4 Moreover, to limit the generating capacity of a renewable energy NSIP is not consistent with national 
policy, which seeks to increase renewable production and achieve decarbonisation. 


5.5 The MMO confirmed it was content to leave this matter to the ExA and SoS to determine.   
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6. AGENDA ITEM 6 – SCHEDULE 1, PART 3 - REQUIREMENTS 


6.1 R2 (Offshore design parameters) – rationale for introducing a limit of 9km2 for the total swept 
area 


6.2 Meltem Duran explained that the total rotor swept area is calculated by multiplying the maximum number 
of turbines (300) by the rotor swept area of each turbine, given a maximum rotor diameter of 195m. Ms 
Duran added that this parameter was added to the DCO to allow the Applicant to select a turbine for the 
project in the future, while ensuring that the total impact of the selection remains within the maximum 
design scenarios assessed in the ES. There would be a range of sizes for different turbines according to 
the market options at the time, the rate of development of new turbine technologies and exactly how 
many would be built, therefore describing them all of the possible options by height or other parameters 
in the draft DCO would not be possible. As the Applicant does not yet know the exact technology to be 
employed, the drafting is to keep flexibility as far as possible within a range assessed in the maximum 
design scenarios. The total rotor swept area will assist as it controls the number of turbines and total 
swept area without falling outside of the project envelope. 


6.3 Mr Phillips confirmed that the 9km2 rotor swept area is contained in Table 5.8 of Chapter 5 – Offshore 
Ornithology of the ES [APP-065] as a parameter for 300 turbines for collision mortality risk for colliding 
with moving blades.  


6.4 R6 (Phasing) – whether it would be appropriate to limit the number of phases to 2 in the interests 
of clarity and certainty 


6.5 Mr Phillips explained that when a written scheme for phasing is considered by the relevant planning 
authority, it would have to consider the ES, a certified document, which sets out that the project will be 
undertaken in up to two phases.  With the exception of non-material amendments (authorised by 
Requirement 25), any matters outwith the ES would not be permitted. Therefore, it is not necessary to 
amend Requirement 6 as suggested.  


6.6 Mr Phillips advised that the Applicant was concerned that introduction of the limit on phasing to 
Requirement 6 could create confusion, as this term can attract different interpretations, for example, this 
could relate to onshore or offshore phases, or different sub- phases of the onshore elements of the 
project. The MMO and NE shared this concern. 


6.7 NNDC asked that Requirement 6 should be amended so as to provide NNDC with the power to approve 
the choice of transmission system, or at least notify NNDC of the reasons for the Applicant's choice of 
system. 


6.8 In response Mr Phillips submitted: 


6.8.1 NPS EN3 expressly supports flexibility in DCOs; 


6.8.2 If the ExA and SoS are satisfied that: (a) it is appropriate to include flexibility in the DCO so as 
to authorise both types of transmission system; and (b) both systems have been adequately 
assessed in the ES, then there is no need, nor would it otherwise be reasonable, to include a 
Requirement prescribing a second approval mechanism - such a Requirement would fail the 
legal and policy tests for Requirements and conditions on consents; 


6.8.3 There is disagreement between the local authorities as to the preferred choice of 
transmission system, but all have confirmed that neither system should be excluded from the 
DCO, and flexibility should be included. Therefore, a requirement for subsequent approval by 
the local authorities would likely lead to disagreement and delay; and 


6.8.4 The local authorities would not have the expertise, nor could they cost effectively procure the 
expertise, required to assess and determine approval of the Applicant's choice of 
transmission system. 


6.9 Mr Phillips added that the Outline CoCP (Paragraph A1.1.3, [REP1-142]) has requirements to provide 
information to landowners on the HVAC or HVDC choice.  
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6.10 R8 (Landscaping) – whether the drafting makes clear that the detail of the landscaping itself 
(rather than just the management of the landscaping) is to be approved by the relevant planning 
authority. 


6.11 Mr Phillips confirmed in response to representations from Historic England that they could be added to 
this requirement as a consultee.  


6.12 In response to questions from SNC and NNDC, Andrew Guyton confirmed that the landscape 
management plan would apply to both temporary and permanent works, and welcomed further 
discussion on this topic with the planning authorities.  


6.13 Mr Phillips highlighted that any lack of clarity could be provided in subsequent plans approved under this 
condition. This would therefore provide flexibility both ways and prevent the need to amend the DCO.  


6.14 In response to questions raised by SNC, Ms Brodrick referred to Articles 25 and 26 and confirmed that 
the DCO contained sufficient powers to enable the Applicant to take possession of land to carry out the 
maintenance of temporary and permanent landscaping for the duration of the time period specified in 
Requirement 9(2)  


6.15 R11 (Highway accesses) – whether amended drafting addresses a scenario where there is a 
material increase in use of an existing access (requiring some form of management) but there are 
no physical works. 


6.16 Mr Phillips noted this point and proposed to provide amended drafting in the next version of the draft 
DCO.  


6.17 Regarding points on maintaining visibility splays raised by Norfolk County Council (NCC), Mr Phillips 
advised that the Applicant had no objection to the principle of this, but that additional land may have to be 
introduced to the application to facilitate this and the Applicant was proposing to make a non-material 
amendment application at Deadline 4. In respect of works to the parts of the visibility spay located within 
the highway, a power for this can be added to the street works powers provision of the draft DCO.  


6.18 R15 (Surface water) – update on alternative drafting proposed by Norfolk County Council; should 
‘and’ be inserted after ‘Environment Agency in (1)? 


6.19 Mr Phillips confirmed that this drafting issue had been resolved with revised drafting agreed with NCC 
which will be included within the next version of the draft DCO.  


6.20 R16 (Onshore archaeology) – update on discussions between the applicant and Norfolk County 
Council; Norfolk County Council to be the determining authority in R16(1) 


6.21 The local authorities confirmed agreement for NCC to be the approving authority and Mr Phillips 
confirmed that the DCO would be amended to reflect this.  


6.22 R20 (Restoration of land) - How would restoration be secured if the details were not approved? 


6.23 Mr Phillips explained that if there was no agreement as to restoration under this requirement, the fall back 
would be to use the arbitration or appeal provisions in the DCO. However, the reasonable expectation is 
that a restoration scheme would be approved. The councils agreed this approach.  


6.24 In reply to a comment from the NFU, Sarah Drljaca confirmed that a soil management strategy would be 
will be implemented to ensure that recognised good practice is effectively implemented on site in 
accordance with paragraph 6.8.1.1 of the Outline CoCP [REP1-142].  


6.25 R21 (Noise during operation) – consider the appropriateness of specifying noise limits at 
identified sensitive receptors 


6.26 Ms Drljaca responded to the ExA’s request to clarify why specific noise limits are not included in the 
DCO. She summarised that purpose of the noise management plan conditioned by Requirement 21 is to 
set noise limits, and identify the need for and location of mitigation. Inclusion of limits in the plan as 
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opposed to within the DCO would be helpful should a scenario arise where it is not possible to place 
mitigation at a noise sensitive receptor and therefore compliance would be based on a proportionate 
noise limit at an alternative location.  


6.27 Ms Brodrick confirmed that whilst early DCOs contain specific noise limits, recent DCOs granted have 
moved away from setting specific noise limits on the face of the order and have utilised a management 
plan approach to take account of changing background noise levels.   


6.28 Possible additional requirement to secure the removal of temporary construction accesses and 
reinstatement of highway verges – update on discussions between the applicant and Norfolk 
County Council 


6.29 Ms Drljaca confirmed in response to a question from the ExA and comments from NCC that paragraphs 
3.2.1.4 and 3.2.1.5 of the outline construction traffic management plan (CTMP) [REP1-146] provide 
obligations on the Applicant to remove temporary construction accesses. There is a further requirement 
for this in the outline CoCP, paragraph 4.1.6.2 [REP1-142].   


6.30 Any other matters on requirements 


6.31 The Applicant agreed to NCC’s request to be added as a consultee on the local skills and employment 
plan to be approved under Requirement 22, and to make this requirement clear that it is for discharge 
prior to commencement.  


6.32 Responding to comments from the councils, Mr Phillips stated that community benefits and business 
compensation funds matters are outside of the Planning Act 2008 regime because they are not related to 
mitigation, and therefore typically the ExA doesn’t place weight on those. He acknowledged that the 
Applicant has delivered  community benefit funds for multiple other projects and therefore has a good 
track record in relation to these, and that it is not appropriate to secure it in a DCO.  


6.33 Regarding a query from NCC on how access to the main compound would be secured, Mr Phillips 
agreed to consider and discuss separately with NCC whether this should be delivered separately via a 
section 278 agreement.  


7. AGENDA ITEM 7 – Schedules 11 and 12 - Deemed Marine Licences 


7.1 Paragraph 10 – whether it is appropriate for decisions of the Marine Management Organisation to 
be subject to arbitration 


7.2 Mr Phillips responded to representations made by the MMO and Natural England on the appropriateness 
of the arbitration provisions in the DMLs and Schedule 13 of the DCO: 


7.2.1 Mr Phillips noted that there had been any detailed comments on Schedule 13 so far, and 
indicated the Applicant’s willingness to consider comments on these provisions to help 
reassure the MMO and Natural England on the process being capable of being open and 
transparent, for example by hosting the documents on the MMO’s website. He further pointed 
out that prior to arbitration occurring, the MMO would undertake the usual consultation in 
respect of details submitted for approval. The terms of Schedule 13 make provision for the 
MMO and NE to influence the arbitration process and terms of reference for the arbitrator.  


7.2.2 On points raised concerning that this would usurp the authority of the MMO, Mr Phillips stated 
that this was not the case for the reasons set out in the Applicant's DL1 and DL2 
submissions. Also, as an analogy, it is common for a local planning authority, another 
statutory body with statutory functions, duties and transparency obligations, to be bound by 
arbitration under a section 106 agreement. Whilst the LPA would voluntarily enter such an 
agreement, it would still be bound by and have regard to its statutory functions and duties 
when negotiating the terms of the section 106 agreement, and approving details submitted 
pursuant to obligations on the applicant/developer. Those circumstances are no different in 
practice to the MMO approving details submitted pursuant to DML conditions. There would be 
no usurping of authority. 







Written summary of Applicant's oral case put at Issue Specific Hearing 3 
 December 2018 
 


 9 


7.2.3 Mr Phillips advised that the suggested alternative means of settling disputes, via judicial 
review, was not a good dispute resolution method as it is costly and time consuming, often 
taking up to 1-2, possibly 3, years to reach conclusion. This does not accord with the urgent 
need for renewable energy under National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-3.  


7.2.4 In response to assertions made by the MMO relating to parliamentary intention behind the 
Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (the MCAA), Mr Phillips said that the MMO had not 
offered any authority for its conclusions and assertions in that regard. Also, the Planning Act 
2008 permits modification of other legislation, including the MCAA, and expressly provides 
that matters may be resolved by way of arbitration. Therefore, whatever the intention may 
have been when drafting the MCAA, that is irrelevant, because that legislation may be 
modified by the terms of a DCO.  


7.2.5 Mr Phillips highlighted that the arbitration provisions as in the draft DCO had been adopted in 
the ExA's version of the Millbrook Power Station DCO during its examination, which has now 
closed. The drafting has also been adopted by the applicant, Vattenfall, for the Norfolk 
Vanguard and Thanet, offshore wind farm DCO applications. Vattenfall has separate legal 
representation, and has clearly come to its own the conclusion that the provisions are lawful 
and necessary.  


7.2.6 Mr Phillips reiterated the point that the Burbo Bank Extension DCO and Triton Knoll DCO 
examining authorities and the Secretary of State had already decided that statutory nature 
conservation bodies should be subject to the arbitration provisions. He quoted the ExA's and 
SoS's conclusions from those decisions "all issues and parties should be equally subject to 
arbitration on the same basis". That could not be clearer and sets a precedent for the 
arbitration provisions in the DCO for Hornsea Three to apply to all parties including the SoS, 
MMO and NE.  


7.2.7 Mr Phillips asked the question, if SNCBs like Natural England and Historic England, and the 
MMO and Secretary of State are not bound by the arbitration provisions in this and previous 
DCOs, which parties are bound by them? Based on the submissions made by the MMO and 
NE, arbitration provided for under the model provisions would not seem to bind any party 
save for the Applicant. That cannot be correct. Rather, the previous decisions of the SoS are 
correct, i.e. that all parties and issues arising under a DCO should be subject to arbitration.  


7.3 Condition 8 (Aids to navigation) – suggestion from Defence Infrastructure Organisation that 
aviation lighting is dealt with by a separate condition 


7.4 Mr Cole updated the ExA that following comments from the Defence Infrastructure Organisation, the next 
draft of the DCO will remove reference to it from Condition 8, so that this would relate only to surface 
navigation. Condition 9 will be amended so that the Applicant has to exhibit lights as required by the Air 
Navigation Order 2016, in consultation with the Defence Infrastructure Organisation and the Civil Aviation 
Authority. Karma Leyland confirmed that this had not been discussed with the Defence Infrastructure 
Organisation, but the wording had been used in previous DCOs.  


7.5 Condition 13 (Pre-construction plans) – consider the scope for micro-siting and any effects that 
may have; whether a layout in accordance with the design principles should be subject to 
approval; update on approach to archaeological exclusion zones 


7.6 Ms Leyland confirmed in response to an ExA question that the Applicant will undertake geophysical and 
technical surveys with respect to archaeological and environmental features. Once these surveys are 
complete, Ms Leyland advised that the Applicant would create the final design and submit it to the MMO 
for approval. The pre-construction surveys would provide confidence for micro-siting within a 50m range. 
Ms Leyland confirmed that through this process features could be identified and reported on, with a post 
consent integrity survey that verifies the locations of the turbines for feedback to the MMO.  


7.7 Peter Gaches noted that Conditions 13(7), (8) and (9) of the of dML should have been removed in the 
version of the DCO submitted at Deadline 1.  The control afforded by this text had been updated 
(following a request from the MMO and Natural England) to a commitment to a Site Integrity Plan, the 
wording for which is within Condition 13(5).  The old wording is therefore, no longer required. 
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7.8 Condition 14 – timescale for MMO decisions 


7.9 Mr Phillips responded to points made by the MMO and Natural England requesting an amendment of the 
timescale in condition 14(1) for submitting details under condition 13 from four months to six by 
comparing the time frames to applications under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, under which 
local authorities have eight weeks to decide substantial condition discharge applications. In addition, a 
planning performance agreement between the MMO and the Applicant was under discussion to assist 
with resourcing of responses to discharge applications such as this. Also, the conditions allow for an 
extension of time by agreement between the parties. 


7.10 Mr Gaches noted that in his experience document approval for many of the pre-commencement 
documents is a straight forward, efficient process, often resulting in approval being secured well within 
the 4 month timeframe.  Furthermore, this is includes direct experience from similar scale Round 3 
projects, noting that a number of the plans required under Condition 13 of the dMLs are industry standard 
documents.  Mr Gaches did acknowledge that there are documents (such as some of the more complex 
monitoring plans) where a reasonable timeframe is required to agree the content of the document to the 
extent that it can be approved.  In such circumstances it is common practice to engage with both the 
MMO and relevant stakeholder considerably in advance of the 4 month submission date to develop the 
content of such documents.  Mr Gaches noted that it will be in its interest of all parties to commence 
discussions on these documents early (i.e., before the 4 month submission date).  The Applicant does 
not consider it normal for documents to be issued to the MMO for approval without any prior engagement 
on the content.  Therefore, the 4 months must not be viewed as the start of the process.  Not 
withstanding this, Mr Gaches indicated that the Applicant would be open to further discussions with 
interested parties on amending the timeframe for submission of certain pre-commencement documents.  


7.11 Conditions 17 to 23 – approach to surveys and monitoring 


7.12 Mr Gaches summarised that these new provisions are intended to return to the traditional monitoring 
requirement, after a previous attempt to streamline them. Mr Gaches stated that the Applicant had 
increased the scope of the monitoring commitments in a number of areas in light of comments received 
from interested parties at Deadline I and he now was of the opinion that the conditions (and supporting 
updated in-principle monitoring plan) should be acceptable to all. Mr Gaches welcomed the indication 
from Natural England that they were broadly content with the updated conditions, and the 
acknowledgement from the MMO that they would respond at Deadline 3 with any residual points of 
clarification.  


7.13 Mr Gaches noted that the request from Natural England for an extension to the existing noise monitoring 
commitment (at 18(3)) to the extent that if the noise monitoring showed that results were greater than 
presented in the ES then the undertaker would cease piling until the matter was resolved (with the MMO) 
was not necessary or appropriate as the undertaker has to provide the MMO with the noise modelling 
reports within 6 weeks of the monitoring, at which point if the MMO have concerns they have the 
regulatory powers to stop piling until their concerns have been resolved should they deem it necessary. 
Therefore, no further modification of the dML is required in this regard.  


7.14 Schedule 12 (transmission assets), Condition 14(1) - whether a layout in accordance with the 
development principles set out in the ES should be subject to approval 


7.15 Mr Phillips confirmed that this condition needs to be amended to reflect the equivalent condition in 
Schedule 11, so as to make the layout details subject to approval by the MMO.  


7.16 Schedule 12, Condition 15 – timescale for MMO decisions 


7.17 The parties agreed this had been dealt with under the Schedule 11 discussions.  


7.18 Schedule 12, Conditions 18 to 23 – any further matters relating to surveys and monitoring which 
are specific to the transmission assets DML 


7.19 The parties agreed this had been dealt with under the Schedule 11 discussions.
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8. AGENDA ITEM 8 – Other DCO matters 


8.1 Schedule 13 (Arbitration rules) – approach to costs and confidentiality 


8.2 Mr Phillips agreed to make a drafting amendment to paragraph 6(4) to clarify the position on costs. He 
reiterated a desire of the Applicant to receive comments from the MMO and Natural England on the detail 
of Schedule 13, if necessary on a without prejudice basis.  
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1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


1.1 Issue Specific Hearing 4 ("ISH") relating to onshore matters was held at 09:30am on 7 December 2018 at 
the Mercure Norwich Hotel, 121-131 Boundary Road, Norwich, NR3 2BA. 


1.2 The ISH took the form of running through items listed in the agenda published by the ExA on 27 
November 2018 (the “Agenda").  The format of this note follows that of the Agenda and refers to the 
Applicant's Response to the first written questions (“FWQ") (the “Response to First Written Questions") 
[REP1-122] numbers where relevant.  The Applicant’s substantive oral submissions commenced at item 
3 of the Agenda, therefore this note does not cover items 1 and 2 which was procedural and 
administrative in nature. 


2. AGENDA ITEM 1 – INTRODUCTION OF THE PARTICIPATING PARTIES 


2.1 The ExA: - David Prentis (Lead Panel Member), Guy Rigby, David Cliff and Dr Roger Catchpole.  


2.2 The Applicant: 


2.2.1 Speaking on behalf of the Applicant: - Gareth Phillips (Partner at Pinsent Masons LLP). 


2.2.2 Present from the Applicant: - Stuart Livesey (Hornsea Three Project Development Manager), 
Andrew Guyton (Hornsea Three Consents Manager), Sarah Drljaca (Hornsea Three Lead 
Onshore Consents), Celestia Godbehere (Hornsea Three Onshore Environmental Manager) 
and Richard Grist (Land and Property Manager). 


2.2.3 The Applicant’s legal advisors:- Claire Brodrick (Pinsent Masons LLP) and Peter Cole 
(Pinsent Masons LLP). 


2.2.4 The Applicant's consultants (listed alongside their relevant environmental topic area): 


(a) Transport and highway safety – Paul Zanna (Technical Director at Create 
Consulting Engineers Ltd) and Enar Chouse (Senior Infrastructure Engineer at 
Create Consulting Engineers Ltd); 


(b) Historic Environment - Dan Slatcher (Director at RPS); 


(c) Noise and other impacts during construction – Stephen Scott (Senior Consultant 
in Acoustics at RPS); 


(d) Land use and recreation - Julia Tindale (Senior Director in Land Use and 
Recreation at RPS); 


(e) Socio-Economic – Neil Evans (Director at Hatch Regeneris); and 


(f) Landscape and visual impacts – Philip Brashaw (Associate at LDA Design). 


2.3 The following parties participated in the ISH: 


2.3.1 Norfolk County Council (“NCC”);  


2.3.2 South Norfolk Council ("SNC") represented by Jane Linely; 


2.3.3 Broadlands District Council ("BDC"); 


2.3.4 North Norfolk District Council ("NNDC") represented by Estelle Dehon; 


2.3.5 Natural England ("NE"); 
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2.3.6 Oulton Parish Council ("OPC"); 


2.3.7 Mulbarton Parish Council; 


2.3.8 Land Interest Group (represented by Louise Staples of the National Farmers Union"); 


3. AGENDA ITEM 3 – TRANSPORT AND HIGHWAY SAFETY 


3.1 Discussion of the Applicant’s Deadline 1 submission – Appendix 32 Transport Assessment 
Clarifications: 


3.2 The ExA referred to the updated Transport Assessment (TA) and clarification note submitted for Deadline 
1 [REP1-161 and REP1-162] and asked the Applicant to explain the reasons for the submission and 
whether it changed the overall assessment and conclusions. 


3.3 Paul Zanna explained that the clarification note was produced to document a point in time so as to aid 
further discussions with NCC and Highways England (HE) in advance of Deadline 1. Mr Zanna confirmed 
that the updated TA [REP1-162] includes all of the points so the clarification note is effectively surplus to 
requirements now. 


3.4 The ExA queried how the assessment scenarios based on groups and figures had changed in terms of 
vehicle movements. 


3.5 Mr Zanna confirmed that the traffic flow numbers haven't changed. However, a daily traffic flow is now 
presented in the TA instead of the 12 hour flows presented in the TA submitted with the Application [APP-
159]. Mr Zanna explained that the Applicant had clarified how the numbers were calculated and the 
grouping of traffic flows during discussions with NCC and HE. Mr Zanna confirmed that the predicted 
traffic flows and conclusions set out in Chapter 7 – Traffic and Transport of the ES [APP-079] have not 
changed. 


3.6 In respect of the TNC Appendix Appendix 32 to the Applicant’s Response to Deadline I - Transport 
Assessment Clarifications, Mr Zanna confirmed that the data within the TA is the same however the 
surrounding text has been clarified. Mr Zanna explained that a number of clerical changes had been 
picked up as a result of the audit but numbers are the same. Mr Zanna confirmed that as the numbers 
are the same the figures and conclusions set out in Chapter 7 of the ES remain valid. 


3.7 The Applicant notes that NCC confirmed that it had no issues on this point. 


3.8 Predicted construction traffic flows, including those road links where no baseline data is 
available: 


3.9 The ExA referred to ES Tables 7.12 and 7.18 relating to baseline traffic data screening tests. The ExA 
noted that a number of road links had no baseline data available, in particular Links 88 and 89. The ExA 
queried whether all the links had been properly assessed. 


3.10 Mr Zanna explained that the Applicant had undertaken a series of scoping discussions with NCC and the 
TA sets out all the links in terms of sensitivity. Traffic data was available for all high and medium links, 
however, data was missing for some low or negligible links. The Applicant has sought to clarify with NCC 
the baseline data for 15 missing links, including Link 88 and Link 89. Mr Zanna confirmed that these links 
have now been surveyed to provide the baseline data to inform the development of the CTMP, however, 
this does not undermine the assessment work carried out to date. The scope of this assessment has 
been discussed with NCC and HE and is currently being collected onsite. Mr Zanna confirmed that 
information for the 15 links will be submitted into the Examination once it has been discussed with NCC 
and HE. 


3.11 In response to a query from the ExA as to why the 15 links had been selected, Mr Zanna explained that 
the Applicant had looked at receptors along the links. Mr Zanna reiterated that all links with medium and 
high sensitivity had already been surveyed and assessed. The Applicant was now compiling data on the 
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links that were originally considered to be low and negligible and where baseline data had not originally 
been available. 


3.12 The Applicant notes that NCC confirmed that it was happy with the approach being taken. 


3.13 Gareth Phillips confirmed that the Applicant was intending to submit the additional baseline figures for 
Deadline 4. 


3.14 Mr Zanna explained that meetings with NCC are in hand and ongoing.  The Applicant has been reviewing 
the level of HGVs planned. Mr Zanna referred to Annex 6.7 of TA which sets out the assumptions for 
traffic flows. Mr Zanna explained that a refinement in the depth of the haul road, comprising a reduction 
from 1m to 0.5m, has resulted in a circa 125,000 reduction in HGV movements which equates to 
approximately one third less movements on the network. Mr Zanna noted that this reduction in HGV 
movements will not have a bearing on the conclusions of Chapter 7 of the ES or the TA but will inform the 
refinement of the Outline CTMP.  


3.15 In response to a query from the ExA relating to how the depth of the haul road affects traffic movements, 
Mr Zanna explained that the original TA assumed that the materials to construct the haul road would be 
delivered by HGV, in order to achieve a 1m granular fill.  Given the knowledge of ground conditions along 
the onshore cable corridor, the Applicant has now been able to refine this parameter and reduce the 
depth of the haul road to 0.5m depth which will reduce the HGV two way movements from 367,529 to 
260,804. 


3.16 In response to comments made by NCC relating to the durability and thus potential need for additional 
material to be transported to site to maintain the haul road, Mr Zanna explained that the actual depth of 
the haul road is likely to be in the region of 0.3m, but the revised HGV movements assumes a depth of 
0.5m so as to build in contingency for maintenance. 


3.17 Mr Phillips confirmed that the Applicant would submit the revised figures at Deadline 4. 


3.18 Highways implications in relation to proposed main construction compound at Oulton Street, 
including proposed mitigation and cumulative impacts with Norfolk Vanguard: 


3.19 The ExA referred to the daily traffic movements, including staff and HGV movements. In response to a 
query from the ExA as to how the figures have been calculated, Mr Zanna confirmed that a table has 
been supplied to NCC and HE which splits the HGV movements along the wider road network into 
different types of vehicles and purposes, for example cable drum vehicles. Mr Zanna confirmed that a 
table specific to The Street Oulton [Link 208] likely variations during the day and any abnormal loads 
would be submitted into the Examination for Deadline 3 and can be found at Appendix 1. 


3.20 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.11.1 and the VISSIM model being produced, Mr 
Zanna explained that a simulation model is being produced to address concerns raised relating to the 
nature of the road, type of vehicles and timing of the surveys (June, October and November). The model 
can add traffic in to include movements from Hornsea Project Three, agricultural vehicles and additional 
traffic generated by Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas. The purpose of the model is to show visually 
how traffic on the link will function with Option 1: Passing Places improvement scheme in place. 


3.21 In response to a query from the ExA relating to fluctuations in agricultural vehicles throughout the year, 
Mr Zanna explained that additional vehicles can be added to the model to account for seasonal 
fluctuations. Mr Zanna confirmed that the survey data from June, October and November provided the 
base provision. The traffic generated from Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk Vanguard would then be 
added. Mr Zanna explained that the model enables traffic to be layered to show what happens if extra 
vehicles are added which represents what would be expected during agricultural busy periods. Mr Zanna 
confirmed that further information on this point would be submitted at Deadline 3 and can be found at 
Appendix 1. 


3.22 Mr Zanna added that VISSIM allows a variety of vehicle sizes to be added such as combine harvesters 
and tractors with trailers. 
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3.23 In response to comments from OPC relating to additional vehicles from the expanded potato storage 
facility, Mr Zanna confirmed that the Applicant has included the potato storage facility's existing and 
predicted flows. Mr Zanna explained that the model is not dependent on receiving information. The model 
will be used to establish how much traffic the link can physically accommodate. The base flows have 
been incorporated. The Applicant's position is that the best approach is to establish what the link can take 
to understand how the passing bays will function. 


3.24 In response to a query from the ExA relating to obtaining information from local farmers, Mr Zanna 
explained that the Applicant was not intending to make inquiries with local farmers to inform the 
development of the VISSIM model. Mr Zanna reiterated that the purpose of the model was to establish 
how much traffic the link can accommodate with the passing places. However, in response to a query by 
the ExA, the Applicant agreed to contact local farmers to enquire if their traffic movement fluctuation data 
across the year was available and could be submitted to the Examination to demonstrate the potential 
agricultural fluctuations on this link in particular. Mr Zanna confirmed that the model would be discussed 
with, and made available to, OPC and an update provided at Deadline 4. 


3.25 In response to a query from the ExA relating to further discussions with NCC regarding Option 1: Passing 
Places and Option R (proposed by OPC), Mr Zanna explained that the Applicant submitted a safety audit 
on the suitability of the passing places at Deadline 1 (Annex A of Appendix 20 [REP1-176]). Further 
discussions had taken place with NCC and the Applicant has sought to address NCC's comments by 
widening one of the passing bays. The Applicant has also assessed the physical construction of The 
Street and considered how to address noise and vibration impacts to the Old Railway Gatehouse by 
making changes to the hump. Mr Zanna confirmed that the Applicant will be submitting further details to 
NCC in due course. 


3.26 In respect of Option R, Mr Zanna explained that the Applicant has considered the three variations put 
forward by OPC, which consisted of two variations off the B1149 and one variation off The Street. These 
variations were referred to as Option A, Option B, and Option C. Based on an initial review, the Applicant 
proposed a fourth variant, based on OPCs Option C. Both the Applicant and OPC agreed that Option B 
was to be immediately discounted due to visibility constraints and potential impacts on an established 
tree belt along the B1149.  Thus, the Applicant has undertaken work on three variations of Option R 
referred to as Option A, Option C1 and Option C2.  The Applicant has presented the Option A, Option C1 
and Option C2 to NCC, BDC and OPC with accompanying safety audits. 


3.27 The Applicant notes that NCC confirmed that NCC had reviewed the options and the most favourable is 
Option 1 which consists of passing places along The Street, permanent improvements at the junction of 
The Street and B1149 and temporary traffic management. The Applicant notes that NCC highlighted the 
traffic management issues associated with Option R variations, namely new junctions with the B1149 and 
potential cumulative traffic management implications associated with Norfolk Vanguard. 


3.28 In response to comments made by NCC and BDC, Mr Phillips confirmed that the Applicant's preferred 
solution, which has been agreed with NCC, is Option 1: Passing Places. As a result of ongoing 
consultation with OPC, Option R (Option A, C1 or C2) is being considered by the Applicant to see if there 
is another technical solution. This work is taking place in addition to finalising details of Option 1: Passing 
Places. Mr Phillips explained that the option to access to the north west of the main construction 
compound and to the north of the Street would involve a new T junction off of the B1149. The haul road 
would then proceed south east to the main construction compound across at least two separate 
ownerships. Mr Phillips confirmed that this land was not included in the Order limits. The Applicant had 
contacted the two landowners to seek to reach a private agreement for access and dialogue is ongoing.  


3.29 Mr Phillips explained that if the Applicant proceeds with Option R (Option A, C1 or C2) then it would be 
additional land and there is statutory process involved in adding such land to the Order limits. The 
Applicant is hoping to be able to reach agreement with the landowners so it can use the expedited 
process. Mr Phillips confirmed that progress with this option is therefore contingent on negotiation with 
landowners. In addition, the Applicant would need to carry out an environmental impact assessment for 
Option R (Option A, C1 or C2). Aspects which would need to be assessed would include noise and LVIA. 
Whilst the proposed route may work from a technical perspective, the Applicant had not yet assessed the 
other environmental impacts and therefore the proposed route should not be considered to be a panacea. 
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Mr Phillips reiterated that the Applicant's preferred option is Option 1: Passing Places, which is technically 
feasible, and Option R (Option A, C1 or C2) is being worked up as a second solution. 


3.30 In response to a query from the ExA relating to cumulative impacts with Norfolk Vanguard, Mr Phillips 
confirmed that cumulative impact is an ongoing work stream and the Applicant's assessment of Option R 
will need to address this issue. 


3.31 In response to a query from the ExA regarding the width of The Street with the passing places, Mr Zanna 
confirmed that the proposed works associated with Option 1: Passing Places would result in The Street 
being wide enough for two passing HGVs or an HGV and an agricultural vehicle. In respect of HGVs with 
cable drums, Mr Zanna confirmed that this would be an escorted vehicle as it is 16.76m long and 4.2m 
wide and the abnormal load procedures would be followed.  


3.32 The Applicant notes that NCC confirmed that the proposed works associated with Option 1: Passing 
Places would result in The Street being of a sufficient width. 


3.33 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the number of abnormal load movements to the main 
construction compound, Mr Zanna explained that there would typically be 118 HGV movements per day 
accessing the main construction compound, of which up to 8 (per day) of them would be carrying cable 
drums. 


3.34 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the construction of the passing bays, Mr Zanna explained 
that they would be constructed out of a grasscrete material consisting of a 300mm subbase with an 
edging strip. Mr Zanna confirmed that the CBR testing has confirmed that the loading can be 
accommodated. 


3.35 In response to comments made by the ExA and NCC relating to the performance levels of the 
construction materials, Mr Zanna confirmed that the Applicant is currently seeking the manufacturer's 
specification and will provide this to NCC. 


3.36 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the impact of the passing bays on hedges and trees, Mr 
Zanna explained that the construction of the passing bays would not necessitate the removal of any trees 
located within the highway. However, it will be necessary to carry out pruning of hedgerows and trees. 
The Applicant notes that the ExA has requested further details of protection measures for landscape 
features. 


3.37 In response to comments made by OPC relating to cumulative impacts with Norfolk Vanguard, Mr Zanna 
explained that Option 1: Passing Places has already been assessed assuming the worst case scenario of 
Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas being constructed simultaneously.  Mr 
Zanna reiterated that the uplift in agricultural vehicles will be included in the VISSIM model. 


3.38 In response to a query from the ExA relating to whether the DCO needed to incorporate Option 1: 
Passing Places, Mr Phillips explained that the Applicant understood all the land required for the passing 
bays is located within the boundary of existing highway and the works could probably be carried out 
under a s278 Agreement.  


3.39 The Applicant notes that NCC confirmed that all of the proposed works related to Option 1: Passing 
Places are within the public highway. 


3.40 In response to a query from the ExA as to how the s278 Agreement would be secured in the DCO, Mr 
Phillips explained that the proposed works would be set out in the CTMP.  Either a s278 Agreement or a 
licence would be required to carry out the proposed works. Mr Phillips confirmed that the CTMP would 
require the works to be carried prior to commencement of the use of the construction compound. Mr 
Phillips confirmed that the Deadline 4 submission would explain how the works would be secured. 


3.41 The Applicant notes that NCC confirmed that the appropriate mechanism to secure the works is the 
CTMP. 
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3.42 In response to a query from the ExA relating to staff traffic turning left, Sarah Drljaca explained that the 
issue had been discussed with OPC and the Applicant would include a commitment in next version of the 
Outline CTMP that would apply to all vehicles leaving the construction compound (staff and HGVs). 


3.43 The Applicant noted the ExA’s request for a roadmap of the access options currently under consideration 
at the main construction compound. This can be found at Appendix 1 to Deadline 3. 


3.44 Matters relating to the outline Construction Traffic Management Plan, including the routing and 
timing of HGV movements:  


3.45 In response to comments made by the ExA and NCC relating to tourist seasonal traffic and peak 
commuter times, Mr Zanna explained that the Applicant's intention is to include  management measures 
for individual links in the CTMP to address the points raised.  This would also include HGV timing 
measures during commuter periods at junctions that are currently near or at capacity and provisions for 
sensitive receptors such as schools. Mr Zanna confirmed that these details would be added to the Outline 
CTMP prior to the close of the Examination. 


3.46 Mr Phillips added that the Applicant had already outlined a number of documents that are currently being 
worked on. The updating of the Outline CTMP is therefore dependent on the outcome of the 
assessments and allowing sufficient time for stakeholders to consider the documents. Mr Phillips 
confirmed that the Applicant would provide an update at the next set of hearings. 


4. AGENDA ITEM 4 – HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT AND LVIA 


4.1 Effects on the setting of heritage assets in the vicinity of the proposed HVAC substation/HVAC 
converter station, including design and mitigation matters: 
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4.2 In response to a query from the ExA relating to design and section 4.5 of NPS-EN1, Andrew Guyton 
explained that the design parameters for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation had been based on 
technical requirements taking into account land take and topography. External contractors had been 
appointed to work up a design and make sure that it can fit within the parameters. Mr Guyton explained 
that Chapter 3 – Project Description of the ES [APP-058] includes illustrative images for the HVAC 
booster station. In respect of the HVDC converter station/HVAC substation the illustrative images have 
been merged so as to provide a worst case envelope.  


4.3 In response to a query from the ExA relating to whether a design code or set of principles could be 
submitted, Mr Guyton referred to the onshore limits of deviation plan for the HVAC booster station and 
HVDC converter station/HVAC substation [APP-026] which determines where plant can be located, 
maximum heights and widths, access points, landscaping and temporary construction areas. Mr Guyton 
confirmed that the Applicant would submit further details relating to design and how it is binding for 
Deadline 3, Appendix 2. 


4.4 In response to a query from SNC relating to phasing and using both HVAC and HVDC technology, Mr 
Guyton confirmed that the Applicant would comply with the maximum parameters. For example, if Phase 
1 was for half of the capacity then only half of the land would be used but it would consist of a separate 
complete building with it its own fencing and security measures. My Guyton confirmed that the size of the 
building would be determined by the generation capacity. 


4.5 In response to comments from NNDC relating to the worst case scenario if one phase was HVAC and 
one phase was HVDC, Mr Guyton confirmed that the ES has considered the worst case which is the full 
HVAC booster station and the full HVDC converter station/HVAC substation. However, in the event that 
Hornsea Project Three is developed in two phases which consisted of HVAC and HVDC then it would not 
be the case that the full HVAC booster station and full HVDC converter station/HVAC substation would 
be constructed. 


4.6 Mr Phillips reiterated that the worst case has been assessed in the ES and there would be no greater 
impact as a result of Hornsea Project Three being constructed in phases or each phase consisting of a 
different transmission technology. 


4.7 In respect to comments made by NNDC in respect of mitigation, Philip Brashaw confirmed that planting 
would be undertaken for the whole scheme and then removed and replaced if necessary to undertake 
Phase 2. 


4.8 Mr Guyton clarified that if Phase 1 requires the full planting then it would be provided and this is set out in 
the Outline Landscape Management Plan [REP1-145].  


4.9 In response to a query from the ExA relating to phasing and the timing of mitigation planting, Mr Brashaw 
confirmed that some planting at the onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation would take place up to 3 
years ahead of planned completion, at commencement of construction.  


4.10 Mr Guyton confirmed that the Applicant would confirm in writing when it would commit to planting prior to 
the commencement of construction at Deadline 4. 


4.11 The Applicant notes that SNC committed to providing evidence as to why a 10 year maintenance period 
for trees is appropriate.  


4.12 In response to comments made by OPC relating to impacts of the works to The Street on tree and hedge 
roots, Mr Phillips confirmed that the Applicant would provide further information on root protection in 
writing at Deadline 4. 


5. AGENDA ITEM 5 – NOISE AND OTHER IMPACTS DURING CONSTRUCTION 


5.1 The effects, mitigation and monitoring of operational noise, including the identification of any 
distinctive characteristics of noise: 
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5.2 In response to a query from the ExA relating to FWQ 1.12.3 and how the noise levels referred to in the 
ES with be controlled, Stephen Scott explained that the rating level for the HVDC converter station/HVAC 
substation is 34dB. In terms tonality, Mr Scott explained that the Applicant has provided an inventory of 
equipment and that includes a description of the overall noise spectre for each plant. The items that 
produce most noise are the variable shunt reactors, which have a broadband (non-tonal) noise character. 
Mr Scott explained that whilst there are tonal components, the design will mask any tonal noise from site. 
However, the Applicant recognises that there are different interpretations of tonality and is therefore 
intending to apply an additional penalty to be applied in the event of tonal noise that follows the 
procedures set out in BS 4142:2014. Mr Scott confirmed that BS 4142 describes the procedure for 
calculating the tonality penalty. If the overall noise perceived at the nearest receptors is tonal or is 
predicted to be tonal then the criteria applied will be more stringent than 34dB. Mr Scott confirmed that 
when the correction for tonality is added then it the noise level must not exceed 34dB overall. 


5.3 In respect of the HVAC booster station, Mr Scott explained that the target level was lower (30dB) as the 
baseline is quieter. The ES assessment was based on the background level not being exceeded by 4dB. 
Mr Scott confirmed that a tonality penalty would be applied should tonal noise occur. 


5.4 The Applicant notes that SNC and NNDC confirmed the method being used was agreed and that BS 
4142:2014 was the appropriate standard. 


5.5 In response to comments made by NNDC relating to noise monitoring, Mr Scott confirmed that the 
Applicant would apply the “Joint Nordic Method 2” to determine the correction by measurement rather 
than subjective measurement. Mr Scott explained that the details of future monitoring will be confirmed in 
the noise management plan. 


5.6 In response to a query from the ExA relating to Requirement 21, Mr Phillips confirmed that the DCO 
would be amended to refer to Works 9 and 10. 


5.7 Other matters relating to the outline Code of Construction Practice (including continuous working 
and core working hours): 


5.8 In response to a query from the ExA relating to construction noise, core working hours and the 
justification for a 7am start, Mr Guyton explained that a 7am start was standard for NSIP projects and 
referred to Hornsea Project Two and the Norwich Northern Distributor Road as examples of other NSIPs 
with 7am starts. 


5.9 In response to a query from the ExA relating to different start times at landfall and the substations, Mr 
Guyton explained that the Applicant requires consistent working hours along the route. Mr Guyton 
clarified that it is not anticipated that there would be noisy activities every day, however, an early start is 
critical. In respect of the mobilisation period referred to in the Outline CoCP, Mr Guyton confirmed that 
this was subject to the approval of relevant environmental health officer at each local planning authority. 


5.10 Mr Guyton added that a 7am start time also has advantages, for example ensuring that some vehicle 
movements can occur outside of peak commuter times on the local road network. 


6. AGENDA ITEM 6 – LAND USE AND RECREATION 


6.1 Updated on discussions between applicant and farming interests: 


6.2 In response to comments made by the NFU relating to soil management, Richard Grist confirmed that 
discussions with the NFU are ongoing and the Outline CoCP would be updated in due course to reflect 
the outcome of those discussions. 


6.3 Julia Tindale explained that in respect of the soil management strategy, the ES set out the Applicant's 
understanding of the different soil types along the onshore cable corridor. The soil management strategy 
referred to in the Outline CoCP will take into account the different soil types and associated drainage 
issues. Ms Tindale confirmed that the Applicant would follow best practice and noted that Defra was in 
the process of updating its soil handling guidelines. Ms Tindale explained that the soil management 
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strategy will cover soil resources on the site, survey work, stripping and storage of topsoil and subsoil and 
initial aftercare.  


6.4 In respect of soil storage, Ms Tindale explained that she had over 25 years of experience of soil stores 
and confirmed that the location of the soil storage, as opposed to length of time, is the main issue as it 
can be susceptible to damage. Ms Tindale confirmed that if the soil is covered properly then this will 
prevent the loss of materials through erosion. The key is to seed and cover the soil quickly and prevent 
further damage. Ms Tindale added that the Applicant will consult with NE before it the soil management 
strategy is submitted for approval. 


7. AGENDA ITEM 7 – SOCIO-ECONOMIC 


7.1 Localised effects on tourism within North Norfolk District, including mitigation of any effects: 


7.2 In response to comments made by NNDC relating to impacts on tourism and the tourist season, Neil 
Evans acknowledged the points raised and confirmed that the Applicant recognised the importance and 
form of attractions in North Norfolk and the tranquillity and the aspirations of NNDC to grow and broaden 
its tourism sector. Mr Evans explained that in terms of the importance of the tourism sector, the Applicant 
understood through tourism monitoring that the sector has been growing over the last 5 to 6 years. Mr 
Evans added that during this time there had been several wind farm developments involving onshore 
infrastructure.  


7.3 Mr Evans confirmed that the Applicant's assessment concluded that there will not be any significant 
effects on tourism. The Applicant had undertaken research on the impacts of offshore and onshore 
projects on tourism economies and stands by its conclusions that there will be a minor effect on visitor 
volumes and activity.  


7.4 Mr Evans explained that the Applicant had looked at how infrastructure construction can impact on 
tourism. Mr Evans referred to Chapter 10 –Socio-economics [APP-082] and confirmed that the Applicant 
had taken into account the impacts of noise, LVIA, and traffic on visitors and activities. The ES concluded 
that the effects would be negligible and minor adverse. Mr Evans explained that the Applicant had 
assessed specific tourist locations, such as the resorts near Cromer, which were considered to be a 
sufficient distance from the cable route and have a particular offering (a traditional beach holiday) so that 
the construction works were unlikely to affect the destination's appeal. In respect of Weybourne, which is 
located approximately 1km from the onshore cable corridor, Mr Evans explained that there are far fewer 
visitors than for more popular destinations. In terms of noise and LVIA, the ES had concluded that the 
effect was negligible and the places will remain open to visitors, walkers and cyclists. 


7.5 Mr Evans reiterated that in terms of traffic, noise and recreational resources, the ES had concluded that 
any impacts will be negligible or minor adverse. In respect of particular businesses and centres, Mr 
Evans explained that on the whole there would be no detrimental impacts and there could be positive 
benefits from construction, for example the use of accommodation and purchase of food and drink by 
construction workers. 


7.6 In response to a query from the ExA relating to the hypothetical impacts if the onshore cable corridor was 
not linear, Mr Evans explained that assessing the impacts of construction activities only taking place in 
the vicinity of Weybourne and the North Norfolk Coast would not change the conclusions of the ES 
provided that the scale of activities was the same as it is currently in the location. 


7.7 In response to a query from the ExA relating to traffic implications during peak tourist numbers, Mr Evans 
explained that the final CTMP will set out measures to manage HGV movements in respect of tourism 
routes and confirmed that it is the Applicant's intention to avoid more popular routes and popular time 
periods. 


7.8 The weight that can be given to any socio-economic benefits given the uncertainty over the 
location of any onshore support facilities, including consideration of the proposed Skills and 
Employment Plan: 
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7.9 The Applicant notes that NDDC acknowledged the positive benefits of Hornsea Project Three to local 
employment and businesses. In response to a comment from NNDC relating to the use of Great 
Yarmouth Port, Mr Phillips explained that the Applicant does not yet know which port will be used. 
However, Mr Phillips set out the Applicant's position that significant weight should be place on the socio 
economic benefits of Hornsea Project Three as the Applicant was confident that a port within one of the 
LEPs will be used. 
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1. Introduction 


1.1 Overview 


1.1.1.1 This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared by Hornsea Project Three ('the 


Applicant') and The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (the RSPB) (together 'the parties') as a 


means of clearly stating the areas of agreement, disagreement and areas still being discussed 


between the two parties in relation to the proposed Development Consent Order (DCO) application 


for the Hornsea Project Three offshore wind farm ('the Project'). This SoCG does not deal with or 


extend to any development other than the Project.  


1.2 Approach to SoCG 


1.2.1.1 This SoCG has been developed during the pre-application and examination phases of the Hornsea 


Three. In accordance with discussions between the parties, the SoCG is focused on those offshore 


and onshore issues raised by the RSPB within its response to Scoping, Section 42 consultation and 


as raised through the Evidence Plan process that has underpinned the pre-application consultation 


between the parties. This SoCG also includes those issues raised by RSPB during the post-


application phase (i.e. relevant representations and pre-examination meetings). 


1.2.1.2 The structure of this SoCG is as follows: 


• Section 1: Introduction; 


• Section 2: Consultation; 


• Section 3: Agreements Log; and 


• Section 4: Summary.  


1.2.1.3 It is the intention that this document will help facilitate post application discussions between both 


parties and also give the Examining Authority (Ex.A) an early sight of the level of common and 


uncommon ground between both parties from the outset of the examination process. 


1.3 The Development 


1.3.1.1 Hornsea Three is a proposed offshore wind farm located in the southern North Sea, with a total 


generating capacity of up to 2,400 MW and will include all associated offshore (including up to 300 


turbines) and onshore infrastructure.  
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1.3.1.2 The key components of Hornsea Three include: 


• Turbines and associated foundations; 


• Turbine foundations; 


• Array cables; 


• Offshore substation(s), and platform(s) and associated foundations; 


• Offshore accommodation platform/s and associated foundations;  


• Offshore export cable/s; 


• Offshore and or Onshore HVAC booster station/s (AC transmission option only); 


• Onshore cables; and 


• Onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation. 


1.3.1.3 The Hornsea Three array area (i.e. the area in which the turbines are located) is approximately 


696km2, and is located approximately 121 km northeast off the Norfolk coast and 160 km east of the 


Yorkshire coast.  


1.3.1.4 The Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor extends from the Norfolk coast, offshore in a north-


easterly direction to the western and southern boundary of the Hornsea Three array area. The 


Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor is approximately 163 km in length.  


1.3.1.5 From the Norfolk coast, underground cables will connect the offshore wind farm to an onshore HVDC 


converter/HVAC substation, which will in turn, connect to an existing National Grid substation. 


Hornsea Three will connect to the Norwich Main National Grid substation, located to the south of 


Norwich. The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor is 55 km in length at its fullest extent. 
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2. Consultation 


2.1 Application Elements of interest to the RSPB 


2.1.1.1 The RSPB is the largest wildlife conservation organisation in Europe and the stated focus of its work 


is on the conservation of threatened species and habitats and it operates at international, national, 


regional and local levels.  


2.1.1.2 The RSPB’s work includes protecting, restoring and managing habitats for birds and other wildlife, 


researching the problems facing them and the environment, and working with decision makers on 


their behalf.  


2.1.1.3 Work Nos. 1 to 5 (offshore works) and Work Nos. 6 to 15 (onshore works) detailed in Part 1 of 


Schedule 1 of the draft DCO describe the elements of Hornsea Three: the RSPB has restricted its 


consideration of the elements which are likely to affect ornithological interests. 


2.2 Consultation Summary 


2.2.1.1 This section briefly summarises the consultation that Hornsea Project Three has undertaken with 


the RSPB. Those technical components of the development consent application of relevance to the 


RSPB (and therefore considered within this SoCG) comprise: 


• Offshore Ornithology; 


• Ecology and Nature Conservation (onshore) 


Pre-application 


2.2.1.2 The Applicant has engaged with the RSPB on Hornsea Three during the pre-application process, 


both in terms of informal non-statutory engagement and formal consultation carried out pursuant to 


section 42 of the Planning Act 2008. 


2.2.1.3 Error! Reference source not found. summarises the consultation undertaken between the parties 


during the pre-application phase, including consultation through scoping, consultation on the 


Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) and further section 42 consultations in late 


2017.  


2.2.1.4 In addition to section 42 consultation, the Applicant held several meetings with the RSPB through 


the Evidence Plan process (further detail of this consultation is presented in the Consultation Report, 


Annex 1 - Evidence Plan; Document A5.5.1). 
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2.2.1.5 Error! Reference source not found. summarises the consultation undertaken between the parties 


during the post-application phase.  


Table 2-1: Pre-Application Consultation with the RSPB 


Date Detail 


10.03.2016 Meeting to discuss process and offshore ornithology surveys 


13.04.2016 
Meeting to discuss scope of meta-analysis and survey 


methodology 


27.07.2016 Meeting to discuss surveys of Export Cable Route 


21.11.2016 
Meeting to discuss EIA scoping, HRA screening and assessment 


methodology 


17.02.2017 
Onshore Ecology Expert Working Group meeting with TWT, 


Natural England, Norfolk County Council, Environment Agency 
and North Norfolk District Council also attending. 


29.03.2017 


Offshore Ecology Expert Working Group: Meeting to discuss 
response to EIA scoping, collision risk modelling, response to 


HRA screening, baseline characterisation and assessment 
methodology 


28.04.2017 
Onshore Ecology Expert Working Group meeting with TWT, 


Natural England, Norfolk County Council, Environment Agency 
and North Norfolk District Council also attending. 


05.06.2018 
Offshore Ecology Expert Working Group: Meeting to discuss 


meta-analysis and baseline characterisation 


25.07.2017 
Onshore Ecology Expert Working Group meeting with TWT, 


Natural England, Norfolk County Council and the Environment 
Agency also attending. 


02.11.2007 
Onshore Ecology Expert Working Group meeting with TWT, 
Norfolk County Council and the Environment Agency also 


attending. 


23.11.2017 
Offshore Ecology Expert Working Group: Meeting to discuss 


baseline characterisation, assessment methodology 


19.02.2018 
Onshore Ecology Expert Working Group meeting with TWT, 


Norfolk County Council, Environment Agency and North Norfolk 
District Council also attending. 


27.02.2018 
Offshore Ecology Expert Working Group: Meeting to discuss 


Population Viability Modelling, HRA screening, baseline 
characterisation and assessment approach 


23.03.2018 Onshore Ecology Expert Working Group meeting 
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Table 2-2: Post Application Consultation with the RSPB 


 


Date Detail 


08.08.18 
Meeting to discuss the RSPB’s relevant representation and the initial suggested version of the 


SoCG supplied by Ørsted. 


12.11.18 Meeting to discuss updates to the SOCG and outstanding points of discussion 
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3. Agreements Log (offshore) 


3.1.1.1 The following section of this SoCG identifies the level of agreement between the parties for each 


relevant component of the application material (as identified in Section 2) as it relates to seaward of 


MLWS. In order to easily identify whether a matter is “agreed”, “under discussion” or indeed “not 


agreed” a colour coding system of green, yellow and orange is used in the “final position” column to 


represent the respective status of discussions.  


3.1.1.2 Section 4 of this SoCG identifies the level of agreement between the parties for each relevant 


component of the application material (as identified in Section 2) as it relates to landward of MHWS.   


 


3.2 Offshore Ornithology 


3.2.1.1 The Project has the potential to impact upon Offshore Ornithology and these interactions are duly 


considered within Volume 2, Chapter 5 of the Hornsea Project Three Environmental Statement.  


Table 3.1 identifies the status of discussions relating to this topic area between the parties.   
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Table 3-1: Offshore Ornithology 


Discussion Point Hornsea Project Three Position The RSPB’s Position Final Position 


Environmental Impact Assessment 


Policy and Planning The assessment has identified all appropriate plans and 
policies relevant to offshore ornithology and has given due 
regard to them within the assessment 


Agreed. 
Agreed 


Baseline environment Sufficient site-specific data (comprising twenty months of 
aerial survey data, including two breeding seasons, and 
data from an extensive, historical boat-based survey 
programme that covered Hornsea Three conducted 
between March 2010 and February 2013) has been 
collated to appropriately characterise the baseline 
environment. 


Disagree. The RSPB does not agree that the 
twenty months of aerial survey data is sufficient, 
and a minimum of twenty four consecutive 
months should be provided. Ideally even more 
should be provided to show the natural temporal 
and spatial variability in seabird density but the 
RSPB acknowledges that 24 months can be used 
but 20 months is inadequate to account for such 
variability, especially given the 35 year proposed 
operational period.. 


The RSPB acknowledge the Clarification Note 
provided by the Applicant, with regard to Baseline 
Characterisation Sensitivity Testing. While the 
presentation of the results of an alternative 
hierarchical method are of contextual interest, the 
note, like the previous meta-analysis, does not 
provide sufficient evidence to argue that 20 
months is an adequate survey period. 


Under Discussion  


The methodologies and techniques used to analyse aerial 
survey data are appropriate for providing data to enable 


Although we agreed that the methodologies used 
with regard to availability bias and unidentified 


Under Discussion 
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baseline characterisation of the Project. This includes the 
calculation of population estimates and densities and 
methodologies used to correct for non-detection of diving 
species (availability bias) and unidentified birds.  


birds are appropriate, the RSPB would welcome 
analysis of data from all four aerial cameras 
recording during the surveys in order to better 
account for variability in density. 


Flight height data obtained during project-specific aerial 
surveys is inadequate to inform collision risk modelling. 


Agreed. 
Agreed 


 The existing Hornsea zonal boat based data coupled with 
the generic data from Johnston et al., (2013) with 
corrigendum is an appropriate method to establish flight 
height distributions for key species. 


Both these sources are suitable, although 
Johnston et al., (2013) with corrigendum, is the 
preferred, default method, and we would want a 
biologically feasible explanation for any 
differences between the two sources. We would 
also prefer if the flight heights described in Skov 
et al¸(2018) were also presented. 


Under Discussion  


Assessment methodology The list of Valued Ornithological Receptors (VORs) is 
appropriate and includes all species for which 
assessments are required 


The RSPB disagreed with herring gull being 
screened out of the EIA. Herring gull is currently 
red listed in Birds of Conservation Concern 4. 
Numbers recorded on the Hornsea Project Three 
array area in the breeding season are relatively 
high (221 in June 2017) and therefore the RSPB 
asked for further consideration to be made in the 
assessment. The RSPB acknowledges the 
Clarification Note on herring gull provided by the 
Applicant which conducts this assessment and 
based on this can now agree to this point.  


Agreed  


The potential effects identified within the Ornithology 
chapter represent a complete list of potential effects on 
Ornithology from the Project 


As above  
Agree  
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The collision risk modelling approach (i.e., using Band 
model Options 1, 2 and 3 at appropriate avoidance rates 
with results presented for all recommended Options and 
avoidance rate scenarios) is appropriate for informing the 
assessment of collision effects on ornithology and 
includes all species at risk of collision impacts.  


Disagree. The RSPB disagrees that the 
appropriate avoidance rates have been used for 
gannet and kittiwake. We consider that the Marine 
Scotland Avoidance Rate Report and the 
subsequent peer reviewed paper (Cook et al., 
2018) demonstrated that insufficient information 
exists for a robust Avoidance Rate to be set for 
gannet and kittiwake for use with the Band 
Extended Model. Consequently, and as 
recommended by the Statutory Nature 
Conservation Bodies (SNCBs) Option 3 of the 
Band Extended Model cannot be used to 
calculate the collision risk for these species. 
Furthermore, the assessment fails to use the 
avoidance rate for kittiwake recommended by the 
SNCBs for the Basic Band Model. 


Notwithstanding the above, the RSPB 
acknowledge that a range of avoidance rates and 
model options have been presented. 


Disagree 


Collision risk modelling has included an appropriate level 
of consideration of uncertainty and variability in relevant 
input parameters through associated estimates being 
incorporated into the assessments for each species 
presented in the EIA and RIAA.  


Disagree. The RSPB welcome the inclusion of 
some elements of uncertainty in the assessment 
arising from variability in density, flight height and 
avoidance rate. However this is not a complete 
consideration of uncertainty in the modelling 
process. Uncertainty in CRM arise from variability 
in all the input variables and as through observer 
and model error. All these aspects have not been 
fully considered, neither has the intersection 
between these sources of variability. A more 
robust manner of doing this would be via the 


Under Discussion 
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recent stochastic Collision Risk model, produced 
by MacGregor et al. (2018). 


Collision risk modelling has been undertaken for migratory 
seabirds (Arctic skua, great skua, common tern, Arctic 
tern and little gull), waders and wildfowl. The suite of 
species included is appropriate and consistent with other 
projects located in the former Hornsea Zone. 


The RSPB agrees with the list of migratory 
seabird species that have been considered. 


Agreed 


The empirically derived nocturnal activity factors for 
gannet and kittiwake are appropriate. There is insufficient 
evidence to support a change in the nocturnal activity 
factors applied for lesser black-backed gull or great black-
backed gull. In addition, it is considered appropriate to 
consider these over-estimations in a qualitative fashion as 
part of relevant cumulative and in-combination 
assessments. 


The RSPB do not agree with the changes in 
Nocturnal Activity Factor for kittiwake and gannet. 
The supporting analysis does not include all 
available data and does not account for the 
distinction between the definition of daylight as 
used in the Band Model and the official concept of 
‘twilight’ and ‘night’, including civil, astronomical 
and nautical twilight. Nor does it account for the 
potential interaction between survey timing and 
diurnal behavioural patterns. Seabird foraging 
activity often peaks at first and last light. There is 
a danger that these peaks are not accounted for 
in the assessment either because they have been 
removed from the analysis by and overly 
simplified definition of day and night or because 
the survey was carried out at a time of much 
lower activity. 


 


The evidence presented by the applicant for 
changes in NAFs is inconsistent. For example, 
three different gannet NAFs are suggested in the 
three documents cited (MacArthur Green, 2015, 


Under Discussion  
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Macarthur Green 2018, and Furness et al., 2018, 
(only the latter of which is peer reviewed)) despite 
them being by the same authors. This is indicative 
of the high level of uncertainty in the calculation of 
NAFs. 


 


The RSPB acknowledge that they accepted a 
NAF of 2 for kittiwake in the Forth and Tay 
scoping Advice produced by Marine Scotland, 
however this was prior to our understanding of the 
distinctions in the definition of daylight and the 
degree of uncertainty inherent in the process. For 
this reason we prefer that alongside a NAF of 2, 
the results for kittiwake are also presented with a 
NAF of 3, until such a time as a more realistic 
range of values can be incorporated into a 
stochastic CRM. 


 


The RSPB agree that there is insufficient 
evidence to support a change in the nocturnal 
activity factors applied for lesser black-backed 
gull or great black-backed gull. 


All species at risk of disturbance and displacement 
impacts have been identified and assessments in the EIA 
and RIAA conducted following recommended guidance 


Agreed 
Agreed 


The displacement and mortality assumptions are 
appropriate for informing the assessment of displacement 
effects on ornithological receptors with information 


The displacement and mortality assumptions are 
appropriate but it is important to note that due to 
incomplete data there is uncertainty associated 


Agreed 
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provided to allow readers to conduct their own 
assessment, if deemed necessary. 


with these assumptions, particularly around 
density. 


Summing seasonal displacement effects has a notable 
potential for double-counting any displacement impact. It 
is therefore not considered appropriate to sum seasonal 
displacement impacts in the EIA and RIAA.  


The RSPB notes that Natural England does not 
agreed with the seasonal definitions for several 
species, in particular gannet and puffin. We note 
that the SNCBs recommended approach is to use 
the mean seasonal peak for the displacement 
analysis and we support this approach as being 
suitably precautionary. 


Under discussion  


It is appropriate that the displacement analyses for red-
throated diver and common scoter use data sourced from 
Lawson et al. (2016). These data supported the 
designation of the Greater Wash SPA, at which both 
species are qualifying features, and is considered to 
represent the best available evidence to support the 
assessments presented in the EIA and the RIAA. 


Agreed. However, the RSPB highlights that there 
is emerging information, particularly from German 
studies of even higher displacement of red-
throated diver from offshore windfarms. Agreed. 


The assumptions relating to seasonality (breeding / post 
breeding / wintering / pre-breeding) of species are 
evidence-based and appropriate to inform the 
assessment.  


The RSPB is concerned about the manner in 
which the biological seasons have been defined. 
These should follow the definition of “Breeding 
Season” as presented in Furness (2015), not 
‘migration free breeding season’. We would also 
disagree that these are evidence based as they 
do not conform to the breeding seasons as 
delineated by onsite records from the principal 
colonies affected. 


Disagreed 


The biogeographic population sizes used to inform 
assessments have been sourced from relevant literary 


Agreed. Agreed 
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sources and represent the most appropriate populations 
for each species. 


The definitions used for magnitude and sensitivity are 
appropriate and consistent with those used at other 
offshore wind farm projects (e.g. Hornsea Project Two, 
East Anglia Three) 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


The worst case scenarios identified for each effect (as 
detailed in the Environmental Statement in Table 5.8 of 
Volume 2, Chapter 5 – Offshore Ornithology (APP-066)) 
are appropriate based on the information presented in the 
Project Description 


Agreed 


Agreed 


The lists of projects screened into the cumulative and in-
combination assessments are appropriate. A three tier 
system has been applied to allow for consideration of 
confidence in the impacts associated with the differing 
potential of projects to proceed to an operational stage 
and is appropriate. The screening of other projects (in 
addition to offshore wind farms) is covered in the 
Environmental Statement , Volume 4, Chapter 5.2: 
Cumulative Effects Screening Matris (APP-097)  


Agreed 


Agreed 


The cumulative collision and displacement mortality totals 
have an associated level of uncertainty. An appropriate 
tiering approach has been implemented to account for the 
likelihood of projects proceeding to operation.  


The RSPB agree with tiering approach used. 


Agreed 


 
Consideration has also been given to other areas of 
uncertainty within cumulative and in-combination 
assessments (as-built scenario and nocturnal activity 


The RSPB do not agree with the manner in which 
uncertainty has been considered via the 
application of “correction” factors, such as those 


Under Discussion 
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factors) with likely differences calculated and considered 
in assessments qualitatively (for example, for kittiwake 
see paragraphs 7.7.2.28 to 7.7.2.29 and tables 7.37 and 
7.38 in the RIAA (APP-051)). Consideration of these 
areas of uncertainty is appropriate 


for Nocturnal Activity and proportional changes to 
as-built scenarios. The application of these 
“corrections” does not consider uncertainty rather 
it identifies areas where there may be 
overestimates of mortality and seeks to reduce 
these, often with scant empirical evidence.  


Assessment conclusions The assessment of potential effects on ornithology 
receptors due to disturbance, accidental pollution, indirect 
effects, barrier effects and attraction to lit structures is 
appropriate and no impacts from the construction, 
operation and or decommissioning of the Project will be 
significant in EIA terms 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


The assessment of potential effects on ornithology 
receptors due to displacement impacts is appropriate and 
no impacts from the construction, operation and or 
decommissioning of the Project will be significant in EIA 
terms. 


The RSPB disagrees with the exclusion of the 
breeding guillemot and razorbill populations on 
the Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA. 
Consequently the assessment on ornithological 
receptors from displacement impacts is not 
appropriate. 


Under Discussion 


The assessment of potential effects on ornithology 
receptors due to collision risk impacts is appropriate and 
no impacts from the operation of the Project will be 
significant in EIA terms 


The RSPB disagrees with this conclusion.  


As a result of the concerns highlighted above in 
relation to collision risk the RSPB considers that it 
is not currently possible to reach such a 
conclusion about the impacts from construction, 
operation and decommissioning of the Project. 


Under Discussion 


The assessment of potential effects on ornithology 
receptors due to collision risk impacts is appropriate and 
no impacts from the construction and/ or 


 
Agreed 
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decommissioning of the Project will be significant in EIA 
terms 


The cumulative assessment of potential effects on 
ornithology receptors is appropriate and no impacts from 
the construction, or decommissioning of the Project 
offshore will be significant in EIA terms 


Disagree. As it is not currently possible to agree 
with the EIA conclusions for the impact of the 
project alone it is also not possible to agree with 
the conclusion that there will be no impacts that 
are significant in EIA terms. 


The RSPB note that this point is restricted to the 
construction and decommissioning of the Project, 
but does not extend to cover its operation and 
wishes to understand why the project is being 
sliced up in this way. In addition consideration of 
the whole ES, offshore and on shore should be 
had.  


Under Discussion 


The cumulative assessment of potential operational 
displacement effects on ornithology receptors is 
appropriate with no significant impacts predicted when 
Tier 1 projects are considered alongside Hornsea Three 
for puffin, razorbill and guillemot 


The RSPB disagrees. If it is not possible to agree 
with the impacts of the project alone it is not 
possible to agree to its impacts when considered 
in combination with other plans or projects. 


Disagree 


The cumulative assessment of potential operational 
collision risk effects on ornithology receptors is 
appropriate with no significant impacts predicted when 
Tier 1 projects are considered alongside Hornsea Three 
for gannet and kittiwake 


The RSPB disagrees. If it is not possible to agree 
with the impacts of the project alone it is not 
possible to agree to its impacts when considered 
in combination with other plans or projects. 


Disagree 


Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment 


Screening The list of sites identified for inclusion in the RIAA (i.e. 
those for which an LSE was identified) is comprehensive. 


The RSPB agrees with this list of species and the 
protected sites identified. 


Agreed 







 
 Statement of Common Ground – RSPB 
 December 2018 


 
 


 20  
 


Potential LSEs are predicted for impacts associated with 
displacement/disturbance and collision only in relation to 
features designated at: 


• FFC pSPA – Fulmar, gannet, kittiwake, 
guillemot, razorbill and puffin 


• Farne Islands – fulmar 


• Coquet Island – fulmar 


• Forth Islands – fulmar 


• Greater Wash SPA – red-throated diver, 
common scoter and Sandwich tern 


Assessment Methodology It is appropriate that connectivity has been assumed 
between Hornsea Three and the gannet feature of FFC 
pSPA based on tracking data for the species from FFC 
pSPA (Langston et al., 2013). 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


It is appropriate that connectivity has been assumed 
between Hornsea Three and the kittiwake feature of FFC 
pSPA based on tracking data for the species from FFC 
pSPA that shows a limited number of tracks overlapping 
with Hornsea Three. 


Agreed that it is appropriate to assume 
connectivity between Hornsea Three and 
kittiwake. Agreed 


On a precautionary basis, it is appropriate that 
connectivity has been assumed between Hornsea Three 
and the puffin feature of FFC pSPA due to the uncertainty 
associated with the foraging ranges presented in Thaxter 
et al. (2012). Based on the relationship between foraging 
range and breeding success, it is however, considered 
unlikely that significant proportion of breeding adults from 


Agreed. 


Agreed 
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FFC pSPA will occur at Hornsea Three during the 
breeding season, 


It is appropriate that the assessment has assumed it 
unlikely that breeding guillemot and razorbill from FFC 
pSPA will utilise Hornsea Three as a foraging area in the 
breeding season. This is based on foraging range data 
(Thaxter et al., 2012; Birdlife International, 2014; 
Wakefield et al., 2017 and data received from the RSPB), 
the relationship between foraging range and breeding 
productivity and limited observations of birds carrying fish 
within the Hornsea Three area 


 Agreed  


Agree  


The apportioning approach for gannet and kittiwake is 
appropriate and has followed the approach agreed with 
SNCBs and subsequently applied by the Secretary of 
State as part of the application process for previous 
offshore wind farm projects (e.g. Hornsea Project Two). 
Specific points that underpin this approach comprise:  


- In the breeding season, site-specific data (age class 
data from historical boat-based surveys) has been 
used to calculate an apportioning value.  


- Age class data collected as part of historical boat-
based surveys. This is due to the limitations of aerial 
surveys in capturing age class data and the larger 
dataset associated with the boat-based survey 
programme (see Annex 3: Phenology, connectivity 
and apportioning for features of FFC pSPA).  


The RSPB disagree with the Apportioning Rates 
used to evaluate the proportion of kittiwake 
populations in the Hornsea Three area that will 
have come from the Flamborough Head and 
Bempton Cliffs SPA/ Flamborough and Filey 
Coast pSPA. The RSPB consider that the 
analysis done is not sufficiently precautionary and 
does not fully take account of all the available 
tracking data. 


 


The RSPB agrees with the Apportioning Rates 
used for breeding season gannets. 


Under Discussion 
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- In the post and pre-breeding seasons, apportioning 
values have been calculated using the population 
data presented in Furness (2015). 


It is appropriate that for guillemot and razorbill, it is 
considered unlikely that connectivity exists between birds 
from FFC pSPA and Hornsea Three and as such an 
apportioning value is not required for breeding adult birds 
in the breeding season. Consideration has been given to 
the impact on immature birds associated with FFC pSPA 
in the breeding season. In the relevant non-breeding 
seasons, apportioning values have been calculated using 
the population data presented in Furness (2015). 


Disagree. We agree that breeding adults from 
FFC pSPA are unlikely to be present at Hornsea 
3, however some of the non-breeding adult and 
immatures present will have connectivity with the 
pSPA and this has not been adequately 
addressed in the assessment. 


 


While acknowledging the uncertainty in 
assessment, the RSPB consider that the 
probability of a non-breeding bird being 
associated with a particular colony will be higher 
the closer to the colony the bird is and that this 
probability is also higher in proportion to the size 
of the colony. As such, a relatively simple 
apportioning calculation, broadly similar to that 
used in the SNH Apportioning Tool, with a 
distance-density function could be used to 
calculate the proportion of non-breeders 
associated with each SPA and pSPA., such as 
those identified for razorbill in Annex 3 of HRA 
report. 


Under Discussion 


It is appropriate for puffin, that an evidence-based 
apportioning approach combined with site-specific age 
class data from historical boat-based surveys has been 
applied. This indicates that the presence of breeding adult 
puffin from FFC pSPA at Hornsea Three is highly unlikely. 


The RSPB agree that there is unlikely to be an 
impact from Hornsea three on the breeding adult 
population of puffin at FFC pSPA. However we do 
have residual concerns with the definitions of 
breeding season and the use of age-class data. 


Agreed 
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Therefore no impact from Hornsea Three has been 
apportioned to the breeding adult population of puffin at 
FFC pSPA during the breeding season. In the non-
breeding season, apportioning values have been 
calculated using the population data presented in Furness 
(2015). 


 The assumptions relating to seasonality (breeding / post 
breeding / wintering / pre-breeding) of species are 
evidence-based and appropriate to inform the 
assessment. For species considered in the RIAA at 
Flamborough and Filey Coast pSPA, the seasonal 
definitions used are consistent with those applied in 
previous assessments (with the exception of puffin). 


The RSPB is concerned about the manner in 
which the biological seasons have been defined. 
These should follow the definition of “Breeding 
Season” as presented in Furness (2015), not 
‘migration free breeding season’. Site specific 
breeding phenology from the pSPA colony should 
also be considered. 


Disagree  


Assessment Conclusions No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for red-throated diver 
are predicted in relation to impacts associated with the 
Project alone. This is due to the limited temporal span and 
localised effect of installation activities and the low 
densities of red-throated diver in the area in which 
potential impacts may occur. 


Agreed.  However, the RSPB highlights that there 
is emerging information, particularly from German 
studies of even higher displacement of red-
throated diver from offshore windfarms. Agreed 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for common scoter 
are predicted in relation to impacts associated with the 
Project alone. This is due to the limited spatial and 
temporal extents of any impacts and the limited level of 
interaction between birds and the Hornsea Three Export 
Cable Route 


Agreed. 


Agreed 
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No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for Sandwich tern are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
alone. This is due to the limited temporal span and 
localised effect of installation activities and the low usage 
of the area in which potential impacts may occur by 
Sandwich tern. 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for fulmar are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
alone. This is due to impacts representing negligible 
proportions of the relevant SPA populations and small 
increases in baseline mortality of those SPA populations 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for gannet are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
alone. This is due to impacts representing a negligible 
proportion of the FFC pSPA population and a small 
increase in baseline mortality of the pSPA population 


The RSPB agrees with this conclusion. 


However, it is important to note that the RSPB 
considers that it is not possible to exclude the risk 
of an adverse effect on the integrity of the FFC 
pSPA as a result of impacts in combination with 
other plans or projects: this point is elaborated on 
below. 


Agree  


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for kittiwake are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
alone. This is due to impacts representing a negligible 
proportion of the FFC pSPA population and a small 
increase in baseline mortality of the pSPA population 


The RSPB disagrees with this conclusion. The 
kittiwake population of the Flamborough and Filey 
Coast pSPA is one of only two kittiwake 
populations in the North Sea that is relatively 
stable, the other being on the Suffolk Coast 
(Lowestoft harbour and Sizewell Rigs CWS). All 
others are declining precipitously. And the 
enhanced monitoring at the Flamborough and 


Under Discussion 
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Filey Coast pSPA is demonstrating that 
productivity has declined and is consequently a 
concern for the long-term viability of the 
population. 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for puffin are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
alone. This is due to there being no impact from Hornsea 
Three on breeding adult puffin from FFC pSPA and a 
negligible impact on immature birds that may be 
associated with FFC pSPA 


Agreed.  However we do have residual concerns 
with the definitions of breeding season and the 
use of age-class data for puffin (see comments 
above). Agreed 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for razorbill are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
alone. This is due to there being no impact from Hornsea 
Three on breeding adult razorbill from FFC pSPA and a 
negligible impact on immature birds that may be 
associated with FFC pSPA 


The RSPB disagrees with this conclusion. There 
has not been adequate consideration of the 
effects on non-breeding razorbill associated with 
the FFC pSPA during the breeding season. Disagree 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for guillemot are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
alone. This is due to there being only a negligible impact 
from Hornsea Three on breeding adult guillemot from FFC 
pSPA and a negligible impact on immature birds that may 
be associated with FFC pSPA 


The RSPB disagrees with this conclusion. 
Guillemot have been screened out of the 
assessment and therefore this issue has not been 
considered. 


There has not been adequate consideration of the 
effects on non-breeding guillemot associated with 
the FFC pSPA during the breeding season. 


Disagree 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for red-throated diver 


Agreed that there are no adverse effect on the 
integrity. .  However, the RSPB highlights that 
there is emerging information, particularly from 


Agree 
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are predicted in relation to impacts associated with the 
Project in-combination with other plans and projects.  


German studies of even higher displacement of 
red-throated diver from offshore windfarms. 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for common scoter 
are predicted in relation to impacts associated with the 
Project in-combination with other plans and projects. This 
is due to the limited spatial and temporal extents of 
potential impacts and the limited level of interaction 
between birds and areas in which potential impacts may 
occur. 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


There are no projects that may act in-combination with 
Hornsea Three on the Sandwich tern feature of the 
Greater Wash SPA and as such it is appropriate to screen 
Sandwich tern out of the in-combination assessment. 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


The displacement mortality predicted for Hornsea Three is 
not considered to materially alter the current level of in-
combination mortality for fulmar at any SPA. There is 
therefore considered to be no adverse effect on the 
integrity of any Natura 2000 sites for which LSEs were 
identified for fulmar associated with the Project in-
combination with other plans and projects. 


Agreed. 


Agreed 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for gannet are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
in-combination with other plans and projects. PVA 
modelling indicates that the level of in-combination 
mortality predicted would not prevent the gannet 
population at the pSPA continuing to grow or lead to the 


The RSPB disagrees with this conclusion. The 
counter-factual of population size approach 
advocated by the RSPB and the SNCBs identifies 
the relative impact that the scheme would have 
upon the population. It is not possible to give an 
absolute prediction of the population size or 
trajectory, such as is argued by the applicant, 


Under Discussion  
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population at FFC pSPA declining below the designated 
population at the pSPA 


because of the long time span of the potential 
operation and the large number of confounding 
variables (e.g. climate change and changes in 
fishing discard policy) that would need to be 
included in the modelling approach. 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for Kittiwake are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
in-combination with other plans and projects. PVA 
modelling indicates that the level of in-combination 
mortality predicted would not prevent the kittiwake 
population at the pSPA continuing to grow or lead to the 
population at FFC pSPA declining below the designated 
population at the pSPA 


The RSPB disagrees with this conclusion. The 
counter-factual of population size approach 
advocated by the RSPB and the SNCBs identifies 
the relative impact that the scheme would have 
upon the population. It is not possible to give an 
absolute prediction of the population size or 
trajectory, such as is argued by the applicant, 
because of the long timespan of the potential 
operation and the large number of confounding 
variables (e.g. climate change and changes in 
fishing discard policy) that would need to be 
included in the modelling approach. We would 
also highlight that recent colony censuses have 
indicated a decline in productivity of kittiwake from 
FFC pSPA, indicating that the population is likely 
to decline. 


Under Discussion 


No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for razorbill or puffin 
are predicted in relation to impacts associated with the 
Project in-combination with other plans and projects. 
There was predicted to be no impact from Hornsea Three 
in relation to these features of the pSPA and therefore the 
current level of in-combination mortality predicted for the 
pSPA would not be materially affected 


Disagree. We do not agree with the seasons 
defined for puffin used in the assessment of 
adverse impact on integrity so cannot agree on 
this point. 


Under Discussion  
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No adverse effects on the integrity of any Natura 2000 
sites for which LSEs were identified for guillemot are 
predicted in relation to impacts associated with the Project 
in-combination with other plans and projects. Hornsea 
Three is predicted to only impact a negligible number of 
breeding adult guillemots. In-combination impacts on 
immature guillemot are not considered likely to lead to an 
adverse effect on any Natura 2000 site with birds 
occurring at Hornsea Three likely to be associated with a 
number of North Sea breeding colonies. In addition, 
impacts on immature birds have less of an effect on 
breeding populations when compared to impacts on adult 
birds due to differences in survival rates and no loss of 
productivity. PVA modelling indicates that the level of in-
combination mortality predicted would not prevent the 
guillemot population at the pSPA continuing to grow or 
lead to the population at FFC pSPA declining below the 
designated population at the pSPA 


The RSPB consider that the impacts on guillemot 
should have been fully assessed. This is because 
the modelling approach taken does not consider 
connectivity of immature and non-breeding birds 
recorded at Hornsea 3 with the FFC pSPA. 
Furthermore, it is not possible to give an absolute 
prediction of the population size or trajectory, 
such as is argued by the applicant, because of 
the long timespan of the potential operation and 
the large number of confounding variables (e.g. 
climate change and changes in fishing discard 
policy) that would need to be included in the 
modelling approach. The counter-factual of 
population size approach advocated by the RSPB 
and the SNCBs identifies the relative impact that 
the scheme would have upon the population. 


Under Discussion 


Draft Development Consent Order 


Commitments / Restrictions Given the embedded measures and ES conclusions no 
further specific commitments and or restrictions are 
required in the DCO for ornithology. 


 


If any further mitigation or commitment is agreed during 
the examination process then the relevant outline plan(s) 
will be updated prior to the close of the examination to 
ensure that they reflect the final suite of commitments 
made by the project.  


The RSPB understands that the embedded 
measures are largely included in the Outline Code 
of Construction Practice, the Outline Ecological 
Management Plan, the Project Environmental 
Management and Monitoring Plan and the In-
Principle Monitoring Plan. We note that the Draft 
Development Consent Order does not commit to 
the documents having the same measures as the 
final versions of these documents produced 
during the Examination in Public. We request 


Under Discussion 
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 simple modifications to be made to the DCO to 
ensure that any mitigation measures added 
during the Examination process will be present in 
the final versions of these documents. 


Monitoring A commitment is made within the DCO to ornithological 
monitoring, with the need for and nature of any 
ornithological monitoring to be as agreed through the 
Ornithological Monitoring plan, that will be developed in 
line within the In-principle monitoring plan and agreed with 
the MMO post consent.   


The RSPB considers that the level of detail in the 
current draft In-Principle Monitoring Plan is 
insufficient and that significantly more detail 
needs to be included within it before the end of 
the Examination and secured via a modification to 
the DCO to ensure that the monitoring measures 
added during the Examination process will be 
present in the final versions of these documents. 


Under Discussion 
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4. Agreements Log (onshore) 


4.1.1.1 The following section of this SoCG identifies the level of agreement between the parties for each 


relevant component of the application material (as identified in Section 2) as it relates to landward 


of MHWS.  In order to easily identify whether a matter is “agreed”, “under discussion” or indeed “not 


agreed” a colour coding system of green, yellow and orange is used in the “final position” column to 


represent the respective status of discussions.  


4.2 Ecology and Nature Conservation 


4.2.1.1 The Project has the potential to impact upon onshore ecology and nature conservation and these 


interactions are duly considered within Volume 3, Chapter 3 of the Environmental Statement. An 


outline Ecological Management Plan (EMP) has been prepared (document ref A8.6) that captures 


all relevant management and mitigation measures associated with this topic. Table 4.1 identifies the 


status of discussions relating to this topic area between the parties.  
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Table 4-1: Ecology & Nature Conservation 


Discussion Point Hornsea Project Three Position The RSPB’s Position Final Position 


Design, Site Selection and Route Refinement 


Site Selection of HVAC booster station 
There are no ornithological concerns associated with the 
site selected for the HVAC booster station.  


Agreed. Agreed 


Site selection of HVDC converter/HVAC 
substation 


There are no ornithological concerns with the site 
selected for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation. 


Agreed. Agreed 


Route of onshore cable corridor 


The route selected for the onshore cable corridor avoids 
designated sites (through the use of HDD) and where 
possible, avoids sensitive habitats and species for 
onshore birds.  


Agreed. Agreed 


Use of HDD 


The use of HDD to cross all main rivers, and most 
ordinary water courses, as well as many hedgerows has 
reduced the potential for significant impacts on onshore 
birds from the project.  


 


Agreed. 


 
Agreed 


Response to comments 


The design of the project has taken into consideration 
RSPB feedback provided through the statutory 
consultation process in respect to avoidance of 
designated sites, restoration of habitat along the onshore 
cable corridor and inclusion of standard control measures 
(including pollution prevention) during construction.  


Other than for Pink-footed geese below, which sets out 
the details of the Applicant’s approach to Pink-footed 
Geese, all onshore ornithological issues of concern to the 
RSPB have been resolved before the start of the 
Examination. 


Largely agreed. 


 
Under Discussion 
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Discussion Point Hornsea Project Three Position The RSPB’s Position Final Position 


Environmental Impact Assessment 


Policy and Planning 
The assessment has identified all appropriate plans and 
policies relevant to onshore ornithology and has given 
due regard to them within the assessment. 


Agreed. Agreed 


Baseline environment 


Sufficient primary and secondary data has been collated 
on onshore birds (using appropriate methods) to 
appropriately characterise the baseline environment.  


Agreed. Agreed 


The future baseline for onshore ornithology identified 
within the assessment is considered appropriate.  


Agreed. Agreed 


Surveys for breeding birds and wintering birds is 
considered appropriate. 


Agreed. Agreed 


Assessment methodology 


The approach to the assessment of effects on onshore 
ornithology is deemed appropriate for the purposes of 
predicting potential effects on the receiving environment 


Agreed. Agreed 


The definitions used for magnitude and sensitivity are 
appropriate 


Agreed. Agreed 


The worst case scenarios for onshore ornithology 
identified for each effect are appropriate based on the 
information presented in the Project Description 


Agreed. Agreed 


The potential impacts identified within the chapter 
represent a comprehensive list of potential impacts on 
onshore birds from the Project (during construction, 
operation and maintenance and decommissioning) 


Agreed. Agreed 


The potential impacts on onshore ornithology scoped out 
of the assessment are appropriate.  


Agreed. Agreed 
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The list of projects screened into the cumulative 
assessment for onshore ornithology are appropriate  


Agreed. Agreed 


The scope of the hydrological characterisation study (in 
respect to its relationship with onshore ornithology 
habitats and species) is considered appropriate. 


Agreed. Agreed 


Assessment conclusions 


The measures adopted for onshore ornithology as part of 
Hornsea Three are considered appropriate.  


Other than for Pink-footed geese below, which sets out 
the details of the Applicant’s approach to Pink-footed 
Geese, all onshore ornithological issues of concern to the 
RSPB have been resolved before the start of the 
Examination. 


Largely agreed. 


 
Under Discussion  


The assessment of potential effects on onshore 
ornithology receptors is appropriate and (given the 
embedded measures in place), no impacts from the 
construction, operation and or decommissioning of the 
Project will be significant in EIA terms (with the exception 
of Pink-footed geese which are considered separately 
below) 


Agreed. Agreed 


The potential for significant effects on Natura 2000 sites 
have been avoided through route refinement and the 
proposed cable installation procedure (including HDD) 
(with the exception of pink-footed geese and their 
functionally linked habitat from the SPA, which is 
considered separately below) 


The RSPB agrees in relation to Special 
Protection Areas. It welcomes the work done 
to refine the proposed cable route and its 
installation procedure. However, we defer 
evaluation of impacts upon onshore Special 
Areas of Conservation to Natural England, 
the Environment Agency and Norfolk Wildlife 
Trust. 


Agreed 
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No further mitigation to those embedded measures 
identified is necessitated as a result of the assessment 
conclusions (with the exception of pink-footed geese, see 
below) 


Agreed. Agreed 


The enhancements (hedgerow) proposed by the project 
are considered appropriate. 


Agreed. Agreed 


No significant cumulative effects for onshore ornithology 
are predicted. 


Agreed. Agreed 


There is no potential for significant onshore ornithology 
transboundary effects. 


Agreed. Agreed 


Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment 


Screening 
Those sites identified as having potential LSE from the 
Project alone or in-combination are appropriate. 


It should be noted that the RSPB has 
focused on Special Protection Area and 
Ramsar sites only. In relation to these two 
designations the RSPB agrees. 


Agreed 


Assessment Methodology 


The RIAA has identified all relevant features of the 
designated sites that may be sensitive to potential effects 
on ecology. 


It should be noted that the RSPB has 
focused on Special Protection Area and 
Ramsar sites only. In relation to these two 
designations the RSPB agrees. 


Agreed 


The methodology to assess features of designated sites 
that may be sensitive to potential effects on ecology is 
appropriate. 


It should be noted that the RSPB has 
focused on Special Protection Area and 
Ramsar sites only. In relation to these two 
designations the RSPB agrees. 


Agreed 


Assessment Conclusions 
No significant effects on Natura 2000 sites are predicted 
either alone or in-combination. 


It should be noted that the RSPB has 
focused on Special Protection Area and 
Ramsar sites only.  


Agreed 
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The Pink-footed Geese population of the North Norfolk 
Coast SPA using functionally linked sugar beet fields are 
covered separately under Pink-footed geese below, which 
sets out the details of the Applicant’s approach to 
avoidance and mitigation measures for this feature. 


Subject to the pink-footed geese issue dealt 
with below the RSPB agrees these 
conclusions. 


Draft Development Consent Order 


Commitments / Restrictions 


The commitment to the submission of an EMP and CoCP 
that must be approved prior to the commencement of 
works are appropriate control measures for managing the 
potential effects on onshore ornithology. The EMP and 
CoCP will include all relevant embedded measures cited 
within the chapter and also the versions of the outline 
EMP and CoCP current at the time of finalisation.  


Measures in relation to pink-footed geese are dealt with 
under Pink-footed geese below. 


Agreed. Agreed 


Monitoring 
The monitoring proposed by the project, in relation to the 
restored hedgerows, is considered appropriate.  


Agreed. Agreed 


Outline Management Plans 


Outline EMP - Management & Mitigation 
Measures 


The management measures identified within the Outline 
EMP (and outline CoCP as relevant) are appropriate for 
controlling any potentially significant effects on onshore 
ornithology and no further measures are required to those 
stated within this document.  


Subject to the Applicant including the 
proposed amendments regarding Pink-footed 
geese to the outline CoCP and EMP, the 
RSPB agrees with this position. 


 


Under Discussion  


Breeding birds 
The management measures for breeding birds of all 
species within the Outline EMP are appropriate. 


Agreed. Agreed 


Pink-footed Geese  
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Ecological background (Pink-footed Geese) 


The Applicant’s Environmental Statement has highlighted 
that there is significant use by pink-footed geese grazing 
during the winter in fields within the export cable route 
where sugar beet crops have been grown. 


This population is part of the North Norfolk Coast SPA’s 
population of pink-footed geese, and these fields are 
functionally linked to the SPA. 


It is acknowledged that construction works in the onshore 
part of the export cable route have the potential to disturb 
the pink-footed geese. 


Discussions between the Applicant and the RSPB have 
focused around the most effective way to prevent 
disturbance having an adverse effect upon this pink-
footed geese population. 


Agreed. Agreed 


The different starting positions of the parties. 


The Applicant acknowledges the RSPB’s advice 
concerning the options for mitigation of any potential 
impact to Pink-footed Geese. 


However, the Applicant does not consider it necessary to 
create additional foraging habitat for this species, as 
‘given the quantity of beet fields present in the area, it is 
not considered that any temporary habitat loss will have a 
direct effect on the geese’ [paragraph 3.11.1.82 of 
Volume 3, Chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation 
of the Environmental Statement, APP-075]. 


The Applicant is also not proposing to ensure that the 
cable corridor is free of sugar beet crops, as it is 
considered potential disturbance can be reduced to an 
acceptable level through the measures described below. 


The RSPB has suggested that Hornsea 
Project Three ensures that there is sufficient 
sugar beet crop foraging in functionally linked 
habitat to the North Norfolk Coast SPA 
outside the export cable route to ensure that 
the pink-footed geese population is not 
adversely affected by the construction of the 
onshore cable corridor, whilst also avoiding 
potential delays to the construction schedule. 


The RSPB note that an effective goose 
refuge scheme is being implemented for the 
Jack’s Lane wind farm in west Norfolk to 
replace lost foraging from the turbines and 
this attempts to reduce goose use of the 
turbine area. This scheme is based on 
payments to land owners to retain sugar beet 


Background information on discussions 
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residues after harvest rather than ploughing 
them in immediately. We consider that this 
model may offer a suitable option for the 
Hornsea Three export cable route for a 
relatively small cost.  


 


Potential solutions 


The Applicant has assessed the disturbance potential of a 
‘direct lay’ cable installation in APP-075, which would 
involve a team of contractors and equipment gradually 
moving along the cable corridor.  


The commitment to duct (paragraph 1.1.1.7 of the Outline 
CoCP) provides more flexibility on construction 
schedules, as cable installation is decoupled from trench 
excavation. Hence, it is possible for the Applicant to say 
that in the event of foraging habitat being present and a 
likely disturbance pathway to PFG being identified, more 
intrusive works, such as cable trenching, will be 
rescheduled without disproportionate impact to the 
construction schedule.  


Paragraph 6.5.1.42 will be removed: “Further details of 
the proposed mitigation strategy are provided in the 
Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment”. 


The potential mitigation for pink-footed Geese (should 
works occur between November and January inclusive) is 
appropriate and likely to lead to no residual significant 
effects – i.e. the provision of a mitigation plan to be 
agreed with Natural England in the 12 months preceeding 
commencement of works between the landfall and the 
village of Hempsted. 


The RSPB notes the Applicant’s proposed 
alternative avoidance measures. Provided 
that this alternative approach is secured in 
the Outline CoCP and the Outline EMP the 
RSPB consider that its concerns about 
potential disturbance effects on pink-footed 
geese should be resolved. The RSPB will 
review further drafts of these documents to 
confirm this. 


 


Agreed 







 
 Statement of Common Ground – RSPB 
 December 2018 


 39  
 


Discussion Point Hornsea Project Three Position The RSPB’s Position Final Position 


The Applicant considers these measures reduce the 
residual impact magnitude to negligible, and therefore the 
residual effect would be of minor adverse significance, 
which is not significant in EIA terms. 


 


Surveying 


Monitoring surveys will be initiated the winter before 
construction to refine data on goose distribution and 
abundance. Surveys are expected to follow the 
methodology followed in 2017/18 detailed in Volume 6, 
Annex 3.9: Wintering and Migratory Birds of the 
Environmental Statement [APP-137] in that areas 10.4 
km from the nearest known roost within the construction 
corridor and 500m buffer will be included. The surveys 
would be one every half month, October - February. The 
Applicant will submit an updated version on the Outline 
EMP at the ExA’s Deadline 3 to reflect this. 


It is also considered appropriate to monitor pink-footed 
goose abundance and distribution during the onshore 
construction period of Hornsea Three. Surveys are 
expected to follow the methodology followed in 2017/18 
[APP-137] in that areas 10.4 km from the nearest known 
roost within the construction corridor and 500m buffer will 
be included where they are within the vicinity of planned 
and ongoing construction works that winter (October - 
February).  The exact extent and frequency of surveying 
will be determined by the construction programme in 
discussion with Natural England. 


The RSPB note that the draft timetable of 
suitable work periods within the Outline EMP 
does not currently include provision for 
surveying for wintering pink-footed geese. 
We consider that this should be timetabled in 
to the Outline EMP unless and until it is 
agreed that the mitigation plan for pink-footed 
geese no longer requires such surveying 
works. The RSPB will review the version of 
the Outline EMP submitted at Deadline 3 and 
will revisit its position then. 


 


Under discussion 


Outline Code of Construction Practice and 
Outline Ecological Management Plan 


The Applicant considers the approach to re-evaluate the 
potential impact and formulate the PFG mitigation plan 
once the ‘final’ information is known about the actual 


The RSPB will review the revised outline 
CoCP submitted at Deadline 3. Provided that 


Under discussion 
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construction process, construction timetable, and crop 
scheduling is appropriate. 


Following consultation with the RSPB, the Applicant will 
update the text of the outline CoCP as follows (to be 
submitted at Deadline 3):  


Paragraph 6.5.1.40: 


““If construction work on functionally linked sugar beet 
fields is likely to take place between November and 
January inclusive, a pink-footed goose mitigation plan will 
be formulated and submitted to Natural England for 
approval in the 12 months preceding commencement 
prior to construction. This will include a decision tree 
process in line with adaptive management principles, 
which will determine triggers for appropriate levels of 
mitigation (i.e. ECoW watching brief, toolbox talks for 
construction teams, restricting more intrusive construction 
works in certain locations). The final version of this 
document will have as an appendix the approved Pink-
footed Goose mitigation plan and will also incorporate any 
restrictions on works scheduling necessary as a result of 
the agreed mitigation. There would be two steps to the 
plan: The plan would incorporate the following: 


• First, pPre-construction surveys and 
investigations will be undertaken to determine 
the extent of disturbance likely to occur due to 
construction activities. This will include a survey 
of the distribution and abundance of pink-footed 
geese and the distribution of harvested sugar 
beet within those sections of the Hornsea Three 
onshore cable corridor (and a 500 m 
disturbance buffer) likely to be affected during 


these measures are included we consider it 
is likely that they will address our concerns. 
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the winter season within which works will take 
place;  


• Second, If required, measures to reduce 
disturbance will be implemented sufficient to 
reduce the effects of disturbance to an 
acceptable level. The measures will be 
proportionate to the predicted impact at the time 
of construction and will be effective and agreed 
with Natural England prior to implementation. 


• As appropriate, toolbox talks with construction 
teams operating on the cable corridor between 
MHWS and Hempstead (approximately 7km 
south of landfall) in November – January 
inclusive (undertaking activities including HDD 
works, cable jointing or cable installation) will be 
prepared and delivered in order to promote 
awareness of disturbance pathways to PFG 
and identify any interactions between geese 
and construction activity not highlighted through 
the decision tree process. Construction teams 
will raise any risks to PFG to a suitably qualified 
ecological clerk of works in order to advise on 
how works should proceed at that particular 
location. This assessment will be based on an 
expert opinion of the birds’ sensitivity to 
disturbance at a particular location and time, 
such as during periods of prolonged severe 
winter weather at a particular location. 


• As appropriate, physical measures to remove 
disturbance i.e. re-scheduling open cut 
trenching and installation of ducts, between 
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MHWS and the village of Hempstead 
(approximately 7 km south of landfall), between 
the months of November – January inclusive. 
Other pre-construction works (e.g. surveys, 
fencing, etc.) and construction activities 
associated with HDD, cable installation (pulling 
cables through ducts) and cable jointing works 
may still occur in these periods due to their 
reduced need for personnel and equipment on 
site at any given time.” 


 


 







 
 Statement of Common Ground – RSPB England 
 December 2018 


 
 


 43  
 


5. Summary 


5.1.1.1 This SoCG has been developed with the RSPB to capture those matters agreed, under discussion 


and not agreed in relation to offshore ornithology and onshore ecology and nature conservation. 


5.1.1.2 The agreement logs outline those areas for which agreement has been reached with the RSPB to 


date. The Applicant will seek to reach further agreement with the RSPB on those items still under 


discussion following Deadline 3.  
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1. Introduction  


 Purpose 


 This document has been prepared in order to provide the Examining Authority (ExA) with the final 


position on Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) between the Applicant and statutory consultees, 


statutory undertakers and interested parties in relation to the proposed wind farm project. 


 This report is a live document during the examination and will provide to ExA with a final position on 


the commonality on specific points between SoCG at Examination Deadline 8 (26th March 2019). 


 Structure 


 The remainder of this report is structured as follows: 


• Section 2 details the structure of each SoCG document and provides an up to date list of 


SoCGs. 


• Section 3 sets out the status of each SoCG. 


• Section 4 sets out the commonality between SoCGs and a summary of the final position as 


well as the latest position on protective provisions that will be submitted at Deadline 8. 
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2. Position 


 Structure of SoCGs 


 To ensure consistency in the approach taken to documenting matters agreed, matters subject to 


further negotiation or matters not agreed, each of the SoCGs adopted a standard format in order to 


provide clarity to other parties and ultimately the ExA. 


 Each SoCG was broadly structured in the following way: 


• Section 1 provided an introduction to the SoCG its approach and a description of its purpose. 


• Section 2 provided details the consultation undertaken  


• Section 3 set out the agreement log and progress. 


• Section 4 set out a summary of matters which were subject to negotiation or not agreed. 


  


 List of SoCGs 


 In accordance with guidance published by the Department of Communities and Local Government1 


(DCLG), the Applicant prepared SoCGs with a number of statutory consultees, statutory undertakers 


and interested parties during the preparation of the DCO and during the Examination stage. 


 The SoCGs identify matters on which parties agree and to document the position of each party where 


agreement was not reached. The Table 2.1 provides the list of SoCGs that the Applicant prepared 


with various bodies.  


  


                                                      
 


1 Department for Communities and Local Government. Planning Act 2008: Guidance for the examination of 


applications for development consent. London: Department for Communities and Local Government, 2015 
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Table 2.1: List of SoCGs at Deadline 2 3. 


Party Position 


Local Authorities 


Progress detailed further in Table 3.1 


Norfolk County Council SoCG in place 


North Norfolk District Council SoCG in place  


South Norfolk Council SoCG in place 


Broadland District Council SoCG in place 


Norwich City Council SoCG in place 


Great Yarmouth Borough Council SoCG in place 


Statutory Consultees 


Natural England 


Three separate SoCGs are being produced:  


Benthic ecology and marine 
processes matters 


SoCG in progress 


Offshore ornithology 
SoCG in progress 


All other matters. 
SoCG in place 


Marine Management Organisation SoCG in place 


The Wildlife Trust and Norfolk Wildlife Trust SoCG in place 


Whale and Dolphin Conservation SoCG in place 


Environment Agency SoCG in place 


Historic England SoCG in progress 


National Federation of Fishermen’s Organisation (and VisNed) SoCG in place 


Marine and Coastguard Agency SoCG in place 


Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (EIFCA) SoCG in place 


Royal Society for the Protection of Birds - offshore and onshore SoCG in progress place 


Statutory Undertakers / Interested Parties 


Highways England SoCG in place 


National Grid Electricity Transmission PLC Appendix B and C of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


National Grid Gas PLC Appendix B and C of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 
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Party Position 


Cadent Gas Limited Appendix B and C of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


Network Rail Infrastructure Limited Appendix B and C of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


Anglian Water Services Limited Appendix B and C of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


UK Power Networks Appendix B and C of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


ConocoPhillips (U.K) Limited Position Statement in progress 


Neptune E&P UK Limited Letter of Comfort in place  


Spirit Energy Netherlands B.V, Spirit Energy North Sea Limited and Spirit Energy 
Resources Limited 


SoCG in place  


Shell UK Limited Position Statement in progress 


Land Interest Groups Appendix A of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


Environment Agency (Asset Owner) Appendix A of the Statement of 
Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


Norfolk Vanguard Limited and Norfolk Boreas Limited SoCG in place 


 


 SoCGs not considered necessary  


 For those parties where Table 2.1 identifies that a SoCG is not considered to be necessary, a Letter 


of Comfort (LoC) or Position Statements (PS) were prepared. The matters on which the parties 


remain in discussion are limited in scope and so the LoCs and PS were considered to be more 


appropriate than SoCG in order to capture status of discussions. The outline of each LoC / PS is 


provided below in the Table 2.2: 


Table 2.2: Status of LoCs and PS at Deadline  3 (  14th Dec 2018). 


Party LoC summary and position 


National Grid Electricity Transmission PLC 


LoC Position: Not provided at Deadline 32. LoC to be provided if required 
at later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix B and C of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 
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Party LoC summary and position 


National Grid Gas PLC LoC Position: Not provided at Deadline 32. LoC to be provided if required 
at later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix C of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions Schedule 
for the latest position. 


Cadent Gas Limited LoC Position: Not provided at Deadline 32. LoC to be provided if required 
at later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix C of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions Schedule 
for the latest position. 


Network Rail Infrastructure Limited LoC Position: Not provided at Deadline 32. LoC to be provided if required 
at later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix B and C of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions 
Schedule for the latest position. 


Anglian Water Services Limited LoC Position: Not provided at Deadline 32. LoC to be provided if required 
at later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix C of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions Schedule 
for the latest position. 


UK Power Networks LoC Position: Not provided at Deadline 32. LoC to be provided if required 
at later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix C of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions Schedule 
for the latest position. 


Environment Agency (Asset Owner) Position: Not provided at Deadline 32. LoC to be provided if required at 
later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix C of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions Schedule 
for the latest position. 


ConocoPhillips (U.K) Limited Position Statement: Not provided at Deadline 32. The Applicant has 
engaged ConocoPhillips in order to resolve the issues raised in the 
ConocoPhillips Relevant Representation (RR-036). These discussions 
are ongoing, with progress made on the issues raised. It is hoped a 
Position Statement between the parties will be provided to the Ex.A as 
soon as practicably possible..  


Neptune E&P UK Limited Summary: LoC provided at Deadline 1. Neptune operate Cygnus gas 
field. Helicopters service Cygnus gas field installations from Norwich 
International Airport. Direct flights will pass over Hornsea Project One and 
Hornsea Project Two. In cold weather conditions icing on helicopter blades 
may occur requiring helicopters to drop altitude. In weather with good 
visibility, a lower flight altitude would require a short deviation through the 
corridor between Hornsea Project One, Two, and Hornsea Three. In low 
visibility conditions, a larger deviation around Hornsea Three would be 
required. Dialogue relating to the implications for carrying out flight 
deviations, including cost implications and exact routing requirements, are 
ongoing. 


Position: LoC signed with outstanding matters on 01 November 2018. 


Shell UK Limited Position Statement: Not provided at Deadline 23. The Applicant has 
engaged Shell in order to resolve the issues raised in the Shell Relevant 
Representation (RR-150). These discussions are ongoing and significant 
progress has been made on all issues raised by Shell. A Position 
Statement between the parties will be provided to the ExA as soon as 
practicably possible. 
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Party LoC summary and position 


Land Interest Groups Position: Not provided at Deadline 23. LoC to be provided if required at 
later deadlines as negotiations are ongoing. Please refer to updated 
Appendix A of the Statement of Reasons within the Acquisitions Schedule 
for the latest position. 


 


3. Status 


 Summary of current position  


 This section provides the ongoing position of each SoCG. Where further progress will be made with 


a party, the updated version of the SoCG will be submitted alongside this document at each 


Deadline. Final position of SoCG will be submitted at Deadline 8 on 26th March 2019. 


 Table 3.1 provides a high-level position and where necessary includes further detail to aid 


understanding of the ExA. In summary the high-level positions used in Table 3.1 are as follows: 


• Final Signed SoCG all matters agreed – The final SoCG has been signed by both parties and 


all matters are agreed. 


• Final Signed SoCG with matters outstanding – The final SoCG has been signed by both parties, 


and the remain matters outstanding that Applicant and the other party agree will not be resolved 


during Examination. 


• SoCG in draft – The final SoCG was drafted by the Applicant, it has been shared with the other 


party and comments have been provided.  


 Draft SoCGs with the following stakeholders have not been provided with the Applicant’s response 


to Deadline 23, although discussions are ongoing and the Applicant is continuing to develop SoCGs 


with these stakeholders for submission to the Ex.A:  


• Natural England: Benthic Ecology and Marine Processes Matters: Natural England raised a 


number of questions in relation to benthic ecology and marine processes in their Relevant 


Representation (RR-097). The Applicant provided draft responses and clarifications on these 


to Natural England, together with clarification notes (presented at Appendix 5, 6 and 11 to the 


Applicant’s response to Deadline 1), September and October 2018, with the aim of addressing 


the questions raised. However, due to Natural England’s resource constraints, it has not been 


possible to meet with Natural England to discuss these matters. The Applicant and Natural 


England are continuing to develop a SoCG for Benthic Ecology and Marine Processes Matters 


and will provide this to the Ex.A as soon as possible during the Examination Phase.  
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• Natural England: Ornithological Matters: Natural England raised a number of questions in 


relation to ornithology in their Relevant Representation (RR-097). The Applicant provided draft 


responses and clarifications on these to Natural England, together with clarification notes 


(presented at Appendix 3, 4, 7, 8, 9 and 10 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 1) in 


September and October 2018, with the aim of addressing the questions raised. However, due 


to Natural England’s resource constraints, it has not been possible to meet with Natural 


England to discuss these matters. The Applicant and Natural England are continuing to develop 


a SoCG for Ornithological matters and will provide this to the Ex.A as soon as possible during 


the Examination Phase. At Issue Specific Hearing 2, the Ex.A advised in order to move 


discussions on Ornithology forward, the Applicant should produce an Ornithological roadmap 


with Natural England. This has been submitted at Deadline 3 (Appendix 16) with the intention 


that this can remain a live document, to be updated throughout the Hornsea Project Three 


examination phase. 


• The RSPB: RSPB raised a number of questions in relation to Ornithology in their Relevant 


Representation (APP-113). The Applicant provided clarifications on these to the RSPB during 


a meeting on 8 August 2018, together with clarification notes (presented at Appendix 3, 4, 7, 8, 


9, 10 and 11 to the Applicant’s response to Deadline 1) sent in October 2018, with the aim of 


addressing the questions raised. The Applicant has held a number of calls to agree updates 


with the RSPB on the SoCG.  Following the latest call on 12th November an updated SoCG 


was sent to RSPB for approval.  While RSPB did not object to this latest version in principle, it 


was not possible for the RSPB legal team to sign the document in time for submission at 


Deadline 2.  For Deadline 2 therefore this document remains in draft form and has not therefore 


been signed by either party. The Applicant will pursue obtaining a signed version of the 


document following this deadline. 


• Historic England: The Applicant is in ongoing dialogue with Historic England in relation to 


developing a SoCG. The Applicant has met with Historic England to discuss outstanding 


concerns as raised in their Relevant Representation and following this meeting, the Applicant 


provided a draft SoCG to Historic England for input. However, due to Historic England resource 


constraints, it has not been possible to produce a draft SoCG to meet Deadline 1 and 2. The 


Applicant and Historic England met on the 12th Dec 2018 are continuing to discuss 


furtherdevelop a SoCG. There were no fundamental disagreement raised in regards to SoCG 


and will provide this to the Ex.A as soon as possible during the Examination Phase. 
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Table 3.1: Status of SoCGs at Deadline 3 (14th Dec 2018). 


Party 


Position at 


Deadline 1 (7th 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 2 (21st 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 3 


(14thDec 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 4 (15th 


Jan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 5 


(23rdJan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 6 (8th 


Feb 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 7 


(14thMar 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 8 


(26thMar 2019) 


Norfolk County 
Council 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 06 
November 2018 


       


North Norfolk 
District Council 


SoCG in draft. 
Latest version 
issued for comment 
20 September 2018 
and updated 
following a meeting 
on 16 October 
2018. 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all parties 
on 20th November 
2018. 


      


South Norfolk 
District Council 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 02 
November 2018 


       


Broadland District 
Council 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 02 
November 2018 


       


Norwich City 
Council 


Signed SoCG with 
all matters agreed. 
SoCG signed by all 
parties on 02 
November 2018 
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Party 


Position at 


Deadline 1 (7th 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 2 (21st 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 3 


(14thDec 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 4 (15th 


Jan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 5 


(23rdJan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 6 (8th 


Feb 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 7 


(14thMar 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 8 


(26thMar 2019) 


Great Yarmouth 
Borough Council 


Signed SoCG with 
all matters agreed. 
SoCG signed by all 
parties on 30 
October 2018 


       


Natural England - 
Benthic ecology 
and marine 
processes matters 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG 
submitted at 
Deadline 1. 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG submitted 
at Deadline 2. 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG submitted 
at Deadline 3. 


     


Natural England – 
Offshore 
ornithology matters 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG 
submitted at 
Deadline 1. 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG submitted 
at Deadline 2. 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG submitted 
at Deadline 3. 


     


Natural England – 
All other matters 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 07 
November 2018 


       


Marine 
Management 
Organisation 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 06 
November 2018 


       


The Wildlife Trust 
(TWT) and Norfolk 
Wildlife Trust 
(NWT) 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by TWT on 
05 November 2018 
and by NWT on 01 
November 2018 
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Party 


Position at 


Deadline 1 (7th 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 2 (21st 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 3 


(14thDec 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 4 (15th 


Jan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 5 


(23rdJan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 6 (8th 


Feb 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 7 


(14thMar 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 8 


(26thMar 2019) 


Whale and Dolphin 
Conservation 


Final signed SoCG 
with matters 
outstanding on the 
24 September 2018 


       


Environment 
Agency 


Signed SoCG all 
matters agreed. 
SoCG signed by all 
parties on 02 
November 2018 


       


Historic England 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG 
submitted at 
Deadline 1. 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG submitted 
at Deadline 2. 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG submitted 
at Deadline 3. 


     


National 
Federation of 
Fishermen’s 
Organisation (and 
VisNed) 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 05 
November 2018 
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Party 


Position at 


Deadline 1 (7th 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 2 (21st 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 3 


(14thDec 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 4 (15th 


Jan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 5 


(23rdJan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 6 (8th 


Feb 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 7 


(14thMar 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 8 


(26thMar 2019) 


Marine and 
Coastguard 
Agency 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 05 
November 2018. 


 


As the MCA have 
been able to 
provide comment 
on the Updated 
Principles, it is 
planned to submit 
the document at 
D4.  The Applicant 
continues to liaise 
with the MCA and 
has seeking to 
schedule a meeting 
with the MCA to 
place prior to D4 in 
order to progress 
those matters 
remaining under 
discussion in the 
SoCG. 


     


Eastern Inshore 
Fisheries and 
Conservation 
Authority (EIFCA) 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all 
parties on 06 
November 2018 


       


Royal Society for 
the Protection of 
Birds - offshore 
and onshore 


Draft SoCG issued. 
No SoCG 
submitted at 
Deadline 1. 


Not signed SoCG 
with matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
submitted at 
Deadline 2 


Signed SoCG with 
matters 
outstanding. SoCG 
signed by all parties 
on 14 December 
2018 
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Party 


Position at 


Deadline 1 (7th 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 2 (21st 


Nov 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 3 


(14thDec 2018) 


Position at 


Deadline 4 (15th 


Jan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 5 


(23rdJan 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 6 (8th 


Feb 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 7 


(14thMar 2019) 


Position at 


Deadline 8 


(26thMar 2019) 


Highways England 


Final signed SoCG 
with matters 
outstanding on the 
06 November 2018 


       


Spirit Energy 
Netherlands B.V, 
Spirit Energy North 
Sea Limited and 
Spirit Energy 
Resources Limited 


Final signed SoCG 
with matters 
outstanding on the 
07 November 2018 
– submitted to 
PINS on the 08 
November 2018 


       


Norfolk Vanguard 
Limited and 
Norfolk Boreas 
Limited 


Final signed SoCG 
with matters 
outstanding on the 
05 November 2018  
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4. Commonality 


 Summary 


 This section of the report provides a summary of principal issues covered in the SoCGs and 


demonstrates where there is commonality in the topics or matters being discussed with the various 


parties at Deadline 1. 


 Table 4.1 presents the summary of commonality on each covered topics within the various SoCGs 


and their position as follows: 


 Matter agreed 


 Matter subject to further discussion 


 Matter not agreed 


 


 Where a matter is not relevant to a party, it was not included within SoCG and it is not covered in 


the Table 4.1 and shown as blank. 


 At Deadline 8, following the Table 4.1, this document will include a “Final Position” and “Protective 


Provisions” sections which will provide a summary of the final position of SoCG. 


 Table 4.1 in, this document will include a “Final Position” and “Protective Provisions” sections which 


will provide a summary of the final position of SoCG. 
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Table 4.1: Table of Commonality at Deadline 3. 
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Norfolk 
County 
Council 


                           


North Norfolk 
District 
Council 


                           


South 
Norfolk 
District 
Council 


                           


Broadland 
District 
Council 


                           


Norwich City 
Council 


                           


Great 
Yarmouth 
Borough 
Council 
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 Topics 


Natural 
England a                            


Marine 
Management 
Organisation 


                           


The Wildlife 
Trust 


                           


Whale and 
Dolphin 
Conservatio
n 


                           


Environment 
Agency 


                           


Historic 
England 


                           


National 
Federation 
of 
Fishermen’s 
Organisation 
(and VisNed) 


                           


Marine and 
Coastguard 
Agency 


                           


Eastern 
Inshore 
Fisheries 
and 
Conservatio
n Authority 
(EIFCA) 
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 Topics 


Royal 
Society for 
the 
Protection of 
Birds - 
offshore and 
onshore 


                           


Highways 
England 


                           


Spirit Energy 
Netherlands 
B.V, Spirit 
Energy North 
Sea Limited 
and Spirit 
Energy 
Resources 
Limited 


                           


Norfolk Vanguard Limited and Norfolk Boreas Limited All Matters 


SoCG between Norfolk Vanguard Limited, Norfolk Boreas Limited and the Applicant identifies where potential cumulative impacts 
as a result of Hornsea Three, Norfolk Vanguard, and Norfolk Boreas have been considered in the Hornsea Three application and 
the Norfolk Vanguard application, as well as potential cumulative effect which are being considered further by the Applicant and 
Norfolk Vanguard. 


Traffic and Transport 


Subject to ongoing discussion. 


a SoCGs for greyed out topics have not been issued for Deadline 21. 
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Final Position 


 This section will be completed and submitted to the ExA at Deadline 8 (26th March 2019) 


 Protective Provisions 


 This section will be completed and submitted to the ExA at Deadline 8 (26th March 2019) 
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1. Introduction 


This document provides a guide to Ørsted Hornsea Project Three Development Consent Order application. 


The application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 14th May 2018 and accepted for examination by 


the Examining Authority on 11th June 2018. 


Since submission and through the examination process it is anticipated that some of the original application 


documents, in particular “live” documents such as the Development Consent Order and Outline Code of 


Construction Practice will be revised and new documents issued. 


This guide charts the submission of these documents to the Planning Inspectorate through the examination 


process. 


This is a live document and will be updated throughout the examination period and submitted, when updated, 


for each deadline. 


2. Master Document List 


The master document list table commences on the next page and provides a full list of all the documents 


submitted to date indicating either the latest revision (if applicable) or when a new document was submitted.   


Blue highlighted documents being the latest versions / grey shaded documents being those now superseded. 


For ease of navigation these documents are grouped by volumes (consistent with the groupings applied at the 


point of submission) as follows: 


Volume This volume… 


Volume 1 - Application 
Form 


provides details of the specific application information required by the Planning Inspectorate. 


Volume 2 - Plans and 
Drawings 


contains the plans which show where we propose to undertake the work. 


Volume 3 - Development 
Consent Order 


outlines the legal powers we are seeking from the Government to build Hornsea Project Three. 


Volume 4 - Compulsory 
Acquisition 


provides evidence of why we may require legal powers of compulsory acquisition. 


Volume 5 - Reports 
provides details of the pre-application consultation that we have undertaken on the project and 
Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment under Habitat Regulations. 


Volume 6 - Environmental 
Statement 


shows how we assessed the potential impact on the environment. 


Volume 7 - Additional 
Application Information 


includes additional documents produced for the application submission. 


Volume 8 - Other 
Documents 


includes additional documents produced for the application submission including “live” documents 
such as Outline management documents. 


Volume 9 - Examination 
Submissions 


is for documents submitted to the Planning Inspectorate through the examination process. 
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Master Document List – Submission Made to the Planning Inspectorate 


Document No. PINS Ref Version Submission Date Document Title 


Volume 1 - Application Form 


A1.1  APP-001 Latest 14th May 2018 Covering Letter 


A1.2  APP-002 Latest 
14th May 2018 


Application Index 


A1.3  APP-003 Latest 
14th May 2018 


Draft Section 55 Check List 


A1.4  APP-004 Latest 
14th May 2018 


Application Form 


A1.5  APP-005 Latest 
14th May 2018 


Newspaper Notices 


Volume 2 - Plans and Drawings 


A2.1.1  APP-006 Latest 
14th May 2018 


Location Plan Offshore and Onshore 


A2.1.2  APP-007 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Location Plan Offshore 


A2.1.3  APP-008 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Location Plan Onshore 


A2.2.1  APP-009 
Latest 14th May 2018 Offshore Order Limits and Grid Coordinates 


Plan 


A2.2.2  APP-010 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Onshore Order Limits 


A2.3  APP-011 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Land Plan - Onshore 


A2.4.1  APP-012 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Works Plan - Offshore 


A2.4.2  APP-013 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Works Plan - Onshore 


A2.5  APP-014 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Access to Works Plan 


A2.6  APP-015 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Streets Plan 


A2.7  APP-016 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Public Rights of Way Plan 


A2.8.1  APP-017 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Offshore Historic Environment Plan 


A2.8.2  APP-018 
Latest 14th May 2018 Onshore Historic or Scheduled Monument Sites 


Plan 


A2.9.1  APP-019 
Latest 14th May 2018 Onshore Statutory and Non-Statutory Nature 


Conservation Sites 


A2.9.2  APP-020 
Latest 14th May 2018 Offshore Statutory and Non-Statutory Nature 


Conservation Sites 


A2.10  APP-021 
Superseded 14th May 2018 


Tree Preservation Order and Hedgerow Plan 


A2.11.1  APP-022 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Crown Land - Onshore and Offshore 


A2.11.2  APP-023 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Special Category Land - Onshore 


A2.12.1  APP-024 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Indicative Extent of Marine Licences 


A2.12.2  APP-025 


Latest 14th May 2018 Indicative Extent of Development Consent 
Order and Deemed Marine Licences - Cross 
Sectional 


A2.13.1  APP-026 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Onshore Limits of Deviation Plan 


Volume 3 - Development Consent Order 


A3.1  APP-027 
Superseded 14th May 2018 Draft Development Consent Order including 


Draft Deemed Marine Licences 


A3.2  APP-028 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Explanatory Memorandum 


Volume 4 - Compulsory Acquisition 


A4.1  APP-029 
Superseded 14th May 2018 


Funding Statement 


A4.1.1  APP-030 
Superseded 14th May 2018 Funding Statement Annex 1 - Dalcour Maclaren 


Letter 


A4.1.2  APP-031 
Latest 14th May 2018 Funding Statement Annex 2 - Ørsted Annual 


Report  


A4.2  APP-032 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Statement of Reasons 


A4.3  APP-033 


Latest * 14th May 2018 Book of Reference 
 
(*To be read in conjunction with: Book of 
Reference – Schedule of Changes issued on 
25th July 2018) 


Volume 5 - Reports 


A5.1  APP-034  Latest 
14th May 2018 


Consultation Report 
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A5.1.1  APP-035 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Consultation Report Annex 1 Evidence Plan 


A5.1.2  APP-036 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 2 Consultation 


Compliance Checklist  


A5.1.3  APP-037 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Consultation Report Annex 3 Consultee List  


A5.1.4  APP-038 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 4 Regulation 6 


Notification  


A5.1.5  APP-039 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 5 EIA Regulation 24 


Notice 


A5.1.6  APP-040 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 6 Section 42 


Notification  


A5.1.7  APP-041 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Consultation Report Annex 7 Section 44 


A5.1.8  APP-042 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Consultation Report Annex 8 Section 46 


A5.1.9  APP-043 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Consultation Report Annex 9 Section 48 


A5.1.10  APP-044 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 10 Statement of 


Community Consultation  


A5.1.11  APP-045 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 11 Section 47 


Phase 1.A Consultation Materials 


A5.1.12  APP-046 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 12 Section 47 


Phase 1.B Consultation Materials 


A5.1.13  APP-047 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 13 Section 47 


Phase 1 Responses 


A5.1.14  APP-048 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 14 Section 47 


Phase 2 Consultation Materials 


A5.1.15  APP-049 
Latest 14th May 2018 Consultation Report Annex 15 Phase 2 


Responses  


A5.1.16  APP-050 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Consultation Report Annex 16 Newsletters  


A5.2  APP-051 Superseded  14th May 2018 Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment 


A5.2 (B)  AS-002 Latest 25th July 2018 Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment 


A5.2.1  APP-052 
Latest 14th May 2018 


RIAA Annex 1 - HRA Screening Report 


A.5.2.2  APP-053 
Latest 14th May 2018 


RIAA Annex 2 - Additional SPA Screening 


A5.2.3  APP-054 
Latest 14th May 2018 RIAA Annex 3 - Phenology, Connectivity and 


Apportioning 


Volume 6 - Environmental Statement 


A6.00  APP-055 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Non-Technical Summary 


A6.1.1  APP-056 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 1 - Ch 1 - Introduction and Overarching 


Glossary 


A6.1.2  APP-057 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 1 - Ch 2 - Policy and Legislation 


A6.1.3  APP-058 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 1 - Ch 3 - Project Description 


A6.1.4  APP-059 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 1 - Ch 4 - Site Selection and 


Consideration of Alternatives 


A6.1.5  APP-060 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 1 - Ch 5 - Environmental Impact 


Assessment Methodology 


A6.2.1  APP-061 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 1 - Marine Processes 


A6.2.2  APP-062 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 2 - Benthic Ecology 


A6.2.3  APP-063 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 3 - Fish and Shellfish Ecology 


A6.2.4  APP-064 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 4 - Marine Mammals 


A6.2.5  APP-065 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 5 - Offshore Ornithology 


A6.2.6  APP-066 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 6 - Commercial Fisheries 


A6.2.7  APP-067 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 7 - Shipping and Navigation 


A6.2.8  APP-068 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 2 - Ch 8 - Aviation, Military and 


Communication 


A6.2.9  APP-069 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 2 - Ch 9 - Marine Archaeology 


A6.2.10  APP-070 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 2 - Ch 10 - Seascape and Visual 


Resources 


A6.2.11  APP-071 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 2 - Ch 11 - Infrastructure and Other 


Users 


A6.2.12  APP-072 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 2 - Ch 12 - Inter-related Effects 


(Offshore) 


A6.3.1  APP-073 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 3 - Ch 1 - Geology and Ground 


Conditions 
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A6.3.2  APP-074 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 3 - Ch 2 - Hydrology and Flood Risk 


A6.3.3  APP-075 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 3 - Ch 3 - Ecology and Nature 


Conservation 


A6.3.4  APP-076 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 3 - Ch 4 - Landscape and Visual 


Resources 


A6.3.5  APP-077 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 3 - Ch 5 - Historic Environment 


A6.3.6  APP-078 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 3 - Ch 6 - Land Use and Recreation 


A6.3.7  APP-079 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 3 - Ch 7 - Traffic and Transport 


A6.3.8  APP-080 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 3 - Ch 8 - Noise and Vibration 


A6.3.9  APP-081 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 3 - Ch 9 - Air Quality 


A6.3.10  APP-082 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 3 - Ch 10 - Socio-economics 


A6.3.11  APP-083 
Latest 


 14th May 2018 
Volume 3 - Ch 11 - Inter-related Effects 
(Onshore) 


A6.4.1.1  APP-084 


Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 1.1 - Hornsea Project One and 
Hornsea Project Two Consultation of Relevance 
to Hornsea Three 


A6.4.3.1  APP-085 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 3.1 - Subsea Noise Technical 


Report 


A6.4.3.2  APP-086 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 3.2 - Dredging and Disposal (Site 


Characterisation) 


A6.4.3.3  APP-087 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 4 - 3.3 - EMF Compliance Statement 


A6.4.3.4  APP-088 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 4 - 3.4 - Site Waste Management Plan 


A6.4.3.5  APP-089 
Superseded 14th May 2018 


Volume 4 - 3.5 - Onshore Crossing Schedule  


A6.4.3.6  APP-090 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 3.6 - Offshore Operation and 


Maintenance Licensable Activities 


A6.4.3.7  APP-091 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 4 - 3.7 - Layout Development Principles 


A6.4.4.1  APP-092 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 4.1 - Grid Connection and 


Refinement of the Cable Landfall 


A6.4.4.2  APP-093 


Latest 14th May 2018 
Volume 4 - 4.2 - Selection and Refinement of 
the Offshore ECR and HVAC Booster Station 


A6.4.4.3  APP-094 


Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 4.3 - Refinement of the Onshore 
Cable Corridor and Associated Infrastructure 
(Stages 5 -7 Scoping to PEIR) 


A6.4.4.4  APP-095 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 4.4 - Post PEIR Changes (Stages 8-


9) 


A6.4.5.1  APP-096 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 5.1 - Enhancement, Mitigation and 


Monitoring Commitments 


A6.4.5.2  APP-097 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 5.2- Cumulative Effects Screening 


Matrix 


A6.4.5.3  APP-098 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 5.3 - Location of Cumulative 


Schemes 


A6.4.5.4  APP-099 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 5.4 - Transboundary Impacts 


Screening  


A6.4.5.5  APP-100 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 4 - 5.5 - Scoping Report and Secretary 


of State's Scoping Opinion 


A6.5.1.1  APP-101 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 1.1 - Marine Processes Technical 


Report 


A6.5.2.1  APP-102 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 2.1 - Benthic Ecology Technical 


Report 


A6.5.2.2  APP-103 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 2.2 - Water Framework Directive 


Assessment  


A6.5.2.3  APP-104 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 2.3 - Marine Conservation Zone 


Assessment 


A6.5.3.1  APP-105 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 3.1 - Fish and Shellfish Ecology 


Technical Report 


A6.5.4.1  APP-106 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 4.1 - Marine Mammal Technical 


Report 


A6.5.5.1  APP-107 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 5.1 - Baseline Characterisation 


Report 


A6.5.5.2  APP-108 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 5.2 - Analysis of Displacement 


Impacts on Seabirds 


A6.5.5.3  APP-109 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 5 - 5.3 - Collision Risk Modelling 


A6.5.5.4  APP-110 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 5 - 5.4 - Data Hierarchy Report 


A6.5.6.1  APP-111 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 6.1 - Commercial Fisheries 


Technical Report 
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A6.5.7.1  APP-112 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 5 - 7.1 - Navigational Risk Assessment 


A6.5.8.1  APP-113 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 8.1 - Aviation, Military and 


Communication Technical Report 


A6.5.9.1  APP-114 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 9.1 - Marine Archaeology Technical 


Report 


A6.5.9.2  APP-115 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 9.2 - Outline Written Scheme of 


Investigation 


A6.5.10.1  APP-116 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 10.1 - Seascape and Visual 


Resources Technical Report 


A6.5.10.2  APP-117 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 10.2 - Seascape and Visual 


Resources Wirelines 


A6.5.10.3  APP-118 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 10.3 - Seascape and Visual 


Resources Cumulative Wirelines 


A6.5.11.1  APP-119 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 5 - 11.1 - Radar Early Warning 


Technical Report 


A6.6.1.1  APP-120 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 1.1 - Borehole Logs 


A6.6.1.2  APP-121 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 1.2 - Abstraction Licences and 


Source Protection Zones 


A6.6.1.3  APP-122 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 1.3 - Discharge Consents and 


Permits 


A6.6.1.4  APP-123 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 1.4 - Water Framework Directive 


Groundwater Assessment 


A6.6.2.1  APP-124 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 2.1 - Onshore Infrastructure Flood 


Risk Assessments 


A6.6.2.2  APP-125  Latest 


14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 2.2 - Environment Agency and 
Internal Drainage Board Watercourses and 
Flood Zones 


A6.6.2.3  APP-126  Latest 


14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 2.3 - Surface Water Abstraction 
Licences, Discharge Consents and Pollution 
Incidents 


A6.6.2.4  APP-127  Latest 
14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 2.4 - Hydrological Characterisation 


Study 


A6.6.2.5  APP-128  Latest 
14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 2.5 - Water Framework Directive 


Surface Water Assessment 


A6.6.3.1  APP-129  Latest 
14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 3.1 - Desk Study and Phase 1 


Habitat Survey 


A6.6.3.2  APP-130 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.2 - Hedgerow Survey 


A6.6.3.3  APP-131 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 3.3 - Desmoulin's Whorl Snail 


Survey 


A6.6.3.4  APP-132 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.4 - White-Clawed Crayfish Survey 


A6.6.3.5  APP-133 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.5 - Great Crested Newt Survey 


A6.6.3.6  APP-134 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.6 - Reptile Survey 


A6.6.3.7  APP-135 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.7 - Water Vole Survey 


A6.6.3.8  APP-136 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.8 - Bat Surveys 


A6.6.3.9  APP-137 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 3.9 - Onshore Ornithology - 


Wintering and Migratory Birds 


A6.6.3.10  APP-138 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 3.10 - Onshore Ornithology - 


Breeding Birds 


A6.6.3.11  APP-139 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.11 - Otter Survey 


A6.6.3.12  APP-140 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 3.12 - Badger Survey 


A6.6.3.13  APP-141 


Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 3.13 - Hazel Dormouse, Red 
Squirrel and Freshwater Pearl Mussel Desk 
Study 


A6.6.4.1  APP-142 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 4.1 - Landscape and Visual Impact 


Assessment Methodology 


A6.6.4.2  APP-143 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 4.2 - Extracts from National 


Landscape Character Area Descriptions 


A6.6.4.3  APP-144 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 4.3 - Extracts from Local Landscape 


Character Area Descriptions 


A6.6.4.4  APP-145 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 4.4 - Qualities of Natural Beauty of 


the Norfolk Coast AONB  


A6.6.4.5  APP-146 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 4.5 - Photograph Panels, Wirelines 


and Photomontages 


A6.6.4.6  APP-147 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 4.6 - Residential Visual Amenity 


A6.6.4.7  APP-148 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 4.7 - Effects of the Offshore HVAC 


Booster Station 
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A6.6.5.1  APP-149 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 5.1 - Desk Based Assessment 


A6.6.5.2  APP-150 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 5.2 - Fieldwalking Report 


A6.6.5.3  APP-151 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 5.3 - Site Gazetteer 


A6.6.5.4  APP-152 


Latest 14th May 2018 
Volume 6 - 5.4 - Screening Assessment – 
Onshore HVDC Converter/HVAC Substation 


A6.6.5.5  APP-153 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 5.5 - Screening Assessment – 


Onshore HVAC Booster Station 


A6.6.5.6  APP-154 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 5.6 - Onshore Geophysical Survey 


Report 


A6.6.5.7  APP-155 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 5.7 - Historic Environment 


Visualisations 


A6.6.6.1  APP-156 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 6.1 - Agricultural Land Classification 


Published Data 


A6.6.6.2  APP-157 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 6.2 - Soil Survey Data 


A6.6.6.3  APP-158 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 6.3 - Agricultural Land Classification 


and Farm Holdings Figures 


A6.6.7.1  APP-159 
Superseded 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 7.1 - Transport Assessment 


A6.6.7.2  APP-160 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 7.2 - Description of Network Links 


and Sensitivity 


A6.6.7.3  APP-161  Latest 
14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 7.3 - Base Traffic Flows 


A6.6.7.4  APP-162  Latest 
14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 7.4 - Personnel Injury Accident 


Locations 


A6.6.7.5  APP-163  Latest 
14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 7.5 - Public Transport Networks 


A6.6.7.6  APP-164  Latest 
14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 7.6 - Construction Vehicle Trip 


Generation Assumptions 


A6.6.7.7  APP-165  Latest 
14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 7.7 - Traffic Flows with Construction 


Traffic 


A6.6.7.8  APP-166  Latest 
14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 7.8 - Traffic and Transport Figures 


A6.6.8.1  APP-167 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 8.1 - Baseline Noise Survey 


A6.6.8.2  APP-168 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 8.2 - Construction Noise Model 


Output 


A6.6.8.3  APP-169 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 6 - 8.3 - Operational Noise Model Input 


A6.6.8.4  APP-170 
Latest 14th May 2018 Volume 6 - 8.4 - Operational Noise Model 


Output 


A6.7  APP-171 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Volume 7 - Addendum: Land at Booton 


Volume 7 - Additional Application Information 


A7.1  APP-172 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Safety Zone Statement 


A7.2  APP-173 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Cable Statement 


A7.3  APP-174 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Statutory Nuisance Statement 


A7.4  APP-175 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Consents Management Plan 


Volume 8 - Other Documents 


A8.1 - -  - DOCUMENT NUMBER NOT IN USE. 


A8.2  APP-176 Superseded 14th May 2018 
Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan 


A8.3  APP-177 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Planning Statement 


A8.4  APP-178 
Latest 14th May 2018 


Hierarchy of Management Plans 


A8.5  APP-179 
Superseded 14th May 2018 


Outline Code of Construction Practice 


A8.6  APP-180 
Superseded 14th May 2018 


Outline Ecological Management Plan 


A8.7   APP-181 
Superseded 14th May 2018 


Outline Landscape Management Plan 


A8.8   APP-182 Superseded 14th May 2018 
In Principle Monitoring Plan 


A8.9. - - - 
DOCUMENT NUMBER NOT IN USE. 


A8. 10   APP-183 Superseded  14th May 2018 Outline Fisheries Coexistence and Liaison Plan  


Volume 9 - Examination Submissions  


Response to The Planning Inspectorate’s Section 51 Advice (08th June 2018) 


Covering Letter AS-001 Latest 25th July 2018 
Covering Letter to Certificates and response to 
s51 advice 
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Certificates of Compliance 
OD-002 
OD-003 Latest 25th July 2018 


Certificates of Compliance S56, S59 Planning 
Act 2008, Regulation 13 Infrastructure Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2009. 


Attachment 2  AS-003  Latest 25th July 2018 


Relationship Between Design Parameters Draft 
Development Consent Order and Environmental 
Statement 


Attachment 3  AS-004 Superseded 25th July 2018 
Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening 
and integrity matrices 


BoR – Schedule of Changes AS-005 Latest 25th July 2018 Book of Reference – Schedule of Changes 


 Examination Submissions – Deadline 1 (07th November 2018) 


DI_HOW03_Cover Letter 
REP1-130 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Covering Letter to Deadline 1 submission 


HOW03 Guide to the Application 
REP1-105 Superseded 7th Nov 2018 


Guide to the Application 


DI_HOW03_DCO 
APP-027 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Applicant's Revised draft Development Consent 
Order (DCO) and Deemed Marine Licences  


DI_HOW03_DCO_Schedule of changes 


REP1-129 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Schedule of Changes 
Development Consent Order and Deemed 
Marine Licences 


DI_HOW03_CASchedule 
REP1-134 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Applicant's Compulsory Acquisition (CA) 
Schedule 


DI_HOW03_CASchedule_AnnexA 
REP1-132 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Annex A to the Applicant's Compulsory 
Acquisition (CA) Schedule 


DI_HOW03_SoComm 
REP1-121 Superseded 7th Nov 2018 


Applicant’s Statement of Commonality of 
Statements of Common Ground  


HOW03_LoC_Neptune 
 


REP1-101 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Letter of Comfort between Hornsea Project 
Three (UK) Ltd. And Neptune E&P UK Ltd. 


HOW03_SoCG_BDC_November 2018 
 


REP1-099 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Broadland 
District Council 


HOW03_SoCG_EasternIFCA_November 


REP1-201 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Eastern 
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority 


HOW03_SoCG_Environment 
Agency_November 2018 


REP1-203 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and 
Environment Agency (Advisor) 


HOW03_SoCG_Great Yarmouth Borough 
Council 


REP1-202 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Great 
Yarmouth Borough Council 


HOW03_SoCG_Highways England_November 
2018 


REP1-226 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Highways 
England 


HOW03_SOCG_MCA_V1.2_Nov 2018 
REP1-221 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. And Marine 
and Coastguard Agency 


HOW03_SoCG_MMO_November 
REP1-224 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and  


HOW03_SoCG_NFFO and VisNed_November 
2018 


REP1-220 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three and the NFFO and 
VisNed 


HOW03_SoCG_Natural England_ All other 


matters_November 


REP1-218 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Natural 
England (All Other Matters) 


HOW03_SoCG_NCC_November 2018 


REP1-232 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Norfolk 
County Council 


HOW03_SoCG_Vanguard_Boreas_D1 Final 


REP1-222 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. And Norfolk 
Vanguard Limited and Norfolk Boreas Limited 


HOW03_SoCG_NorwichCityCouncil_Novembe


r 2018 


REP1-225 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Norwich 
City Council 


HOW03_SoCG_SNC_November 2018 


REP1-223 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and South 
Norfolk District Council 


HOW03_SoCG_TWT & NWT_November 2018 


REP1-227 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and The 
Wildlife Trusts & Norfolk Wildlife Trust 
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HOW03_SoCG_WDC_September2018 


REP1-219 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. Whale and 
Dolphin Conservation Society 
 


DI_HOW03_Applicant’s Comments on RReps 


REP1-131 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Applicant's Comments on Relevant 
Representations  


DI_HOW03_ExAFirstWQ 


REP1-122 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Applicant's Responses to the ExA’s First Written 
Questions 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 1 
AS-004 
/REP1-187 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 1 to Deadline I submission – 
Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening 
and integrity matrices 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 2 APP-182 
/REP1-180 Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 2 to Deadline I submission – In-
Principle Monitoring Plan V2.0 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 3 REP1-169 
Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 3 to Deadline I submission –  
Age class data Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 4 REP1-148 


Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 4 to Deadline I submission -  
Consideration of uncertainty as-built scenarios 
Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 5 REP1-140 


Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 5 to Deadline I submission - The 
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC - Baseline 
and impacts of cable installation 
Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 6 REP1-138 
Latest 7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 6 to Deadline I submission - Cable 
Protection Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 7 REP1-139 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 7 to Deadline I submission –  
Alternative approach to sourcing cumulative and 
in-combination collision risk estimates – 
Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 8 REP1-141 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 8 to Deadline I submission –  
Baseline Characterisation Sensitivity Testing 
Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 9 REP1-135 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 9 to Deadline I submission –  
Population Viability Analysis 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 10 REP1-188 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 10 to Deadline I submission –Collision 
risk modelling updates to species-specific 
parameters – Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 11 REP1-183 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 11 to Deadline I submission –  
Sandwave Clearance Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 12 REP1-189 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 12 to Deadline I submission – 
Collision risk modelling – herring gull – 
Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 13 REP1-177 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 13 to Deadline I Submission – Racon 
and AIS Review  
J6A Platform Technical Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 14 REP1-179 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 14 to Deadline I Submission –  
A review of precaution in the marine mammal 
assessment 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 15 REP1-181 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 15 to Deadline I submission –  
In-Principle Southern North Sea SCI Site 
Integrity Plan 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 16 REP1-174 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 16 to Hornsea Three Deadline I 
Submission: Applicant’s Response to Ex.A 
Question Q1.15.3 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 17 REP1-178 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 17 to Deadline I submission –  
Applicant’s Response to Ex.A Question 
Q1.2.103 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 18 REP1-175 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 18 to Deadline I submission –  
Errata to the Application 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 19 REP1-173 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 19 to Deadline I submission –  
Vattenfall and Ørsted Circuit Crossing - EMF 
Information 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 20 REP1-176 Superseded 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 20 to Deadline I Submission –  
Main Construction Compound Briefing Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 21 REP1-170 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 21 to Deadline I submission – 
Revised National Planning Policy Framework 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 22 REP1-164 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 22 to Deadline I submission - 
Transmission System (HVAC/HVDC) Briefing 
Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 23 REP1-167 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 23 to Deadline I submission –  
Impacts on the Qualities of Natural Beauty of 
the Norfolk Coast AONB 
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DI_HOW03_Appendix 24 APP-089 / 
REP1-165 


Superseded 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 24 to Deadline 1 Submission -  
Onshore Crossing Schedule 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 25 REP1-168 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 25 to Deadline I submission –  
Onshore HVAC Booster Station Infiltration 
Report 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 26 REP1-172 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 26 to Deadline I submission –  
Onshore HVDC Converter/HVAC substation 
Infiltration Report 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 27 REP1-166 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 27 to Deadline I submission –  
Onshore HVAC Booster Station Historic 
Environment Screening Clarification Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 28 REP1-163 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 28 to Deadline I submission 
 - Onshore HVDC Converter/HVAC Substation 
Historic Environment Screening Clarification 
Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 29 REP1-171 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 29 to Deadline I  
- Permanent Access Note for HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 30 REP1-156 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 30 to Deadline I  
– Permanent Access Note for Onshore HVAC 
Booster Station  


DI_HOW03_Appendix 31 APP-159 / 
REP1-162 


Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 31 to Deadline I submission – 
Transport Assessment 
PINS Document Reference:  


DI_HOW03_Appendix 32 REP1-161 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 32 to the Applicant’s Response to 
Deadline I - Transport Assessment 
Clarifications 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 33 REP1-157 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 33 to Deadline I - A140 / B1113 
Junction Technical Note 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 34 APP-021 / 
REP1-159 


Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 34 to Deadline I Submission –  
Tree Preservation Order and Hedgerow Plan 


DI_HOW03 Appendix 35 REP1-153 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 35 to Deadline I submission 
– Marine Navigation Figures and Tables 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 36 APP-183 / 
REP1-154 


Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 36 to Deadline I submission – 
Fisheries Coexistence and Liaison Plan 
 
PINS Document Reference: APP-183  


DI_HOW03_Appendix 37 REP1-158 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 37 to Deadline I submission 
Applicant’s Response to Ex.A Question Q1.4.19 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 38 REP1-160 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 38 to Deadline 1 Submission –  
Important Hedgerows 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 38_Fig1 REP1-155 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 38 to Deadline 1 Submission –  
Important Hedgerows (Figure 1) 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 38_Fig2 REP1-152 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 38 to Deadline 1 Submission –  
Important Hedgerows (Figure 2) 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 39 REP1-151 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 39 to Deadline I submission – 
Ornithology Survey Data Coverage Figures 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 40 REP1-143 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 40 to Deadline I submission –  
Paper by Furness R.W et al. (Environmental 
Impact Assessment Review 73, 2018, 1-6) 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 41 REP1-149 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 41 to Deadline I submission –  
Paper by Skov H. et al. (ORJIP Bird 
Collision and Avoidance Study. Final report – 
April 2018) 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 42 REP1-144 Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 42 to Deadline I submission –  
Paper by Cleasby I.R. et al. (RSPB Research 
Report no. 63.) 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 43 REP1-150 Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 43 to Deadline I submission –  
Paper by Trinder M. (The Crown Estate 2017) 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 44 APP-179 / 
REP1-142 


Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 44 to Deadline I submission – Outline 
Code of Construction Practice 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 45 APP-176 / 
REP1-146 


Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 45 to Deadline I submission - Other 
Documents: 
Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 46 APP-180 / 
REP1-147 


Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 46 to Deadline I submission - Other 
Documents: 
Outline Ecological Management Plan 


D1_HOW03_Appendix 47 
 


APP-181 / 
REP1-145 


Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 47 to Deadline I submission - Other 
Documents: 
Outline Landscape Management Plan 


48 Appendix number not in use 
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DI_HOW03_Appendix 49 
REP1-005 


Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 49 to Deadline I submission: 
Applicant’s Response to ExA Question Q1.2.79 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 50_ FS_Revision 
A_Tracked 


APP-029 / 
REP1-228 


Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 50 to Deadline I submission – 
Funding Statement Revision A Tracked 
changes 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 51_FS_Revision 
A_Clean 


APP-029 
/REP1-229 


Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 51 to Deadline I submission - Funding 
Statement Revision A Clean 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 
52_FS_Annex1_RevA_Tracked 


APP-030 / 
REP1-136 


Latest 


7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 52 to Deadline I submission - Funding 
Statement Annex 1 Revision A Tracked 
Changes 


DI_HOW03_Appendix 
53_FS_Annex1_RevA_Clean 


APP-030 / 
REP1-137 


Latest 
7th Nov 2018 


Appendix 53 to Deadline I submission - Funding 
Statement Annex 1 Revision A Clean 


DI_HOW03_SoCG_SpiritEnergy REP1-007 Latest 


8th Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Spirit 
Energy Nederland B.V, North Sea Limited, 
Resources Limited 


Examination Submissions – Deadline 2 (21st November 2018) 


D2_HOW03_Cover Letter  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Covering Letter to Deadline 2 submission 


HOW03 Guide to the application REP1-105 Superseded 
21st Nov 2018 


Applicant’s Guide to the Application 


D2_HOW03_IP_WR  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Applicant's comments on Written 
Representations and Responses submitted by 
Interested Parties at Deadline I  


D2_HOW03_IP_WQ  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Applicant's comments on responses to the 
ExA's Written Questions submitted by 
Interested Parties at Deadline I 


D2_HOW03_LIR_BCD  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Applicant’s Comments to Broadland District 
Council Local Impact Report submitted at 
Deadline I 


D2_HOW03_LIR_NCC  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Applicant’s Comments to Norfolk County 
Council Local Impact Report submitted at 
Deadline I 


D2_HOW03_LIR_NNDC  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Applicant’s Comments to North Norflok District 
Council Local Impact Report submitted at 
Deadline I 


D2_HOW03_LIR_SNC  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Applicant’s Comments to South Norfolk Council 
Local Impact Report submitted at Deadline I 


D2_HOW03_SoComm REP1-121 Superseded 
21st Nov 2018 


Applicant’s Statement of Commonality of 
Statements of Common Ground (SoCG)  


D2_HOW03_SoCG_RSPB_Nov_unsigned  Superseded 


21st Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Royal 
Society for the Protection of Birds 


D2_HOW03_SoCG_NNDC_November  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and North 
Norfolk District Council 


D2_HOW03_ASI_Interest  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Registered Interest in the Accompanied Site 
Inspection 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 1_Travel Plan  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 1 to Deadline 2 submission - Outline 
Travel Plan 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 2_Addendum to 
Appendix 29 (REP1-171) 


 Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 2 to Deadline 2: Addendum to 
Appendix 29 (REP1-171)  
- Permanent Access Note for HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 3_Addendum to 
Appendix 30 (REP1-156) 


 Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 3 to Deadline 2 submission - 
Addendum to Appendix 30 (REP1-156) 
- Permanent Access Note for onshore HVAC 
booster station 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 4_Tree Plan  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 4 to Deadline 2 submission - Tree 
Plan 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 5_Seabird Flight Height  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 5 to Deadline 2 submission - Seabird 
Flight Height Trial Report 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 6_Cook et al_2018  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 6 to Deadline 2 submission - 
Estimating Seabird Flight Height Using LiDAR 
(Cook et al. 2018) 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 7_Wischnewski et 
al_2017 


 Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 7 to Deadline 2 submission –  
RSPB Seabird Tracking Study at the 
Flamborough and Filey Coast 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 8_RaceBank Sandwave  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 8 to Deadline 2 submission - Race 
Bank Sandwave Recovery Report 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 9_Cromer Shoal MCZ  Latest 


21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 9 to Deadline 2 submission - 
Response to Cromer Shoal MCZ Conservation 
Objectives 
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D2_HOW03_Appendix 11_SAR Technical Note  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 11 to Deadline 2 submission - SAR 
Technical Report 


D2_HOW03_Appendix 12_MOU_NE_HOW02  Latest 
21st Nov 2018 


Appendix 12: Hornsea Two MOU between the 
Hornsea Project Two and Natural England 


Examination Submissions – Deadline 3 (14th December 2018) 


D3_HOW03_Cover Letter  Latest 
14th Dec 2018 


Covering Letter to Deadline 3 submission 


HOW03 Guide to the application REP2-002 Latest 14th Dec 2018 Applicant’s Guide to the Application 


D3_HOW03_IP_WR  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Applicant's Responses to Additional 
Submissions by Interested Party at Deadline 1 
and 2 


D3_HOW03_SoComm_Tracked changes REP2-010 Latest 14th Dec 2018 Applicant’s Statement of Commonality of 
Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) 


D3_HOW03_SoCG_RSPB_Dec_signed  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Statement of Common Ground between 
Hornsea Project Three (UK) Ltd. and Royal 
Society for the Protection of Birds 


D3_HOW03_ISH1  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Written summary of Applicant's oral 
case put at Issue Specific Hearing 1 


D3_HOW03_ISH2  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Written summary of Applicant's oral 
case put at Issue Specific Hearing 2 


D3_HOW03_ISH3  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Written summary of Applicant's oral 
case put at Issue Specific Hearing 3 


D3_HOW03_ISH4  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Written summary of Applicant's oral 
case put at Issue Specific Hearing 4 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 1_Traffic  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 1 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
Main Construction Compound Briefing Note 
(Update to Appendix 20 to Traffic and 
Transport) 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 2_cable cross section  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 2 to Deadline 3 submission - 
Indicative HVDC cable corridor corss section 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 3_Cross_Sch_Ver_B  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 3 to Deadline 3 Submission - 
Onshore Crossing Schedule (ver. B) – Updated 
Appendix 24 to Deadline 1 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 4_Equalities  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 4 to Deadline 3 submission - 
Equalities Impact Assesment 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 5_Cefas_2011  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 5 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
– Adrian Judd, Cefas 2011 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 6_Davies_JNCC 2001  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 6 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
Marine Monitoring Handbook – Davies et al., 
JNCC 2001 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 7_Gubbay 2007  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 7 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
– S. Gubbay, JNCC 2007 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 8_Ware 2011  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 8 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
– Ware, S.J. & Kenny, A.J. 2011 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 9_McGregor 2018  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 9 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
– McGregor et al., 2018 Marine Scoltand 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 10_Parsons_JNCC 
2015 


 Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 10 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
JNCC Report no 548 – Parsons et al. 2015 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 11_Wilson_JNCC 2014  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 11 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
JNCC Report no 500 – Wilson et al. 2014 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 12_Band 2012  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 12 to Deadline 3 Submission –  
Collision Risk Model – Band 2012 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 13_Figures to the 
WQ1.2.46 


 Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 13 to Deadline 3 Submission: Figures 
to the Applicant’s Response to ExA Question 
Q1.2.46 (REP1-122) 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 14_Markhams_Triangle  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 14 to Deadline 3 Submission – 
Markham’s Triangle pMCZ Lifetime Effects 
Assessment 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 15_The Wash  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 15 Applicant’s Response to Deadline 
3 - The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC In-
combination Assessment 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 16_NE_Ornithology 
Roadmap 


 Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 16 to Deadline 3 Submission – 
Ornithology roadmap with Natural England for 
the examination phase 


D3_HOW03_Appendix_17_Age class data  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 17 to Deadline 3 Submission - Age 
class data 


D3_HOW03_Appendix 18_Kuhn et 
al._CIGRE_2016 


 Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 18 to Deadline 3 Submission – 
Kuhn O., et al. - 2nd generation DC grid access 
for offshore wind farms: “HVDC in an AC 
fashion” (CIGRE 2016) 
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D3_HOW03_Appendix 19_Order Lim_amend  Latest 14th Dec 2018 Appendix 19 to Deadline 3 submission - 
Indicative Proposed Minor Amendments 
to Order Limits 
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1. Introduction 

 Following further submissions of Written Representations by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 

2, the Applicant has taken the opportunity to review each of the Written Representations received 

by the Planning Inspectorate.  Details of the Applicant’s responses to each of those 

representations are set out within this document in subsequent sections below. 

2. Applicant’s Comments on Written Representations 

 The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 

 Summary 

Having reviewed the documents, the RSPBs outstanding concerns are summarised as follows: 

• Baseline characterisation and inadequate survey effort  

• Collision risk modelling, in particular the use of model options and avoidance rates  

• Phenology and the definitions of breeding season  

• Apportioning of impacts to pSPA  

• The interpretation of population model outputs  

• The assessment of cumulative impacts and “corrections” applied 

 Response to RSBP 

The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 

Comments on documents submitted by Ørsted at Deadline 1. Due 
to the number of documents produced by Ørsted that the RSPB 
wish to comment on we have grouped them into 3 sections:  

• Application documents – covering the Development 
Consent Order, Outline Code of Construction Practice, outline 
ecological management plan, In-Principle Monitoring Plan and the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment and Screening and Integrity 
Matrices;  

• Examination documents – covering Ørsted’s Responses 
to Relevant Representations; and  

• Ornithological documents – drawing together the 
assorted supporting documents that were shared with the RSPB 
prior to and/or submitted at Deadline 1.  

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 

Application Documents 

Revised Development Consent Order: The RSPB has reviewed this 
document. We note that none of the changes to the document 
affect our representations upon the previous version.  

We welcome the decision of the Applicant to make the document 
available in a tracked change format.  

The RSPB note that the approach to defining the rotor swept area 

 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 
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The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 

has removed the reference to rotor diameter and replaced it with 
reference to “a total rotor swept area of 9 km2” (Schedule 1 – 
Authorised Project, Part 3 – Requirements, 2(1) and Schedule 11 – 
Deemed Marine Licence – Generation Assets, Part 2- Conditions, 
condition 1(1)). This does not alter the way in which the collision 
risk modelling is undertaken, so our previous comments remain 
unaffected.  

The RSPB welcomes the new provision in Schedule 1, part 3, 10(2) 
in relation to the Ecological Management Plan which stipulates that 
it must accord with outline ecological management plan. We 
consider that this gives greater security to mitigation measures 
agreed during the course of the Examination Process in relation to 
the transition of the document from a “live” to a “fixed” version.  

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 

The RSPB notes the introduction of reference to an ornithological 
monitoring plan into Schedule 11, Part 2, 13(1)(l) and 17(2)(c), but 
is not aware that such a document has yet been produced. We 
consider it is important that a version of this is submitted to the 
Examination. 

The Applicant has committed to Ornithological monitoring 

as outlined in the In-Principle Monitoring Plan (Version 2 of 

which was submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-180)). 

Revised Outline Code of Construction Practice (APP-179) 
(Appendix 44): 

The RSPB has reviewed this document. We note that none of the 
changes to the document affect our representations upon the 
previous version.  

We welcome the decision of the Applicant to make the document 
available in a tracked change format. 

This is acknowledged and should any further updates be 
required to the In-principle Monitoring Plan these can be 
made in tracked changes.  

Revised Outline Ecological Management Plan (APP-180) (Appendix 
46): The RSPB has reviewed this document. We note that none of 
the changes to the document affect our representations upon the 
previous version. We welcome the decision of the Applicant to 
make the document available in a tracked change format. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 

In-Principle Monitoring Plan v2.0 (APP-182) (Appendix 2)  

The RSPB has reviewed this document. We note that none of the 
changes to the document affect our representations upon the 
previous version.  

We are disappointed that the Applicant has not made the document 
available in a tracked change format and request that future 
versions are. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant.  

Applicant’s Comments on Relevant Representations 

Annex 7 – Full response to Natural England [RR-097]  

The RSPB note the Applicant’s response in relation to a Pink-footed 
Goose Mitigation Plan. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant and is the subject of 
ongoing discussion between the Applicant and the RSPB 
through the SoCG process. 

Annex 9 – Full response to Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
[RR-113]  

The RSPB note the Applicant’s response in relation to a Pink-footed 
Goose Management Plan. We continue to discuss ways to address 
our concerns. (We also note that in its response to Natural England 
the Applicant referred to it as a “Mitigation” Plan.) 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant.  
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The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 

Ornithological documents 

Appendix 3: Age Class Data Clarification Note  

The RSPB welcome this clarification note which was produced in 
response to questions from Natural England, and welcome the 
inclusion of breeding seasons as defined by Furness (2015), (and 
note that these are virtually identical to those based on site specific 
data). However, the presentation of data is incomplete in three 
ways:  

1. The data are for gannet, kittiwake and puffin only. No data are 
presented for guillemot or razorbill. These data would be 
informative for considering the appropriate apportionment of non-
breeders and particularly juveniles of these species in the 
assessment.  

2. The date are from the historical boat based surveys only and do 
not include data from the far more recent aerial surveys.  

3. The data are for the whole of the former Hornsea zone only. It 
would be informative to have the data for the Hornsea Three subset 
of data extracted and presented as well, in particular the more 
recent aerial survey data.  

 

For these reasons, we do not think that the document provides 
sufficient detail to fully resolve the issues highlighted by Natural 
England. 

The Applicant notes that RSPB welcome the age class data 
provided by the Applicant at Deadline 1 (REP1-169)  in 
response to comments received from Natural England. In 
response to the individual points raised by the RSPB: 

1. Guillemot and razorbill cannot be aged during any 
surveys (with the exception of juvenile birds which 
would not be used in the apportioning approach; 
applied by the Applicant) and therefore it is not 
possible to provide these data. It is noted that 
RSPB indicate it would be informative rather than 
necessary to have this information. 

2. The Applicant used apportioning values 
calculated using boat-based data and therefore it 
was not necessary to provide age class data 
associated with aerial surveys. Notwithstanding 
this, puffin cannot be aged during aerial surveys 
and therefore the only data that exists for this 
species is from boat-based surveys; and 

3. The data presented are those that support the 
calculation of the apportioning values used by the 
Applicant, as requested by Natural England. As a 
result, the data provided for gannet and kittiwake 
are those data that overlap Hornsea Three 
whereas those for puffin are from subzone and 
Hornsea Zone transects and therefore cover the 
former Hornsea Zone. It is noted that RSPB 
indicate it would be informative rather than 
necessary to have this information. 

Appendix 4: Analysis of precaution in cumulative and in-
combination assessments – as-built scenarios – Clarification Note  

Appendix 4 presents revised collision mortalities based on either 
the correction factors presented in Trinder (2017) (see below for 
further comments on this report) or the applicant’s own calculations. 
Both are unacceptable. These simplified corrections do not take 
into account changes in turbine specification, as they are based 
simply on turbine numbers. Hub and lower tip height are key drivers 
of the scale of predicted collision impacts and these are omitted 
from the calculation and turbine rotor speed, which tends to be 
greater in more modern turbines is also an important determinant of 
risk. If an approach to recalculating cumulative collision risk is to be 
untaken the collision risk modelling for each wind farm should be 
redone, not an overly simplistic and arbitrary correction factor.  

The RSPB also note that the Applicant states that the reduced 
turbine numbers for several developments have been legally 
secured by Section 36 consent variations. We would be grateful for 
details of these agreements as we have been unable to find any 
other further information. 

The differences between the impacts assumed for projects 
in their relevant applications (based on worst cases that are 
not often constructed) and those that actually arise from the 
project as constructed can be considerable and is a 
significant source of uncertainty in cumulative impact 
assessment.  

 Trinder (2017) was a useful attempt to correct for these 
errors. The methodology applied by Trinder (2017) (and the 
Applicant in Appendix 4 of the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-148)) utilises all relevant information on 
turbine specifications to provide an updated collision risk 
estimate and does not simply reflect changes in turbine 
number. This is clearly explained in Trinder (2017), the 
spreadsheet accompanying Trinder (2017) and Appendix 4 
of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148). 

Appendix 4 of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 
(REP1-148) is considered to provide a precautionary 
approach that highlights the significant over-estimation of 
cumulative and in-combination collision risk estimates that 
occurs when using assessed turbine scenarios. The 
approach applied, is considered a proportionate way to 
illustrate the inherent over-estimation in general terms, and 
it is not reasonable to expect an applicant to redo the 
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The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 

primary assessments from other wind farms for the 
purposes of cumulative impact assessment. 

Appendix 7: Alternative approach to sourcing cumulative and in-
combination collision risk estimates – Clarification Note  

Appendix 7 presents the predicted cumulative mortalities amended 
using the corrections described in Appendix 4. It then applies 
further correction derived from the arguments presented in 
Appendix 10. The RSPB disagrees with this approach for reasons 
detailed under the headings for each of these appendices and 
therefore does not accept the conclusion of Appendix 7. 

Appendix 7 of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 
(REP1-139) provides collision risk estimates with and 
without the corrections discussed in Appendix 4 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148). 

The Section 36 consent variations referred to by the 
Applicant in Appendix 4 to the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-148) can be found on the Marine 
Licensing section of the Scottish Government website, the 
PINS website or through the BEIS Energy Infrastructure 
database. It should be noted that the suite of projects for 
which this refers to were agreed through consultation with 
Natural England during the examination of the Hornsea 
Project Two offshore wind farm. 

Appendix 8: Baseline Characterisation Sensitivity Testing 
Clarification Note  

From the outset of Hornsea Project Three the RSPB and NE have 
been consistently clear that 20 months of survey effect is 
inadequate and that 24 months is an absolute minimum. However, 
with the Applicant and Natural England, the RSPB have been trying 
to explore approaches that can come up with a solution to the 
problems presented by an incomplete survey. We supported the 
meta-analysis work, the primary aim of which was to assess 
whether 20 months survey would be adequate to account for 
variability in bird density through examination of the historical data 
set. Regrettably, the analysis was unable to provide this assurance.  

In defence of this incomplete survey effort, the Applicant includes a 
list of other projects that had incomplete data (Table 1.3). None of 
these, with the exception of Moray West has as many missing 
consecutive months. Moray West is not consented, and during the 
application both SNH and RSPB objected on the grounds of 
insufficient survey effort.  

In table 1.4 the Applicant seeks to describe the importance of the 
missing four months in terms of breeding seasons. However they 
are using an incorrect definition of breeding season, not those 
defined by site specific data or from Furness (2015).  

We do not accept the results of the sensitivity testing to determine 
whether inter-annual variability would be significant. The analysis is 
carried out by setting the results against the Applicant’s own test for 
significance, which the RSPB disagree with.  

Variability in density will have both a spatial and temporal 
component. As a means of addressing the spatial variability the 
RSPB agree with NE that including the data from the additional 2 
cameras will help to properly characterise the degree of variability 
by increasing survey coverage from 10% to 20% of the project 
area. The applicant in their answer to Q1.2.40 also agree that this 
will improve the precision of the estimated density.  

The RSPB are supportive of NE’s position with regards to this; we 
do not accept that the historical boat-based survey data can be 
used as part of the impact assessment. The meta-analysis carried 
out was in part to explore this possibility and from that analysis it 

The overall approach that was set out at the 
commencement of the Evidence Plan process was to 
maximise use of existing data, information, evidence and 
agreed assumptions, taking a lead from the recently 
examined and approved Hornsea Project Two. 

 Hornsea Three is located in a relatively well understood 
area having been surveyed in the context of a zonal 
approach to planning since 2010 and there having been 2 
previous Round 3 DCO applications.   Initially it was 
proposed that there would be 12 months of DAS, but this 
was extended to 2x breeding seasons and eventually 20 
months. 

 The DAS method and the approach to analysing available 
data for Hornsea Three were discussed in the ornithology 
Expert Working Group (EWG) from the outset.  In this 
context, and whilst the RSPB made clear their preference 
for a full 2 years of DAS data, a ‘meta-analysis’ of existing 
zonal survey data was undertaken. The agreed objectives 
of this analysis being  

• will 12-months of data be sufficient to inform the 
HOW03 assessment? 

• if not how can we integrate the existing dataset 
into the data collected for HOW03? 

 In practice, the residual concerns about baseline data 
revolve around whether there are sufficient data to provide 
a reasonable characterization of the period December to 
March for the purposes of impact assessment.  There are 
DAS data available for this period but it is acknowledged 
that they provide less information about the variability in bird 
densities that can be expected for these months than would 
be the case if a second survey had been conducted. 

 The meta-analysis provides a comprehensive analysis of 
the existing data available for the zone and Hornsea Three 
area with a view to characterising the variability in the 
densities of key species observed in surveys undertaken 
between 2010 and 2017. The hierarchical methodology sets 
out a set of rules and a process for identifying an 
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The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 

could not be concluded that the use of such data was appropriate.  

While the presentation of the results of an alternative hierarchical 
method are of some contextual interest, the note, like the previous 
meta-analysis, does not provide sufficient evidence to overcome 
the argument that 20 months is an adequate survey period. 

appropriate density for use in baseline characterisation. 

 It is The Applicant’s position that there is a sufficient and 
representative baseline for the purposes of impact 
assessment. 

 The exercise undertaken in Appendix 8 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-141) clearly highlights that 
survey effort of 24 months has not been reached at 
numerous consented offshore wind farms. For example, the 
consented Galloper offshore wind farm lacked four 
consecutive months of data (January to April 2005) and the 
consented Burbo Bank Extension offshore wind farm relied 
upon only twelve months of site specific data.  

 The Applicant understands that having only one month of 
data for the period December to March will increase the 
uncertainty associated with assessments incorporating 
these months and has explored and tested this uncertainty 
to understand the implications for the assessment.  The 
months for which two surveys have not been conducted fall 
outside of the breeding season for all but one of the key 
species in the assessment. Outside of the breeding season, 
seabird populations are more mixed and impacts on local 
breeding colonies are therefore diluted. This is illustrated by 
the apportioning values used for relevant species, with 
these not above 10% meaning that considerably higher 
densities of birds (i.e. higher than those in the breeding 
season) would need to be present at the Hornsea Three site 
in order for a significant impact to occur. In addition, and 
evidenced through contextual data, variability in non-
breeding periods is lower than during the breeding season.  
The analysis undertaken in Appendix 8 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-141) does not indicate that 
a different conclusion would be reached were alternative 
assumptions made about the densities of key species in the 
months of December to March.  

 Notwithstanding this the Applicant remains open to explore 
any reasonable proposed approach from the RSPB that 
would help to aid their understanding in relation to this point. 

 The boat-based survey data provide an important baseline 
dataset that, regardless of the positions of the Applicant, 
Natural England and the RSPB in relation to the use of the 
data as part of assessments, provides important contextual 
data to inform assessments (either qualitatively or 
quantitatively). The Hornsea Zone is one of the most 
surveyed areas of the UK offshore environment and the 
data collected as part of these boat-based surveys can 
provide a considerable amount of information to inform the 
assessments undertaken for Hornsea Three. It should be 
noted that these boat-based data were the baseline data 
used to inform EIA and HRA for Hornsea Projects One and 
Two.  

Appendix 9: Population Viability Analysis  

The RSPB welcome the inclusion of this report and in particular the 
inclusion in the outputs of the RSPB preferred metric, the 

The Applicant notes the comments made by the RSPB in 
relation to Appendix 9 of the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-135) and has no further comment to 
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Counterfactual of Population Size (Green et al. (2016) and 
subsequently endorsed by Cook & Robinson (2017) and Jithal et al. 
(2017)). We also welcome the use of the matched runs approach 
as recommended by Cook & Robinson (2017) and Jithal et al. 
(2017). However we note that the models used are based on those 
carried out in 2012 as part of the Hornsea Project One Examination 
and this approach assumes that there have been no changes in 
population sizes or productivity in the intervening years. This is of 
particular concern for kittiwake whose productivity has been in 
decline at the pSPA since 2009 (Aitken et al. 2018). As such we 
can only have a limited amount of confidence in the conclusions for 
this species. We recommend that the models are re-run using the 
most up-to-date population data available.  

Furthermore we disagree with how the conclusions of adverse 
effect on the site integrity of FFC pSPA have been drawn in 3.5, 3.9 
and 3.15. These presume there is no adverse effect if population 
does not decline over the 35 years of wind farm operation. This is to 
misunderstand the nature of PVA and the counterfactual outputs. 
The counter-factual of population size approach advocated by the 
RSPB and the SNCBs identifies the relative impact that the scheme 
would have upon the population. It is not possible to give an 
absolute prediction of the population size or trajectory, such as is 
suggested by the applicant in their conclusion of no adverse effect, 
because of the long timespan of the potential operation and the 
large number of confounding variables (e.g. climate change and 
changes in fishing discard policy) that would need to be included in 
the modelling approach.  

We also note that under 3.9 and 3.15, which refer to kittiwake and 
guillemot respectively the applicant says there is no “likelihood of 
the gannet population at FFC pSPA declining over a period of 35 
years”. We presume this is an error and should read kittiwake and 
guillemot respectively. Nonetheless, we disagree with the 
conclusion.  

As such we would ask that the PVA are rerun using up to date 
demographic rates and with proper interpretation of the output 
metrics. 

provide at this stage. 

 

Appendix 10: Collision Risk Modelling - Updates to Species-Specific 
Parameters – Clarification Note  

This clarification note seeks to update the input parameters of the 
Band model used in collision risk modelling. The suggested use of 
empirically derived parameters of greater precision is to be 
welcomed, but the RSPB is concerned that the focus has been 
entirely on those parameters that can reduce collision estimates 
and that there is an over reliance on non-peer-reviewed studies. 
The key papers are the final report of the ORJIP Bird Collision 
Avoidance project (Skov et al., 2018) and Furness et al. (2018) 
paper on gannet nocturnal activity rates, although other developer 
commissioned reports on nocturnal activity are included.  

The ORJIP Bird Collision Avoidance study used a number of largely 
novel technologies to record bird behaviour at and around a small 
number of turbines at the edge of Thanet wind farm, located 12km 
off the coast of Margate, Kent, in the UK. Data were collected 
between July 2014 to April 2016 and the final project report was 
published on Thursday 19th April 2018. Whilst, as the report 

The Applicant notes that RSPB welcome the use of 
empirically derived parameters of greater precision. 
However, it is not correct that Appendix 10 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-188) only 
concentrates on those parameters that would reduce 
collision risk estimates. For example, the use of the 
nocturnal activity factors for gannet from Furness et al. 
(2018) would increase the collision risk for this species.  

 Notwithstanding this, it is widely accepted that most 
parameters used for collision risk modelling have been 
conservatively estimated in the first instance and over-
estimate the collision risk calculated by CRM. An improved 
understanding of these parameters is therefore more likely 
to reduce collision risk estimates. 

 The Applicant is aware of the limitations of Skov et al. 
(2018) however, these limitations do not prevent data from 
Skov et al. (2018) being used to inform collision risk 
modelling especially for certain parameters which are 
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acknowledges, there were considerable limitations to the collected 
data, it did use a novel approach to shed new light on seabird 
avoidance behaviours in and around offshore wind turbines. A key 
limitation of the study was that it was located distant from SPA 
breeding colonies, approximately 300 km from the nearest UK SPA 
colonies for gannet and kittiwake at Flamborough and Filey Coast 
pSPA, and therefore the results have limited applicability to 
breeding birds whose behaviour will be markedly different to those 
of non-breeding birds because of the constraints described by 
central place foraging (where by an animals movements are 
constrained by the need to return to a fixed location, in this case the 
nest). Another important limitation of the study is the lack of pre-
construction data in the analysis, particular as it relates to the 
calculation of macro-avoidance. 

unlikely to change regardless of the proximity of the study 
wind farm to breeding colonies (e.g. flight speed). The 
limitations highlighted by the RSPB are applicable to all 
data sources, however, the data presented by Skov et al. 
(2018) are, in some cases, considered to represent the best 
available evidence having been collected in the offshore 
environment at an operational offshore wind farm and 
reduce, considerably, some of the uncertainty associated 
with certain parameters. The Applicant has provided further 
information on this point in Appendix 10 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-188).It should be noted, 
that the Applicant has not argued that the avoidance rates 
derived by Skov et al. (2018) should be used for collision 
risk modelling at Hornsea Three as explained in Appendix 
10 of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-188). 

 The flight behaviour of birds at an operational wind farm will 
be affected by the presence of the wind farm. This has 
implications for the Band (2012) CRM not least in relation to 
the avoidance rate to apply to collision risk estimates and 
these potential implications are not well understood. Skov et 
al. (2018) do not present flight height data outside of the 
wind farm at which the study was conducted, which could 
potentially avoid the aforementioned implications, in a 
format which can be used in collision risk modelling. In 
addition, no statistical analysis has been undertaken by 
Skov et al. (2018) to assess for flight height variation with 
distance to the wind farm. Until such time as the flight height 
data is processed and a dataset made available that is 
agreed to be representative of flight height distribution for 
species in the absence of a wind farm, the findings of Skov 
et al. (2018) are not available to be incorporated into 
collision risk modelling.  

The Applicant refers the RSPB to Appendix 6 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 2 which provides the 
results of Lidar surveys undertaken at Hornsea Three which 
provide the most accurate and precise flight height data 
collected in this region. The results of these surveys 
correspond with the flight height data collected during boat-
based surveys and therefore it is considered appropriate to 
use these data for collision risk modelling. 

 The RSPB also discuss the discrepancy between the pColl 
values calculated by Band (2012) and that derived by data 
collected (but not analysed) by Skov et al. (2018). It is 
important to note (as done by the RSPB) that the pColl 
derived from Skov et al. (2018) is supported by a very small 
sample size and is again representative of bird behaviour at 
an operational wind farm. The pColl value at an operational 
value therefore needs to be considered against the 
empirical avoidance rates calculated by Skov et al. (2018) 
which are significantly higher than those applied when using 
the Band (2012) CRM. 

Flight speed  

The RSPB welcome the incorporation of more accurate flight speed 
figures. The lack of precision in flight speed estimates is an issue 

It is noted that RSPB consider the flight speed figures 
provided to be more accurate that previously used for 
offshore projects, which reduces uncertainty.  Flight speed 
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that has been highlighted repeatedly by the RSPB, notably during 
the Hornsea Project Two Examination. However it is important to 
note that the flight speeds presented are from a single site during 
the non-breeding season. Such data may not be directly 
transferable to other sites or to the breeding season due to potential 
differences in bird behaviour. Until the issue around the 
transferability of these data are resolved, or until site-specific flight 
speeds can be produced, it is not acceptable that these data are 
directly used in the CRM for a different site, during the breeding 
season. 

is now a parameter that is better understood and Skov et al. 
(2018) provides a larger, higher quality evidence base for 
use in CRM than was previously available. Prior to Skov et 
al. (2018) CRM relied on flight speed estimates quoted in 
Alerstam et al. (2007) and Pennycuick et al. (1987) which 
are based on very small sample sizes or that were collected 
using wind tunnels.  

The flight speed data presented by Skov et al. (2018) were 
collected throughout the year and are therefore not solely 
for the non-breeding season as suggested. It could be 
argued that, for some species, breeding birds may not occur 
at the site at which the flight speed data were collected. 
However, given the distance between Hornsea Three and 
the nearest breeding colony, it is not considered that this 
represents a significant limitation to the use of the data. It 
should also be noted that this issue is also associated with 
the flight speed data from Alerstam et al. (2007) and 
Pennycuick et al. (1987). It is not considered appropriate to 
dismiss the data from Skov et al. (2018) in the hope that, at 
some point, a method that allows for site-specific data 
collection is developed when the data from Skov et al. 
(2018) represents the best available evidence in relation to 
flight speed data especially when considered against the 
data previously used for collision risk modelling (i.e. 
Alerstam (2007) and Pennycuick et al. (1987)). 

Nocturnal Activity  

The current Nocturnal Activity Factors recommended in Band 
(2012) are derived from the expert opinion collected by Garthe and 
Huppop (2004). A review of seabird vulnerability to offshore wind 
farms (Furness et al., 2013) recommended that no changes be 
made to the nocturnal activity scores for these species, and an 
update, including the same authors (Wade et al., 2016) maintained 
this recommendation. Furness et al. (2018) recommends changes 
to the gannet nocturnal activity factor, although the suggested 
change is different from that the same authors proposed elsewhere 
(MacArthur Green, 2015, MacArthur Green 2018). While we 
welcome the Furness et al. (2018) review, we are concerned that 
the mortalities predicted using revised nocturnal activity rates for 
gannet (and this is applicable to other species) are potentially 
underestimated because they do not account for the potential 
interaction between survey timing and diurnal behavioural patterns, 
whereby peaks in foraging activity at first and last light (see Fig. 3 in 
Furness et al. 2018) will not be accounted for in the assessment if 
these did not coincide with surveys (the timings of which are 
currently unknown, but likely to be midday if aerial), and the survey 
may have been carried out at a time of much lower activity. Thereby 
the application of the revised nocturnal activity factor recommended 
by Furness et al. (2018) could result in inaccurate underestimates 
of collision risk. 

See the Applicant’s response to Q1.2.60 above 

Avoidance rate  

Avoidance Rate accounts for the discrepancy between predicted 
collision mortality and actual collision mortality. Such discrepancy 
arises because of natural variability and uncertainty in the input 

It should be noted that the Applicant has not advocated that 
the avoidance rates derived by Skov et al. (2018) should be 
used in the collision risk modelling for Hornsea Three and 
the limitations of the Skov et al. (2018) are discussed in  
Appendix 10 to the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 
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parameters, such as flight height and bird density, errors in the 
modelling process, errors in the model itself as well as any 
avoidance behaviour of the birds in response to the turbines. As 
such, “Avoidance Rate” is a misnomer; it is not exclusively related 
to avoidance behaviour per se. A number of studies have shown 
that Avoidance Rate has a disproportionate influence on the 
number of mortalities predicted by Collision Risk Modelling and 
there has been considerable debate around what its actual value 
should be (it is largely estimated) and how it could be better 
measured and refined. Improving understanding of the true value of 
the correction factor termed “Avoidance Rate” would allow us to 
predict collision mortality with greater confidence in the accuracy of 
models.  

However the empirically derived avoidance rates presented in Skov 
et al. (2018) are functionally different from the Avoidance Rates 
used in the Band (2012) model, as the later incorporate error and 
variability in relation to both the data used and the model itself 
(Cook et al., 2014), which means that Band model Avoidances 
Rates will be lower than empirically derived avoidance rates. 
Indeed the Applicant argues elsewhere that uncertainties around 
the manner in which peaks in activity are be captured in the 
modelling process should form part of Avoidance Rate. Debate is 
ongoing as to how to apply the EARs into the Band model and so it 
is not clear how, if at all, predicted mortalities would be different if 
the Skov et al. rates were considered.  

It is also important to highlight that there are difficulties in the 
manner in which Skov et al. (2018) calculated the Empirical 
Avoidance Rates, particularly for macro-avoidance. As there were 
no pre-construction data available for this calculation, the study 
estimated macro-avoidance by comparing the density of bird tracks 
within the wind farm to the density of bird tracks in a 3 km buffer 
around the wind farm. However this calculation assumed that there 
is no attraction by birds to the wind farm area. Other research has 
suggested that birds may be attracted to wind farm sites e.g. 
Vanermen et al (2015). Birds may also be attracted to birds 
funnelling or otherwise aggregating outside the wind farm. 
Furthermore it appears that fishing vessels were frequently 
recorded in the wind farm buffer which would increase the attraction 
to birds. Previous studies (Krijgsveld et al. 2011) noted gulls being 
attracted to fishing vessels on the edge of a wind farm and 
observers noted a similar effect as part of the ORJIP BCA study. In 
such circumstances, birds will be responding to the fishing vessels 
rather than the turbines and this will strongly bias the results. As 
such little confidence can be placed in this calculation. 

(REP1-188). 

Flight height  

Given the emphasis put on the results of Skov et al. (2018) 
elsewhere by the applicant, it is perhaps surprising that the flight 
height data used for the assessment is not derived from this report 
or referenced anywhere in the documentation. Flight heights in 
Skov et al., were measured using laser rangefinders to a high level 
of accuracy. Conversely the flight heights used for the collision risk 
model in the assessment were from surveys where boat based 
surveyors estimated the heights of birds and allocated them into 
height bands. For Options 2 and 3 the generic data from Johnston 

The flight behaviour of birds at an operational wind farm will 
be affected by the presence of the wind farm. This has 
implications for the Band (2012) CRM not least in relation to 
the avoidance rate to apply to collision risk estimates and 
these potential implications are less well understood. Skov 
et al. (2018) do not present flight height data outside of the 
wind farm at which the study was conducted, which could 
potentially avoid the aforementioned implications, in a 
format which can be used in collision risk modelling. In 
addition, no statistical analysis has been undertaken by 
Skov et al. (2018) to assess for flight height variation with 
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et al. (2014) was used. These aggregated data are based almost 
entirely on boat based estimates, and while the manner in which 
they were analysed by Johnston et al., was statistically robust and 
the paper that presented them was an important step forward, there 
was still a reliance on observers ability to estimate the height of a 
flying bird; a wholly questionable proposition. The ORJIP BCA 
study has generated the most extensive dataset of observations of 
seabird behaviour in and around an operational offshore wind farm 
that is currently available. This includes species-specific data on 
flight height as measured using laser rangefinders. The use of 
these data in collision risk modelling would result in greater 
predicted mortalities, as higher numbers of birds were measured at 
collision risk height than either the historical boat based surveys 
estimates from the Hornsea zone or the modelled data from 
Johnston et al. (2014).  

The lack of validation for collision risk models has been a key 
problem for some time (Masden & Cook 2016) and there is some 
evidence that modelled predictions may be a poor match for 
observed collision rates (Ferrer et al. 2012; de Lucas et al. 2008).  

A key calculation underpinning the Band CRM is that of pColl, the 
probability of collision. This estimates the number of birds at risk of 
collision by predicting the number of birds passing through the 
turbine rotor-swept area that will be struck by a rotating blade (Band 
2012). The figures presented by Skov et al. (2018) allow for the first 
time a validation of this calculation to be made and suggests that 
the Band CRM may grossly underestimate the probability of a bird 
passing through a turbine colliding with the blades. If the site-
specific data are used for this calculation, pColl will be estimated at 
between 0.07 – 0.12, depending on the species and approach 
used. However, the data collected as part of the ORJIP BCA 
showed six of the 15 birds that crossed the rotor swept area 
collided, implying a greater pColl of 0.4. While this must be 
caveated with the fact it is a small sample size, it indicates that the 
Band model may underestimate the collision mortalities by a factor 
of around four. Therefore until further data are available validating 
the calculation of pColl any mortalities calculated by the model must 
be interpreted with a high degree of caution and the minor 
adjustments of input parameters to lower predictions is likely to be a 
distraction from this larger issue. 

distance to the wind farm. Until such time as the flight height 
data is processed and a dataset made available that is 
agreed to be representative of flight height distribution for 
species in the absence of a wind farm, the findings of Skov 
et al. (2018) are not available to be incorporated into 
collision risk modelling.  

The Applicant refers the RSPB to Appendix 6 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 2 (REP2-018) which 
provides the results of Lidar surveys undertaken at Hornsea 
Three which provide the most accurate and precise flight 
height data collected in this region. The results of these 
surveys correspond with the flight height data collected 
during boat-based surveys and therefore it is considered 
appropriate to use these data for collision risk modelling. 

 It is important to note (as done by the RSPB) that the pColl 
derived from Skov et al. (2018) is supported by a very small 
sample size and is again representative of bird behaviour at 
an operational wind farm. The pColl value at an operational 
value therefore needs to be considered against the 
empirical avoidance rates calculated by Skov et al. (2018) 
which are significantly higher than those applied when using 
the Band (2012) CRM. 

Appendix 12: Collision risk modelling – herring gull – Clarification 
Note  

The RSPB welcome this clarification note. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 

Appendix 40: Paper by Furness R.W et. Al. (Environmental Impact 
Assessment Review 73, 2018, 1-6) (Nocturnal flight activity of 
northern gannet Morus bassanus and Implications for Modelling 
Collision Risk at Offshore Wind Farms)  

Please see our comments under Appendix 10 above. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 

Appendix 41: Paper by Skov H. et al. (ORJIP Bird Collision and 
Avoidance Study Final report – April 2018)  

Please see our comments under Appendix 10 above. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 



 
 

 Applicant's comments on Written Representations and Responses  
submitted by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 2 

 December 2018 
 

 13  

The RSPB Deadline 2 Submission Comment Applicant’s Response 

Appendix 42: Paper by Cleasby I.R. et al. (RSPB Research Report 
no. 63.) (Combining Habitat Modelling and Hotspot Analysis to 
Reveal the Location of High Density Seabird Areas Across the UK)  

The RSPB has no comment on this document. 

 

Appendix 43: Paper by Trinder M. (The Crown Estate 2017) 
(Estimates of Ornithological Headroom in Offshore Wind Farm 
Collision Mortality)  

This paper was produced initially as an internal discussion note by 
the Crown Estate, but subsequently received wider circulation. 
Whilst the RSPB appreciate the value of an accurate understanding 
of “as-built” turbine / wind farm parameters, we also highlight that 
the approach taken in the report has fundamental limitations as 
follows:  

1. The approach taken in the report is counter, in our view, to the 
relevant conservation objectives for the affected sites and their 
species as well as the broader legal conservation requirements and 
the principles of sustainable development. The industry should be 
aiming to achieve maximum capacity for least environmental effect, 
not simply looking to fully exploit the “available” environmental 
capacity. The report implies the calculated “headroom” for each 
species is simply expendable. A more appropriate approach would 
be to simply present the re-established cumulative/in-combination 
totals, without referring to the available headroom. It is for the 
decision-maker to make the decision as to whether predicted 
impacts of any future proposals are acceptable.  

2. The report is limited as it does not take account of potential 
impacts from displacement and emerging concerns regarding 
barrier effects on migratory birds that are largely unexplored but 
which are becoming increasingly important due to the scale of 
development that has and is planned to be deployed.  

3. The report assumes that predicted impacts of consented 
development were acceptable and still are acceptable and uses the 
consented impacts as thresholds. They should not be used for this 
purpose. Assessment methodologies and improvements in 
understanding of seabird ecology are developing all the time whilst 
new marine protected areas are in development. This new 
knowledge and understanding is not accommodated within the 
report. For instance there is no clarity on the accuracy of the 
underlying baseline data sets, uncertainties within the modelling 
and expression of confidence intervals for the outputs, as well as 
the other potential impacts identified above.  

 

Perhaps most importantly a number of assumptions are stated 
throughout the report in a discursive manner, the majority or all 
stating that existing methodologies of assessment are 
precautionary and that impacts are likely to be smaller. Taking 
these two points together there exists the risk of raising 
expectations amongst the intended audience, in the absence of any 
evidence, and which could be unfounded. This report simply 
emphasises the point that adequate monitoring is required to 
provide an evidence base to inform future assessment and 

The Applicant welcomes that the RSPB appreciate the 
value of an accurate understanding of “as-built” turbine / 
wind farm parameters . The Applicant notes that the RSPB 
have not raised any concerns in relation to the underlying 
approach applied by Trinder (2017). It should also be noted 
that many of the concerns raised by the RSPB have been 
taken into account in Appendix 4 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148) or are not applicable 
to the approach taken by the Applicant: 

1. The Applicant has considered the changes to 
collision risk estimates as a result of differences 
between turbine scenarios using agreed 
assessment methodologies; 

2. Not applicable to the Applicant’s approach or 
resulting assessment; 

3. As described for Point 1; 
4. Not applicable to the Applicant’s approach or 

resulting assessment; and 
5. This has been considered by the Applicant in 

paragraphs 1.71 onwards in Appendix 4 of the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-148) 
with any projects at which further development 
could technically occur discounted in resulting 
impact quantification. 
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consideration of cumulative/in-combination impacts.  

5. Finally, as recognised in the Report (page 2) theoretically a 
developer could build out to consented capacity sometime after 
initial construction if they had not reached that capacity, especially 
where there has been no change in conditions associated with their 
consent restricting the use of particular turbines. However clearly in 
situations where fewer turbines have been used but the consented 
capacity has been reached, or other consent restrictions mean that 
a new consent would need to be applied for if further turbines are to 
be built, this is not an issue. Therefore, if the spreadsheet does not 
already include this, it might be sensible to add columns for the 
consented capacity, as-built capacity, and the potential further build 
(consented minus as-built – this would be 0 in cases where the 
consented capacity has been reached, or could be noted as 
irrelevant where other consent conditions mean that no further 
turbines can be built without a new application).  

Given these limitations of the MacArthur Green report the RSPB 
strongly advise that projects do not seek to rely upon it when 
undertaking cumulative/ in-combination assessments. The report 
itself notes (on page 3) that for the most recently consented wind 
farms (those with the highest predicted mortalities) their 
calculations are indicative only. However, the RSPB would welcome 
an approach that allows for standardisation in the assessment 
procedure. 

 

The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 

Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 

Deadline 2)  

Applicant’s Response 

Q1.2.38 The RSPB note, and agree with, Natural England’s answer 
to this question (the duration of the ornithological survey required). 
The RSPB also note the MMO’s response. We support their point 
that “some important periods are only surveyed once and therefore 
the results may not be representative of the overall use of the site.” 

The Applicant requests that the RSPB identify those periods 
it considers represent important periods for seabirds at 
Hornsea Three that have only been surveyed once (during 
the digital aerial survey campaign) and the evidence which 
exists to support the contention that such periods are 
important.  

Q1.2.40 The RSPB and NE have been consistently clear that 20 
months of survey effect is inadequate and that 24 months is an 
absolute minimum. However, the RSPB have been trying to explore 
approaches that can come up with a solution to the problem of 
incomplete survey. We supported the meta-analysis, the primary 
aim of which was to assess whether 20 months survey would be 
adequate to account for variability in bird density through 
examination of the historical data set. The analysis was unable to 
provide this assurance.  

Variability in density will have both a special and temporal 
component. As a means of addressing the spatial variability the 
RSPB agree with NE that including the data from the additional 2 
cameras will help to properly characterise the degree of variability 
by increasing survey coverage from 10% to 20% of the project 
area. The applicant in their answer also agree that this will improve 

The level of survey coverage and the precision associated 
with density and population estimates for key species is 
consistent with that achieved at other consented wind farm 
projects and therefore the request by the RSPB (and Natural 
England) to analyse additional data has no foundation in 
terms of the assessments conducted (i.e.. the level of 
precision achieved allows for assessments to be conducted 
without a significant level of uncertainty).  The request is also 
inconsistent with the approaches applied at other consented 
offshore wind farm projects where the level of precision 
associated with abundance metrics (some of which is higher 
than obtained during the aerial surveys for Hornsea Three) 
has not been questioned. 
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Applicant’s Response 

the precision of the estimated density. 

Q1.2.42 The RSPB are supportive of NE’s position with regards to 
this; we do not accept that the historical boat-based survey data 
can be used as part of the impact assessment. The meta-analysis 
carried out was in part to explore this possibility and from that 
analysis it could not be concluded that the use of such data was 
appropriate. 

The Applicant has responded to the points made in this 
response in Appendix 8 to the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-141), as part of the Applicant’s responses 
to Natural England’s relevant representation (RR-097) and 
the RSPB’s relevant representation (RR-113) and the 
Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities questions 
(REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this stage. 

Q1.2.50 The RSPB note the Applicant’s response but prefer the 
use of colony specific data on phenology where available. 

The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities 
questions (REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this 
stage. 

Q1.2.51 Please see our answer to Q 1.2.50 above. The RSPB 
agree with Natural England’s response to this question. 

The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities 
questions (REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this 
stage. 

Q1.2.52 The RSPB disagreed with herring gull being screened out 
of the EIA. Herring gull is currently red listed in Birds of 
Conservation Concern 4. Numbers in the breeding season are 
relatively high (221 in June 2017) and therefore asked for further 
consideration to be made in the assessment. The RSPB 
acknowledges a Clarification Note on herring gull provided by the 
Applicant which conducts this assessment. 

The Applicant welcomes the RSPB’s acknowledgement of 
the clarification note (Appendix 12 of the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-189)) submitted at Deadline 
1. 

Q1.2.53 Following discussion with the Applicant, the RSPB can 
now acknowledge that we consider the approach taken to be 
acceptable. 

The Applicant welcomes this acknowledgement from the 
RSPB. 

Q1.2.54 The RSPB welcome the inclusion of some elements of 
uncertainty in the collision risk assessment arising from variability in 
density, flight height and avoidance rate. However this is not a 
complete consideration of uncertainty in the modelling process. 
Uncertainty in CRM arise from variability in all the input variables 
and as through observer and model error. All these aspects have 
not been fully considered, neither has the interaction between these 
sources of variability. A more robust manner of doing this would be 
via the recent stochastic Collision Risk model, produced by 
MacGregor et al. (2018). We agree with the answer of NE to this 
question with regard to displacement effects. 

The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authorities 
questions (REP1-122) and has nothing further to add at this 
stage. 

Q1.2.56 Please see our response to Q1.2.54 above. The RSPB 
agree with Natural England’s response to this question. 

The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
the Applicant's comments on responses to the Examining 
Authority's Written Questions submitted by Interested Parties 
at Deadline 1 (REP2-005) and has nothing further to add at 
this stage. 

Q1.2.57 We disagree with the applicant’s answer that “There is no 
statistically robust way in which these confidence intervals could be 
combined”. Such a method has been described by Masden’s (2015) 
‘proof of concept’ stochastic formulation of the Band model. 
Subsequently, a statistically robust method of carrying out the 
modelling process incorporating variability in all model parameters 

The way in which uncertainty has been considered by the 
Applicant is different to the approach taken by MacGregor et 
al. (2018) and as such the answer by the Applicant is correct. 
The answer provided is also consistent with the advice 
provided by Natural England in paragraph 3.20 of Annex C of 
Natural England’s Written Representation (REP1-211). 
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The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 

Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 

Deadline 2)  

Applicant’s Response 

had been developed, overseen by a scientific steering group, and 
published. This is the Marine Scotland Science funded Stochastic 
Collision Risk model, MacGregor et al. (2018). 

The Applicant has explored, within the CRM work undertaken 
to support the application, uncertainty associated with 
densities of flying birds, flight heights and avoidance rates 
individually as recommended by Natural England (see 
paragraph 3.21 in Annex C of Natural England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-211)). The Stochastic Collision Risk 
model, MacGregor et al. (2018) was not published at the time 
the methodology was discussed through the EWG or at the 
point of submission of the application. Consideration of 
uncertainty by MacGregor et al. (2018) is conducted as part 
of the modelling process (using an approach that is not 
possible using the Band (2012) CRM in isolation) and not 
post-hoc as would have to be done if the approach by the 
Applicant is applied. 

Q1.2.59 Please see our response to Q1.2.60 below. See response to Q1.2.60 below 

Q1.2.60 The RSPB do not agree with the changes in Nocturnal 
Activity Factor for kittiwake and gannet. The supporting analysis 
does not include all available data and does not account for the 
distinction between the definition of daylight as used in the Band 
Model and the official concept of ‘twilight’ and ‘night’, including civil, 
astronomical and nautical twilight. Nor does it account for the 
potential interaction between survey timing and diurnal behavioural 
patterns. Seabird foraging activity often peaks at first and last light. 
There is a danger that these peaks are not accounted for in the 
assessment either because they have been removed from the 
analysis by and overly simplified definition of day and night or 
because the survey was carried out at a time of much lower activity.  

The evidence presented by the applicant for changes in NAFs is 
inconsistent. For example, three different gannet NAFs are 
suggested in the three documents cited (MacArthur Green, 2015, 
Macarthur Green 2018, and Furness et al., 2018, (only the latter of 
which is peer reviewed)) despite them being by the same authors. 
This is indicative of the high level of uncertainty in the calculation of 
NAFs.  

The RSPB acknowledge that they accepted a NAF of 2 for kittiwake 
in the Forth and Tay scoping Advice produced by Marine Scotland, 
however this was prior to our understanding of the distinctions in 
the definition of daylight and the degree of uncertainty inherent in 
the process. For this reason we prefer that alongside a NAF of 2, 
the results for kittiwake are also presented with a NAF of 3, until 
such a time as a more realistic range of values can be incorporated 
into a stochastic CRM.  

The RSPB do not accept the Applicant’s answer that uncertainty in 
how well peaks in activity are be captured in the modelling process 
should form part of the correction factor known as “Avoidance 
Rate”. This simply diverts focus away from the issue rather than 
providing empirical evidence. The first stage of providing empirical 
evidence would be for the applicant to publish the timings of the 
aerial surveys carried out to characterise the site and contrast these 
with the diel activity patterns described by tracking data. We would 

It is considered that the nocturnal activity factors proposed by 
the Applicant for use in collision risk modelling better reflect 
the available evidence about the activity of key species at 
night than the generic recommendation in Band (2012). The 
list of papers listed by the RSPB (MacArthur Green, 2015, 
Macarthur Green 2018, and Furness et al., 2018) is indicative 
of a developing understanding of nocturnal activity factors 
driven by emerging evidence. This is a standard scientific 
approach with updated studies being published in response 
to emerging evidence and does not represent a high level of 
uncertainty rather it represents an attempt to reduce 
associated uncertainty. 

 The Applicant highlights the advice provided by the RSPB in 
relation to a change in the nocturnal activity factor for gannet 
as proposed by SNH in their scoping advice to the Forth and 
Tay projects: 

“We do not accept the suggested change for breeding gannet 
(rate of 1 which equates to 0%), unless a detailed breakdown 
of the timing of surveys is presented. This is because 
including a proportion of birds flying at night compensates for 
the likely under-recording of birds associated with peaks in 
foraging activity outwith the survey timings.” 

It is worth noting that in response to the RSPB’s rejection of a 
change to the nocturnal activity for gannet, Marine Scotland 
provided the following response: 

“the justification [provided by the RSPB] for this appears to 
conflate nocturnal activity with colony attendance, foraging 
activity and timing of at-sea surveys without an adequate 
empirical basis.” 

It is therefore still not clear to the Applicant why there is a 
disparity on a common point of methodology between the 
advice provided by the RSPB for the two separate projects. 

Notwithstanding this the nocturnal activity factors provided by 
Furness et al. (2018) account for the definitions of daytime 
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The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 

Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 

Deadline 2)  

Applicant’s Response 

highlight figure 3 of Furness et al. (2018) which demonstrates 
peaks in foraging activity of gannets and highlights the risk that brief 
snapshots surveys may miss considerable amount of activity and 
therefore seriously underestimate modelled mortalities. As this 
figure is for diving birds only (i.e. foraging birds) we would also note 
that these are the birds most at risk of collision (Cleasby et al., 
2015). 

and night time with these scores having been specifically 
derived for use in the Band (2012) CRM. 

Q1.2.62 The RSPB refer back to our Deadline 1 response to this 
question, notably in regard to Skov et al., as included by the 
applicant as Appendix 41. 

The Applicant has provided a response to this point at 
Deadline 1 (see the Applicant’s response to the Examining 
Authorities questions (REP1-122) and Appendix 40 and 41 to 
the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 (REP1-143 and 
REP1-149)) and has nothing further to add at this stage. 

Q1.2.72 The RSPB agree with NE’s position on mean seasonal 
peaks, in that the seasons have not been correctly defined and that 
there is incomplete survey coverage. 

The Applicant has provided a response to this point as part of 
Appendix 8 to the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 1 
(REP1-141), as part of the Applicant’s responses to Natural 
England’s relevant representation (RR-097) and the RSPB’s 
relevant representation (RR-113), the Applicant’s response to 
the Examining Authorities questions (REP1-122) and the 
Applicant’s response to Natural England’s Written 
Representation (REP1-211) and has nothing further to add at 
this stage. 

Q1.2.75 Please note the correction to the RSPB’s answer to this 
response at the top of this document: the maximum foraging 
distance for kittiwake should have been reported as 324km. This 
was for a successful breeding bird in 2017. In further evidence of 
this foraging range the RSPB would like to add a citation, 
Wischnewski et al. (2018) Seabird tracking at the Flamborough & 
Filey Coast: Assessing the impacts of offshore wind turbines (copy 
attached to this response). 

The availability of tracking data is a welcome addition to the 
evidence base for bird foraging behaviour.  That some birds 
apparently forage over very large distances and that there is 
connectivity between FFC SPA and the Hornsea Three site 
are not matters that are in dispute between the Applicant and 
the RSPB. However, it should be noted that assumptions 
about connectivity are not typically made on the basis of 
extreme maximum distances recorded by individuals that 
may exhibit aberrant behaviour, particularly birds that have 
failed to breed and that are not subject to the same energetic 
constraints as those birds that are required to regularly 
provision young. 

 The RSPB have indicated that this observation was 
associated with a ‘successful breeding bird’. The Applicant 
has requested that the RSPB provide the definition of a 
‘successful breeding bird’ as has been applied in this case as 
this can have significant implications for how this information 
is used as part of any assessment.  

Notwithstanding this point, it is still considered that this 
pattern of behaviour is unlikely to represent the majority or 
even a sizeable minority of foraging birds from the FFC SPA 
due to the high energetic cost it would entail and the 
corresponding impact this would have on breeding success. 

Q1.2.80 While acknowledging the uncertainty in assessment, the 
RSPB consider that the probability of a non-breeding bird being 
associated with a particular colony will be higher the closer to the 
colony the bird is and that this probability is also higher in 
proportion to the size of the colony. As such, a relatively simple 

The Applicant welcomes the proposal by the RSPB to utilise 
the SNH apportioning approach and will investigate the use 
of this tool for immature birds, noting that the original 
approach was defined for breeding adult birds. 
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The RSPB’s response to answers to the Examining 

Authority’s First Written Question (submitted at 

Deadline 2)  

Applicant’s Response 

apportioning calculation, broadly similar to that used in the SNH 
Apportioning Tool, with a distance-density function could be used to 
calculate the proportion of non-breeders associated with each SPA 
and pSPA, such as those identified for razorbill in Annex 3 of HRA 
report, set against the appropriate biologically defined population. 

Q1.2.81 See response to Appendix 7: Alternative approach to 
sourcing cumulative and in-combination collision risk estimates - 
Clarification Note below. 

See the response provided below in relation to the RSPB 
comments on Appendix 7 of the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline 1 (REP1-139). 

Q1.2.115 See response to Appendix 3: Age Class Data Clarification 
Note below. 

See the response provided below in relation to the RSPB 
comments on Appendix 3 of the Applicant’s submission at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-169). 

Q1.2.117 See response to Appendix 9: Population Viability Analysis 
below. 

See the response provided below in relation to the RSPB 
comments on Appendix 9 of the Applicant’s response to 
Deadline 1 (REP1-135). 

Q1.4.20 The RSPB notes the Applicant’s response and its 
proposed means of addressing the potential impacts upon pink-
footed geese. We continue to discuss the matter with the Applicant. 

The Applicant, following discussion with the RSPB, will 
update the outline CoCP and EMP to reflect the proposed 
measures outlined and broadly agreed through the SoCG 
process. 

Q1.15.6 The RSPB notes the Applicant’s response in relation to the 
Outline Code of Construction Practice (OCOCP). We note that at 
the point of determination of the DCO that the OCOCP will be fixed 
and no longer “living”. Provided that the mitigation measures 
secured during the Examination Process are present in the “fixed” 
version of the OCOCP the RSPB considers that this should address 
our concerns about the security of the mitigation measures within 
the document. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 

Q1.15.7 The RSPB notes the Applicant’s response in relation to the 
Outline Ecological Management Plan (OEMP). We note that at the 
point of determination of the DCO that the OEMP will be fixed and 
no longer “living”. Provided that the mitigation measures secured 
during the Examination Process are present in the “fixed” version of 
the OEMP the RSPB considers that this should address our 
concerns about the security of the mitigation measures within the 
document. 

This is acknowledged by the Applicant. 

 

 Helen and Chris Monk (AS-012) 

 Summary 

Helen and Chris Monk have submitted a written representation on 22 November 2018 (AS-012) expressing 

their concerns about the impacts of Hornsea Three on Cawston village.   Helen and Chris Monk are concerned 

about impacts of construction traffic that will be using the B1145 and the subsequent noise and vibration and 

air quality impacts. They have raised concerns about the width of the existing roads and the proximity of 

sensitive receptors such as residential properties and a school. 
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The Applicant has responded to specific points raised within Helen and Chris Monk’s Written Representation 

(AS-012) below, confirming that the impacts of construction traffic on the road link at Cawston have been 

assessed to have a minor adverse effect (as reported in Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of the 

Environmental Statement (APP-079)). Noise changes as a result of construction traffic and air quality 

emissions have also been assessed (Volume 3, Chapter 8: Noise and Vibration (APP-080) and Chapter 9: Air 

Quality (APP-081)) and the effects are predicted to be negligible. To address the concerns of Cawston 

residents, the Applicant is undertaking profiling of the traffic flows through Cawston to identify appropriate 

construction traffic management measures and also work to understand the existing vibration levels at 

properties adjacent to the main road through the village (see the Applicant’s response to the Relevant 

Representation of Andrew Hellewell (RR-065) in their Deadline 1 submission (REP1-131)). 

 Response to Helen and Chris Monk 

Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

We are writing to express our concerns over this proposal. 

We live in Cawston and our house fronts onto the B1145, very 
close to the traffic. 

We realise that the 7th November deadline has passed, 
however the first time our attention was brought to the direct 
impact of this scheme on us was a letter from Ørsted dated 5th 
November. Thus we had no time to research and respond by 
the deadline. 

The letter was described as an “update”, but, on querying this, 
Ørsted’s response was that we had not been sent previous 
newsletters, etc, as “Cawston Village is not directly on our cable 
route”. We feel that this is unacceptable when Cawston is 
clearly a key site for traffic issues. 

We have now engaged with them and told them that we would 
be interested in finding out about participating in their noise and 
vibration testing process. 

In principle we are strongly in favour of schemes such as 
renewable energy which serve to protect and improve the 
environment, but we do feel that the philosophy of protecting the 
wider environment should not rest on destroying some local 
environments, which is what will happen if this proposal goes 
ahead in its current form. 

The Applicant can confirm that Cawston Parish Council has 
been included in the consultation process for the DCO 
application and consultation post submission.  Notwithstanding 
this, the Applicant welcomes the opportunity to respond to 
comments raised by Helen and Chris Monk. 

The roads to be used by Hornsea Three construction traffic 
were identified in Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of 
the Environmental Statement (APP-079): traffic flows were 
provided (both base traffic flows and construction traffic flows) 
for Link 89 and Link 90 to represent Cawston. Volume 6, Annex 
7.2: Description of Network Links and Sensitivity of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-160) defines Link 89 (through 
Cawston) as medium sensitivity and paragraph 7.9.2.3 of 
Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-079) sets out that such 
classifications are deemed as not being sensitive, in 
accordance with the IEMA thresholds. Paragraphs 7.11.2.7 and 
7.11.2.8 of Volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-079) set out that the effects of 
the construction of Hornsea Three on these links would result 
in, at worst, a minor effect, which is not significant in 
environmental impact assessment terms.  Noise changes as a 
result of construction traffic and air quality emissions have also 
been assessed (Volume 3, Chapter 8: Noise and Vibration 
(APP-080) and Chapter 9: Air Quality (APP-081)) and the 
predicted effects are assessed to be negligible. 

Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant would note that 
ongoing work in respect to HGV movement refinement and 
development of the Outline CTMP will have implications on the 
village of Cawston.  These are described in more detail below.  

The B1145 and other roads in this area are simply unsuitable for 
the types and volumes of traffic proposed. 

The levels of noise and vibration in the centre of the village will 
be intolerable and there are real safety concerns. 

The Applicant notes the concerns of Helen and Chris Monk 
regarding the narrow width and limited visibility along the 
B1145, the weight bearing capacity of the old railway bridge 
and the proximity of sensitive receptors.  

The Applicant would direct the ExA to the Applicant’s response 
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this is a twisty B road, unsuitable for HGVs, narrow and 
impossible in many places for two large vehicles to pass one 
another safely. 

in the village there are narrow pavements and several blind 
junctions, where traffic on the side road has to creep into the 
main road to see what is coming the old railway bridge near the 
village hall is on a blind bend. We also wonder whether it has 
sufficient weight bearing capacity. 

a double bend between Cawston and Salle is exceptionally 
tight, you often need to stop and back up to allow a non HGV 
lorry to get round. 

there is a village junior school, buses, school buses collecting 
senior pupils, shops, pub and houses close to the narrow road - 
a constant need for pedestrians to cross the road throughout the 
day. 

air quality in the centre of the village is another concern, as is 
light pollution. 

We get no sense that factors like these have been considered in 
the proposal. 

We hope that you are able to include these views in your 
assessments, and look forward to hearing from you. 

Kind regards 

Helen & Chris Monk 

to the Relevant Representation of Andrew Hellewell (RR-065) 
in their Deadline 1 submission (REP1-131). The Applicant 
notes that based on peak movements the capacity of the B1145 
through Cawston may be exceeded individually by Hornsea 
Three or cumulatively as a result of shared road links during 
construction Hornsea Three and Norfolk Vanguard (including 
along the B1145 through Cawston). 

To address this, the Applicant is currently undertaking profiling 
of traffic flows through the construction period and continuing to 
work with the applicant for the Norfolk Vanguard to ensure 
alignment of highway threshold levels applied by each project, 
i.e. traffic capacity of each road link before significant impacts 
are expected, and alignment as to the scope of appropriate 
traffic management measures that may be required as 
thresholds are reached.  If traffic management measures are 
required, then they will be captured in a revised Outline CTMP 
prior to the end of the examination period.   

The risk of structural damage from vibration as a result of the 
HGVs from Hornsea Three is low (as explained in Applicant’s 
response to the Relevant Representation of Andrew Hellewell 
(RR-065) in their Deadline 1 submission (REP1-131)). 
However, the Applicant is engaging with a working group set up 
with Cawston Parish Council in order to better understand 
existing baseline vibration levels at residential properties 
immediately adjacent to the main road through Cawston, to 
inform the need and nature of any traffic management 
measures to be developed as part of the detailed CTMP post-
consent. 

The Applicant is committed to continued engagement with NCC 
in respect to constraints within Cawston, and is confident that a 
position can be reached whereby the need and nature of 
management measures are identified in principle within the 
outline CTMP. 
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 Highways England (REP2-029) 

 Summary 

Highways England has submitted a written representation at Deadline 2 comprises a summary letter and 
accompanying technical notes which identify outstanding concerns regarding the potential for impacts from 
Hornsea Three on the Strategic Highway Network.  Concerns focus on the following three areas: 

• A47/Taverham Road east of Honingham Junction; 

• A47/A140 and A47/ A1074 Junctions; and 

• A140/B1113 Junction. 

 

The Applicant has responded to the matters raised by Highways England’s written representation, with work 

ongoing to respond to the specific points raised within the technical notes.  The Applicant is committed to continued 

engagement with Highways England to seek to address outstanding matters and will will provide an update on this 

ongoing work as part of the updated Statement of Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three and Highways 

England to be submitted at Deadline 4.  
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 Response to Highways England 

Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

For the attention of: Mr David Prentis 

Dear Sir 

Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm (EN010080): Written 
Statement 

I refer to the previous submission by Highways England in the form of a 
written statement dated and submitted on the 7 November 2018 
regarding the above. This letter provides an update to our Written 
Statement and also to the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) 
between the Applicant and Highways England dated 6 November 2018. 

On 2 November 2018, we received a response from the Applicant, 
entitled ‘Applicant’s Response to Highways England Briefing Note 01a’, 
dated November 2018, which was acknowledged in the SoCG. A copy of 
the applicant’s response is attached. 

This letter should be read in conjunction with the Briefing Notes BN02 
and BN03 (both are dated 19 November 2018), prepared by our Spatial 
Planning Consultant, AECOM, attached with this letter. 

As mentioned in our Written Statement and in the SoCG, the following 
issues are still outstanding: 

Noted.  The Applicant has responded to each of the 
points made by Highways England summary letter 
below.   Given the technical and detailed nature of the 
matters raised within the technical notes, the Applicant 
has committed to providing an update on these points at 
Deadline 4 following continued discussions with 
Highways England and Norfolk County Council.  

 

A47/Taverham Road east of Honingham Junction 

· After reviewing the ‘Applicant’s Response to Highways 
England Briefing Note 01a’, we remain concerned that there is a serious 
risk to the safe and free flow of traffic on the A47 Trunk Road from the 
use of the A47 / Taverham Road junction as a means of access to 
construction sites 17 (B) and 18 (B). 

· BN02 attached identifies a number of issues with the layout 
and geometry of the junction and the potential consequences of up to 66 
additional Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) turning into and out of 
Taverham Road for the duration of the works at those sites. 

· BN03 identifies a cluster of Personal Injury Accidents (PIAs) (a 
total of six in five years) associated with the use of the A47 / Taverham 
Road junction of which four involved stationary vehicles waiting to make 
the right turn into Taverham Road, being hit from behind by vehicles 
approaching along the A47 from the east. 

· BN02 suggests a number of potential mitigation measures and 
recommendations for alternative access arrangements to promote the 
safe and free flow of traffic at this junction, which we requested the 
applicant to consider in consultation with ourselves and with the Local 
Highway Authority, Norfolk County Council. 

· In the absence of any other consideration, Highways 
England’s preferred solution would be that no HGVs accessing or 
leaving the construction sites should join or leave the A47 at the A47 / 
Taverham Road junction. However, we recognise that this may not be 
practicable in relation to its impact on the Local Road Network and 
therefore request that the Construction Traffic Management Plan for the 
sites in question should ban HGVs from making any turns into and right 
turns out of Taverham Road and require them to use Taverham Road in 
one direction only. This should be supplemented by clearance of foliage 

A47 / Taverham Road east of Honingham Junction 

The Applicant has reviewed the comments made by 
Highways England and the points raised are noted and 
in discussion with both Highway England and Norfolk 
County Council. 

The Applicant has confirmed in correspondence that the 
Applicant wish to retain access to Sites 17(B) and 18(B) 
via Taverham Road and as such are seeking to identify 
an appropriate solution to address the concerns raised.   

In separate correspondence Norfolk County Council 
have confirmed the use of Church Lane at the Easton 
Roundabout to access Sites 17(B) and 18(B) is not 
acceptable and would not be supported.  As a result, the 
Applicant has confirmed to Highways England that in the 
absence of Church Lane, access to Taverham Road is 
required. 

The Applicant notes that Highways England have 
defined a potential cluster of accidents, however, there 
is no acceptance that this is an accident cluster of 
sufficient magnitude for Highway England to introduced 
a safety invention scheme themselves. The Applicant is 
therefore in agreement with Highways England to 
identify a scheme of temporary safety intervention 
measures to be implemented during the construction 
phase when access 17(B) and 18(B) was required.    

In discussion with Norfolk County Council, the Applicant 
has therefore agreed to prepare and submit to Highways 
England and the Highways Authority, the following by 
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Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

within the westbound highway verge and the use of temporary traffic 
signs to advise drivers using the A47 of the risk of HGVs turning ahead 
and of the risk of encountering stationary vehicles in the carriageway. 

Deadline 5; 

• Detailed A47 / Taverham Road accident 
investigation assessment and existing Safety 
Audit junction review; 

• Identification of appropriate A47 / Taverham 
Roads scheme of temporary safety 
intervention measures, the principles of which 
will ultimately be secured through the Outline 
CTMP; and 

• Stage 1 safety audit for the planned 
intervention measures to demonstrate their 
suitability.  

 

A47/A140 and A47/ A1074 Junctions 

· The SoCG between the Applicant and ourselves refers to a 
sensitivity test to be undertaken in respect of the number of anticipated 
construction vehicles through these junctions and the time of day this 
flow will occur in relation to the peak traffic flows using these junctions. 
This analysis has still to be undertaken and was not included in the 
Applicant’s Response to Highways England Briefing Note 01a. 

A140/B1113 Junction 

· Highways England remain concerned about the effect of 
construction traffic on this junction and the risk of a queue of traffic 
tailing back to and affecting the operation of the A47/ A140 junction. We 
understand that the applicant is liaising with Norfolk County Council 
(NCC) in respect of their impact on this junction. However, we have not 
yet heard from either the Applicant or NCC that the assessment of the 
A140/ B1113 junction has been accepted as satisfactory. 

In light of the above we would recommend the DCO only be confirmed 
once these issues have been satisfactorily resolved. 

Yours faithfully 

Shamsul Hoque 

A47/A140 and A47/A1074 Junctions 

The Applicant notes the comments from Highways 
England. The Applicant confirms the Technical 
Response Note to Highways England did include 
preliminary traffic information to consider the peak traffic 
flows against Hornsea Three construction traffic flows, 
which is also contained in Appendix 31 to Deadline I 
submission – Transport Assessment  [REP1-162],  
Table 1.2 and Appendix B and C. 

Paragraph 2.1.4.2 of the Outline CTMP (REP1-146) 
highlights planned operating hours to allow flexibility with 
travel to access locations, specifically;  

For the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor and 
substation core working hours are 07.00 to 18.00 on 
weekdays and 07.00 to 13.00 on Saturdays. Up to one 
hour before and after for mobilisation (“mobilisation 
period”), i.e. 06:00 to 19:00 weekdays and 06:00 to 
14:00 Saturdays; and Maintenance period 13:00 to 
17:00 Saturdays. 

The Applicant therefore has the flexibility to maximise 
the project traffic flows associated with the construction 
of Hornsea Three which occur outside of the 
conventional AM (0800-0900hrs) and PM (1700-
1800hrs) background peak periods. 

The Applicant has agreed to supply supporting 
information to assess Hornsea Three’s impact against 
off-peak traffic flows to ensure the construction flows in 
conjunction with existing background off-peak traffic 
flows will not exceed those of the conventional peak 
periods.  The Applicant has discussed this with 
Highways England and understand this to be an 
acceptable approach.  The collection of baseline data to 
support this assessment has been undertaken and will 
be submitted to the examination, along with the 
assessment work to Highways England and Norfolk 
County Council.  The Applicant would then anticipate 
submitting the information into examination at Deadline 
4.  
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A140/B1113 Junction 

The Applicant has discussed the B1113 / A140 
Technical submission [REP1-157- Appendix 33 to 
Deadline I] with Norfolk County Council and understand 
the position within the Applicants position is acceptable.   
As such, the Applicant considers this to address 
Highways England concerns.   

Briefing Note 02: 

Introduction 

1. AECOM have undertaken a technical review on behalf of 
Highways England in respect of the ‘Applicant’s Response to Highways 
England Briefing Note 01A’ (the “Applicant’s Response”) dated 
November 2018, prepared by Create Consulting Engineers Ltd. 
Appendix B of the Response Note presents a geometric swept path 
analysis illustrated as Drawing No. 1554/03/301 ‘Taverham Road Low 
Loader Tracking’, dated 26th October 2018. 

2. Specifically, this Briefing Note (BN02) addresses a number of 
issues relating to the proposed use by site traffic of the A47 Junction 
with Taverham Road east of Honingham, which were identified as 
potentially problematic by Highways England following advice received 
from AECOM in Briefing Note 01. This BN02 should be read in 
conjunction with the AECOM BN03 (PIA Review), which comments on 
the collision record at the junction. 

3. The A47/ Taverham Road junction is a simple priority T-
junction, which forms a left-right aligned staggered junction with Blind 
Lane opposite. It does not provide right turning lane facilities for vehicles 
waiting to turn right into the minor arms of the junction. From an 
examination of Google street view imagery, Taverham Road appears to 
be of limited width, with corner radii that may not be suitable for use by 
large numbers of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs). The junction is on the 
outside of a large radius bend and visibility for A47 westbound through 
traffic appears to be sub¬standard. 

1-9. The Applicant notes Highways England comments 
and considers the steps outlined in the summary above 
will address these matters.   

4. It is proposed that Taverham Road should serve as the 
primary access to two of the three site accesses serving the section of 
cable run between Ringland and the A47, with the third access via 
Church Lane, off the A47 Easton roundabout. Transport Assessment 
(TA) Table 1.5 and Figure 1.2 of Annex 7.8 of the Environmental 
Statement refer. 

5. The advice contained in AECOM Briefing Note 01 in respect of 
this junction can be summarised as follows: 

In the event that the Wind Farm construction precedes the opening of 
the RIS scheme, AECOM recommend that, in the TA, this junction 
should be assessed in the following ways: 

· An assessment of the current junction layout against the 
requirements of DMRB design standard TD42; 

· An assessment of the collision record of this junction; 

· If the traffic flow increases are sufficient to warrant it, a 
PICADY model to determine any capacity problems associated with this 
junction; 
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· Consideration should be given to geometric improvements to 
facilitate the use of this junction by larger numbers of HGVs; 

· Alternatively, consideration should be given to banning the 
right turns into and out of Taverham Road for construction vehicles, 
making use of the roundabouts at the east end of Honingham bypass 
and at Easton to facilitate the resulting U-turn movements. 

6. Having reviewed the Environmental Statement and supporting 
documents, including the Transport Assessment (TA), AECOM updated 
their advice as follows in Briefing Note 01a: 

No assessments of this nature are included in the TA or its supporting 
documentation. 

Table 1.5 of the TA lists two construction site accesses as being 
accessed via the A47/ Taverham Road junction. These are listed as 
sites 16 (B) and 17 (B) although on the plan at Sheet 7 of ES Annex 7.8, 
it would seem more logical to serve sites 17 (B) and 18 (B) from 
Taverham Road and 

16 (B) from Church Lane, Easton. Appendix A shows the total traffic 
generated by sites 16 (A), 

17 (B) and 18 (B) as being 31 two-way light vehicle and 99 two-way 
HGV movements per day. It would be reasonable to assume that this 
traffic will be split equally across the three access points, therefore the 
A47/ Taverham Road junction would have to accommodate up to 66 
two-way HGV movements per day. This is unlikely to require a junction 
capacity model. However, the underlying suitability of this older-style 
priority junction needs to be questioned for the reasons stated at para 24 
above. An assessment of the junction’s layout against DMRB standards 
and the provision of HGV swept path plots to demonstrate its adequacy 
to accommodate an influx of larger vehicles, together with an 
assessment of the collision record here would be advisable. It is of note 
that a collision analysis was undertaken for the A47 to the west of 
Easton (TA paras 1.4.2.16 – 1.4.2.23) but this covered a section some 
2-3km to the west of here and did not include this junction. 

Further assessments as recommended above would be beneficial. 
Alternatively, from the perspective of the safe and free flow of traffic on 
the Trunk Road, it might be preferable to serve all three access points 
16(B) 17(B) and 18(B) from the A47/ Easton roundabout via Church 
Lane (highway link 126) rather than from Taverham Road (link 125). 

 

7. The Applicant’s response to these issues is contained in the 
document ‘Applicant’s response to Highways England Briefing Note 01a’ 
(‘the Applicant’s Response’) dated November 2018. Sections 2.15 – 
2.27 and Appendices B and C of the Applicant’s Response address the 
problems of this junction. 

8. Appendix B of the Applicant’s Response comprises a drawing (Create 
Consulting Engineers Ltd drawing no 1554/03/301 dated 26th October 
2018), which shows the junction as it currently exists, indicating features 
relating to its DMRB design compliance and the swept paths of a design 
heavy goods vehicle (the Design Vehicle) manoeuvring into and out of 
the minor arm of the junction. 

9. Appendix C of the Applicant’s Response provides collision data at and 
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in the vicinity of the junction. 

DMRB Design Compliance 

10. The A47/ Taverham Road junction, as shown on Drawing 
1554/03/301, broadly resembles a junction designed to DMRB Design 
Standard TD42, which is the appropriate standard for a junction of this 
type. However, there are a number of features of the current layout 
which give cause for concern. 

11. The A47 is not provided with a central ‘ghost island’ lane to 
accommodate vehicles waiting to turn right into the minor arm of the 
junction. At very low levels of traffic flow, this would not be problematic. 
However, as traffic flows increase, the risk increases of a queue of 
stationary traffic forming behind a would-be right turning vehicle waiting 
for a gap in the opposite direction of flow, a situation exacerbated by the 
left-right alignment of the stagger between Taverham Road and Blind 
Lane. 

10-13. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   

12. The A47 at this location is heavily trafficked for a single 
carriageway road, with the annual average daily traffic (AADT) being 
27,245 with a HGV content of 10% (source: ES Vol 6 Annex 7.3 – Base 
Traffic Flows). This is significantly above the design capacity of a two-
lane single carriageway road of 13,000 (DMRB TA46/97 Table 2.1) and 
the level at which a ghost island junction would be the preferred option 
(TD42/95 Figure 2/2) subject to minor arm flow. 

13. Highways England has accepted that there is no requirement 
for a PICADY model of this junction, on the basis of the relatively low 
additional flow being added to Taverham Road. Neither the TA nor any 
of the supporting material includes data on the current usage of 
Taverham Road and in its absence a PICADY model could not be run. 
There is, however, at this level of flow on the A47, a high risk that 
vehicles turning into and out of the minor arm of the junction will have to 
wait a considerable time for a suitable gap in the flow on the A47 to 
make their turn. 

 

14. The carriageway of Taverham Road scales at 5.0m wide. 
TD42 does not specify the width of the minor arm of the junction. 
However, it is based on a ‘nominal’ minor road width of 7.3m. Any 
features of the design that are suitable for a 7.3m wide minor road may 
result in a constrained layout where the minor arm is only 5m wide. This 
is reflected in our comments on the swept path plots below. 

 

14-16. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   

15. The corner radii leading into and out of the minor arm are 
acceptable at nominally 15m and the tapers provided onto and off the 
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A47 exceed the requirements of the design standard. However, there is 
no exit taper into the minor arm of the junction, as required by TD42 
para 7.7 (b) and its absence is reflected in the swept path plots, which 
show the Design Vehicle taking up the whole width of the minor arm 
when turning left from the A47 into Taverham Road. 

16. The approach and emerging visibility shown on Drawing 
1554/03/301 is acceptable. However, forward visibility for A47 
westbound through traffic is below standard and visibility to oncoming 
traffic for vehicles wishing to turn right into Taverham Road is partially 
obstructed by foliage in the nearside verge. 

 

Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) swept path plots 

17. Drawing 1554/03/301 illustrates the swept path of a 16.5 
metre long articulated low loader (the Design Vehicle) turning into and 
out of Taverham Road at its junction with the A47. 

18. It appears from this drawing that the Design Vehicle can 
complete left and right turns into and out of the minor arm without 
encroaching on the kerb or onto the wrong side of the A47. However, it 
encroaches on to the wrong side of the minor arm in order to complete 
right turns into and out of Taverham Road and requires the whole width 
of the minor arm to complete a left-turn into Taverham Road. 

19. Taverham Road itself is unlikely to be wide enough, at 5.0m, 
for two Design Vehicles to pass each other on the straight section on the 
approach to the junction (vehicle width 2.5m, typically increasing to 3.1m 
with wing mirrors: the construction plant itself can be wider than the low 
loader) and would not be sufficiently wide for them to pass elsewhere. 
The Design Vehicle could pass a car or small van with care on the route 
but would not be able to enter the minor arm of the junction if a car or 
small van were waiting to emerge on to the A47. Similarly, a car or small 
van wishing to enter Taverham Road would have to wait within the bell 
mouth of the junction for a Design Vehicle to emerge from the minor 
arm. 

17-19. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   
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Consequences 

20. Since the A47 at this location is heavily trafficked and the 
geometry of the A47/ Taverham Road junction is of a low standard of 
provision with a narrow minor arm and no central right turn lane, there is 
already a high risk of vehicles wishing to turn right into Taverham Road 
having to wait within the westbound running lane of the A47 before they 
can make their turn. 

21. High friction surfacing and ‘SLOW’ markings present on the 
A47 westbound approach to the junction indicate that this has been seen 
as a problem in the past. 

22. With the limitations of this layout, the increase in heavy vehicle 
traffic into and out of Taverham Road would give rise to an increased 
risk of vehicles becoming stationary within the A47 in both eastbound 
and westbound directions whilst they wait for a suitable gap in the traffic 
flow to turn into Taverham Road, or whilst they wait for a vehicle to 
emerge from Taverham Road onto the A47. 

23. In the case of two Design Vehicles attempting to use the 
junction simultaneously, there is a risk that this wait could be for an 
extended period. As the road narrows, there is also the risk that 
Taverham Road itself could be blocked away from the junction with 
vehicle queues extending back to the junction. 

24. There is also a risk that vehicles emerging from Blind Lane 
intending to carry on straight ahead into Taverham Road would not be 
able to see an approaching vehicle in Taverham Road and would turn 
into the A47, immediately having to stop to let such a vehicle emerge 
from Taverham Road. 

25. Each of these scenarios brings an increased risk of drivers on 
the A47 encountering stationary traffic at this location, which they may 
not be expecting to encounter. 

26. This is reflected in the pattern identified in the collision data 
supplied by Norfolk County Council for this junction (see AECOM BN03). 

20-26. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   

Potential Mitigation 

27. A number of steps could be taken to mitigate the potential 
impact of the use of Taverham Road by construction traffic. These 
include the following. 

· As a very minimum, the traffic management plan for the 
construction sites accessed off Taverham Road must prevent two site-
related heavy vehicles from attempting to use this junction 
simultaneously; 

· Clearance of foliage within the westbound highway verge 
should be undertaken to maximise forward visibility for traffic westbound 
on the A47; 

· Temporary (black-on-yellow) traffic signs may be needed to 
warn drivers on the A47 of HGVs turning ahead and of the risk of 
encountering stationary vehicles in the carriageway; 

· In may be appropriate to deploy vehicle-actuated variable 
message signs to enhance these warnings; 

· Consideration should be given to banning right turns by 
construction traffic into and out of Taverham Road at this junction and 
making drivers go to the Easton and Honingham roundabouts to make 

Noted.  The Applicant is committed to the idenitification 
of appropriate temporary safety intervention measures 
for the A47 / Taverham Road, the principles of which will 
ultimately be secured through the Outline CTMP.  The 
Applicant will continue to engage with Highways 
England and Norfolk County Council to agree measures 
which are acceptable to both parties.  
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the U-turns that would consequently be required in both the inbound and 
outbound directions; 

· Consideration should be given to making Taverham Road 
one-way for site traffic (either inbound or outbound) with vehicles in the 
opposite direction directed to use Church Lane and the Easton 
Roundabout; 

· Consideration should be given to forbidding site-related HGVs 
from using Taverham Road as an access point to the site from the A47 
and directing all such traffic to the Easton Roundabout, Church Lane 
and Ringland Road (highway links 126 and 127). 

Conclusions 

28. AECOM do not consider the unrestricted use of Taverham 
Road and its junction with the A47 as a satisfactory means of access to 
construction sites to the north of the A47. 

29. Whilst the junction between the A47 and Taverham Road 
resembles a layout designed to DMRB Design Standard TD42, it has a 
number of limitations, which would create a high risk of vehicles turning 
into Taverham Road having to wait within the running lane of the A47 
before they are able to make their turn. This will result in stationary traffic 
on the A47 at this location, which other drivers using the A47 will not 
necessarily expect to encounter. The analysis of the collision data 
supplied by Norfolk County Council shows that there is already an 
accident pattern associated with right turns into Taverham Road at this 
location. 

The Applicant notes Highways England comments and 
considers the steps outlined above will address these 
matters.  The Applicant is committed to continuing 
enagegment with Highways England and the Local 
Highways Authority in respect to the A47/Taverham 
junction, and is confident that a position can be reached 
which satisfies Highways England as well as Norfolk 
County Council.   

30. The increase in HGV traffic associated with the Hornsea 
Three Wind Farm would increase the risk of drivers on the A47 
encountering stationary traffic at this location and, consequently, of the 
type of collision already present at this junction. 

31. A number of mitigation measures are available to minimise 
this risk whilst facilitating access to construction sites to the north of the 
A47. 

32. AECOM recommend that consideration should be given to 
banning HGV traffic accessing the Hornsea Three Wind Farm 
construction sites from using the A47/ Taverham Road junction, directing 
them instead to use the A47 Easton roundabout, Church Lane and 
Ringland Road. Failing this, it is strongly recommended that the 
construction management routing plan bans HGVs from making turns 
into and right turns out of Taverham Road and requires them to use 
Taverham Road in one direction only. 

33. If, following this review, it is decided that the A47/ Taverham 
Road junction can be used by HGVs accessing the site, the traffic 
management plan for the construction sites accessed off Taverham 
Road should contain the following provisions: 

· A situation in which two site-related heavy vehicles (one 
inbound, one outbound) attempt to use this junction simultaneously must 
be prevented; 

· Clearance of foliage within the westbound highway verge 
should be undertaken to maximise forward visibility for traffic westbound 
on the A47; 

· Temporary (black-on-yellow) traffic signs should be used to 
warn drivers on the A47 of HGVs turning ahead and of the risk of 
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encountering stationary vehicles in the carriageway; 

· It may also be appropriate to deploy vehicle-actuated variable 
message signs to enhance these warnings. 

Briefing Note 03: 

Introduction       

1. AECOM have been invited to document a review of the 
Response Note (RN), dated November 2018, presented via email by 
Create Consulting Ltd in response to AECOMs BN01A (dated 17th 
October 2018). The RN was received on 2nd November 2018 in support 
of the Hornsea Project Three Wind Farm development. 

2. This Briefing Note (BN03) details the Personal Injury Accident 
(PIA) review undertaken by AECOM in respect of the A47/ Taverham 
Road junction. It should be read in conjunction with AECOM Briefing 
Note BN02, which comprises a review of the DMRB design compliance 
of the junction and the swept paths of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs). 

3. The collision review is set out within para 2.20-2.26 of the 
Response note (RN). The PIA data was acquired from Crashmap.co.uk 
for the last three years, between the end of 2014 to end of 2017, and 
from Norfolk County Council (NCC) for the five year period between 
September 2013 and August 2018. The NCC PIA interpretation listing 
and collision plot which have been used to inform this review are held 
within Appendix C of the RN. 

1- 17. The Applicant notes Highways England 
comments and considers the steps outlined in the 
summary above will address these matters.   

4. For the purpose of this assessment an collision cluster is 
considered to be a specific location (either a junction including up to 50m 
of the approaches / exits) where five or more PIAs were recorded within 
the five year study period (representing an collision rate of at least 1.0 
PIA per year). Collison patterns have also been identified where several 
collisions appear to have occurred under similar circumstances, for 
example in terms of causation or user type. This review summarises the 
total number of PIAs throughout the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and the 
A47/ Blind Lane junction, before examining these by area and setting out 
the key findings in relation to any identified collision clusters or patterns. 

Crashmap PIA Data Review 

5. Paragraphs 2.20 – 2.24 and Figure 2.1 of the RN suggest that 
a total of eight PIAs were recorded across the study area from the 
information provided by crashmap.co.uk, with seven resulting in slight 
injuries and one in serious injuries. No PIAs recorded within the last 
three years (up to the end of 2017) resulted in a fatality. AECOM have 
undertaken an independent review using Crashmap and note that a total 
of ten collisions were recorded across the study area during the study 
period. Therefore, two collisions, recorded as slight in severity, have 
been omitted, bringing the total collisions in the study area to ten over 
the three year period. One of these collisions occurred approximately 
35m west of the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and the other at the junction 
of A47/ Blind Lane. Given the RN is dated November 2018, there 
doesn’t appear to be a logical explanation as to why these two collisions 
have been omitted. 

6. AECOM agree with conclusions drawn in para 2.21 and 2.22, 
however AECOM disagree with para 2.23 that states ‘the next closest 
collision to the A47/Taverham Road junction was recorded on 4th May 
2018, approximately 50m to the west on the A47, as a collision recorded 
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as slight in severity involving two vehicles and resulting in one casualty 
occurred on 08/11/17 approximately 35m west of the A47/ Taverham Rd 
junction. Additionally, AECOM disagree with the conclusion drawn in 
para 2.24 as given the limited information provided via the free to access 
crashmap.co.uk, there is insufficient information for these conclusions to 
be drawn. 

7. AECOM have reviewed the crashmap.co.uk information and 
given that six PIAs have been recorded within 50m of the A47/ 
Taverham Rd junction in the last three years (up to the end of 2017) this 
represents a collision rate of 2.0 per year in the immediate vicinity of the 
junction and highlights a collision cluster at this location. 

NCC PIA Data Review 

8. A total of 11 PIAs were recorded across the study area from 
the information provided by NCC, with 10 PIAs involving slight injuries 
and one involving serious injuries. No PIAs recorded within the last five 
years (up to the end of August 2018) resulted in a fatality. A total of six 
PIAs (ref: NC97244, 204706, 203892, 211179, 241345, 248124) were 
recorded within 50m of the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and appear to be 
associated in some way with the A47/ Taverham Rd junction. 

9. The RN did not detail any analysis of the NCC data nor did it 
refer to the number of PIAs that occurred each year within 50m of the 
A47/ Taverham Rd junction and associated in some way with the A47/ 
Taverham Rd junction. AECOM has provided this information as part of 
this review. The results are presented below in Table 1. 

 

 

 

10. The results in Table 1 indicate that the collision rates in the 
vicinity of the A47/ Tavern Rd junction were considerably higher than the 
overall average during the fourth year (01/09/2016 – 31/08/2017) of the 
study period, and subsequently fell to below the average collision rate 
during the most recent three year period. However the overall collision 
rate throughout the five year period is greater than 1.0 and therefore 
overall does raise concerns relating to the recent collision record at this 
location. 

11. As mentioned above in para 8 above, although a total of 11 
PIAs were recorded in the study area, only six PIAs were recorded 
within 50m of the A47/ Taverham Rd junction and associated in some 
way with the A47/ Taverham Rd junction. Therefore AECOM has 
undertaken detailed analysis of the PIA data relating to these six 
collisions as part of this review. 

12. Five of the PIAs were classified as slight in severity and one 
PIA was recorded as serious in severity. The PIA recorded as serious in 
severity (ref: 211179) occurred during day light hours when the road 
surface was dry in July 2017. The collision resulted in a rear end shunt 
when vehicle two slowed and stopped to turn right into Taverham Road 
(from the east) and vehicle one failed to stop. In addition, three other 
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PIAs (ref: NC97244, 204706, 203892) occurred as a result of rear end 
shunt collisions when vehicles travelling in an east to west direction, 
then stopping to turn right into Taverham Road, were hit by vehicles 
approaching from the east and failing to stop. 

13. Of the four above mentioned rear end shunt type collisions at 
this location, three occurred during the hours of daylight in fine and dry 
conditions, therefore there appears to be no further contributing factors 
to those collisions. 

14. Given that four collisions occurred under similar 
circumstances (in terms of location, direction and collision type), it is 
considered that this constitutes a collision pattern at this location. Given 
the increase in long/HGV vehicles expected as a result of the Hornsea 
Project Three Wind Farm, AECOM recommend that the collision pattern 
at this location is reviewed more thoroughly to determine the reason why 
these collisions are occurring; and that suitable mitigation is put in place; 
or that alternative access arrangements are sought. 

15. AECOM Briefing Note BN02, comprising a review of the 
DMRB design compliance of the junction and the swept paths of HGVs, 
provides a list of potential mitigation measures and possible alternative 
access arrangements. 

16. PIA ref: 248124 involved a car and a good vehicle (of 
unknown weight) and resulted in one casualty. This PIA occurred as a 
result of a rear end shunt collision, when a vehicle travelling west to east 
along the A47, failed to stop and collided with a stationary vehicle that 
had just emerged (turned left) from Taverham Road. 

17. PIA ref:241345 involved two cars with one casualty and 
occurred as a result of a side swipe collision, when a vehicle travelling 
southbound along Taverham Rd turning right onto the A47 westbound, 
failed to stop and collided with an approaching westbound A47 mainline 
vehicle. 

Conclusion 

18. Given that six PIAs occurred within 50m of the junction during 
the last five year study period, AECOM consider that this is a collision 
cluster. In addition, four collisions were rear end shunt collisions when 
vehicles travelling in an east to west direction, then stopping to turn right 
into Taverham Road, were hit by vehicles approaching from the east and 
failing to stop. Because these collisions occurred under similar 
circumstances (in terms of location, direction and collision type), it is 
considered that this constitutes a collision pattern at this location. As a 
result AECOM do not agree with the conclusion drawn in para 2.26 of 
the RN. 

19. It is recommended that the collision pattern at this location is 
reviewed more thoroughly to determine the reason why these collisions 
are occurring; and that suitable mitigation is put in place; or that 
alternative access arrangements are sought to prevent exacerbating the 
current collision rate at the A47/ Taverham and A47/ Blind Lane 
junctions specifically with regards to the access and egress movements 
associated with HGVs as part of the Hornsea Project Three Wind Farm 
development. 

The Applicant notes Highways England comments and 
considers the steps outlined above will address these 
matters.  The Applicant is committed to continuing 
enagegment with Highways England and the Local 
Highways Authority, and is confident that a position can 
be reached which satisfies Highways England as well as 
Norfolk County Council.   
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 Honingham Thorpe Farms (REP1-069) 

 Summary 

Honingham Thorpe Farm have submitted a written representation dated November 2018 and published on 29 

November 2018 (REP1-069) referencing a Food Enterprise Zone allocated by DEFRA in 2015, the first 19 

hectares of which was given planning approval as a Food Hub and related development under an LDO in 

2017, as well as call for sites put forward by landowners/promoters in the initial stages of the Greater Norwich 

Local Plan process.   Within the written representation, Honingham Thorpe Farm have raised concerns 

regarding the proposed routing of the proposed onshore cable corridor route through what is considered to be 

potential development land. 

The Applicant has responded to to specific points raised within Honingham Thorpe Farm’s Written 

Representation [REP1-069] below, concluding that any development plans the landowner currently has are 

considered aspirational and would need to overcome a number of constraints in order to achieve planning 

permission or an LDO.   The Applicant would refer to the South Norfolk’s response to the Examiners First 

Written Questions (Q.1.9.1) which confirms the position that the call for sites put forward by 

landowners/promoters in the initial stages of the Greater Norwich Local Plan process have no status in 

planning terms and will be subject to further assessment to confirm their potential suitability before being 

included in the draft Regulation 18 plan for consultation in autumn 2019.   

Notwithstanding this, the Applicant has sought to engage with the relevant landowner to discuss a voluntary 

agreement. In the event that it is not possible to enter into a voluntary agreement with relevant landowners, 

compensation will be payable in accordance with the statutory compensation code. 
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 Response to Honingham Thorpe Farms 

Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This statement is our response, submitted on behalf of our 
clients Honingham Thorpe Farms and the associated landowning 
and trading entities, to the underground cable route proposed as 
part of the Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm. Honingham 
Thorpe Farm is an agriculturally-based business that has 
significantly diversified to become a centre for a range of farming 
related businesses, commercial and agri-business development, 
including the Food Enterprise Park Ltd, a 40 hectare Food Hub 
allocated under as a Food Enterprise Zone by DEFRA in 2015 and 
the first 19 hectares of which was given planning approval as a 
Food Hub and related development under an LDO in 2017. 

1.2 It is our belief that the proposed route for the 
underground cable submitted, and the likely protective zone, will 
frustrate intended development by our clients. The following gives 
background information on intended proposals for this part of our 
client’s land. 

The Applicant notes that the land owned by Food Enterprise 
Park Ltd is located within the Greater Norwich Food 
Enterprise Zone (FEZ). The location of the Hornsea Three 
onshore cable corridor affects land parcel 26-013 and 26-
014, as shown in the Onshore Land Plan (APP-011), which 
are located within the eastern section of the wider FEZ. The 
Applicant’s response to specific points raised within 
Honingham Thorpe Farm’s Written Representation [REP1-
069] is set out below.  To assist the reader, a map showing 
the boudnaries of the respective policy areas is provided in 
Annex A to this response.  

2.0 Background 

Food Enterprise Zone 

2.1 The land forms part of the Greater Norwich Food 
Enterprise Zone (FEZ), which is one of 17 designated by 
Department of Food, Environment and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) and 
the only one in Norfolk. Food Enterprise Zones are a Government 
Initiative introduced by the DEFRA, the aim is to: 

a. enhance rural development through the growth of food 
businesses in a particular location, be it producers, processors, 
retailers and/or manufacturers; 

b. encourage greater collaboration between food and 
farming businesses, and even encourage links to research and 
education institutions, in order to develop the domestic food and 
farming sector; 

c. allow local decision making, particularly for planning a 
development; and, 

d. attract inward investment. 

Located close to Norwich, the Greater Norwich FEZ is located on 
the strategic road network at the centre of the largest agricultural 
county in the UK. The site has excellent road connectivity to 
London (A11), Midlands (A47, A11/A14) and to the east coast ports 
at Felixstowe, Great Yarmouth and Kings Lynn. The site is also 
close to Norwich Research Park, the University of East Anglia, the 
Norfolk Showground and Easton & Otley College. A plan identifying 
the area accompanies this statement as Appendix 1. 

2.1  The Applicant notes the background information 
provided by Honingham Thorpe Farm on the Greater 
Norwich FEZ. 

The Greater Norwich FEZ was designated in March 2015 
during the second tranche of designations and extends 
eastwards beyond the boundary of the Food Enterprise Park 
Ltd land, up to and including the Royal Norfolk Showground. 
The Applicant would note that Greater Norwich FEZ spans 
the districts of Broadland and South Norfolk. The Applicant 
considers that there are  opportunities for other food and 
agriculture developments within the FEZ but outside the 
boundary of the Food Enterprise Limited.   

2.2 The Greater Norwich FEZ is supported by the 
Development Plan, including Policy 5 of the Joint Core Strategy 
(JCS) for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk (adopted in March 
2011 with amendments adopted in January 2014). Policy 5 refers to 
the need to encourage opportunities for innovation, skills and 

2.2 The Applicant notes that the Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 
for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk (adopted 2011, 
amendments adopted 2014) acknowledges the importance of 
providing a food and farming hub as one of several means of 
supporting the rural economy and diversification. The JCS 
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training to be expanded through: 

‘the development of a flagship food and farming hub serving the 
needs of Norfolk and supporting the agri-food sector in and around 
greater Norwich.’ 

2.3 The FEZ designation is also referenced in the Norfolk & Suffolk 
Economic Strategy as published by the New Anglia LEP. This 
identifies Easton as a location for the Food Enterprise Zone. A copy 
of this document accompanies this statement as Appendix 2. 

does not specifically refer to the Greater Norwich FEZ as the 
designation was confirmed after the amendments to the JCS 
had been adopted.  

2.3 The Applicant notes that the Norfolk and Suffolk 
Economic Strategy 2017 makes reference to the wider FEZ 
at Easton, although no specific mention is made to the Food 
Enterprise Park Ltd land. 

Food Enterprise Park 

2.4 In addition to the FEZ, the proposed cable route would affect a 
40 hectare area being promoted as the Greater Norwich Food 
Enterprise Park. The Food Enterprise Park is intended to provide a 
central cluster of food-related businesses by attracting local, 
regional, national and international companies. An indicative layout 
for the Park shows plots being available to buy or lease to 
accommodate facilities of 500 square metres to 50,000 square 
metres. The promotion of the land for this purpose is illustrated in 
promotional material which accompanies this statement as 
Appendix 3. 

2.5 The first 19 hectares of the Park is subject to a Local 
Development Order, which was approved by Broadland District 
Council on 31st October 2017. The purpose of the LDO is to 
encourage growth, employment and added value in the Agri-tech, 
agri-food and food and drink processing sectors. It will also allow 
development to occur without the need to obtain planning 
permission for certain types of development. A copy of the 
designated Local Development Order accompanies this statement 
as Appendix 4. 

2.6 The initial first development of the LDO for a Milling Tower 
building and storage hopper silos together with associated offices 
has been given planning permission by Broadland District Council 
in October 2018. Permission was needed, in this instance, as some 
of the development extended above the height parameters set by 
the LDO. Construction work will commence shortly on site. 

2.4 – 2.6 The Applicant notes that the location of Food 
Enterprise Park Ltd land is located within the wider FEZ.   
The Applicant notes that a Local Development Order (LDO) 
was granted in October 2017 for part of the Food Enterprise 
Ltd land (Greater Norwich Food Enterprise Zone LDO), which 
specified the type of development that would be permitted. 
The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor is located 
approximately 300 m from the closest boundary of the 
granted LDO. The LDO was included in the screening of 
potential cumulative developments (see Volume 4, Annex 
5.2: Cumulative Effects Screening Matrix of the 
Environmental Statement (APP-097)) and potential 
cumulative impacts with the use of this area have been 
assessed in the onshore chapters of the Environmental 
Statement.   

The location of the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor is 
in the eastern section of the Food Enterprise Park Ltd 
ownership boundaries, affecting land parcels 26-013 and 26-
014, as shown in the Onshore Land Plan (APP-011).  The 
Applicant notes that this land is not subject to a planning 
application or Local Development Order.   

The Applicant would note that the maximum permanent 
easement width being sought within plot 26-013 is an area of 
approximately 2.6 hectares (6.4 acres).  Restrictions on that 
land would not exclude all uses (as noted below).   Plot 26-
014 is required for temporary use only and extends to 
approximately 0.7 hectares (1.92 acres).   

In any event, in the context of a nationally significant 
infrastructure projects, whilst local policy is a material 
consideration, applications are to be determined in 
accordance with National Planning Policy Statements, which 
are supportive of the proposals. 

Proposed new settlement 

2.7 Lastly, the land through which the underground cable is 
proposed to routed is being promoted for development as a new 
settlement through the emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan. The 
site forms part of a wider proposal for a sustainable settlement 
known as Honingham Thorpe, which would deliver the following: 

· Minimum of 3,900 homes over the next 20 years, with the 
potential for a further 3,800 over the following 15 years 

· 72 hectares of employment space 

The Greater Norwich Local Plan includes several sites within 
Honingham Thorpe. These sites were submitted under the 
call for sites by landowners/promoters in the initial stages of 
the Local Plan process. It is worth noting that the sites have 
no status in planning terms and will be subject to further 
assessment to confirm their potential suitability before being 
included in the draft Regulation 18 plan for consultation in 
autumn 2019. Following this, any planned development on 
these sites would be subject to an application for planning 
permission in order to proceed. The Applicant would refer to 
the South Norfolk’s response to the Examiners First Written 
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· 81 hectares of country park 

· 3.5 hectares of nature reserve 

As can be seen from the attached masterplan, the area where the 
proposed underground cable is proposed to be routed through our 
client’s land is currently identified for employment use. The routing 
of the cable through this section of our client’s proposals would 
severely compromise our ability to deliver this element of the 
development. 

Questions (Q.1.9.1) which confirms this position.  

Notwithstanding the above, it is noted that the Hornsea Three 
onshore cable corridor is located away from the majority of 
these sites and would not affect the proposed settlement of 
Honingham Thorpe. 

The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor would however 
cross the eastern section of GNLP0415-C as identified within 
the Greater Norwich Local Plan (which overlaps with the 
eastern most area of the Food Enterprise Park, which is not 
subject to a planning application or LDO). The Applicant 
would note that there are existing constraints which may 
affect any future development potential of this section of the 
FEZ by the Food Enterprise Park.  These include: 

• the presence of existing overhead power line which 
cross the proposed onshore cable corridor route 
from west to east, with an associated pylon located 
immediately south of the proposed secondary 
construction compound; 

• the setting of the Grade I listed Saint Peter’s 
Church to the east of the proposed onshore cable 
corridor route, in respect to which the open 
landscape outlook is referenced within the South 
Norfolk Local Plan Site Specific Allocations and 
Policies DPD; 

• the presence of existing woodland adjacent to the 
A47, which is within and to both sides of the 
onshore cable corridor route (and will be crossed 
by Hornsea Three using HDD to avoid direct 
impacts);  

• the southern undeveloped approaches policy 
identified in Policy DM 4.6: The Landscape Setting 
of Norwich of SNC’s Development Management 
Policies document which applies to the section of 
the A47 from the Dereham Road junction to the 
boundary with Broadland District Council.  These 
approaches have been identified for their distinctive 
rural character that affords views across the 
surrounding countryside and to Norwich; and 

• potential cumulative impacts with the housing 
development at Easton/Costessey (as identified in 
the DPD). This was identified as a consideration in 
the EIA screening assessment undertaken to 
support the LDO application. Whilst the LDO “bears 
an acceptable relationship to the housing 
development at Easton” it is likely that cumulative 
impacts would be more of a concern for 
development of the eastern section of the Food 
Enterprise Park. 

On the basis of the above, the Applicant considers that any 
development plans the landowner currently has are 
aspirational and have no weight in the decision making 
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process for the Secretary of State.  

Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant would note that 
should an application for planning permission or an LDO on 
land parcels 26-013 and 26-014 be submitted in the future, 
the presence of the onshore export cables within this land 
would not preclude all potential development uses.  Although 
potential uses would be restricted to avoid interaction with 
the onshore export cables, uses such as car parking, 
landscaping and other compatible uses could ultimately be 
proposed. Areas surrounding the onshore cable corridor 
route could be developed without restriction subject to 
planning permission.    

2.8 The draft Local Plan has gone through a ‘Call for Sites’ and is 
currently having a second Regulation 18 consultation. The 
remaining programme to produce the Greater Norwich Local Plan is 
set out below: 

 

 

The Applicant notes that sites were submitted under the call 
for sites by landowners/promoters in the initial stages of the 
Local Plan process. It is worth noting that the sites have no 
status in planning terms and will be subject to further 
assessment to confirm their potential suitability before being 
included in the draft Regulation 18 plan for consultation in 
autumn 2019.  The Applicant would refer to the South 
Norfolk’s response to the Examiners First Written Questions 
(Q.1.9.1) which confirms this position. The position of this 
plan was also considered in the Applicant's Planning 
Statement submitted with its application [APP-177]. 

 

3.0 Conclusion 

3.1 It is our client’s belief that the Orsted proposals fail to 
consider the development proposals that are intended for this part 
of Greater Norwich. It will significantly impact on the client’s ability 
to deliver existing and proposed development related to the Greater 
Norwich Food Enterprise Park and Honingham Thorpe. We believe 
that the cable route will potentially sterilise important development 
areas and compromise proposed layouts. 

3.2 Our client respectfully requests that the points contained in this 
statement are fully considered within the examination process. Our 
intention is to submit a full written representation in due course and, 
if required, request that we can make oral representations if 
necessary. 

The Applicant would refer to individual responses provided 
above.   

The Applicant has sought to engage with the relevant 
landowner to discuss a voluntary agreement. In the event 
that it is not possible to enter into a voluntary agreement with 
relevant landowners, compensation will be payable in 
accordance with the statutory compensation code. Further 
information is set out in paragraph 11.2 of the Statement of 
Reasons [APP-032]. 



 
 

 Applicant's comments on Written Representations and Responses  
submitted by Interested Parties at Deadline 1 and 2 

 December 2018 
 

 38  

 

 Longman Software (AS-013) 

 Summary 

Longmans Software have submitted a written representation which was published on 04 December 2018 (AS-

013).   This representation raises concerns regarding the potential interaction between Hornsea Three and 

Norfolk Vanguard/Norfolk Boreas and whether this has been sufficiently taken into consideration in the design 

of the projects, and their respective applications. 

The Applicant has responded to the representation submitted by Longmans Software (AS-013), confirming 

that the Applicant is fully aware of the proposed interaction with Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas and is in 

regular contact with Norfolk Vanguard and Boreas promoters, Vattenfall, at all levels of the project and has 

sought to share information where necessary and appropriate to do so, including at the potential cable 

crossing point at Reepham.  The Applicant has referred the respondent to the Statement of Common Ground 

between Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk Vanguard Ltd and Norfolk Boreas Ltd (REP1-222) which 

summarises the agreed position between the parties. 
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 Response to Longman Software 

Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

When you are considering planning applications, do you cross 
refer to other planning applications for the same physical space 
that have come from independent parties? 

In particular, I have been looking at the Vattenfall wind farm 
applications for Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas, 
comparing these applications against Orsted Hornsea 3 wind 
farm application. 

There seems to be a fundamental flaw in the plans which does 
not appear to be addressed in any of the applications as far as I 
can see which would make the plans impossible to do. 

Orsted Hornsea 3 intend to run the huge power cable 
underground from where it hits land at Kelling, then runs south 
to connect to the National Grid at Swardeston. Vattenfall intend 
to run the huge power cable(s) underground from land at 
Happisburg running west to Necton to join the national grid. 

At just east of the town Reepham, Norfolk, there is going to be a 
massive problem, which neither applicant has taken into 
account, nor does it seem any of the registered interested 
parties. 

The two cables are going to cross over each other, this is just 
not going to work. Not only is it physically near impossible to 
pass, it will not conform with any of the accepted standards for 
the cable laying procedures either intend to use.  

I attach the two maps taken from the respective projects. 

Please let me know what happens here as I do not know which 
planning project to inform of the fundamental problem. 

 

The Applicant is fully aware of the proposed crossing of the 
cables and has taken the crossing into account in its 
Application. 

The Applicant is in regular contact with Norfolk Vanguard and 
Boreas promoters, Vattenfall, at all levels of the project and has 
sought to share information where necessary and appropriate to 
do so, including at the potential cable crossing point at 
Reepham.  The Applicant would refer the respondent to the 
Statement of Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three 
and Norfolk Vanguard Ltd and Norfolk Boreas Ltd (REP1-222) 
which summarises the agreed position between the parties. 

The proposed Vattenfall onshore cable corridor is shown in 
Figure 3.1 of Volume 4, Annex 5.3: Location of Cumulative 
Schemes [APP-098] of the Environmental Statement, and has 
been considered where appropriate throughout the 
Environmental Statement as part of a Cumulative Effects 
Assessment presented in each topic specific chapter. 

It is common for underground high voltage cables to cross one 
another, for example the proposed onshore cable route for 
Hornsea Three will also cross the onshore export cable for 
Dudgeon offshore windfarm (see the updated Onshore Crossing 
Schedule, submitted as Appendix 3 at Deadline 3).  Protective 
provisions have been included in Schedule 9 of the draft DCO 
[REP1-133] for the benefit of the owners of other high voltage 
cables to ensure that plans and methodologies for the cable 
crossing are provided in advance of construction. 

The detailed design for the crossing point will be developed 
once contractors are in place and there is more certainty on the 
construction programme for each project.  
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 Oulton Parish Council (REP2-027) 

 Summary 

Oulton Parish Council has submitted a written representation at Deadline 2 (REP2-027) which identifies 

outstanding concerns regarding the operation and use of the main construction compound.  

The Applicant has responded to the specific points raised within Oulton Parish Council’s written 

representation, referring to Appendix 20, submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-176) and updated at Deadline 3 

where appropriate. The Applicant will continue to engage with Oulton Parish Council to seek to address 

outstanding matters. 

 Response to Oulton Parish Council 

Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

1) We welcome the applicant’s submission of Appendix 20: 
Briefing Note on the Main Construction Compound. This is our 
first sight of a detailed description of how the compound will 
operate, and our study of the implications of this document is still 
a work in progress. Several observations on the contents of the 
Appendix are contained in points made below, but we may 
submit further comments on this document in due course. 

Noted.  The Applicant has responded to each of the points 
made by Oulton Parish Council below.  

To assist in the reader, the Applicant has provided Annex E of 
the updated Appendix 20 presented as Appendix 2 to the 
Applicant’s submission at Deadline 3, which provides a map of 
the access options under consideration for the main 
construction compound. This should be read alongside the 
responses provided below for clarity.  

2) Notwithstanding the applicant’s current preference for Option 1 
as an access route to the compound, OPC has had further email 
discussion with Orsted since Deadline 1 regarding Option R:  i.e. 
the creation of their own dedicated access route directly off the 
B1149 Holt Road. 

The applicant has requested and received from us our basic 
maps with some suggested routes for such an access, and we 
understand that Option R will form part of a discussion that 
Orsted will be having with NCC Highways on December 5th. 

OPC acknowledges that serious consideration of Option R is 
inconvenient for the applicant at this stage, but we are obliged to 
point out that the parish has been requesting discussions of our 
concerns about traffic and transport issues since November 2017 
(Appendix 20, p.19), but no detailed discussions were 
forthcoming until many months later. 

OPC would like to confirm here that, for the reasons stated in our 
response to Deadline 1, and in the event of DCO being granted, 
Option R is the least worst option for the residents of Oulton 
parish as a solution to the issue of a safe access route to the 
construction compound. 

The Applicant would note that Option 1: Passing Places (as 
presented in Annex A of Appendix 20 to the Applicant’s 
submission at Deadline 1, REP1-176), is an acceptable and 
workable solution.  This is reflected in the Statement of 
Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk 
County Council (REP1-232).  The Applicant continues to 
engage with NCC in respect to details regarding pavement 
construction makeup. These results will feed into the detailed 
design of Option 1: Passing Places to accommodate the axle 
loading predicted.  This detailed design will be progressed post-
consent as part of the detailed CTMP, but the principles will be 
incorporated within an updated version of the outline CTMP to 
be submitted at Deadline 4. 

Notwithstanding this, the Applicant notes the proposed Option 
‘R’ referred to in this representation and clarified in an email to 
the Applicant (see relevant extract provided in Annex B in this 
document) on 12th November 2018.  This email identified three 
potential options, referred to hereafter as Option A, Option B 
and Option C. These have been evaluated by the Applicant’s 
Traffic and Transport Consultant, with the Applicant agreeing 
with OPC’s position that Option B should be discounted due to 
lack of visibility and the number of mature tree specimens which 
would need to be removed to move towards this location being 
a safe and usable access.  The Applicant’s evaluation identified 
two variants of Option C, hereafter referred to Option C1 and 
Option C2, with the key difference being the proposed location 
of the new junction on the B1113.  

Three variants of Option R (Option A, Option C1 and Option 
C2) have therefore been taken forward for further consideration 
by the Applicant.  These options have been presented to 
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Norfolk County Council, Broadland District Council and Oulton 
Parish Council for review and comment, accompanied by Stage 
1 Safety Audits for each. This information is presented in the 
updated Appendix 20 (Annex C) presented as Appendix 2 to 
Deadline 3.   

The Applicant has also sought to make contact with the 
landowners affected by each of the Option R variants, and can 
provide the following update: 

• The Applicant has contacted all of the landowners 
represented by Option R and has received responses 
from all of them.  At this stage negotiations in respect 
of a potential access road are in progress and the 
Applicant wishes at this stage to keep those 
negotiations and the landowners’ respective positions 
confidential.  The Applicant will continue discussions 
with landowners in respect of potential options until a 
conclusion can be reached on the viability of all 
Option R variants from a land availability perspective.  

Although the Applicant has demonstrated a willingness to 
consider alternative feasible and deliverable options, it is noted 
that: 

• Option R ‘A’ – This option would maintain the use of 
the junction between the B1149 and The Street, thus 
requiring junction improvements, and at least one 
passing bay to be installed at the southern end of the 
Street.  The access point is proposed a short distance 
from the B1149 access, avoiding the vast majority of 
the existing trees along The Street and seeking to 
maximise distance from the Old Railway Gatehouse.  
However, the visibility requirements at this location 
would result in substantial trimming and, in some 
instances, loss of Important Hedgerow along The 
Street.  

• Option R C1 and C2 provide direct access to the 
B1149.  These options would require a new right turn 
lane on the B1149 to accommodate the movements 
which are planned and visibility to meet the design 
speeds observed at this location.  Such measures are 
not necessary at the existing Street junction which is 
an existing junction and has already been subject to a 
Stage 1 safety audit with the previous scheme options 
(presented in REP1-176). In both Option R ‘C1’ and 
‘C2’, the removal of mature trees and vegetation will 
be unavoidable to accommodate the access design 
provision adopted.  

In respect to all Option R variants, the route of the compound 
access road would be subject to discussions with the 
landowner; however, Hornsea Three would seek to follow field 
boundaries where possible as well as maximise distance from 
sensitive residential receptors. Furthermore, the potential 
implications of the cumulative scenario with Norfolk Vanguard 
requires additional consideration and is subject to ongoing 
discussions with the parties.  
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Notwithstanding the position identified above, the Applicant 
maintains its position that a solution that is acceptable to NCC 
as the local highway authority for use of The Street has been 
reached.    

3) Whether Option R is adopted or not, OPC requests that, in due 
course, the applicant should enter into a legally binding 
undertaking that NO traffic associated with the compound should 
come through the settlement of Oulton Street. As well as HGVs, 
this must include staff vehicles and all traffic generated by sub-
contractors. OPC is aware of significant problems with sub-
contractors at Holton le Clay, the Main Construction Compound 
for Hornsea 1/2. The PC notes that NCC Highways has made a 
statement on the issue of traffic through the village, in its 
response to Deadline 1, citing the risks to pedestrian safety. 

The Applicant would refer to the newly created paragraph 
2.1.3.8 of the Outline CoCP which will be submitted at Deadline 
4 (new text shown in underline): 

“2.1.3.8  No traffic movements associated with Hornsea Three 
will be permitted along the northern, residential section of 
Oulton Street, and thus a right hand turn only, for all 
construction traffic exiting the main construction compound 
(HGVs and staff vehicles), will be enforced at the access point 
to the main construction compound along The Street.” 

As is the case with all measures identified in the Outline CoCP, 
this limitation will be applicable to main and sub-contractors on 
Hornsea Three.  

4)  OPC notes that the core working hours for the compound as 
stated in Appendix 20 (p.14) are unreasonably long and would 
result in unacceptable adverse impacts on the quality of life of 
local residents. This is especially likely as it is stated that the 
compound will also need a one-hour “mobilization period” to be 
added to the beginning and end of each working day, such that 
traffic would be generated from 06:00 - 19:00 for six days of 
every week. (The Saturday hours include an afternoon period for 
“maintenance”.) 

OPC concurs with BDC’s remarks at Q1.12.6 re: core working 
hours, viz: 

“Standard construction working hours should be used which 
recommends a start time of 8.00 am Monday – Saturday and 
there should be no working during Bank Holidays and national 
holidays.” These restrictions need to explicitly include 
maintenance, and operations carried out by sub-contractors and 
third parties. 

Similarly, the Parish Council agrees with the statement made by 
BDC that continuous working would have unacceptable impacts 
on the quality of life of residents and should only be allowed in an 
emergency situation. 

The Applicants response to Q1.12.6 to the ExA’s First Written 
Questions (see REP1-122) advises why it considers a start time 
of 07:00am plus 1 hour mobilisation period  to be appropriate.  
The Applicant notes that a work start time of 07:00AM is 
consistent with other local Nationally Significant Infrastructure 
Projects such as The Norfolk County Council (Norwich Northern 
Distributor Road (A1067 to A47(T))) Order 2015. 

On the second issue, of preventing or limiting working during 
Bank Holidays or national public holidays - as noted in the 
Applicant’s response to Q.12.6, consent is required from the 
relevant authority EHO officer in consultation with relevant 
planning authority to work during these periods.  This is secured 
through the Outline CoCP (paragraph 4.1.1.8, REP1-142). BDC 
therefore retains discretion if they choose to permit such 
working.  Whilst requesting to undertake works on a public 
holiday is a last resort, prohibiting working outright on public 
holidays at this consenting stage may hinder the timely delivery 
of specific elements, even where it is to the benefit of wider 
stakeholders, for example it may facilitate the completion of a 
complex activity, or where it aligns with other works (for 
example railways line closures). 

5) OPC notes with great concern that reference is made in 
Appendix 20 (p11) to the possibility of portable generators “which 
could run on a 24-hour basis.” This rural, dark skies area is 
entirely silent at night, and such noise would have a severe 
impact on living conditions for residents both of the settlement of 
Oulton Street (downwind of the site) and of dwellings very close 
to the compound to the immediate northwest. 

In accordance with paragraph 6.2.1.3 of the Outline CoCP 
(REP1-142) “Construction works will be undertaken in 
accordance with the best practicable means (as defined in 
Section 72 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974), to minimise 
noise and vibration effects.”   Thus, where generators are 
required to run on a 24hr basis, the contractor is to deploy best 
practicable means to silence their operations.   

6) Cumulative impact:  NCC Highways states in its response to 
Q. 1.11.1: “The developers still need to confirm any cumulative 
impacts arising from all three wind farm projects utilising the 
same access route to the main compound at Oulton.” (our 
emphasis) 

OPC has to take issue with the references made in Appendix 20 
(e.g. p.23) to a situation where “both parties continue to work 

The Applicant would refer to the Statement of Common Ground 
between Hornsea Project Three and Norfolk Vangaurd Ltd and 
Norfolk Boreas Ltd (REP1-222), as well as the Applicant’s 
response to Q1.11.12  This sets out the regular communication 
between both parties, including monthly meetings specific to 
traffic and transport since August 2018, as well as how 
cumulative traffic and transport impacts have been addressed.  
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together”, implying that much work has already been done. In 
fact, OPC is well aware from its own contacts with Vattenfall 
(Norfolk Vanguard/Boreas) that such work is only just beginning. 
We invited Vattenfall to attend a recent PC meeting (for a second 
time) and it is clear from that discussion that the cumulative effect 
created by the combined traffic on the southern end of Oulton 
Street will have severe impacts on highway function and safety. 
We are gravely concerned that a detailed cumulative impact 
assessment is being left to such a late stage in the examination 
process. 

This includes the consideration of Norfolk Vanguard as a 
cumulative scheme within the Environmental Impact 
Assessment, with potential cumulative effects reported in the 
relevant topic chapters of the Environmental Statement.   

The work set out in Section 7 of Appendix 1 to the Applicant’s 
response to Deadline 3, is ongoing with material headway 
made and both projects confident that agreement can be 
reached in the short term.   

The Applicant will continue to engage with OPC in respect to 
the potential for cumulative effects as a result of Hornsea Three 
and Norfolk Vanguard/Norfolk Boreas.  

7) OPC supports the submission of the National Trust to 
Deadline 1 and would like to underline the central and ongoing 
historical significance of the RAF Oulton site both to the residents 
of this parish and to continually returning veterans and their 
families. 

The Applicant would refer to the response to the relevant 
representation made by National Trust at Deadline 1 (RR-056). 

8) Finally, OPC notes in BDC’s response to Q1.10.7 at Deadline 

1: 

“The proposed construction period for a two phase build is 
estimated to be 8 years, this extended development period is a 
concern, however it is assumed that except for around the main 
construction compound, the impact will be transitory as the 
development moves along the cable corridor.” Although the 
above statement was made with particular reference to economic 
effects, OPC urges the Panel to be constantly mindful of the fact 
that all adverse impacts of this project will affect residential 
amenity and highway dysfunction for the entire  8 – 10 years of 
this project in the area surrounding the Main Construction 
Compound, unlike the more transitory impacts along the cable 
corridor. 

For this reason, as well as for the benefit of all those living along 
the cable corridor, and near the proposed booster station at 
Edgefield/Little Barningham, OPC cannot stress too highly its 
concern that Orsted has not given appropriate consideration to 
the use of HVDC and the ducting method. 

The Applicant would refer to its response to relevant 
representation RR-064, and paragraph 3.15 of Appendix 20: 
Main Construction Compound Briefing Note both of which were 
submitted at Deadline 1 and set out the duration of active use of 
the Main Construction Compound.   

The Applicant has estimated that activities at the main 
construction compound associated with Hornsea Three would 
occur within the onshore eight-year construction window; 
however, the active use of the main construction compound 
would be limited to up to 30 months, excluding mobilisation and 
demobilisation.  This could be across a single construction 
phase, or two construction phases. Should Hornsea Three be 
delivered across two phases, the main construction compound 
would be demobilised and not in active use during the ‘gap’, 
unless otherwise agreed with the local planning authority (as 
set in Section 3.8 of Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description of 
the Environmental Statement). 

In respect to OPC’s reference to HVDC technology, the 
Applicant would refer to Apppendix 22: Transmission System 
(HVAC/HVDC) Briefing Note submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-
164).   In respect to the reference to ducting, the Applicant 
would refer to the Applicant’s Comments on Relevant 
Representations (RR-006) submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-131).   
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 Richard Bacon MP 

 Summary 

Richard Bacon has submitted a written representation which was published on 12 December 2018, expressing 

concerns about the parameters of the onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation, and the associated impacts 

on heritage, visual and residential amenity receptors within South Norfolk. 

The Applicant has responded to specific points raised within the written representation below, cross-

referencing where appropriate to the Applicant’s Comments on the Relevant Representations submitted at 

Deadline 1, RR-054 (REP1-131); and Comments to South Norfolk Council Local Impact Report submitted at 

Deadline 2 (REP2-009).   
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 Response to Richard Bacon MP 

Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I met recently with local Swardeston Parish Councillors to listen 
to their concerns regarding the Orsted Hornsea 3 National 
Infrastructure application. 

As I understand it, South Norfolk District Council, Norfolk 
County Council, Broadland District Council and North Norfolk 
District Council (as Host Authorities), have already submitted 
relevant representations to the Planning Inspectorate which sets 
out their general view. The Local Impact reports, Statement of 
Common Ground and answers to the Examination Bodies 
questions were submitted on 7th November 2018. 

The Specific Hearings start next week on 3rd December 2018, 
when Council Officers including the Senior Planning Officer, 
Landscape Architect and Senior Conservation and Design 
Officer will be representing South Norfolk Council. 

The main concern for South Norfolk Council and local residents 
is the size and scale of the substation/converter due to its 
impact on heritage assets; the visual and residential amenities 
of this part of South Norfolk. 

The Applicant notes the summary provided. As noted, a 
Statement of Common Ground between Hornsea Project Three 
and South Norfolk Council was submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-
223), which reported on ongoing discussions and identified 
outstanding matters of concern to South Norfolk Council.  

In respect to the matters raised, namely impacts from the HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation, the Applicant would refer to the 
following documents: 

• Applicant’s Comments on the Relevant 
Representations submitted at Deadline 1, RR-054 
(REP1-131); and  

• Comments to South Norfolk Council Local Impact 
Report submitted at Deadline 2 (REP2-009).  

 

Whilst the detailed design and materials of the 
substation/converter do not form part of the application, they do 
give the maximum design parameters that have been provided. 
The scale of the building is dependent on the electricity current 
selected. The HVAC scenario: main building is 220m if a single 
building, - and if multiple buildings, no more than 150m in 
length, maximum width 75m but with a reduced height of 15m. 

In contrast, the HVDC scenario; 220m by 75m with a height of 
25m is a significant increase on the maximum parameters of the 
building provided under the PIER consultation, which was 150m 
by 30m by 25m in height. 

South Norfolk Council has urged through its submissions, that 
the substation is constructed using technologies that would 
allow for its height to be kept as low as possible. There is a 
significant difference between HVDC height of 25m and HVAC 
height of 15m. It would be difficult to mitigate against the impact 
of a 25m high substation due to its sheer scale in terms of 
landscaping. 

I fully support my constituents in this matter and would urge you 
in the strongest possible terms to take these comments into 
account. 

Richard Bacon 

The Applicant notes the preference for HVAC transmission 
technology in respect to the implications for the onshore HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation.   Additional information relating to 
the transmission technology for the project is provided in 
Appendix 22: Transmission System (HVDC/HVAC) Briefing 
Note submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-164).  

In respect to the concerns raised, the Applicant would refer to 
the following documents: 

• Applicant’s Comments on the Relevant 
Representations submitted at Deadline 1, RR-029 and 
RR-054 (REP1-131); and  

• Comments to South Norfolk Council Local Impact 
Report submitted at Deadline 2 (REP2-009).  

Within these reponses, the Applicant notes that, under 
Requirement 7 of the draft DCO [APP-027] (and as updated at 
Deadline 1 (REP1-133)), details including the layout, scale, 
finished ground levels, external appearance, materials, access 
and circulation areas, and timetables for the landscaping works 
at the HVDC converter/HVAC substation must be submitted to 
and approved by the relevant planning authority prior to 
commencement of construction.  

In respect to the landscape mitigation proposals, details are 
provided in the Outline Landscape Management Plan (Outline 
LMP) [REP1-145] and shown in Sheet 3 of 3 of the Onshore 
Limits of Deviation Plan [APP-026]. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures is secured by Requirements 8: Provision of 
Landscaping and Requirement 9: Implementation and 
Maintenance of landscaping of the dDCO.  The Applicant would 
also refer to RR-001 of the Applicant’s Comments on the 
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Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

Relevant Representations submitted at Deadline 1 (REP1-131) 
which confirms that since the point of application, the Applicant 
has committed to planting sections of the landscape planting at 
the commencement of works at the onshore HVDC 
converter/HVAC substation, which could be up to three years 
ahead of the planned completion of construction works, in order 
to maximise the screening provided during the construction and 
early years of operation. This commitment is secured through 
paragraphs 3.1.3.4-3.1.3.5 of the Outline LMP (REP1-145). 

 

 Mr Robin Buxton (Trustees of the J G Steward Trust) (REP1-051) 

 Summary 

Brown and Co on behalf of Mr Robin Buxton (Trustees of the J G Steward Trust) has submitted a written 

representation dated November 2018 and published on 29 November 2018 (REP1-051) referencing the 

Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development Plan, within which part of their land is allocated as site MIN 79.  

Within the written representation, Brown and Co has raised concerns regarding the proposed routing of the 

proposed onshore cable corridor route through their client’s land and the consideration that this would frustrate 

future minerals extraction. 

The Applicant has responded to specific points raised within within Mr Buxton’s Written Representation [REP1-

051] below, concluding that any plans in relation to minerals extraction that the landowner currently has still 

need to overcome a number of constraints in order to achieve planning permission.  The Applicant does not 

agree that the proposed cable route sterilises all of the potential minerals development land.  Notwithstanding 

this, the Applicant has sought to engage with the relevant landowner to discuss a voluntary agreement. In the 

event that it is not possible to enter into a voluntary agreement with relevant landowners, compensation will be 

payable in accordance with the statutory compensation code. 
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 Response to Mr Robin Buxton 

Interested Party’s Written Representation  Applicant’s Response 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This statement is our response, submitted on behalf of our 
client to the underground cable route proposed as part of the 
Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm. The Trustees hold 
land to the south of Norwich as part of a long-held property 
portfolio. 

1.2 It is our belief that the proposed route for the underground 
cable, and the associated protective zone, will frustrate future 
minerals extraction potential on our client’s property. The 
following gives background information on intended proposals for 
this part of our client’s land. 

The Applicant’s response to specific points raised within Mr 
Buxton’s Written Representation [REP1-051] is set out below. 

2.0 Background 

Planning Context 

2.1 Within the existing Norfolk Minerals and Waste Development 
Plan, which is under review, part of our client’s land is allocated 
as site MIN 79 – land North of Hickling Lane, Swardeston. 

2.2 The site is 38.6 hectares and has an estimated sand and 
gravel resource of 1,750,000 tonnes. It is close to an active 
mineral extraction site, has good access to transport networks 
and is not the highest value agricultural land. It is therefore a 
sustainable site. 

2.3 The site is a proposed extension of the existing Mangreen 
Quarry and the presence of an operational facility in the vicinity 
significantly increases the viability of working the site. 

The Applicant notes the allocation of site MIN079 includes this 
land, along with a wider area.  The Applicant believes that it is 
worth noting that, despite the allocation the site will still be 
subject to further assessment to confirm its potential suitability 
and would be subject to an application for planning permission 
in order to proceed. 

The Applicant requests evidence that the site is a proposed 
extension of the existing Mangreen Quarry, as it has not been 
provided with such evidence. 

Impact of the Proposed Cable Route for MIN 79 

2.4 The current Orsted cable route as submitted would result in 
sterilisation of the minerals resource. 

2.5 The resource can only be protected by avoiding the site 
altogether and selecting an alternative connection to the Grid. 

The Applicant does not agree that the entire minerals resource 
would be sterilised by the presence of the cable.  Although the 
Applicant would seek to protect the cable from potential 
damage through restrictive provisions this would not sterilise 
the entire resource and therefore the Applicant does not agree 
that the minerals resource can only protected by seeking an 
alternative grid connection.  

3.0 Conclusion 

3.1 It is our client’s belief that the Orsted proposals fail to 
consider the minerals extraction potential on our client’s property. 
We believe that the cable route will the resource. 

3.2 Our client respectfully requests that the points contained in 
this statement are fully considered within the examination 
process. Our intention is to submit a full written representation in 
due course and, if required, request that we can make oral 
representations if necessary. 

The Applicant is in discussion with the Interested Party and is 
seeking to enter into a voluntary agreement for the rights to lay 
the cable.  In the event that it is not possible to enter into a 
voluntary agreement with the landowner, compensation will be 
payable in accordance with the statutory compensation code. 
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3. Annexes 

Annex A – Food Enterprise Zone Map (Honingham Thorpe Farm) 
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Annex B – Extract from OPC Working Group email sent on 12th 

November 2018 

From: Paul Killingback <killingback@btinternet.com>  
Sent: 12 November 2018 21:07 
To: Sarah Drljaca <SARCR@orsted.co.uk> 
Cc: Emily Woolfenden <EMWOO@orsted.co.uk>; Susan Mather <matherhome@btopenworld.com>; Alison/jon Shaw/Pearce 
<hodgesrow1@btinternet.com>; Owen Saward <XOWES@orsted.co.uk> 
Subject: Re: Oulton - Traffic and Transport Update  
 

“Dear Sarah 

 Thank you for your reply of 7 November and I note your comments. 

…. 

I assume that you will by now have seen OPC’s response to PINS Deadline 1 but to ensure transparency and completeness I attach 

a copy to this e-mail and scanned copies of two maps showing Option R. Hopefully this will be clear enough for you to see the 3 

suggested routes within it. 

• On Map 1 there are Routes A,B,C 

o ‘A’ takes a route from the B1149 into Oulton Street from the existing (improved) junction. Then immediately left 

into a field, following the field boundaries and well behind The Old Railway Gatehouse onto the airfield site. 

o ‘B’ takes a route immediately from the B1149 to the west of the Bluestone Plantation woods. (There is also an 

old disused track opposite the Heydon Road that goes part way towards the airfield – the remains of a road that 

was never reinstated after the war – but we have discounted this, as the exit onto the B1149 would be 

dangerous within the woods). 

o ‘C’ is another direct route off the B1149 further west to link with a trackway/route of connection that was used 

when the solar farm was built on the airfield.  

Map 2 shows the Airfield site in more detail and where the above routes might access it. 

Of these routes I would suggest that Route A could be more straightforward as the land is owned by Christopher Harrold (EF Harrold 

Street/Docking Farm) and adjoins land next to the airfield owned by Michael Harrold (Saltcarr Farms). 

Michael’s son Oliver and Christopher Harrold were both at our PC meeting and, as already reported, did not raise any significant 

objections and were ‘open to negotiation’. 

I hope you find this of some help in seriously exploring Option R, and that this can be discussed at the next Working Party. The week 

commencing 26 November is fine with us (except Monday and Thursday). Please confirm what suits you best. 

 Regards, 

Paul 
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OPTION R - Map 1        OPTION R - Map 2 
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