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1. Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

1.1.1 This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared to support the 
application (“The Application”) for the Sea Link Project (“Proposed Project”) made by 
National Grid Electricity Transmission Ltd (“the Applicant”). The Application was 
submitted to the Secretary of State for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and 
accepted for examination on the 23 April 2025.  

1.1.2 A SoCG is an established means in the planning process of allowing all parties to 
identify and focus on specific issues that may need to be addressed during the 
Examination. It is prepared jointly between the applicant and another party(s) and sets 
out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is no 
agreement.  

1.1.3 During the examination the aim of a SoCG is to help the Examining Authority manage 
the Examination Phase of a DCO application. Understanding the status of the matters at 
hand will allow the Examining Authority to focus their questioning and provide greater 
predictability for all participants in Examination.  

1.1.4 At the final deadline a SoCG can assist the Examining Authority by identifying areas on 
which it has not been possible to reach an agreement  

1.2 This Statement of Common Ground 

1.2.1 This SoCG has been prepared between the Applicant and East Suffolk Council (ESC). It 
has been prepared in accordance with the guidance published by the Ministry of 
Housing, Communities and Local Government (Ministry of Housing, Communities and 
Local Government, 2024).  

1.2.2 It should be noted that a combined SoCG with both ESC and Suffolk County Council 
(SCC) was submitted with the DCO application (Application Document 7.4.8 Draft 
Statement of Common Ground East Suffolk Council and Suffolk County Council 
[APP-329]). As agreed with both Councils, the combined SoCG was split into one for 
each Council so that the positions being raised by each could be responded to more 
directly and in order to keep each SoCG more focused on the issues relevant to them. 
Application Document 9.15 Draft Statement of Common Ground Between National 
Grid Electricity Transmission and the East Suffolk Council [REP3-058] was 
submitted at Deadline 3. 

1.2.3 Since then, Section 3 Areas of Discussion Between the Parties has been restructured 
following further discussions with ESC in order to ensure the SoCG is reflecting the 
latest positions of both Parties and so it is more focused on the matters to be agreed. 
Section 3.1 now contains the matters from ESC’s Deadline 5 Principal Areas of 
Disagreement Summary Statement (PADSS) as well as some additional matters from 
the previous version of the SoCG as discussed with ESC with regards to health and 
wellbeing and the draft Development Consent Order (DCO). Section 3.2 contains the 
matters which had already been agreed in previous iterations of the SoCG prior to 
Deadline 5. 

1.2.4 This SoCG has been progressed during the pre-examination and examination periods 
to reach a final position between the Applicant and ESC and to identify those issues 
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which remain unresolved. It has been revised and updated as appropriate and/or 
required by the Examining Authority at relevant examination deadlines. 

1.2.5 For the purpose of this SoCG, the Applicant and ESC are jointly referred to as the 
“Parties”. 

1.3 The Role of East Suffolk Council in the DCO Process 

1.3.1 ESC is a local authority for the purposes of Section 42(1)(b) of the Planning Act 2008 as 
some of the land within the Order limits for the Proposed Project is within their local 
authority area. Pursuant to Section 42 of the Planning Act 2008, National Grid must 
consult local authorities (referred to as host authorities) if the Proposed Project is in a 
local authority’s area.  

1.3.2 ESC’s role in the Development Consent Order (DCO) process derives from the Planning 
Act 2008. The Planning Inspectorate sets out the role of local authorities in the DCO 
process in Advice Note 2: The role of local authorities in the development consent process 
(The Planning Inspectorate, 2015). The role and responsibilities of ESC, and local 
authorities in general, extend throughout the DCO process from pre-application to post 
decision as set out in the PINS Advice Note 2 and can include:  

⚫ Providing the local perspective at the pre-application stage, in addition to any views 
expressed directly to the applicant by residents, groups and businesses. 

⚫ Preparing written representations, SoCGs and Local Impact Reports ready for 
examination.  

⚫ Attending and participating in hearings and/or accompanied site visits. 

⚫ Discharging many of the requirements associated with a DCO if consent in granted. 

⚫ Monitoring and enforcing many of the DCO provisions and requirements. 

Description of the Proposed Project1. About this 
Document 1 
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1.2 Purpose of this Document 1 

1.3 Overview of Representations 1 

2. Thematic Comments on Relevant Representations 2 
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2.2 Thematic comment 1: Needs Case 2 

Thematic comment 2: XXX 2 

Thematic comment 3: XXX 3 

Thematic comment 4: XXX 3 

Thematic comment 4: XXX 3 

3. Applicant’s Comments on Stakeholder Group 1 4 

3.1 Stakeholder 1 4 

3.2 Stakeholder 2 5 
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Sea Link Document Control 

DOCUMENT PROPERTIES TO BE DELETED FOR FINAL VERSION 

1.4 Description of the Proposed Project 

1.4.1 The Proposed Project is described in Application Document 6.2.1.4 (D) Part 1 
Introduction Chapter 4 Description of the Proposed Project [REP1A-003]. 

1.5 Format of Document and Terminology used. 

1.5.1 Section 2 of this SoCG summarises the engagement the Parties have had with regard 
to the Proposed Project.  

1.5.2 Section 3 of this SoCG summarises the issues that are ‘agreed’ or ‘not agreed’. ‘Not 
agreed’ indicates a final position where the Parties have agreed to disagree, whilst 
‘Agreed’ indicates where the issue has been resolved.  

1.5.3 Abbreviations used within the SoCG are provided in Table 1.1 below. 

Table 1.1 Abbreviations  

Document 
PropertiesAbbreviation/Term 

Definition 

ACMP Anglican Coastal Monitoring Programme 

AIL Abnormal Indivisible Load 

AIS Air Insulated Switchgear 

ALC Agricultural Land Classification 

AONB Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

ASTI Accelerated Strategic Transmission Investment 

BPM Best Practical Means  

BNG Biodiversity Net Gain 

CEA Cumulative Effects Assessment 

CEMP Construction Environment Management Plan 

CIPD  Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development 
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Document 
PropertiesAbbreviation/Term 

Definition 

CNVMP Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan 

CoCP Code of Construction Practice  

CRTN Calculation of Road Traffic Noise 

CSE Cable Sealing End 

CTMP Construction Traffic Management Plan 

CTMTP Construction Traffic Management and Travel Plan 

DCO Development Consent Order  

DESNZ Department of Energy Security and Net Zero 

DMP Dust Management Plan 

DMRB Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 

DOL Depth of Lowering 

DRP Design Review Panel 

EA Environment Agency 

EACN East Anglican Connection Network 

EIA Environmental Impact Assessment 

EPUK Environment Protection UK 

ES Environmental Statement 

ESC East Suffolk Council 

ESO Electricity System Operator 

FEED Front End Engineering Design 

FRA Flood Risk Assessment 

GVA Gross Value Added 

HAEP Host Authority Engagement Plan 

HE Historic England 
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Document 
PropertiesAbbreviation/Term 

Definition 

HDD Horizontal Directional Drilling 

HGV Heavy Goods Vehicle 

HRA Habitats Regulations Assessment 

HVAC High Voltage Alternating Current 

HVDC High Voltage Direct Current 

IAQM Institute of Air Quality Management 

IDB Internal Drainage Board 

IEMA Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment 

KCC Kent County Council 

LCA Landscape Character Area 

(Outline) LEMP (Outline) Landscape and Ecology Management Plan 

(Outline) LEMS (Outline) Landscape ecology management Strategy) 

LHA Local Highway Authority 

LOAEL Low Observable Adverse Effect Level 

LOD Limits of Deviation  

LPA Local Planning Authority 

LVIA Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

MMO Marine Management Outline 

NE Natural England  

NESO National Electricity System Operator 

NETS National Electricity Transmission System 

NGET National Grid Electricity Transmission 

NGV National Grid Ventures 

NPS National Policy Statement 
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Document 
PropertiesAbbreviation/Term 

Definition 

NRMM Non-Road Mobile Machinery 

NSRI National Soil Resources Institute 

NSIP Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 

NSR Noise Sensitive Receptors  

NVMP Noise and Vibration Management Plan 

OCSS Offshore Coordination Support Scheme 

OWSI (Outline Onshore) Overarching Written Scheme of 
Investigation  

PCZ Primary Consultation Zone 

PEIR Preliminary Environmental Information Report 

PINS Planning Inspectorate 

PPA Planning Performance Agreement 

PRoW Public Rights of Way 

REAC Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments 

RPA Root Protection Area 

RSPB Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

SCA Seascape Character Area 

SCC Suffolk County Council 

SCCAS Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service 

SCZ Secondary Consultation Zone 

SoCG Statement of Common Ground 

SoS Secretary of State 

SPR Scottish Power Renewable 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 
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Document 
PropertiesAbbreviation/Term 

Definition 

SuDS Sustainable Drainage Systems 

TCPA Town and Country Planning Application 

TTM Temporary Traffic Management 

OrganisationWHO World Health Organisation 

Document Owner NameWFD Water Framework Directive  

Document Title  

DCO Document Number  

 

FOR DRAFT VERSION USE 0.1, 0.2 etc: 

FOR FINAL VERSION DELETE ALL DRAFT ROWS AND HAVE: 

SUBMISSION DATE, VERSION A, STATUS FINAL 

 

 

 



 

 
National Grid | AprilJanuary 2026 | Sea Link 9 

2. Record of Engagement 

2.1 Summary of discussions 

2.1.1 Appendix A summarises the consultation and engagement that has taken place 
between the Parties.  
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1. About this Document 

1.1 The Project 

1.1.1 The Sea Link Project (‘the Project’) involves the construction and operation of a new high voltage electricity transmission 
connection between Suffolk and Kent. The Project comprises a combination of onshore and offshore infrastructure, including 
underground cables, converter stations, and associated grid supply point substations. It also includes the removal of sections of 
existing infrastructure and a range of ancillary works. 

1.2 Overview of Representations 

Over 6,000 Relevant Representations were received in response to the Project’s application—an 
unprecedented volume for a Table 1.1 Landfall 

 

1.2.1 Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP). A complete and comprehensive response to all the relevant representations 
received will be submitted at Deadline 1 of the Examination.  

1.3 Purpose of this Document 

1.3.1 This document sets out the National Grid Electricity Transmission plc’s (National Grid) response to date to the Relevant 
Representations (RRs) submitted by Interested Parties in relation to the Sea Link Project. In the procedural decision s89 letter 
dated 05 August 2025, the Examining Authority (ExA) has requested early submission of detailed responses to representations 
from ten selected interested parties that highlight matters that are considered to require further assessment or justification. 

1.3.2 This document sets out the National Grid Electricity Transmission plc’s (National Grid) detailed response for the following seven 
interested parties:  

⚫ East Suffolk Council [RR 1420] 

⚫ Eastern Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (EIFCA) [RR 1422] 
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⚫ Environment Agency [RR 1586] 

⚫ Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority (KEIFCA) [RR-2976] 

⚫ Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT) [RR 2980] 

⚫ Save Minster Marshes [RR 4892] 

⚫ Suffolk County Council [RR 5209] 

1.3.3 Responses to the remaining three interested parties are currently being prepared and will be submitted by 30 September 2025. 
These parties are:  

⚫ Anglian Water Services [RR 0334]  

⚫ Natural England [RR 3920] 

⚫ Suffolk Energy Action Solutions (SEAS) [RR 5210] 
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PINS 
Ref  

Respondent/ ThemeRelevant 
Application Documents 

Summary of relevant 
representationDescription of Matter 

Applicant’s responseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status 

operational, and as noted above, the latter is 
not yet consented, and the former is still 
awaiting the Final Investment Decision (FiD). It 
is therefore very clear that the reinforcement is 
not yet required. The approach adopted by 
NGET to date is an assumption that as Sealink 
has been identified as an See Section 6.1.4 of 
ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] for initial context. 

One of ESC’s fundamental concerns is to 
ensure that there is no risk of cable exposure, 
over the lifetime of the project, and beyond if the 
cables remain in situ. As discussed at ISH3, 
ESC would welcome the Applicant reviewing 
the drafting of the DCO/REAC to secure a 
minimum depth of burial. 

ESC has provided wording for a DCO 
Requirement to secure the submission of a 
landfall construction method statement and 
landfall monitoring plan to ESC for approval 
post-consent in response to ExQ2 Question 
2GEN17. [REP5-189]. 

 Whilst ESC has noted its preference for the 
Applicant to prepare an outline landfall 
construction method statement, and an outline 
landfall monitoring plan during this Examination, 
it is acknowledged that this is now unlikely given 
the stage of Examination. ESC therefore 
suggests the following Requirement wording: 

‘(1) No part of Work No. 6 may commence until 
the following have been submitted to and 
approved by the relevant planning authority in 
consultation with the relevant statutory nature 
conservation body and, in respect of sub-
paragraph (a) and to the extent that it relates to 
works seaward of mean high water springs, the 
Marine Management Organisation— 

(a) a landfall construction method 
statement for the construction of that part 
of Work No. 6. This must secure use of 
the specific trenchless landfall technique 
and include the final proposed profiles for 
the trenchless cable burial, 
demonstrating a minimum cable burial 
depth of 25m below the contemporary 
foreshore elevation; and 

(b) a landfall monitoring plan which 
commits to systematic topographic 

The Applicant has undertaken further analysis including more recent monitoring data up to 2024 
which is consistent with the Applicant’s previous findings and does not therefore support the 6m 
lowering of beach levels at a fixed location. 

Analysis of the depth of closure at the landfall site (the depth below which waves no longer have 
an influence on sediment processes in the littoral zone) suggests this to be between –6 and –7 m 
LAT. If the shingle ridge were to retreat landwards, this level would remain the same and has 
therefore been used to inform a minimum depth of cable burial required to prevent exposure in 
the future. Even allowing for uncertainty in future projections, the extent of erosion required to 
expose cables buried below a level of –9 m LAT (i.e. -7 m LAT with a 2 m ‘buffer’, is considered 
highly unlikely to occur. The Coralline Crag formation is also found at a similar elevation (-6 m 
LAT to –7 m LAT) which is resistant to erosion and provides an additional factor of safety by 
limiting vertical erosion of mobile beach material and protecting the cable from exposure. 

Due to uncertainties involved in the prediction of coastal processes and their response to future 
climate change, the Applicant has provided a commitment (MPE06) to undertake monitoring and 
analysis of intertidal and subtidal profiles on an annual basis. This will identify future coastal 
erosion rates which could be affected by a deterioration of the Coralline Crag (or other subtidal 
features), climate change effects that are more severe than predicted or changes to the 
management policy for Aldeburgh and adjacent sections of coastline. 

At Deadline 7, the Applicant has submitted the following REAC commitments: 

“Over the operational lifetime of the Proposed Project, monitoring of the beach profile and erosion 
rates will be carried out at both the Suffolk and Kent landfall sites in relation to the trenchless 
technique construction areas associated with the exit pits. The frequency and scope of monitoring 
would be dependent on the pre-construction surveys and ‘as-built’ status of the Offshore Scheme. 
The Applicant will produce a monitoring plan, in substantial accordance with the outline In-
Principle Monitoring Plan to be submitted to the MMO to cover works below Mean High Water 
Springs within three months of the 'as-built survey' unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
MMO. 

At the Suffolk landfall, where a trenchless landfall construction technique is employed, the 
Applicant commits to ensuring that the drilled alignment achieves a minimum depth defined as 
follows:  

For the length of landfall installed between the western boundary of the RSPB North Warren 
Reserve and the western boundary of The Haven Local Nature Reserve, the minimum depth of 
the trenchless landfall shall be 12 metres below existing ground level. 

For the length of landfall installed beneath The Haven Local Nature Reserve, the trenchless 
landfall shall be below elevation -10.5m OD. 

The specification of these minimum depths is such that the trenchless works remain at sufficient 
depth beneath sensitive designated land and the dynamic coastal zone to provide a conservative 
margin against reasonable worst case future coastal change and erosion over the lifetime of the 
Proposed Project.” 

 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report as part of Statutory consultation. A full inter project 
and intra project effects assessment has been carried out for the Proposed Project. For the 
Suffolk Onshore Scheme, the full assessment is available within Application Document 6.2.2.13 
Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 13 Suffolk Onshore Scheme Inter-Project Cumulative Effects [APP-
060]. For the Offshore Scheme, the full assessment is available within Application Document 
6.2.4.11 Part 4 Marine Chapter 11 Inter-Project Cumulative Effects [APP-084]. 

The publicly documented needs case explains the requirements to reinforce the network between 
the Sizewell area and the Kent area. The needs case sets out how electricity transmission faults 
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Application Documents 

Summary of relevant 
representationDescription of Matter 

Applicant’s responseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status 

surveys to ascertain whether any coastal 
geomorphological change is taking place, 
that could ultimately risk cable exposure 
if unmitigated. 

(2) The landfall construction method statement 
and the landfall monitoring plan must be 
implemented as approved. 

(3) In the event that inspections carried out in 
accordance with the landfall monitoring plan 
indicate that, as a result of the rate and extent 
of landfall erosion, Work No. 6 could become 
exposed during the operation of the authorised 
project, the undertaker must, as soon as 
practicable, submit proposals in writing for 
remedial works or mitigation measures to 
protect Work No. 6 from coastal retreat, 
together with a timetable for their 
implementation, to the relevant planning 
authority for approval in consultation with the 
relevant statutory nature conservation body. 
The remedial works or mitigation measures 
must be implemented as approved.’ 

Following discussions with the Applicant on 16th 
April 2026, ESC now understands that the 
Applicant’s preferred landfall installation method 
is to use HDD, but at a minimum depth of 12m 
beneath the foreshore, shallower than the 19m 
– 25m indicated on the conceptual landfall 
design drawing in Application Document 7.3 
Design Development Report – Appendix A 
Landfall HDD Feasibility Technical Note [APP-
321] page 99.  Notwithstanding ESC’s requests 
for a minimum cable burial depth of 25m, ESC 
cannot see that this minimum depth of 12m is 
secured anywhere in the DCO or REAC. The 
Applicant has said there will not be an update of 
the conceptual design profile before the end of 
examination 

ESC considers that the shoreline is more 
dynamic than the Applicant has assessed and 
has empirical evidence of unprecedented 
coastal erosion adjacent to the cable landfall 
site at Thorpeness and therefore adopts a 
precautionary approach.  

ESC has used the Anglian Coastal Monitoring 
Programme’s topographic data records to 
calculate a plausible ‘worst-case scenario’ of 
beach loss over the Project’s lifespan. If 5m of 

in each area cause overloads specific to that area. The unique ability of the Proposed Project to 
transport power between each area depending on the fault in either direction is set out as the 
requirement for this Proposed Project. Alternative options have been carefully considered.  

Reasoning behind the connection location for the Proposed Project has been addressed within 
Application Document 6.2.1.3 Part 1 Introduction Chapter 3 Main Alternatives Considered 
[APP-044] and Application Document 6.2.1.4 Part 1 Introduction Chapter 4 Description of 
the Proposed Project [APP-045].  

The Applicant’s duties and obligations involve balancing the need to be economic and efficient, 
whilst also having regard to preserving amenity, which includes the natural environment, cultural 
heritage, landscape and visual quality 

The Applicant has committed significant resources to engagement with Host Authorities, aiming to 
gather a wide range of feedback and ensure that all voices are heard before any decisions are 
finalised. A Planning Performance Agreement is also in place with ESC. Meetings with both the 
District and County Council are held on a monthly basis since the early stages of the Proposed 
Project communicating progress and discussing approaches to each stage of the Proposed 
Project. This engagement is reflected in the SoCG.  

Nonetheless, the Applicant acknowledges the Council’s concerns and objection to the Proposed 
Project and welcomes the opportunity for further, constructive, ongoing engagement. 
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vertical beach lowering occurred during an 
erosion event (as is evidenced historically) and 
this happened several times during the project’s 
40-60 year lifespan, with poor beach recovery in 
the interim, then a 25m DOL could still afford 
adequate future coverage below the 
transgressive foreshore, that should not pose a 
future health and safety risk, or impede natural 
coastal processes. 

ESC also requires the Applicant to provide 
details of the mitigation measures for the 
eventuality that cables are exposed on the 
foreshore, in the Outline Offshore Construction 
Environmental Management Plan during the 
course of the Examination. Whilst further detail 
can be approved post-consent through a 
discharge of Requirement 6 of the draft DCO, it 
is essential that an adequate proposal is 
provided at this stage to reassure ESC and 
other stakeholders that instances of cable 
exposure will be appropriately managed. 

The Shoreline Management Plan policy in (Unit 
14.2 Thorpeness Haven Beach) is 'Managed 
Realignment' to 2105. The intent here is for a 
natural shoreline, not to encourage new 
defences. ESC therefore considers that the only 
viable mitigation measure would be to rebury 
the cable. Enough "slack" in the cable is 
therefore required to allow it to be reburied at a 
lower level. If the existing beach material is 
severely depleted, a recharge may be 
appropriate.Accelerated Strategic Transmission 
Investment (ASTI) project, it can be delivered at 
any cost. This is not the case. 

In spite of its objection to the SeaLink project, 
ESC is still prepared to work in a productive and 
constructive manner with the Applicant in order 
to secure the best possible outcomes for the 
local community and environment, including 
acceptable  mitigation and compensation for all 
impacts, in the event that Development Consent 
is granted by the Secretary of State  but only 
provided the same is the case for the Applicant. 

In this context, ESC believes that every 
opportunity should be taken to secure maximum 
coordination between the various infrastructure 
projects in the District so as to minimise impacts 
on local communities and the environment. 
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produce a monitoring plan, in substantial 
accordance with the outline In-Principle 
Monitoring Plan to be submitted to the 
MMO to cover works below Mean High 
Water Springs within three months of the 
'as-built survey' unless otherwise agreed 
in writing by the MMO.” 

⚫ B59: Suffolk Landfall:  

o “HDD Landfall Method Statement and 
Drilling Fluid Management Plan, in 
consultation with NE, Royal Society for 
the Protection of Birds (RSPB) and 
East Suffolk Council (ESC) and submit 
the same for approval by the Marine 
Management Organisation (MMO) in 
accordance with the Cable 
Specification and Installation Plan prior 
to the commencement of any HDD 
activities. 

o Undertake HDD landfall hydrofracture 
modelling which is to be shared for 
information only with NE, RSPB and 
ESC when completed.”  

⚫ MPE14 (new commitment at D7): “At 
the Suffolk landfall, where a trenchless 
landfall construction technique is 
employed, the Applicant commits to 
ensuring that the drilled alignment 
achieves a minimum depth defined as 
follows: 

o For the length of landfall installed 
between the western boundary of the 
RSPB North Warren Reserve and the 
western boundary of The Haven Local 
Nature Reserve, the minimum depth of 
the trenchless landfall shall be 12 
metres below existing ground level 

o For the length of landfall installed 
beneath The Haven Local Nature 
Reserve, the trenchless landfall shall 
be below elevation -10.5 m OD. 

The specification of these minimum 
depths is such that the trenchless works 
remain at sufficient depth beneath 
sensitive designated land and the 
dynamic coastal zone to provide a 
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height, ESC remains concerned about the heritage 
impacts of a larger bridge. 

The height of the bridge will affect the visual impact 
of the bridge and retaining walls, as well as the size 
of the required ramps and bunding. The residual 
visual impact of the bridge itself will be limited 
following the establishment of the landscape 
mitigation planting; however, the scale and height of 
the new landscaping will differ depending on the 
required ground levels around the bridge. This 
landscaping and the changes to the ground levels 
are unrelated to the historic form and layout of the 
former parkland to Hurts Hall and will be intrusive in 
views toward Hurts Hall. They will also (to a lesser 
extent) be intrusive in the landscape setting to 
Saxmundham Conservation Area. 

Regardless of the height of the bridge, this part of 
the development is considered to detract from the 
setting of the Grade II Hurts Hall and from the 
setting of the Saxmundham Conservation Area. 

Therefore, ESC considers that, irrespective of the 
final height of the bridge, there will be a significant 
adverse effect to be carried forward into the planning 
balance. ESC considers view this aspect of the 
scheme to be unacceptable.. This demonstrates a 
serious lack of oversight and vision from 
Government and the commercial promoters of such 
schemes.  No holistic planning has taken place nor 
has any thought been given to mitigating the delivery 
of future energy infrastructure in this region. Instead, 
our local communities are being faced with a 
sporadic succession of different projects, working 
primarily in isolation to one another.  This is 
unsustainable. 

The main part of the SeaLink project which 
facilitates elements of coordination with other 
proposed projects is at the co located converter 
station site at Saxmundham and the HVAC link into 
the proposed Friston substation. However, co
location does not automatically mean coordination 
and ESC are mindful that the financial interests and 
Ofgem regulatory constraints facing the SeaLink 
project may restrict the good will and capabilities of 
other project promoters whose project timeframes 
are following that of SeaLink. This has the potential 
to restrict the quality and quantity of coordinated 

outside of the Order Limits, is provided in Section 3.9 
of Application Document 6.2.2.3 Part 2 Suffolk 
Chapter 3 Cultural Heritage [REP6-020]. This 
includes a worst-case assessment of a bridge option 
for the Fromus Crossing which would be at a height of 
up to 6 m (from the ground level at the abutment to 
the top of the parapet) with 62 m long approach 
ramps. 

The worst-case assessment of impact to Hurts Hall 
concludes that the effects would be moderate adverse 
at Year 1 of Operation and minor adverse at Year 15 
of Operation. ESC have stated a disagreement with 
the Year 15 assessment and this is discussed in the 
following matter. 

The worst-case assessment of impact to 
Saxmundham Conservation Area concludes that the 
effects would be moderate adverse at Year 1 of 
Operation and minor adverse at Year 15 of Operation. 
ESC’s LIR (Application Document Local impact 
reports (LIR) from any local authorities [REP1-128] 
from East Suffolk Council) confirmed agreement with 
this assessment. 
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mitigation efforts in and around co located aspects 
of the projects. 

The lack of coordination evident between SeaLink 
and other proposed Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) connecting in the 
same locality is a significant concern. ESC is 
strongly of the view that maximum coordination and 
collaboration should be inherent within the design 
and ambitious solutions being proposed as the 
revised NPSs state. Coordination is more than just 
co  location and it is essential that there is a real and 
visible reduction in the disruption and environmental 
impacts that these infrastructure projects are 
causing. 

In order to deliver a genuinely coordinated 
approach, NGET should have sought to align the 
SeaLink project’s timeframe for examination with 
that of the LionLink project, both spatially and 
temporally in terms of consenting and delivery. The 
alignment of timescales would allow a shared or 
conjoined examination with the appointment of the 
same examining panel to consider the projects. This 
would not only help to reduce the huge burden on 
local communities and statutory consultees imposed 
by the consenting process, but it would also allow 
the robust consideration of the coordinated design 
and cumulative impacts of the projects. 

The cumulative impact of undertaking works and co
locating multiple projects must be carefully 
considered and assessed in terms of noise and 
vibration, air quality and dust, light and other 
environmental protection matters. Coordination 
should seek to reduce overall impacts and prevent 
magnifying such impacts by their cumulative effects. 

In reference to SeaLink’s potential interaction with 
offshore wind energy generation, ESC would draw 
attention to the fact that the North Falls offshore 
wind farm project has retained an ‘Option 3: 
Offshore electrical connection, supplied by a third
party’. Realistically, this can only relate to the 
SeaLink project which passes close to the wind 
farm. We appreciate that the primary connection 
being pursued by that project (which is currently in 
examination: EN0101194) is to utilise an onshore 
connection linking into the East Anglian Connection 
Node (EACN) proposed as part of the NGET 
Norwich to Tilbury overhead 400kV pylon project. 
This would be located in the District of Tendring, 
Essex.  Should an offshore connection become the 
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REP1-299; 
REP1-300] 

Application 
Document 
9.90 
Applicant’s 
Response to 
January 
Hearing 
Actions 
Points from 
Compulsory 
Acquisition 
Hearing 1 
(CAH1) and 
Issue Specific 
Hearing 2 
(ISH2) [PRE4-
086]. 

Application 
Document 
6.2.2.3 (B) 
Part 2 Suffolk 
Chapter 3 
Cultural 
Heritage 
[REP6-020] 

Application 
Document 
6.3.2.3.A ES 
Appendix 
2.3.A Cultural 
Heritage 
Baseline 
Report [APP-
109] 

Application 
Document 
6.4.2.3 ES 
Figures 
Suffolk 
Cultural 
Heritage Part 
2 of 2 [APP-
230] 

contributes to significance”. As a historic farmhouse, the rural 
agricultural setting of the listed building contributes to the 
historic interest of the building, and the development will, if 
permitted, undoubtedly detract from this setting. 

Plate A.1 in Appendix 1 to the Applicant’s comments [REP2-
027] demonstrates the issue clearly as it shows that the trees 
to the north of Hill Farmhouse are not a dense woodland, 
especially in winter. 

ESC notes that additional visualisations have been provided 
[REP4-086] which show illustrative models of the 
Saxmundham Converter Station within the maximum 
parameter blocks represented by the Rochdale Envelope. 
ESC has made its assessment of the impact on designated 
heritage assets on the basis of the maximum parameters (the 
worst-case scenario) of the converter station, as the 
visualisations are only illustrative and not definitive at this 
stage. If the height, footprint and layout of the converter station 
had been definitively agreed to be as shown on the illustrative 
model, then the visual impact on the setting of Hill Farmhouse 
could be assessed against these new details, which could lead 
to a lower assessment of harm. 

 

provided during DCO Examination (Application 
Document 9.48 River Fromus Visualisations Part 1 
of 3 [REP1-298; REP1-299; REP1-300]) that 
demonstrate different viewpoints in the vicinity of Hurts 
Hall and illustrative viewpoints of a design option for 
the Fromus bridge design and Saxmundham Converter 
Station design that show how with sensitive design and 
mitigation planting the impact of both features can be 
reduced. Cumulative visualisations towards Hurts Hall 
from the B1121 showing maximum extents and 
illustrative extents for Saxmundham Converter Station 
and LionLink Converter Station in combination have 
also been submitted at Deadline 4 in Appendix A to 
Application Document 9.90 Applicant’s Response 
to January Hearing Actions Points from 
Compulsory Acquisition Hearing 1 (CAH1) and 
Issue Specific Hearing 2 (ISH2) [PRE4-086]. 

The reduction in the residual significance of effect 
reported in Section 3.11 of Application Document 
6.2.2.3 (B) Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 3 Cultural 
Heritage [REP6-020] in relation to Hurts Hall as a 
result of the maturation of screening vegetation at Year 
15 of Operation is mainly related to the success of 
mitigation screening of the Fromus crossing and 
permanent access which soften the visual impact of 
these features within the asset’s setting. The continued 
visibility of the Converter Station, albeit improved by 
screening planting, is acknowledged in the residual 
minor adverse significance of effect assessed at Hurts 
Hall. 

 

Hill Farmhouse 

The assessment of Hill Farmhouse presented in 
Paragraph 3.9.117 of Application Document 
6.3.2.3.A ES Appendix 2.3.A Cultural Heritage 
Baseline Report [APP-109] and the baseline 
significance and setting assessment presented in 
Paragraphs 6.1.35-6.1.38 of Application Document 
6.3.2.3.A ES Appendix 2.3.A Cultural Heritage 
Baseline Report [APP-109] include robust 
consideration of the degree to which the surrounding 
agricultural landscape contributes to the significance of 
the asset and the degree to which it is sensitive to 
visual intrusion resulting from the Proposed Project. It 
highlights the enclosed nature of the asset’s setting, 
being largely screened from view due to the boundary 
planting in its immediate curtilage. Views of the asset 
in the surrounding landscape are not a feature of its 
setting that contributes to significance. Viewpoint CH3 
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(in consultation with relevant stakeholders such as the 
relevant Highways Authority) before any works on the bridge 
can commence. 

ESC, in collaboration with SCC, has proposed revised 
wording for Requirement 3 of the draft DCO which can be 
found in ESC’s response to ExQ3 3GEN8 [REP6-261].  

ESC notes that the Applicant has amended Requirement 
3(3) (Detailed Design, Bridge over the River Fromus) of the 
draft DCO at Deadline 6 to read: 

‘Development of the bridge crossing of the River 
Fromus (part of Work No. 3a) must not commence 
until details of the design of the bridge have been 
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning 
authority, following consultation with the Environment 
Agency.’ 

This has removed the requirement that details of the layout 
and scale of the bridge have to be submitted to the relevant 
planning authority. Layout and scale should be reintroduced 
into Requirement 3(3). 

Given ESC’s concerns (as set out in the first row of this 
table) that the 4m soffit height above the Q95 level is not 
secured as a maximum height in Requirement 3, and that 
ESC’s control over layout and scale have been removed, 
whilst ESC acknowledges that the current drafting of 
Requirement 3 is a significant improvement on previous 
iterations, ESC is not wholly satisfied. 

ESC acknowledges that the Applicant has suggested that 
information submitted at Deadline 7 could address ESC’s 
concerns but given this has not been formally submitted into 
the Examination at the time of writing and ESC have not 
been able to review it, this matter remains ‘not agreed’. 

the bridge as the layout, scale and external 
appearance are part of the design. However, the 
wording has been amended to make this explicit in line 
with ESC’s request in the hope this could now be 
agreed. 

The final wording of Requirement 3(3) submitted at 
Deadline 7 states: 

‘(3) Bridge over the River Fromus 

(a) Development of the bridge crossing of the River 
Fromus (part of Work No. 3a) must not commence until 
details of the design, layout, scale and external 
appearance of the bridge have been submitted to and 
approved by the relevant planning authority, following 
consultation with the Environment Agency and Suffolk 
County Council. 

(b) The bridge over the River Fromus should be 
designed in accordance with the following parameters: 

(i) the bridge shall not have a soffit height lower than 
10.49 m Above Ordnance Datum (approximately 4m 
above the Q95 flow level); 

(ii) abutments for the bridge shall be set back no less 
than 8m from the top of the bank; and 

(iii) the bridge shall not have a deck width greater than 
6m. 

(c) The design details submitted under (a) must be 
accompanied by a technical statement demonstrating 
how, recognising the minimum size parameters in sub-
paragraph (b)(i) and (ii), the Applicant has sought to 
reduce the scale of the bridge, having and achieve 
good design in accordance with paragraphs 4.7.1 to 
4.7.8 of the Overarching National Policy Statement for 
Energy (EN-1, 2023). In achieving these aims, the 
Applicant will have regard to the relationship with the 
landscape mitigation proposals, the articulation of the 
spanning structure, the design of the abutment walls, 
and the design of the parapet railings. The technical 
statement will include a plan, elevation and section 
drawings, and 3D renders of the bridge design in key 
view VP02 and CH02. 

(d) Should the bridge design comprise a soffit height of 
less 12.49 m Above Ordnance Datum (approximately 
6m above the Q95 flow level), then development of the 
bridge must not commence until a macro invertebrate 
monitoring and contingency plan has been submitted 
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accord with BS4142 Significance criteria (>+5dB indicative of 
adverse effect and therefore the LOAEL, and >+10dB 
indicative of Significant Adverse and therefore the SOAEL). 
ESC considers this the appropriate test in this case, 
notwithstanding the aspiration for the -5dB rating level on 
background. 

Notwithstanding the above ESC require a firm and 
enforceable commitment to reduce the operational noise 
level further at detailed design stage if it is reasonably 
possible to do so. Furthermore, the project should 
demonstrate that this can or cannot be achieved with robust 
justification at the appropriate stage. 

All of the above should be provided in a suitable Operational 
Noise Requirement within the DCO which should also 
include a verification procedure and commitment to 
demonstrate upon operation that the operational noise limit is 
not being exceeded. ESC has provided its latest proposed 
wording for this DCO Requirement at Deadline 6 in response 
to ISH3 Action Point 1 [REP6-161]. 

ESC has reviewed the Applicant’s ‘Operational Noise Levels 
– Technical Note’ [REP6-128]. Whilst ESC considers that the 
Applicant has considered a number of relevant matters, the 
technical note does not address all of ESCs concerns. ESC 
does not agree with the Applicant’s assertion in Paragraph 
1.1.2 of the Technical Note that the note ‘encapsulate[s] the 
discussion between the parties present during the [tripartite] 
meeting before Deadline 6’.  

Firstly, the Applicant is proposing to secure operational noise 
controls using REAC measures, but ESC feels strongly that 
these should form part of a Requirement in the DCO. As 
previously noted, ESC has provided draft Requirement 
wording, most recently at Deadline 6 in response to ISH3 
Action Point 1, and was under the impression following a 
tripartite meeting held with the Applicant and Thanet District 
Council on 9th April 2026 that not only was the principle of a 
Requirement accepted by the Applicant, but so was the 
substantive bulk of ESC’s draft Requirement. It is therefore 
disappointing to see that no operational noise DCO 
Requirement has been forthcoming. 

In respect to the aim for the operational noise limit to be 5dB 
below background, the Applicant has up until this point, 
including at the tripartite meeting, maintained its intention to 
try to meet this aspiration. Whilst ESC accepts that, due to 
the low background sound levels in this area, achieving 5dB 
below background level is challenging, it is somewhat 
disheartening to see the change in language used by the 
Applicant in this Technical Note, where it states that a 5dB 

Substation) which is secured by commitment NV11; 
and formerly a commitment to 5dB below background 
noise levels.  Following discussions with ESC, the 
Applicant has amended NV12 to provide maximum 
noise limits for noise sensitive receptors near Friston 
Substation, including 22dB for two properties and 21dB 
at another.  

The Applicant has also gone further by committing to 
achieving noise levels that are as ‘low as reasonably 
possible’ at noise sensitive receptors beyond the limits 
described above. The Applicant considers that these 
measures already achieve and exceeds what is 
necessary to mitigate adverse effects and provide 
secure commitments that will ensure the Applicant also 
reduces the noise level further at detailed design 
stage. Of course, the Applicant cannot reduce noise 
levels beyond what is reasonable possible so going 
further than the above is unnecessary. 

All commitments above are secured in Section 1 of the 
REAC, which is firmly secured by Requirement 5 on 
the draft DCO (Application Document 3.1 (J) draft 
Development Consent Order (DCO) submitted at 
Deadline 7), providing commitment that already meet 
ESC’s requirements of being secure and enforceable. 
The Applicant disagrees that these commitments need 
to be in requirements to be firmly secured and 
considers the nature of the wording of the 
commitments is more appropriate for the REAC. 

However, to provide further reassurance to ESC that 
the commitments will be adhered to (although it is 
noted that it would be a criminal offence if they were 
not), the Applicant has added further wording to 
commitment NV07 in the Application Document 9.84 
(E) Register of Environmental Actions and 
Commitments (REAC) submitted at Deadline 7 that 
states: 

‘Prior to the commencement of operation at 
Saxmundham Converter Station operational noise 
assessments shall be submitted to the local planning 
authority. This assessment shall demonstrate that 
noise levels arising from the operation of the proposed 
Saxmundham Converter Station have been mitigated 
to be as low as reasonably practicable. Should Friston 
Substation be constructed under the Sea Link DCO, an 
operational noise assessment shall also be submitted 
to the local planning authority prior to operation of the 
substation that demonstrates that noise levels arising 
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below background sound level is “far below what is 
reasonable to secure”. The Applicant has failed to confirm 
and fully justify that the proposed 34 dB operational noise 
rating level is the lowest noise level that can currently be 
reasonably achieved based on the current generic design, as 
has been continually requested by ESC.  

ESC considers that the Applicant should use the method in 
note 1 of section 11 of BS4142 to justify its proposed 
operational noise limit, as has been the case for all other 
comparable projects –  

“a) Typically, the greater this difference, the greater 
the magnitude of the impact.  

b) A difference of around +10 dB or more is likely to 
be an indication of a significant adverse impact, 
depending on the context.  

c) A difference of around +5 dB is likely to be an 
indication of an adverse impact, depending on the 
context.  

d) The lower the rating level is relative to the 
measured background sound level, the less likely it is 
that the specific sound source will have an adverse 
impact or a significant adverse impact. Where the 
rating level does not exceed the background sound 
level, this is an indication of the specific sound source 
having a low impact, depending on the context.” 

This provides a clear and reasonable pathway to satisfy NPS 
EN-1 policy tests, but the Applicant in its technical note is 
relying on other policy, such as the Planning Practice 
Guidance – Noise (which has mostly been withdrawn), rather 
than the recently updated specific National Policy 
Statements. The ExA and the Secretary of State should 
satisfy themselves that the relevant policy tests have been 
met and the ExA’s schedule of changes to the draft DCO 
appears to indicate that the ExA is not satisfied with 34dB as 
an operational noise limit. Based on the BS4142 significance 
criteria which dictate that >+10dB is indicative of significant 
adverse effect and the fact that the worst affected receptor 
(R 5764) has been assessed to have a night-time 
background sound level of 22 dB (see Table 1.3 of [AS-119]), 
a 34 dB operational noise limit would be greater than the 
SOAEL. ESC’s view is further supported by the ExA, which 
has stated in its schedule of changes to the draft DCO that it 
‘it considers that a noise limit of 32dB would be reasonable’ 
given the BS4142 significance criteria which dictate that 
>+10dB is indicative of significant adverse effect. 

from the operation of the substation have been 
mitigated to be as low as reasonably practicable. The 
assessments shall include details of all mitigation 
measures proposed.   

The proposed Saxmundham converter station shall not 
operate until a scheme for monitoring compliance with 
the noise rating levels set out in NV11 and NV12 
above has been submitted to and approved by the 
relevant planning authority. The scheme must be 
based on principles set out in BS 4142:2014+A1:2019. 
The rating level shall include all applicable acoustic 
corrections, including (but not limited to) those for 
tonality, impulsivity, intermittency and any other 
characteristics identified by BS 4142. reference 
method set out in Annex D to BS 4142:2014+A1:2019 
shall be used in the assessment of whether tonal 
penalties apply.’  
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Approval In Principal (AIP) for the survey was 
submitted to SCC in November 2025 and the Applicant 
welcomes comments from SCC on the AIP received in 
March 2026. 

The above mentioned survey will also inform the mini 
bridge design which would be agreed with SCC should 
the preferred remedial option not be required. A 
working area plan of the mini bridge option has been 
provided at Deadline 6 to provide further details on this 
option. The Applicant has confirmed that should the 
mini bridge option be adopted, then a maximum of 15 
separate installations over the construction period 
would be required. The Applicant’s Traffic Co-ordinator 
will liaise with SCC, other developers and Suffolk 
Constabulary on the timing of these installations and 
the associated B1121 road closures to minimise 
impacts.    

The Applicant has also included an access route for 
vehicles over 46 tonnes that would leave the A12 at 
the Yoxford roundabout, and use the B1122 through 
Leiston to access the Applicant’s proposed haul road 
from BM04. This route is part of the confirmed AIL 
access route to be used by SPR under the DCO 
consent for EA1N and EA2 windfarms.  

SCC have raised concerns over structures on the A12 
and along the SPR proposed AIL route that require 
assessment. It is noted that SPR and SZC are 
undertaking structural surveys along their AIL routes 
post consent which is normal practice for NSIP 
projects. The Applicant plans to undertake these 
assessments post consent as well, when the loadings 
have been determined following detailed design and 
closer to the time of proposed use to allow for any 
changes in the structural condition of the structures 
which SCC have highlighted can change at any point.   

2.3 Landfall 
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and Heaths AONB due to the associated construction 
activity being a temporary feature in the landscape 
when considering the total cumulative effects of 
Sizewell C, EA1N and EA2 and LionLink (Application 
Document 6.2.2.13 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 13 
Suffolk Onshore Scheme Inter-Project Cumulative 
Effects [APP-060]). These total cumulative effects are 
unlikely to remain once all projects are operational, 
particularly once the cable corridors are reinstated and 
mitigation planting becomes established over time.  

3.5.2 N/A Working 
hours -
coordination 

See Section 7.4.2 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] and ESC’s ISH2 post-hearing 
submission [REP4-119]. 

The Applicant suggests that longer working hours will, in theory, result in 
the Project’s construction being completed sooner. Whilst ESC 
appreciates that there is a balance to be struck, considering the 
construction impacts of other projects and the extended duration of works 
at the co-location site at Saxmundham and convergence of projects at 
Friston, the duration of associated disturbance to the local communities is 
expected to be significant if all are consented. Therefore, respite in these 
extended durations must be given full consideration. Given that all other 
comparable projects provide this respite (including projects promoted by 
SPR), ESC considers it entirely inappropriate to now start including these 
periods and creating impact at times where ESC and other projects have 
deliberately prevented it, particularly given the spatial relationship 
between SPR’s projects and the proposed Sea Link project. 

Furthermore, ESC queries the Applicant’s assertion in response to ExQ1 
Question 1GEN49. [REP3-069] that restricting core working hours to 
exclude Saturday afternoons, Sundays and Bank Holidays ‘would result in 
a delay of between 21 and 33 weeks’ and ‘an additional cost would be 
borne by British energy bill payers of between £443m and £886m’. To 
ESC’s knowledge, no justification or evidence has been provided to 
explain how these figures were reached. Certainly, as far as ESC is 
concerned, little, or in reality no, weight can be afforded to them. 

The Applicant also states in its comments on ESC’s LIR [REP2-027] that 
a shorter construction phase would allow for greater colocation and 
cooperation between projects. ESC would request further explanation of 
this assertion from the Applicant as it is unclear how this conclusion has 
been reached. 

The ExA and the Secretary of State should be aware that the proposed 
core working hours are a fundamental source of disagreement between 
ESC and the Applicant.  

  

2.5 Saxmundham Converter Station Co-location 





 

 
National Grid  |  AprilJanuary 2026  |  Sea Link   38 

PINS 
Ref  

Res
pon
den
t/ 
The
me
Rel
eva
nt 
Ap
plic
atio
n 
Do
cu
me
nts 

Summary of relevant 
representationDescription 
of Matter 

Applicant’s responseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status 

solution benefiting the local community over and above the needs of 
the NSIP projects within the area. ESC accepts that the wider 
watercourse maintenance issue extends beyond the order limits for 
the project. ESC has raised this matter more than once with the 
Applicant in project meetings (and with NGV regarding LionLink) as it 
presents a valuable opportunity for developers to implement a much-
needed legacy benefit within the village of Friston. 

The Applicant had the opportunity to avail itself of this opportunity but 
has not done so and now relies on the Order Limits which it identified 
and selected. This of itself demonstrates the detached approach the 
Applicant has adopted to the impact its proposal will have on the 
local community and its refusal to consider areas within which this 
impact could be mitigated.  ESC does not consider this to be 
acceptable. In order to ensure the delivery of good design in tandem 
with appropriate mitigation, it is imperative that the converter station 
site is genuinely master planned. Without the strategic oversight of a 
master plan, it will be impossible to understand whether the site can 
accommodate multiple projects and still achieve long-term good 
design. The masterplan should be developed collaboratively with not 
only the other affected NSIP promoters, but also with statutory 
consultees, which includes the relevant town and parish councils. 

Sustainable Drainage systems that will 
serve the Proposed Project will capture 
rainfall runoff, storing and treating it, 
prior to release back to the local water 
environment, with runoff during events 
inclusive of the 1% annual exceedance 
probability storm, with additional 
freeboard and climate change 
allowances.  

The Applicant is not best placed to 
undertake desilting and maintenance of 
existing watercourses that the 
Proposed Project does not rely on for 
drainage. Such works would need 
secondary consent from the Lead Local 
Flood Authority in addition to the 
consent of the relevant riparian 
landowner(s) who hold maintenance 
responsibility.   

The Applicant has listened to the 
concerns raised by local stakeholders 
and has amended the drainage 
strategy for the permanent drainage 
solution for the Suffolk Substation. The 
permanent drainage has now been 
confirmed as an infiltration system that 
will no longer require an outfall to the 
drainage culvert at Church Lane. This 
removes an element of existing 
overland flow that currently discharges 
to the local watercourses, due to 
impermeable ground, and routes it to a 
new infiltration system located in 
preferential permeable ground.  
Planning Inspectorate (Planning 
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Inspectorate, 2024) and are reported in 
Application Document 6.2.2.13 Part 2 
Suffolk Chapter 13 Suffolk Onshore 
Scheme Inter-Project Cumulative 
Effects [APP-060]. 

The Applicant has provided details on 
its approach to good design through 
the Design Approach Documents 
Application Document 7.11.1 Design 
Approach Document – Suffolk [APP-
364] and Application Document 
7.12.1 Design Principals – Suffolk 
[APP-366]. Along with the coordination 
document Application Document 7.10 
Coordination Document [APP 363] 
these design approach documents 
discuss the need for ongoing liaison 
with stakeholder through the detailed 
design process. Extract from 
Application Document 7.11.1 Design 
Approach Document – Suffolk [APP-
364]: 

‘There have also been thematic 
meetings with LPAs that cover the 
converter station design principles and 
the colocation masterplan for 
Saxmundham . It is suggested that 
these are continued through the 
development of detailed designs ahead 
of the submission of statements and 
drawings for demonstration of 
compliance with the design principles .’ 
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RR ESC – Visual Impact Good design can help to lessen the visual impacts of the 
development which is vital given the scale of infrastructure proposed 
for the Sea Link project alone, and in a coordinated scenario. The 
visual impact of the development will be hard to mitigate during 
construction or in the early years after construction, due to the open 
nature of the landscape. 

 

The importance of ‘Good design’ and the visual impact of the Proposed Project 
is acknowledged when considering the Suffolk Onshore Scheme and in a 
coordinated scenario. The visual assessment appendix (Application Document 
6.3.2.1.D ES Appendix 2.1.D Visual Amenity Baseline and Assessment 
High Resolution [APP-098]) sets out the details of the visual assessment, 
which identifies the visual effects on visual receptors throughout the construction 
and operation and maintenance (year 1 winter and year 15 summer) phases of 
the Proposed Project. The visual impact of the Proposed Project is noted and 
the visual assessment acknowledges that parts of the Proposed Project, 
including the upper extent of the Saxmundham Converter Station, would be 
experienced by some receptors. The open nature of parts of the landscape are 
acknowledged however the local landscape character also includes varied sized 
blocks of woodland which contributes to a layered vegetation network that 
restricts long distance views in places.  

The landscape and visual chapter (Application Document 6.2.2.1 Part 2 
Suffolk Chapter 1 Landscape and Visual [APP-048]) also sets out the 
embedded mitigation to aim to reduce and where possible avoid landscape and 
visual effects, including design principles for the proposed built form. This would 
include locating the Saxmundham Converter Station as far as practicable within 
the southern extent of the site, away from the B1119 and the gateway approach 
into Saxmundham and to maximise the opportunity for landscape integration 
planting and screening to improve landscape fit and minimise visual impact. The 
embedded mitigation also refers to landscape design principles including the 
proposed establishment of native woodland planting within areas previously 
planted as willow plantation around the River Fromus, to consider opportunities 
for advanced planting to provide early establishment of woodland planting which 
would assist in mitigating construction effects and integration of the Suffolk 
Onshore Scheme into the existing landscape pattern as far as practicable by 
utilising and following existing features, including vegetation.  

The Design Approach Document (Application Document 7.11.1 Design 
Approach Document – Suffolk [APP-364]) and Design Principles 
(Application Document 7.12.1 Design Principles – Suffolk [APP-366]) set 
out further details regarding the design of the proposed infrastructure. 
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construction commencing. This should be incorporated in a 
Requirement within the DCO.  In this context, ESC would highlight 
the preconstruction planting agreed under the SPR consents around 
the Friston substation. In addition, ESC will not accept a scenario 
whereby the mitigation planting delivered under one project’s 
consent (i.e. SPR’s proposed Friston substation mitigation planting) 
is subsequently harmed and its function diminished by another 
project following it (i.e. SeaLink’s HVAC cable route crossing SPR’s 
proposed substation mitigation planting). 

Operational noise 

either located in the highly localised 
landscape around Saxmundham 
Converter Station or in the local 
landscape to the west of the River 
Fromus bridge crossing.  

Whilst the introduction of the 
Saxmundham Converter Station within 
LCA L1 and within the views of 
localised visual receptors would result 
in residual adverse effects, it is 
important to note the factors that lessen 
the overall degree of change. These 
include the large scale arable field that 
the infrastructure is situated in and 
proximity to the large scale woodland 
block which provides a degree of 
screening and acts as a backcloth 
within many views. The proposed 
landscape planting would also assist in 
reinstating the former woodland and 
hedgerows that were present on the 
site. However, it is the scale and nature 
of the Saxmundham Converter Station 
within a localised area of the landscape 
which would experience a large 
alteration from certain key 
characteristics of the LCA and visual 
change. This would include the deeply 
rural character and the limited intrusion 
from modern development, albeit 
noting the local context of the existing 
towers and OHL. It would also include 
the busy B1119, large-scale agricultural 
buildings and land uses not typical of 
the arable farmland typically present 
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across the local landscape character, 
including Christmas Tree plantation.  

In relation to the residual significant 
adverse visual effects relating to those 
receptors to the west of the River 
Fromus bridge crossing, the effects 
largely relate to the combination of the 
introduction of the proposed 
Saxmundham Converter Station and 
River Fromus bridge crossing as 
uncharacteristic features within the 
view. The proposed planting around 
both parts of the Proposed Project 
would assist in softening views.   

The difficulties of establishing new tree 
planting in the east of Suffolk is noted 
due to weather patterns, however, the 
purpose of such proposed planting in 
the outline landscape mitigation plan 
(Additional Submission 7.5.7.1 (B) 
Outline Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan - Suffolk (Clean) 
[AS-059]) is not proposed to fully 
screen the proposals, rather to soften 
views, create additional vegetated 
layers within the landscape and provide 
landscape integration, which it is 
considered that the proposed planting 
would achieve by operation and 
maintenance year 15.  

The positive aspects of the outline 
landscape mitigation proposals on the 
Saxmundham Converter Station site 
are noted with respect to the 
reinstatement of historic vegetation and 
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establishment of green infrastructure 
and wildlife connectivity. The positive 
aspects of the outline landscape 
mitigation proposals in the local 
landscape within the River Fromus 
valley relating to the replacement of the 
willow plantation with native woodland 
planting are also noted. 

This area would be considered when 
reviewing opportunities for advanced 
planting to provide early establishment 
of planting, as set out within the 
landscape and visual chapter within the 
landscape design principles section 
(Application Document 6.2.2.1 Part 2 
Suffolk Chapter 1 Landscape and 
Visual [APP-048]) and the outline 
Landscape and Ecology Management 
Plan (Additional Submission 7.5.7.1 
(B) Outline Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan - 
Suffolk (Clean) [AS-059]) which is 
secured through Schedule 3 
Requirement 6 of Additional 
Submission 3.1 (C) draft 
Development Consent Order (Clean) 
[AS-043]. 

With regard to the pre-construction 
planting agreed under the Scottish 
Power Renewables (SPR) DCO 
consent around the Friston Substation, 
the Applicant and the SPR EA1N and 
EA2 team are currently working 
together to produce a coordinated 
landscape mitigation plan. This plan 
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seeks to avoid a situation where 
landscape planting is implemented and 
subsequently removed by a future 
project and which seeks to enable the 
mitigation planting proposed by SPR to 
maintain its required function whilst 
also allowing for the various elements 
of the Sea Link Suffolk Onshore 
Scheme in this locality. This 
coordinated plan will be provided for 
Friston Scenario 1 as reported on 
within the Proposed Project ES, 
whereby EA1N and 2 is delivered first, 
with the Proposed Project to follow. 
The coordinated plan will not be issued 
in the public domain until EA1N and 2 
lodge their plans to discharge their 
requirements later in 2025.  

It is also worth noting that the outline 
Landscape and Ecology Management 
Plan (Additional Submission 7.5.7.1 
(B) Outline Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan - 
Suffolk (Clean) [AS-059]), within 
section 7.6 ‘Co ordination with See 
Section 6.5.6 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. 

The Applicant has scoped operational 
noise of the proposed Friston 
Substation out from assessment. ESC 
does not agree as this substation is 
subject to a site rating level imposed by 
East Anglia ONE North and East Anglia 
TWO DCOs, therefore NGET needs to 
be very confident that the introduction 
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of further or different equipment will not 
impact that constraint. 

At Deadline 4, the Applicant stated in 
response to actions arising from ISH2 
[REP4-086] that the only noise at the 
Friston Substation would be ‘short-term 
noise from switchgear equipment 
operating a limited number of times a 
year’. Whilst accepting the principle 
that very infrequent operation of 
switchgear is unlikely to pose a 
significant impact in isolation, ESC 
requested that the Applicant 
demonstrate that the additional number 
of operations associated with the 
inclusion of Sea Link at the site does 
not result in impacts that are not 
present with the current consented 
projects alone. Whilst this was 
accepted in terms of EA1N and EA2, 
additional “limited numbers of times a 
year” could cumulatively amount to a 
significant impact and ESC needs to be 
confident this is not the case with the 
additional operations created by Sea 
Link at this site. 

ESC is content with the wording of 
REAC commitment NV12, added at 
Deadline 5, which commits to an 
operational noise rating level of 5 dB 
below background. ESC would, 
however, prefer an operational noise 
limit to be secured via a DCO 
Requirement. ESC provided suggested 
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create significant 
environmental, 
landscape, and 
heritage 
issues.Application 
Document 9.84 
(E) Register of 
Environmental 
Actions and 
Commitments 
(REAC) submitted 
at Deadline 7 

See Section 7.8.3 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] and 
Ref D5.7.01 in ESC’s Deadline 5 PADSS [REP5-
184] for further context. 

The impacts resulting from the many major 
infrastructure developments facing East Suffolk 
means that it is difficult to predict future baseline 
conditions out to 2031 with any degree of 
accuracy. Equally, it is difficult to disaggregate 
certain impacts of the proposed Sea Link project 
from other significant infrastructure projects 
locally. Without ongoing monitoring and 
evaluation, changes in baseline conditions cannot 
be assessed and the effects on socioeconomic, 
leisure and tourism receptors cannot be 
determined. 

ESC is firmly of the view that the desk-based 
methodology is insufficient for the conditions 
described, and has maintained throughout the 
Examination that it requires the Applicant to work 
with ESC and commit to the following: 

⚫ To review and update their 
assessment of baseline conditions 
immediately prior to commencement of 
construction of the Suffolk Onshore 
Scheme, thereby ensuring that 
baseline conditions are current. 

⚫ To discuss and agree the scope and 
frequency of ongoing monitoring and 
reporting of socioeconomic conditions 
and workforce projections during the 
construction phase of the project. This 
would also support proactive planning 
for worst-case scenarios, particularly 
those arising from the overlapping 
peak construction phases of Sea Link, 
Sizewell C, and other major 
developments that may collectively 
impact local socio-economic, 
recreational and tourism assets. 

With regards to the first of ESC’s requests, the 
Applicant has stated in its comments on ESC’s 
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LIR [REP2-027] that Section 10.7 of Part 2 Suffolk 
Chapter 10 Socio-economics, Recreation and 
Tourism [REP1A-005] defines a future baseline, 
incorporating projected demographic trends and 
planned development land. ESC considers that 
this future baseline cannot be relied upon. Given 
the number and scale of energy NSIPs and other 
major developments either being constructed or 
planned for construction in East Suffolk, ESC is 
strongly of the view that a review of the baseline 
conditions is needed prior to construction 
commencing to ensure that the predicted ‘future 
baseline’ is accurate. 

With regards to the second of ESC’s requests, 
ESC maintains that the monitoring and evaluation 
of prevailing socio-economic conditions 
throughout the construction period is essential if 
appropriate interventions that minimise the risks 
and maximise the benefits of the proposed project 
are to be developed and delivered. 

Whilst supportive of the broader commitment 
within REAC measure SE04 to liaise with key 
tourism stakeholders, ESC remains concerned as 
to how this commitment will work in practice. 
Following a meeting with the Applicant, ESC 
needs reassurance that the Applicant will agree to 
and support the discussed mechanism by which 
the Applicant could engage with established 
stakeholder groups in East Suffolk. An integrated, 
collaborative approach would benefit all parties, 
ensuring a forward looking, quantitative 
assessment of risk and opportunity, coupled with 
co-developed mitigation and benefit interventions. 

REAC SE05 commits the Applicant to monitor and 
mitigate the impacts of the proposed project on 
tourist accommodation locally. ESC provided 
comments on this commitment in Appendix A of 
its ISH3 post-hearing submission [REP6-160]. 
Whilst ESC welcomes the amendments made to 
this commitment at Deadline 6 in response to 
feedback provided by ESC, ESC maintains that 
the commitment should form part of a more 
detailed ‘Workforce Accommodation Strategy’. 
ESC’s suggested wording for a DCO Requirement 







 

 
National Grid  |  AprilJanuary 2026  |  Sea Link   55 

PINS Ref  Respondent/ 
ThemeRelevant 
Application 
Documents 

Summary of relevant 
representationDescription 
of Matter 

Applicant’s responseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status 

successful visitor economy, and the evolving economic 
environment of East Suffolk. For example, limiting the 
Study Area to 500 m from the Onshore Scheme 
Boundary does not adequately assess the impacts of 
construction on a bed and breakfast receptor located 
beyond the Study Area, despite its dependence on its 
guests having unhindered access to local destinations. 

ESC has been requesting that the Applicant re-considers 
its assessment and the conclusions drawn. 

In the case of the visitor economy, the impacts of the 
Suffolk Onshore Scheme on individual receptors should 
not be measured in isolation, and without consideration 
of the wider effects on the visitor economy. The 
receptors, or factors, are interdependent and collectively 
contribute towards a successful visitor economy. These 
include a mix of tangible assets such as local 
infrastructure, attractions, accommodation, and 
amenities; as well as intangible assets such as the 
perception and reputation of a destination; all of which 
contribute to the overall visitor experience. Collectively, 
these factors are indicators of system health and should 
be measured and evaluated during the construction 
period, and into the operational period. ESC 
recommends a broader and more comprehensive 
approach to monitoring impacts on the visitor economy. 
One that extends research methodologies beyond desk-
based assessments and draws on mixed methodologies 
such as surveys, interviews, and other primary data to 
understand the key strengths, vulnerabilities, and health 
of the visitor economy. ESC has demonstrated its 
willingness to work with the Applicant and develop 
appropriate assessment methodologies. 

ESC maintains its view that the Applicant has failed to 
recognise the visitor economy as a complex system, and 
ESC therefore remains concerned about the Applicant’s 
assessment. 

within the assessment on Viewpoints 2 and 20 within 
the visual assessment appendix (Application 
Document 6.3.2.1.D ES Appendix 2.1.D Visual 
Amenity Baseline and Assessment High 
Resolution [APP-098]). Due to the angle of the view 
and the landform sloping down towards the River 
Fromus crossing, it is not considered that this 
vegetation removal would open up views towards the 
Saxmundham Converter Station site. The limited 
vegetation removal required for the permanent access 
route to enter the Saxmundham Converter Station site 
would result in a small gap in the network along the 
skyline from views to the west of the River Fromus 
which is considered within the overall visual 
assessment. The Applicant has provided a 500 m 
buffer to capture tourism receptors but has also 
identified and assessed receptors beyond 500 m 
which have the potential to be impacted. 

The bed and breakfast receptor has been assessed 
as not significantly affected by the Suffolk Onshore 
Scheme. 

The Applicant’s socio-economic, recreation and 
tourism assessment concludes that the Suffolk 
Onshore Scheme would not result in significant 
adverse residual effects on tourism or the visitor 
economy. Additional evidence was submitted at 
Deadline 3 through the Visitor and Tourism 
Assessment Technical Notes for Suffolk (Application 
Document 9.40 Visitor and Tourism Assessment 
Technical Note – Suffolk [REP3-065]). The 
Applicant reviewed evidence from comparable NSIPs, 
including Sizewell C, Bramford to Twinstead and East 
Anglia ONE North and TWO Offshore Windfarms. 
These projects adopted comparable methodologies 
and the Technical Note concluded that material 
impacts on the tourism sector or on visitor numbers 
were unlikely.  

Monitoring evidence from other large energy 
infrastructure projects indicates that initial concerns 
about visitor perception do not typically translate into 
measurable impacts on tourism activity. For example, 
monitoring associated with Hinkley Point C Nuclear 
Power Station indicates that over 90% of visitors 
reported their experience was not affected by 
construction activity and tourism employment in 
Somerset increased during the construction period.   

Given there are no significant residual socio-economic 
effects as a result of the Suffolk Onshore Scheme, the 
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Applicant does not consider it proportionate to commit 
to broader monitoring of socio-economic conditions 
during the construction phase. planting is focussed 
along this section of the ridgeline to strengthen the 
existing woodland.     

The different bridge height scenarios, ranging from 
approximately 4 metres to 6 metres from the Q95 
water level to the bridge soffit (which is also 
approximately 4 metres to 6 metres from ground level 
at the abutment to the top of the parapet), are 
considered in the LVIA. A worst case approach has 
been taken meaning that the vegetation removal 
associated with the approximately 6 metre bridge has 
been assumed based on Appendix E Tree Protection 
Plans Suffolk Onshore Scheme of the Application 
Document 6.10 Arboricultural Impact Assessment 
[APP-295].  

The LVIA concluded that whilst the magnitude of 
effect would be comparatively lower for the smaller of 
the two bridge height options that it wouldn’t be 
sufficient to change the overall magnitude of effect 
which remained the same for both bridge height 
options when considered within the landscape and 
visual assessment appendices (Application 
Document 6.3.2.1.C ES Appendix 2.1.C Landscape 
Designation and Landscape Character 
Assessment – Suffolk [APP-097] and Application 
Document 6.3.2.1.D ES Appendix 2.1.D Visual 
Amenity Baseline and Assessment High 
Resolution [APP-098]). It is also considered that 
regardless of the height of the proposed River Fromus 
bridge, from a landscape character perspective, at 
construction there would be effects on the setting of 
the Hurts Hall parkland landscape near to Hurts Hall 
due to construction activity in the adjacent LCA 
relating to the remainder of the permanent access 
route and Saxmundham Converter Station, however, 
there would be a limited effect on the southern setting 
of the settlement of Saxmundham. The permanent 
infrastructure would not impact upon the historic 
relationship between Hurts Hall and St John’s Church, 
Saxmundham on the approach to Saxmundham. 

RR  ESC – Loss of 
Trees 

The removal of the mature woodland vegetation along a section of the River 
Fromus will alter the vegetation network. A bridge of this footprint and height 
would remain an incongruent feature within the local landscape, even once 
the mitigation planting is established. Landscape planting around the bridge 
would assist in lessening this effect in the long term. However, ESC is 

The detailed landscape and visual assessment appendices detail the consideration of the 
permanent loss of mature vegetation on the eastern edge of the River Fromus which would 
occur to facilitate the construction of the River Fromus bridge crossing (Application 
Document 6.3.2.1.C ES Appendix 2.1.C Landscape Designation and Landscape 
Character Assessment – Suffolk [APP-097] and Application Document 6.3.2.1.D ES 
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(REAC) submitted 
at Deadline 7   

the transportation of heavy 
plant for the purposes of 
grading the site and ‘cut 
and fill’ activities, and also 
the delivery of large cable 
drums. Vehicles using the 
A12 would need to cross 
various culverts which 
have a maximum weight 
limit which requires 
detailed assessment. 
Additionally, the crossing 
of the rail line using the 
Suffolk County Council 
(SCC) owned asset 
Benhall Bridge presents 
another weight limit 
constraint, with this being 
understood to have a 
maximum bearing strength 
of circa 46 tons, 
significantly less than a 
400kV transformer. ESC 
defers these matters to 
SCC as Highways 
Authority; however, we 
support SCC’s concerns. 
The use of overbridging 
methods by NGET, or 
statutory powers, has not 
been discussed in detail 
prior to the submission of 
this application. The A12 
junction, culverts and rail 
bridge at Benhall have 
also not been included in 
the Suffolk onshore order 
limits. The views of 
Network Rail should also 
be sought by the ExA in 
relation to the Benhall 
bridge weight limit and the 
potential use of over 
bridging methods. 

Without the detailed 
justification supporting the 
western access route or 
an understanding as to 

ESC considers that the combination of impacts 
resulting from the Suffolk Onshore Scheme and 
other developments in East Suffolk would have 
significant effects on visitor perception and 
experience, resulting in a reduction in repeat 
tourism, long-term reputational damage, and 
economic decline. ESC is concerned that the 
Applicant has failed to adequately recognise these 
cumulative impacts. 

ESC is also seriously concerned that the available 
visitor accommodation within a 60-minute drive of 
the Suffolk Onshore Scheme may not be sufficient 
to accommodate the non-home-based workforce 
without causing potential harm to the visitor 
economy. It is ESC’s view that non-home-based 
workers could compete with visitors for 
accommodation, and in a worst-case scenario, 
there is a very strong potential for the in-
combination cumulative demand effects of 
multiple NSIP Resolution developments to exceed 
the supply of visitor accommodation. 

ESC would expect to see that impacts on 
individual receptors across the District of East 
Suffolk, including holiday rentals, tourist 
accommodation, farms and businesses directly 
affected by the changes resulting from the 
cumulative impacts of the Project with other 
proposed/consented projects in the area, be 
appropriately mitigated and compensated. 
Impacts on the visitor economy are dynamic and 
likely to change throughout the construction 
period. This requires ongoing dialogue and 
engagement between local stakeholders and the 
Applicant to ensure that the impacts are 
understood and addressed. ESC therefore 
requests that these mitigation and compensation 
measures be developed in collaboration with ESC 
and the businesses themselves to maximise the 
effectiveness of the proposed strategies. ESC 
acknowledges and welcomes the Applicant’s 
commitment SE04 within the updated REAC in 
this regard, and looks forward to working with the 
Applicant to develop the means to understand and 
resolve impacts on both the visitor and wider 
economy. However, as previously noted, ESC 
does maintain concerns regarding how this REAC 
commitment will work in practice. 

Note – Suffolk [REP3-065]). The Applicant reviewed 
evidence from comparable NSIPs, including Sizewell 
C, Bramford to Twinstead and East Anglia ONE North 
and TWO Offshore Windfarms. These projects 
adopted comparable methodologies and the Technical 
Note concluded that material impacts on the tourism 
sector or on visitor numbers were unlikely.  

Monitoring evidence from other large energy 
infrastructure projects indicates that initial concerns 
about visitor perception do not typically translate into 
measurable impacts on tourism activity. For example, 
monitoring associated with Hinkley Point C Nuclear 
Power Station indicates that over 90% of visitors 
reported their experience was not affected by 
construction activity and tourism employment in 
Somerset increased during the construction period.   

Given there are no significant adverse residual socio-
economic effects as a result of the Suffolk Onshore 
Scheme, the Applicant does not consider it 
proportionate to commit to broader monitoring of 
socio-economic conditions during the construction 
phase. Notwithstanding this, the Applicant has 
committed to further liaison with local planning 
authorities including SCC and ESC, and 
tourism organisations including the Local Destination 
Management Organisation (“DMO”) and the Local 
Visitor Economy Partnership (“LVEP”) during 
construction to discuss how potential impacts on 
tourism could be minimised and benefits 
be maximised. Liaison, where practical, will be 
ongoing through existing working groups which 
were established for the Sizewell C project. The 
Applicant has provided a detailed 
response regarding tourism 
impact monitoring within Application Document 
9.136: Applicant’s Responses to Third Written 
Questions [REP6-111] (see 3SERT2), and full details 
of commitments relevant to tourism are provided 
within Application Document 9.84 (E) Register of 
Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) 
submitted at Deadline 7. This incorporates updates 
made by the Applicant following the meeting held with 
LPAs on 1 April 2026.   
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whether an alternative 
access arrangement is 
possible which would not 
involve the need to cross 
the Fromus, ESC cannot 
accept or agree with 
NGET’s conclusions that 
the western access is the 
best option. 

Impacts on the visitor 
economy, particularly for 
coastal communities at the 
landfall 

 

Following review of the Applicant’s submitted 
commentary on ESC’s LIR [REP2-027], it is 
apparent that the Applicant and ESC will not be 
able to agree on the magnitude of anticipated 
impacts due to be introduced on the coastal 
communities at the landfall (Thorpeness and 
Aldeburgh). ESC’s position remains unchanged. 
As explained in the LIR [REP1-128], the coastal 
communities in this region have limited access 
routes in and out and they rely on the 
visitor/tourism economy. 

There is no doubt that there will be residual 
impacts felt on the tourism economy. The 
Applicant has stated in its comments on ESC’s 
LIR [REP2-027] that there is ‘limited robust 
evidence to suggest that negative visitor 
perception identified / observed in surveys prior to 
construction will result in material adverse effects 
on touurism’.  ESC has previously stated that the 
number and scope of multiple NSIP developments 
in East Suffolk is without precedent, and to its 
knowledge, without compare. This unique 
circumstance means that reference to the 
methodologies and findings of other NSIP 
application documents cannot be viewed as being 
applicable or transferable to East Suffolk, despite 
the Applicant’s attempts to demonstrate 
otherwise.  ESC is concerned that the perception 
of the area is already changing as evidenced in 
the open floor hearings, and each successive 
NSIP consented in this region will add to this 
impact. Even before consent is granted, 
perception of a once popular tourist destination 
can be altered as visitors don’t want to have their 
fond memories of these locations tainted. The 
findings of ESC’s recently commissioned Visitor 
Perception Research can be found in Appendices 
E and F of ESC’s comments on the Applicant’s 
Deadline 3 submissions [REP4-184]. 

The Applicant’s view that there will be ‘no residual 
significant effects’ is therefore not supported by 
ESC or the local communities it represents. 
Abnormal Indivisible Load (AIL) vehicles only, as 
SCC have confirmed that the majority of the 
construction vehicles, everything up to and 
including STGO 1 (46 tonnes) are permitted to 
use the bridge. Since the submission of the DCO 
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application, a further review of the feedback 
received and issues raised on the suitability of the 
Benhall Railway Bridge for transporting AILs has 
been carried out, including current proposals/ 
options for addressing these issues. A thematic 
meeting was held with SCC and ESC on 6 August 
2025 to review the options for the Benhall Bridge, 
to better understand SCC’s concerns and how 
these could potentially be addressed. A Technical 
Note will be prepared to provide further details of 
the various options, with details on the number of 
AILs to be accommodated, road closures, 
diversion routes and/or alternative routes for cable 
drum deliverables, as well as pedestrian access to 
provide SCC and ESC with further information and 
inform future discussions. 

The reasoning behind the selection of the location 
and the alternatives considered is set out in 
Application Document 6.2.1.3 Part 1 
Introduction Chapter 3 Main Alternatives 
Considered [APP-044]. In terms of access 
options, the Applicant has conducted a thorough 
review of various access routes to the converter 
station, including the option of using the (yet to be 
built) Sizewell Relief Road. The northern access 
route was discounted due to significant 
engineering constraints, including the need for 
bridge crossings over the River Fromus and 
railway lines, which would require substantial 
works. The southern access route (and western 
access) was therefore taken forward as the 
preferred option. The Applicant has engaged with 
SCC and ESC to address concerns and provide 
reassurances regarding the selected access 
route. 

As part of the proposals for the western access, 
the Benhall Railway Bridge is recognised as a 
weight restricted asset that will require temporary 
strengthening or overbridging to facilitate the 
crossing of abnormal indivisible loads (AILs). As 
discussed with SCC, there are various standard 
measures available to facilitate this to provide 
workable solutions. This may involve the 
installation of a temporary overbridge to avoid any 
weight restrictions being exceeded. The specific 
methodology will depend on details available at 
later stages, including the AIL types, their weights, 
what vehicles would be used, how these affect the 
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highways asset, and the condition of the highways 
asset at the time.  

Following the typical approach for large scale 
energy projects, the Proposed Project will work 
with heavy lift and AIL engineering contractors 
during the detailed design and construction phase. 
These specialist engineers routinely align with 
developers and highways departments during 
construction projects to develop the detailed 
methodologies needed to successfully deliver 
AILs to sites. The likelihood of using this approach 
on the Proposed Project, subject to the outcome 
of future discussions with SCC including as part of 
agreeing the detailed Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, is not considered to represent 
an impediment to the project.  

The Applicant will as a matter of course engage 
with all other relevant infrastructure providers in 
order to identify asset interfaces and appropriate 
design responses and solutions. For example, 
further engagement will be held with Network Rail 
to identify asset interfaces, discuss potential 
impacts and agree appropriate mechanisms for 
safeguarding during the Proposed Project’s 
construction programme  including an Asset 
Protection Agreement and Protective Provisions. 

The Draft Order Limits for the Sea Link proposals 
will be amended if necessary to include the bridge 
and any associated temporary works required for 
the project although this is not currently expected 
to be required as the works within the highway 
boundary will be delivered under the powers of the 
DCO. Suitable Temporary Traffic Management 
(TTM) will be implemented if necessary 
(depending on the option taken forwards), to 
prevent the potential for traffic to queue back onto 
the A12.  

Application Document 7.5.1.1 Outline 
Construction Traffic Management and Travel Plan 
– Suffolk [APP-337] sets out proposals for the 
management of construction-related traffic along 
the local highway network within the vicinity of the 
Suffolk Onshore Scheme during the construction 
period of the Proposed Project, in order to limit 
any potential disruptions and implications on the 
overall transport network. Therefore, once a 
preferred and agreed option has been identified 
for transporting AILs, this report will be updated 
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the conclusions of NGV’s assessments of 
the best cable route will be similar to those 
reached by NGET. ESC is of the view that 
an opportunity for coordination has been 
missed by both NGET and NGV; if NGET 
laid cable ducts for another project at the 
same time as laying the ducts for the 
SeaLink project, this would meaningfully 
reduce the significant environmental 
impacts of both projects. 

The Applicant states, at Paragraph 11.8.1 of 
the Health and Wellbeing ES Chapter [APP-
058] that ‘the Proposed Project has been 

designed, as far as possible, following the 
mitigation hierarchy’. 

ESC does not accept this assertion and 
considers that the Applicant has not ‘as far 
as possible’ avoided or reduced the mental 
health and wellbeing impacts of the 
Proposed Project. Most notably, as 
discussed below, the Applicant has failed to 
propose reasonable core working hours to 
provide the local community with respite 
from construction activity. This is an 
extremely important mitigation measure that 
the Applicant has failed to implement for the 
sake of its own project programme and 
costs. This is unacceptable to ESC and the 
local communities it represents. 

Managing appropriate working hours is a 
critically important element of safeguarding 
residents’ mental health and wellbeing. 
Saturdays, particularly Saturday afternoons, 
Sundays, and bank holidays are expected to 
be reprieves from construction working. 
Residents require respite from these works, 
especially given the number of projects in 
the district. Significant adverse effects on 
mental health and wellbeing can arise 
during construction periods, particularly 
where multiple projects are being the 
subject of consultation, then consented, and 
then constructed across the same 
communities. 

ESC is therefore concerned that the 
proposed Sea Link project has the potential 
to give rise to an unacceptable risk to 

 differing needs cases meaning that any 
additional powers in the Sea Link application 
may not be justifiable by NGET; 

- the potential consenting and programme risks 
associated with directly embedding non Sea 
Link works may affect ASTI programme; and 

 the fact that works which exclusively form part 
of the NGV projects do not fall within the scope 
of the Sea Link s35 project and are not 
associated development, meaning that 
development consent for these elements could 
not be sought.      

However, it is not the considered that NGET having 
statutory powers to deliver works for NGV projects is 
the only means by which coordination in project 
delivery can be achieved.   

Indeed, while powers to deliver LionLink are not 
sought as part of the Sea Link application, NGET has 
worked with NGV to create opportunities to coordinate 
during project delivery in ways that deliver benefits 
and efficiencies, whilst also reducing impacts to the 
environment and local communities affected.  

While the co delivery of the HVAC ducting is 
potentially possible (under separate compatible 
consents), this is considered unlikely for various 
programme, procurement, regulatory, and business 
interface reasons.  However, other forms of 
coordination in project delivery such as sharing of 
temporary works or re-use of on-site aggregate may 
be more feasible, and these continue to be 
considered.  This is further detailed in Application 
Document 7.10 Coordination Document [APP-363] 

The feasibility of this type of coordination is however 
dependent on various programme, procurement, 
regulatory and commercial factors.   

 

The Applicant met with SCC and ESC on 7 April 2026 
to further discuss health and wellbeing. A detailed 
response regarding the proportionate measures and 
commitments to demonstrate recognition of the LPA 
and community’s concerns regarding health and 
wellbeing is set out in Application Document 9.136 
Applicant’s Responses to Third Written 
Questions [REP6-111] in response 
to 3HW3. This response sets out the relevant 
measures secured through Application Document 
9.84 (E) Register of Environmental Actions and 
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human health, and ESC does not consider 
that the Applicant has made a genuine 
attempt to propose adequate measures to 
avoid and mitigate mental health and 
wellbeing effects in particular. Given ESC’s 
significant concerns regarding the mental 
health and wellbeing impacts of the project, 
ESC noted in response to ExQ3 3GEN2 its 
view that the presumption for consent for 
this ‘Critical National Priority’ infrastructure 
may not apply. 

Commitments (REAC) submitted at Deadline 7 
which address the management of potential impacts 
on health and wellbeing.  

Notwithstanding the absence of significant effects 
and taking into 
account the existing embedded mitigation 
commitments, the Applicant has identified further 
proportionate measures within the REAC  
in recognition of SCC, ESC and the community’s 
concerns regarding health and wellbeing. These are 
intended to provide reassurance and support 
where feasible, while acknowledging that no 
significant residual effects are anticipated. These 

proposed measures are included as measure HW02 
and comprise the following commitments:  

⚫ Provision of a Community Liaison Officer 
(CLO) trained in mental health 
awareness.  

⚫ Meet the Project events in Saxmundham 
and Aldeburgh – one-to-one surgeries 
where people can meet National Grid’s 
community liaison officer in a neutral 
space to ask questions and make 
suggestions without having to travel to the 
main construction compound - which may 
be intimidating and not practicable for 
safety reasons.   

⚫ Providing a community contact phone line 
and email address where people can go 
with any queries which we will aim to 
respond to personally rather than 
generically. Ensuring that these contact 
details are widely displayed and included 
on all community updates.  

⚫ Ensuring contractors follow mental 
health-aware community behaviour 
standards.  

⚫ Attend and contribute to the Sizewell 
Health and Wellbeing Working Group 
meetings, if the existing attendees are in 
agreement. 

Specifically in regard to construction working hours, 
the Applicant has provided a detailed response in 
Table 3.5 above. 
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help mitigate landscape visual impacts in the vicinity of 
Friston village. 

Although NGV are not regulated in the same manner as 
NGET, NGET’s justification of cost being the primary 
reason not to HDD under SPR’s approved landscape 
mitigation would subsequently restrict NGV’s ability to 
use HDD methods.  Any future desire for a coordinated 
HVAC to use HDD methods to avoid disruption to the 
landscape mitigation should not be restricted at this 
stage by NGET. ESC reiterates that it is unacceptable 
for multiple successive projects to come forward and 
diminish that mitigation planting by actively avoiding 
coordinating cable routes between projects. ESC 
therefore continues to request that NGET review their 
position on this and include the ability within their DCO 
to provide the ducting for the LionLink project which 
would help to reduce unnecessary disruption to the 
local community, environment and consented and 
secured mitigation planting.See Section 7.2.2 of ESC’s 
LIR [REP1-128] and Agenda Item 3.4 of ESC’s ISH2 
post-hearing submission [REP4 117]. 

ESC notes and welcomes the additional commitments 
to pre-construction surveys for hazel dormouse and 
potential construction mitigation measures included in 
sections 3.4 and 7.1 and in Appendix B of the OLEMP 
[REP6-078]. ESC also welcomes the sharing of the pre-
commencement survey methodology separately to the 
OLEMP. ESC considers that this has addressed its 
comments on pre-commencement survey methods, but 
maintains that the results of the pre-construction 
surveys should then be used to inform the preparation 
of the LEMP to be approved under Requirement 6. 

ESC welcomes the Applicant’s commitment to updated 

baseline surveys in Area D in 2026 using the survey 

methodology from the latest best practice guidance and 

also understands that the Applicant will slightly extend 

the survey radius in this area. However, the 

commitment to this being carried out “if possible, prior 

to vegetation clearance” is of significant concern. The 

survey methods rely on vegetation being present and 

therefore the updated baseline surveys must be 

undertaken before any vegetation clearance works are 

undertaken. Otherwise, accurate survey results will not 

be obtained, and it will not be possible to determine the 

full extent of the site clearance mitigation measures, 

including any need for a mitigation licence from Natural 

With regard to the pre construction planting agreed under 
the SPR DCO consent around the Friston substation, the 
Proposed Project team and SPR EA1N and EA2 team are 
currently working together to produce a coordinated 
landscape mitigation plan. This plan seeks to avoid a 
situation where landscape planting is implemented and 
subsequently removed by a future project and which seeks 
to enable the mitigation planting proposed by SPR to 
maintain its required function whilst also allowing for the 
various elements of the Proposed Project in this locality. 
This coordinated plan will be provided for Friston Scenario 
1 as reported on within the Proposed Project ES, whereby 
EA1N and 2 is delivered first, with the Proposed Project to 
follow. The coordinated plan will not be issued in the public 
domain until EA1N and 2 lodge their plans to discharge 
their requirements later in 2025.  

 

It is also worth noting that the outline Landscape and 
Ecology Management Plan (Application Document 
7.5.7.1 (B) Outline Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan - Suffolk (Clean) [AS-059]), within 
section 7.6 ‘Co ordination with National Grid Ventures 
Projects’, sets out that the detailed LEMP would include 
details around a coordinated landscape design on the 
Saxmundham Converter Station site to enable the function 
of the outline landscape mitigation to be maintained. 

 

The ExA had asked for a schedule of surveys to be 
included in the Suffolk oLEMP (Application Document 
7.5.7.1 (E) Outline Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan – Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7). 
This was subsequently added at D6. 

It is noted that ESC welcomes the Applicant’s commitment 
to updated baseline surveys. As requested by ESC, the 
words “if possible” have been removed from the dormouse 
survey row of Application Document 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline 
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan – Suffolk 
submitted at Deadline 7. It should be noted that the words 
“if possible” were not a reference to possibly doing a survey 
after vegetation clearance, but to the possibility the 
landowner might decline access prior to grant of the DCO. 
In practice sufficient access has been obtained. 

The Applicant maintains its position regarding the 
remainder of East Suffolk Council’s comment, as expressed 
in the Applicant’s Response to East Suffolk Council’s LIR. 













 

 
National Grid  |  AprilJanuary 2026  |  Sea Link   75 

PINS 
Ref  

Respondent/ 
ThemeRelevant 
Application 
Documents 

Summary of relevant 
representationDescription 
of Matter 

Applicant’s responseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status 

surface water runoff. This results in flooding during 
times of heavy rain or ground water saturation. 

ESC considers that this existing and well documented 
issue presents an opportunity for legacy project 
benefits, if the project is consented. Reducing existing 
and known flooding issues in the village of Friston 
would provide a lasting benefit for the local community 
and this should be fully explored over and above the 
requirements of the project. A legacy benefit of this 
nature would be supported by ESC, however, any such 
legacy benefit would need to be balanced against any 
other impacts introduced by the project. 

 

ESC notes the Applicant’s response in [REP6-110], 
particularly Appendix A, in relation to the proposed 
National Grid BNG procurement procedure. ESC 
welcomes the commitment made in the procedure to 
adding additional weight to offsite BNG proposals that 
are within East Suffolk, in order to ensure that 
biodiversity gains are kept as close as possible to 
where impacts from the project will be felt.  

ESC remains concerned that whilst the proposed 
Section 106 unilateral undertaking would commit the 
Applicant to delivering BNG, it does not identify and 
secure BNG units, nor would it enable ESC to secure 
the necessary monitoring provisions for onsite BNG 
units or offsite units if these are not already secured 
under an existing legal agreement. Whilst the UU refers 
to monitoring of BNG being undertaken in accordance 
with the LEMP, there is no reference to this requirement 
in the D6 OLEMP [REP6-078] and therefore it is unclear 
how it will be picked up in the final version of the LEMP. 
ESC therefore maintains that further information on the 
Applicant’s proposals for achieving BNG and how this 
will be monitored are required before it can be 
determined that they are likely to be successful. 

ESC fundamentally disagrees with the Applicant’s 
position that the commitment to BNG should be made 
via a one-sided unilateral undertaking.  It should be a 
formal agreement to enable ESC to properly ensure 
delivery (at satisfactory locations), performance and 
monitoring. For this reason, and given ESC’s concerns 
regarding the lack of detail provided on the delivery of 
BNG, ESC considers this matter ‘not agreed’. 

[APP-342]) secures that ‘Surface water drainage from 
permanent above ground infrastructure would be managed 
and treated using sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) in 
accordance with policy and guidance requirements of the 
relevant Lead Local Flood Authorities to include allowances 
for climate change in accordance with current (May 2022) 
Environment Agency requirements. These SuDS would be 
maintained over the lifetime of the Proposed Project and 
the drainage infrastructure would provide the storage 
necessary to achieve discharges at greenfield rates and 
would not significantly alter groundwater recharge patterns 
by transferring a significant recharge quantity from one 
catchment to another.’ 

There is not yet in force a statutory legal requirement for 
the Proposed Project to deliver BNG, and it is seen as 
entirely beneficial that it will be delivered.  

The section 106 unilateral undertaking (UU) will commit the 
Applicant to deliver BNG in line with its corporate 
commitments. This UU will have the same enforceability as 
a bilateral section 106 agreement and so is considered 
entirely appropriate and enforceable in these 
circumstances. 

The s106 UU only addresses on-site BNG units, mitigation 
landscape planting that is included within the BNG on-site 
delivery is detailed further within the LEMP and covers 
monitoring requirements. This is addressed in the LEMP in 
section 7.1.3 where it notes - A post-construction 
monitoring programme and reporting procedures will be 
formalised, agreed with the relevant planning authority and 
included within the detailed LEMP, prior to construction 
works commencing. The detailed LEMP is controlled by 
Requirement 6 of the DCO and will be produced and 
approved by the relevant LPAs before construction 
commences.  

Any off-site BNG delivered will have the monitoring 
requirements transferred over to stakeholder who delivers 
the work and who will be subject to its own legal agreement 
in relation to the ongoing maintenance of BNG. 
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Saturday with no activity Sunday or Bank Holidays were the 
suggested working hours during construction. This aligns 
with other projects in the district as discussed below and 
provides residents with a period of respite from construction 
activity. However, this was changed prior to submission to 
include Saturday afternoon, Sundays and Bank Holidays, 
and although the Applicant has reduced the hours a small 
amount in the application, they still propose 7 days a week 
working.  These amended hours of working are not 
accepted by ESC. 

With the number of NSIPs in this area and the likely 
additional impact of SeaLink, residents require respite. 
SeaLink alone will create a number of significant adverse 
and adverse effects, although it is noted that the Applicant 
considers that with mitigation, significant adverse effects are 
not predicted. This conclusion is yet to be tested. It is 
crucial, however, that residents get regular breaks in what is 
a very noise sensitive area and that the proposed 
development is well managed and controlled. Reasonable 
hours of work represent one of the key measures to reduce 
impact on residents and should be seen as such. 

The Applicant suggests that longer working hours will result 
in the project’s construction being completed sooner, but 
considering the construction impacts of other projects, and 
the extended duration of works at the co location site at 
Saxmundham and convergence of projects at Friston, the 
duration of associated disturbance to the local communities 
is expected to be significant in any case if all are consented. 
Whilst we appreciate there is a balance to be struck, respite 
in these extended durations must be given full 
consideration. These are not small or isolated developments 
that once over will see the end to impact, but part of a wider 
package of works and must be considered as such. Given 
all other comparable projects provide this respite (including 
projects promoted by SPR), it would seem obtuse to now 
start including these periods and creating impact at times 
where we and other projects have worked hard to prevent it, 
particularly given the spatial relationship between SPR’s 
projects and the proposed SeaLink project.No holistic 
planning has taken place, nor has any thought been given 
to mitigating the impacts of delivery of future energy 
infrastructure in this region. Instead, East Suffolk’s local 
communities are being faced with a sporadic succession of 
different projects, working primarily in isolation to one 
another whilst being in close proximity, and resulting in 
cumulative and in-combination impacts that are being forced 
upon the District. This is unsustainable.  
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that the evolving designs can be developed in compatible 
ways which retain the functionality of the original SPR 
mitigation planting, while allowing other projects to progress’ 
and at 6.4.3.2 ‘The Applicant is confident that detailed 
landscaping designs that accord with the EA1N/EA2 outline 
masterplan can be developed which retain the effectiveness 
of the EA1N and EA2 mitigation, while accommodating the 
Proposed Project cables.’  

ESC also notes the Applicant’s commitments in 6.4.3.4 
which state ‘it is not considered to be necessary to install 
using HDD, as the Applicant is confident that detailed 
landscaping designs that accord with the EA1N/EA2 outline 
masterplan can be developed which retain the effectiveness 
of the EA1N and EA2 mitigation, while accommodating the 
Proposed Project cables.’  

At Deadline 3, ESC was encouraged by recent efforts by the 
project promoters in order to avoid future disruption to 
consented landscape mitigation at Friston Kiln Lane. This is 
a positive step. Whichever method of HVAC installation is 
taken forwards on the advice of the ExA should consent be 
granted for the Sea Link project, ESC’s primary concern 
remains the effectiveness of the consented SPR mitigation 
at Friston Kiln Lane. ESC is encouraged by the Applicant’s 
responses expressed in [REP2-027] and will continue to 
closely monitor and engage on this matter over the 
remainder of the DCO examination period, working 
proactively with all parties as required. 

ESC notes the Applicant’s comments at Deadline 3 to the 
first Written Questions [REP3-069] and [REP3-070] 
regarding the proposed project’s HVAC interaction with the 
SPR EA1N and EA2 projects’ landscaping proposals at the 
substations site in Friston. This has also been raised by 
NGET in the updated draft SoCG between ESC and NGET 
submitted at Deadline 5. ESC can advise the ExA that the 
SPR EA1N and EA2 discharges for the Landscape 
Management Plan (LMP) relating to the Friston substations 
site (SPR DCOs Requirement 14(1)) have now been 
discharged (ESC reference DC/25/4821/DRR for EA1N and 
DC/25/4826/DRR for EA2).  

In summary, advanced discussions were held between SPR 
and NGET pre-submission of the substations stage LMPs 
for EA1N and EA2 in connection with the discharge of 
R14(1) for the SPR projects’ substations stage of works. 
The discussions focussed on how the landscaping 
proposals consented under the SPR DCOs might interact 
with the proposed Sea Link project should consent be 

Application Document 9.73.1 Applicant’s responses to 
First Written Questions [REP3-069].   
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granted by the Secretary of State later. SPR delayed the 
submission of the EA1N and EA2 LMPs with a view to 
agreeing sections of text to be included within their 
submission materials in light of ESC’s expressed wish that 
all parties genuinely endeavour to co-ordinate their 
respective schemes at all stages of the process so as to 
avoid or minimise detrimental impacts that would otherwise 
be imposed on local communities set to host or neighbour 
the onshore infrastructure. At the time of the LMP materials 
being submitted by SPR to ESC for consideration in order to 
discharge R14(1), ESC understood that the approach to 
future coordination between SPR and NGET had been 
agreed prior to the submission of R14(1) for discharge, 
which had been reflected within the submitted documents.  

However, subsequently, NGET submitted an objection to 
the discharges which elaborated upon the points NGET had 
raised in [REP3-069] and [REP3-070] at Deadline 3. 
NGET’s objection was therefore in stark contrast to their 
agreed pre-submission position with SPR which had been 
reflected in the agreed text within SPR’s submitted LMP’s. 
Given the conflicting nature of the objection received from 
NGET, ESC sought legal advice on the issues introduced by 
NGET. This concluded with the LMPs being discharged as 
originally submitted within the 56 day timeframe.  

In addition, NGET advised ESC that they are of the view 
that the identified issues are easily rectifiable given that only 
minor changes to the submitted SPR plan (affecting 
vegetation types and phasing in discrete areas) would be 
required to address them, being very minor alterations to 
vegetation species and phasing. NGET advised that 'These 
adjustments are primarily related to which species of 
vegetation are planted where, in discrete areas of a wider 
masterplan that would remain largely unchanged, and how 
advanced planting in these areas is phased'. NGET 
acknowledged that 'the changes required would not be 
material or conflict with the landscaping principles shared 
and discussed with ESC or neighbours to date'  

Should Sea Link gain consent from the Secretary of State, 
given the minor non-material nature of any such changes to 
SPR’s proposed landscaping, ESC concluded that 
Requirement 40 of the SPR EA1N and EA2 DCOs would 
appear to provide the correct mechanism to address any 
such changes that may be brought forward by SPR to 
accommodate future projects, such as Sea Link.  

ESC understands that SPR is prepared to continue to 
engage with NGET in relation to Sea Link and NGV in 
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planning authority prior to the commencement any “material” 
maintenance works (i.e. those that are likely to cause disturbance 
etc.).  

Article 2 (1) (Interpretation) 

To be amended as follows – 

“maintain” includes inspect, upkeep, repair, adjust, alter, 
dismantle, clear, refurbish, paint, surface treat, 
decommission, reconstruct or replace (but only in relation 
to any of the ancillary works in Part 2 of Schedule 1 
(ancillary works) to the extent assessed in the 
environmental statement) and “maintenance” must be 
construed accordingly;  

The amended text in the above definition is based on the 
precedent established by the East Angla TWO Order (2022/433) 
which it is considered has particular relevance to the Sea Link 
application bearing in mind also the Applicant’s consistent 
reference to established precedent in other Orders. 

In addition, the words “remove”, “improve” and “paint” have been 
deleted in that the works involved need first to be approved by the 
relevant planning authority. It is in order to accommodate this 
exigency that ESC also proposes an amendment to Article 4 as 
highlighted in the ‘Art. 4 row’ below.It is essential that NGET 
genuinely engages with the local communities and parish and 
town councils. The issue of the impact on wellbeing will be felt 
across this area of the district but will be intensified in 
communities which have been subject to previous NSIP 
proposals. ESC already has concerns for the mental health and 
wellbeing of communities already subject to a number of NSIPs, 
including those that are operational, under construction, 
consented, and proposed for the future, and the SeaLink 
proposals are likely to further exacerbate these existing issues. It 
is important to stress that increases in working hours can have 
significant adverse effects on people’s health and wellbeing. ESC 
has continually stressed throughout the pre submission 
engagement with the Applicant that our district is home to multiple 
consented, planned and operational NSIPs, and that there will be 
temporal and spatial overlap in the construction phases of these 
projects, which can compound the effects on people’s health and 
wellbeing. 

Increasingly, mental health is being given due importance in its 
own right, separate from physical health, in consideration of 
impacts of NSIPs. Managing appropriate working hours is an 
important element of safeguarding residents’ mental health and 
wellbeing. Saturdays, particularly Saturday afternoons, Sundays, 
and bank holidays are expected to be reprieves from construction 
working. Residents require respite from these works, especially 

Council with regards to the health and wellbeing of its 
communities. 

To address this concern National Grid has been maintaining 
ongoing dialogue with ESC and SCC and will seek to address the 
issue of working hours in the course of thematic meetings with the 
aim of ensuring that local concerns, including those related to 
mental health and wellbeing, are appropriately reflected in 
construction planning and management. Further, in addressing 
this concern to date, the Applicant has undertaken a 
comprehensive and robust assessment of health and wellbeing 
within The definition includes the ability to inspect, repair, adjust, 
alter, dismantle, remove, clear, refurbish, paint, surface treat, 
decommission, improve, reconstruct or replace any part of the 
authorised project but does not allow for the removal, 
reconstruction or replacement of the whole of the authorised 
project. The Applicant requires the flexibility to maintain the 
assets and all the activities listed within the definition are 
conventional and have been assessed within the Environmental 
Statement. The definition is well-precedented across other 
nationally significant infrastructure projects and takes into account 
the range of works that the Applicant may reasonably need to 
carry out over the lifetime of the authorised development to 
ensure a safe and efficient connection. The Order restricts this 
definition such that the ability to maintain does not vary the 
scheme beyond the definition of the authorised development. The 
Applicant disagrees that the proposed amendments are 
proportionate or necessary or that the definition is too broad as 
set out in Application Document 9.150 Applicant’s Comments 
on Other Submissions Received at Deadline 6 submitted at 
Deadline 7.  

In terms of whether written notice should be served on the 
planning authority prior to the commencement of any ‘material 
maintenance works’, the Applicant does not consider that this is 
necessary.  The context in which the Applicant can (or is required 
to) maintain is set out in the relevant article and would already be 
authorised by the powers under the Order. Application 
Document 6.2.2.11 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 11 Health and 
Wellbeing [APP-058] of the ES, such that any likely significant 
effects of the Proposed Project have been identified and 
mitigated. Section 11.9 of Application Document 6.2.2.11 Part 2 
Suffolk Chapter 11 Health and Wellbeing [APP 058] of the ES 
adheres to the latest best practice guidance from the IEMA Guide 
to Effective Scoping of Human Health in EIA (IEMA, 2022) and 
also best practice methodology used on other major infrastructure 
schemes.  

Specifically, Application Document 6.2.2.11 Part 2 Suffolk 
Chapter 11 Health and Wellbeing [APP-058] takes a holistic 
approach to health and defines health in line with the World 
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Ref  Relevant 
Application 
Documents 

Description of 
Matter 

ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status 

given the number of projects in the district. Significant adverse 
effects on mental health and wellbeing can arise during 
construction periods, particularly where multiple projects are 
being the subject of consultation, then consented, and then 
constructed across the same communities. 

 

Health Organisation (WHO) Europe and the IEMA guidance as a 
“state of complete physical, mental and social wellbeing not 
merely the absence of disease or infirmity”. The IEMA guidance 
outlines that both physical and mental health should be 
considered “across the analysis of bio-physical, social, 
behavioural, economic and institutional influences on population 
health outcomes”, and therefore the assessment considers a wide 
range of health determinants which are relevant to mental health, 
quality of life and amenity (for example changes in landscape and 
visual amenity, noise, access to open space and employment) as 
well as physical health (for example associated with air pollution 
and access to healthcare facilities). Specifically, mental health is 
considered under the existing health determinants in the IEMA 
guidance, with particular relevance given to the following:   

Access to healthcare services and other social infrastructure; 

Access to open space, leisure and play; 

Transport modes, access, connections and physical activity; and 

Social cohesion and community identity. 

Application Document 6.2.2.11 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 11 
Health and Wellbeing [APP 058] assesses health and wellbeing 
effects based on the working hours set out in Application 
Document 6.2.1.4 Part 1 Introduction Chapter 4 Description 
of the Proposed Project [APP-045]. No significant adverse 
effects are identified with regards to human health. This considers 
embedded mitigation measures, as stated in Application 
Document 6.2.2.11 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 11 Human Health 
[APP-058] of the ES, “The Proposed Project has been designed, 
as far as possible, following the mitigation hierarchy in order to, in 
the first instance, avoid or reduce health and wellbeing impacts 
and effects through the process of design development, and by 
embedding measures into the design of the Proposed Project”. 
Specific measures to manage and control construction impacts 
are set out in the Application Document 7.5.3.1 CEMP 
Appendix A Outline Code of Construction Practice [APP-341]. 
These have been factored into the health and wellbeing 
assessment. For example, the Code of Construction Practice 
confirms that “Construction workers will undergo training to 
increase their awareness of environmental issues as applicable to 
their role on the project,” including topics such as working hours 
and noise and vibration reduction measures. The Applicant as 
part of the DCO submission has also produced a report which 
sets out how it has approached coordination with other projects 
with the aim to reducing the impact on the environment and local 
communities. Further details are set out in Application 
Document 7.10 Coordination Document [APP-363]. 

The cumulative impact is also assessed in Application 
Document 6.2.2.13 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 13 Inter-Project 
Cumulative Effects [APP-060], which considers working hours, 
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ESC, in collaboration with SCC, has proposed revised wording for 
Requirement 3 of the draft DCO which can be found in ESC’s 
response to ExQ3 3GEN8 [REP6-261].  

ESC notes that the Applicant has amended Requirement 3(3) 
(Detailed Design, Bridge over the River Fromus) of the draft DCO 
at Deadline 6 to read: 

‘Development of the bridge crossing of the River Fromus 
(part of Work No. 3a) must not commence until details of 
the design of the bridge have been submitted to and 
approved by the relevant planning authority, following 
consultation with the Environment Agency.’ 

This has removed the requirement that details of the layout and 
scale of the bridge have to be submitted to the relevant planning 
authority. Layout and scale should be reintroduced into 
Requirement 3(3). Given ESC’s concerns (as set out in the Table 
3.3) that the 4m soffit height above the Q95 level is not secured 
as a maximum height in Requirement 3 and that ESC’s control 
over layout and scale have been removed, whilst ESC 
acknowledges that the current drafting of Requirement 3 is a 
significant improvement on previous iterations, ESC is not wholly 
satisfied. 

ESC acknowledges that the Applicant has suggested that 
information submitted at Deadline 7 could address ESC’s 
concerns but given this has not been formally submitted into the 
Examination at the time of writing and ESC have not been able to 
review it, this matter remains ‘not agreed’. 

 

word ‘design’ to be a holistic term to mean these aspects of the 
bridge as the layout, scale and external appearance are part of 
the design. However, the wording has been amended to make 
this explicit in line with ESC’s request in the hope this could now 
be agreed. 

The final wording of Requirement 3(3) submitted at Deadline 7 
states: 

‘(3) Bridge over the River Fromus 

(a) Development of the bridge crossing of the River Fromus (part 
of Work No. 3a) must not commence until details of the design, 
layout, scale and external appearance of the bridge have been 
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority, 
following consultation with the Environment Agency and Suffolk 
County Council. 

(b) The bridge over the River Fromus should be designed in 
accordance with the following parameters: 

(i) the bridge shall not have a soffit height lower than 10.49 m 
Above Ordnance Datum (approximately 4m above the Q95 flow 
level); 

(ii) abutments for the bridge shall be set back no less than 8m 
from the top of the bank; and 

(iii) the bridge shall not have a deck width greater than 6m. 

(c) The design details submitted under (a) must be accompanied 
by a technical statement demonstrating how, recognising the 
minimum size parameters in sub-paragraph (b)(i) and (ii), the 
Applicant has sought to reduce the scale of the bridge, having 
and achieve good design in accordance with paragraphs 4.7.1 to 
4.7.8 of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy 
(EN-1, 2023). In achieving these aims, the Applicant will have 
regard to the relationship with the landscape mitigation proposals, 
the articulation of the spanning structure, the design of the 
abutment walls, and the design of the parapet railings. The 
technical statement will include a plan, elevation and section 
drawings, and 3D renders of the bridge design in key view VP02 
and CH02. 

(d) Should the bridge design comprise a soffit height of less 12.49 
m Above Ordnance Datum (approximately 6m above the Q95 flow 
level), then development of the bridge must not commence until a 
macro invertebrate monitoring and contingency plan has been 
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority, 
following consultation with the Environment Agency. The 
invertebrate monitoring and contingency plan must include:    

(i) The requirement to carry out Water Framework Directive 
compliant surveys twice yearly (spring and autumn), upstream 
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9.89 
Applicant’s 
Written 
Summaries of 
Oral 
Submissions 
at Issue 
Specific 
Hearing 2 
[REP4-085] 

order to allow ESC to thoroughly scrutinise any discharge of 
requirement application it receives and ensure a robust 
determination process is conducted, ESC consults internal 
technical specialist officers on these applications. They are 
afforded the same 21-day consultation period as an external 
consultee, and this is essential to allow them sufficient time to 
scrutinise the proposals. This is particularly important given the 
number of NSIPs for which ESC is likely to be discharging 
requirements at the same time as Sea Link. ESC therefore 
suggests that Paragraph 2 of Schedule 4 should not differentiate 
between applications for which there is a requirement for external 
bodies to be consulted and those for which there is not. In either 
case, the relevant authority should be able to request further 
information up to 5 working days after the close of the 21-day 
consultation period. Paragraph 2(3) requires that the relevant 
authority notifies the undertaker where further information 
requested by a Requirement consultee ‘within 5 days of receipt of 
such a request and in any event within 21 days of receipt of the 
application’. Standard consultations are 21 days, and so if a 
consultee requests further information on the 21st day of 
consultations, for example, the discharging authority should be 
able to notify the undertaker of this request later than 21 days 
after receipt of the application (noting also that it is not practicable 
for consultations to be sent out on the day of receipt of an 
application in all cases). Sub-paragraph (5) should be deleted. 
ESC does not consider it acceptable that where further 
information is requested in relation to part only of an application 
that it should be treated as separate from the remainder of the 
application. This is not practicable nor feasible. ESC therefore 
suggests that Paragraph 2 of Schedule 4 is amended as follows: 

2.—(1) Where an application has been made under paragraph 1 
the relevant authority may request such reasonable further 
information from the undertaker as it considers is necessary to 
enable it to consider the application. 

(2) If the Requirement specifies that consultation with a 
Requirement consultee is required, the relevant authority must 
issue the consultation to the Requirement consultee within 5 days 
of receipt of the application. 

(3) If the relevant authority, or a Requirement consultee, 
considers further information is necessary, the relevant authority 
must, within 26 days of consultation being issued where 
applicable, notify the undertaker in writing specifying the further 
information required. 

(4) If the relevant authority does not give the notification 
mentioned in sub-paragraph (3) it is deemed to have sufficient 
information to consider the application and is not thereafter 

timescales set out within the DCO are necessary and appropriate 
for the reasons previously set out within Application Document 
9.89 Applicant’s Written Summaries of Oral Submissions at 
Issue Specific Hearing 2 [REP4-085]. 
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Appendix A Record of Engagement 

PINS RefDate Respondent / 
ThemeTopic/Engagement 
type/Attendees 

Summary of relevant 
representationDiscussion 
points 

Kent and Essex Inshore Fisheries 
and Conservation Authority21 and 
26 August 2020 

Kent and Essex Inshore 
Fisheries and Conservation 
Authority (KEIFCA) wishes 
to register as an Interested 
Party in the examination of 
the Sea Link Development 
Consent Order (DCO). 
KEIFCA’s role is to manage 
inshore fisheries and seek to 
ensure that Marine 
Protected Areas (MPAs) 
achieve their Conservation 
Objectives (CO) in the Kent 
and Essex district 0-6NM 
offshore (from the 1983 
fishery baseline). In addition, 
the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act (MaCCA) 
requires KEIFCA to balance 
a sustainable thriving fishery 
and marine environment. 

 

As we have mentioned in 
previous engagements, 
KEIFCA remain significantly 
concerned about the impacts 
of the proposed 
development for the Kent 
Scheme on inshore marine 
ecosystems, benthic 
habitats, fishing 
displacement, fisheries 
resources, and compliance 
with the statutory obligations 
under the Marine and 
Coastal Access Act 
2009.National Grid, SCC 
and ESC, Essex County 
Council and Mid Suffolk and 
& Babergh District Council – 
Sea Link and Bramford to 

The Relevant 
Representative's concerns 
regarding marine 
ecosystems and fisheries 
displacement have been 
taken on board and will be 
carefully considered 
moving forward.  

These topic areas have 
been assessed in the 
following documents:  

⚫ Application 
Document 
6.2.4.2 Part 4 
Marine 
Chapter 2 
Benthic 
Ecology [APP-
075] considers 
the potential 
impacts on 
benthic habitats 
associated with 
the Offshore 
Scheme, 
concluding that 
no likely 
significant 
effects to 
benthic ecology 
were identified.  

⚫ Application 
Document 
6.2.4.3 Part 4 
Marine 
Chapter 3 Fish 
and Shellfish 
Ecology [APP-
076] considers 
the potential 
impacts on fish 
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Summary of relevant 
representationDiscussion 
points 

Twinstead Introductory 
Briefing.  

and shellfish 
species 
(including 
appraisal of 
species of 
commercial 
importance); 
concluding that 
no likely 
significant 
effects on fish 
and shellfish 
ecology were 
identified.   

⚫ Application 
Document 
6.2.4.4 Part 4 
Marine 
Chapter 4 
Marine 
Mammals [AS-
049] considers 
the potential 
impacts on 
marine 
mammals. Both 
documents 
concluded that 
no likely 
significant 
effects were 
identified. 

⚫ Potential 
impacts on 
commercial 
fisheries 
including 
impacts on 
fisheries 
displacement 
and fisheries 
resources have 
been assessed 
in Application 
Document 
6.2.4.8 Part 4 
Marine 
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type/Attendees 

Summary of relevant 
representationDiscussion 
points 

Chapter 8 
Commercial 
Fisheries 
[APP-081]. The 
assessment 
concluded no 
likely significant 
effects on 
commercial 
fishing. The 
conclusions of 
the assessment 
take account of 
the wide range 
of control and 
management 
measures to 
minimise 
impacts on 
fishing. 

Application Document 
6.11 Marine Conservation 
Zone Assessment [APP-
296] concludes that the 
conditions of Section 126 of 
the MCAA (2009)) as 
determined under Stage 1 
of the Marine Conservation 
Zone (MCZ) assessment 
process, will be met and 
that there is not a likely 
significant risk to any of the 
identified designated 
features or conservation 
objectives of the sites as a 
result of Proposed Project 
related activities.Meeting to 
introduce the work National 
Grid needs to take forward 
to develop and consult on 
two electricity 
reinforcements – Bramford 
to Twinstead and the HDVC 
subsea link between East 
Anglia and Kent (the 
Proposed Project). The 
Proposed Project 
background was 
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introduced, regional context 
and reinforcement, 
approach to developing 
proposals, Proposed 
Project – how studies 
identified potential landfall, 
cable routes and 
connection points- 
communications, 
questions/AOB. 

220 October 2021 Marine and Benthic habitat 
impacts: The proposed 
offshore cable route in the 
Kent offshore Scheme 
crosses multiple ecologically 
significant benthic habitats, 
including subtidal sands and 
gravels, Sabellaria spinulosa 
aggregations, blue mussel 
beds, and circalittoral rock 
communities  some of which 
are Habitats of Principal 
Importance under Section 41 
of the Natural Environment 
and Rural Communities 
(NERC) Act 2006SCC, ESC 
and National Grid - Project 
Introduction Meeting 

A dedicated subtidal 
benthic survey was carried 
out between 08 September 
and 06 October 2021 to 
characterise benthic 
ecological conditions and 
map the distribution and 
extent of habitats along the 
subtidal Offshore Scheme. 
Results from this survey 
are presented in 
Application Document 
6.3.4.2.A ES Appendix 
4.2.A Benthic 
Characterisation Report 
(Original Report) [APP-
196]. Following 
consultation and a minor 
route change an additional 
subtidal survey was 
commissioned in 2024 to 
assess areas of the 
Offshore Scheme that were 
not included in the original 
survey. The results from 
this additional survey are 
presented in Application 
Document 6.3.4.2.D ES 
Appendix 4.2.D Interim 
Subtidal Survey Report 
(Additional Surveys) 
[APP-199]). This ensured a 
complete understanding of 
the ecological conditions 
across the entire Offshore 
Scheme. 
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Grab samples, Drop Down 
Video (DDV) footage, 
Particle Size Analysis 
(PSA) and macrofaunal 
data obtained from the 
surveys were used to 
classify the sampled areas 
in accordance with the 
EUNIS classification 
system (EEA, 2021). 
Habitats were subsequently 
assessed in terms of their 
ecological and 
conservation importance, 
drawing from current 
marine legislation and 
guidance. 

The surveys were 
specifically designed to 
identify ecologically 
significant benthic habitats, 
including subtidal sands 
and gravels, Sabellaria 
spinulosa aggregations, 
blue mussel beds, and 
circalittoral rock 
communities. All habitat 
types were observed along 
the Offshore Scheme, with 
the exception of reef 
forming Sabellaria 
spinulosa aggregations. 
The Offshore Scheme also 
does not intersect any sites 
designated for the 
protection of these habitats.  

Potential impact on subtidal 
sands and gravels, 
Sabellaria spinulosa 
aggregations, blue mussel 
beds, and circalittoral rock 
communities have been 
assessed in detail in 
Application Document 
6.2.4.2 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 2 Benthic 
Ecology [APP-075]. The 
assessment, which takes 
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into account the spatial 
extent, percentage biogenic 
cover and patchiness of all 
habitats identified along the 
Offshore Scheme, 
concluded that potential 
direct impacts (temporary 
and permanent habitat loss) 
and indirect impacts 
(increased suspended 
sediment concentrations 
(SSC) and deposition, 
changes in water quality) 
would be minor and not 
significant.  Project 
introduction and update, 
need case, project 
programme, consenting 
strategy, emerging option 
areas and preferences, 
routing and siting, 
consultation strategy. 

311 November 2021 While National Grid declares 
that no Annex I reef features 
will be directly impacted, 
KEIFCA notes the 
precautionary principle has 
not been fully applied. 
Habitat features along the 
cable corridor, especially 
near the Goodwin Sands 
MCZ and Margate and Long 
Sands SAC, support vital 
ecosystem services, 
including nursery and 
spawning grounds for 
commercial fish species and 
feeding habitats for marine 
mammals and seabirds. 
KEIFCA maintains that their 
ecological importance 
remains high and impacts to 
them should be avoided. 
KEIFCA plays a central role 
in the monitoring, protection 
and enforcement of 
conservation objectives 
(CO) within the Goodwin 

Detail on the approach 
taken to identifying the 
route of the Offshore 
Scheme is provided in 
Application Document 8.2 
Options Selection and 
Design Evolution Report 
[APP-369]. This includes 
information on the studies 
and stakeholder 
engagement undertaken to 
inform initial route 
selection, subsequent route 
revisions and explains how 
the final Marine Scheme 
was identified. Two of the 
key aspects of the 
evolution of the Offshore 
Scheme were the 
Applicant’s decision to 
firstly avoid the Margate 
and Long Sands SAC and 
to then re route a 3.2 km 
section of the Offshore 
Scheme to also avoid 
passing through the 



 

 
National Grid  |  JanuaryApril 2026  |  Sea Link   126 

PINS RefDate Respondent / 
ThemeTopic/Engagement 
type/Attendees 

Summary of relevant 
representationDiscussion 
points 

Sands MCZ, designated in 
2019 under the Marine and 
Coastal Access Act (2009) 
to protect a range of 
important benthic habitats 
including subtidal 
sandbanks, mixed sediment 
communities and crucially, 
reef forming Sabellaria 
spinulosa. 

 

Over the past several years 
KEIFCA have conducted 
side scan imagery across 
the site using an EdgeTech 
4200M side scan sonar 
camera. Areas of interest 
within the side-scan sonar 
transects were further 
investigated using Acoustic 
Resonance Imagery Sonar 
(ARIS). Day grab samples 
from the same sites were 
then used to ground truth 
both the side scan and ARIS 
imagery and aid 
interpretation. This 
Sabellaria serves as an 
ecological hotspot, providing 
hard substrate in an 
otherwise sandy 
environment and supports 
juvenile fish, crustaceans 
and diverse benthic 
invertebrate assemblages. 

The offshore cable route 
runs in proximity to the 
southern boundary of the 
Goodwin Sands MCZ. While 
the ES briefly mentions the 
potential for Sabellaria 
disturbance, KEIFCA is 
concerned by: 

1. Insufficient mapping 
resolution of known or 
potential Sabellaria 

Goodwin Sands MCZ (the 
route initially was located 
just inside the MCZ 
boundary).   

By avoiding both the 
Margate and Long Sands 
SAC and Goodwin Sands 
MCZ, the cable corridor 
does not intersect any sites 
specifically designated to 
protect ecologically 
important benthic habitats 
including subtidal sands 
and gravels, Sabellaria 
spinulosa aggregations, 
blue mussel beds, and 
circalittoral rock 
communities. This 
approach is consistent with 
the precautionary principle 
and mitigation hierarchy 
(avoid, mitigate, 
compensate) which in the 
UK National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF): 
15 Conserving and 
enhancing the natural 
environment provides a 
framework for minimising 
potential harm to 
biodiversity.  

In accordance with the 
MCAA 2009, the Applicant 
completed a MCZ 
Assessment which 
assessed the potential 
effects of the Offshore 
Scheme on designated 
MCZs in the study area 
including the Goodwin 
Sands MCZ. This 

assessment evaluates the 
potential impacts on key 
benthic habitats namely 
subtidal sandbanks, mixed 
sediment communities, and 
Sabellaria spinulosa
arising from various 
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spinulosa within the route 
corridor. 

2. The lack of robust 
avoidance to steer cable 
installtion away from 
potential reef forming areas 

3. The potential for long 
term reef damage due to 
anchor scarring, ploughing 
and stresses during cable 
operations. 

4. Sediments plume disperal 
from trenching and HDD 
activities may bury or 
destabilise. 

 

The conclusion that no 
additional mitigation is 
required for benthic ecology 
beyond embedded and 
control measures is 
unacceptable, particularly 
considering: 

1. Uncertainty over seabed 
preparation methods; 

2. Cumulative impacts from 
Sea Link, Nemo Link, and 
other infrastructure projects. 
The cumulative pressure on 
Goodwin Sands MCZ and 
surrounding areas warrants 
a precautionary principle. 
The Sea Link project 
represents an additional 
anthropogenic disturbance 
adjacent to a marine 
protected area. We also 
restate our concerns that the 
impacts to benthic features 
from Nemo Link were never 
fully mitigated or accounted 
for, raising cumulative 
impact concerns; 

3. Inadequate survey data to 
confirm reef absence or full 
habitat extent. 

activities. These include 
long term reef degradation 
due to anchor scarring, 
ploughing, and mechanical 
stress during cable 
installation, as well as 
indirect effects from route 
preparation activities such 
as sediment dispersion 
(plume formation) and 
deposition. The findings are 
detailed in Application 
Document 6.11 Marine 
Conservation Zone 
Assessment [APP-296]. 
The assessment concluded 
that the Proposed Offshore 
Scheme would not hinder 
the conservation objectives 
of any designated MCZs 
including the Goodwin 
Sands MCZ.  

The MCZ Assessment also 
included an assessment of 
the cumulative effects of 
the Offshore Scheme with 
14 other plans and projects 
including Nemo Link; 
GridLink; Nautilus; Thanet 
Offshore Wind Farm and 
export cables; and Thames 
Estuary Offshore Wind 
Farm and export cables. It 
was concluded that 
significant cumulative 
effects are highly unlikely 
and that the Offshore 
Scheme, cumulatively with 
other projects in the area 
would not hinder the 
conservation objectives of 
the Goodwin Sands MCZ.     

Potential impacts of the 
Offshore Scheme on fish 
and shellfish species 
including spawning and 
nursery grounds for key 
commercial species were 
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KEIFCA recommendation: A 
full benthic impact 
reassessment, increased 
survey resolution, and 
consideration of micro
routing to avoid sensitive 
habitats. Post-lay monitoring 
and adaptive management 
commitments must also be 
securedSCC, ESC and 
National Grid - Project 
Update Meeting 

assessed in Application 
Document 6.2.4.3 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 3 Fish 
and Shellfish Ecology 
[APP-076]. This 
assessment included 
consideration of the 
thornback ray which are 
known to lay their egg 
cases in sandy or muddy 
substrate, particularly sand 
banks associated with the 
Goodwin Sands MCZ. The 
assessment concluded that 
there would be no likely 
significant effects on fish 
and shellfish including 
nursery and spawning 
grounds for key commercial 
species.    

Extensive surveys were 
undertaken to identify the 
seabed habitats along the 
route of the Offshore 
Scheme, including 
geophysical data collection 
from side scan sonar 
(SSS), multibeam 
echosounding (MBES) and 
sub bottom profiling (SBP), 
DDV transects and stills 
images and grab sampling 
such that there is detailed 
information regarding the 
habitats within the Offshore 
Scheme cable corridor. The 
geophysical data was used 
to identify areas of seabed 
with topographical 
complexity that could 
reflect sensitive habitat that 
should be investigated 
further by the other 
sampling methods, 
particularly the use of video 
transects to investigate the 
presence of sensitive 
habitats. This analysis was 
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completed by an 
experience marine 
ecologist onboard the 
vessel prior to carrying out 
any grab samples to 
confirm the 
presence/absence of any 
potentially sensitive 
habitats or features of 
conservation interest. The 
interpretation of the 
geophysical survey data in 
relation to seabed habitats 
is described in Application 
Document 6.3.4.2.B ES 
Appendix 4.2.B 
Geophysical Survey 
Interpretation (Additional 
Surveys) [APP-197]. 

The stills were analysed to 
identify species and 
density. The different 
European Union Nature 
Identification System 
(EUNIS) habitat criteria 
(European Environment 
Agency, 2019)) were 
compared to the results of 
the stills analysis. Particular 
attention was paid to 
habitats above the elevated 
seabed level, together with 
their spatial extent, 
percentage biogenic cover 
and patchiness, as these 
are key criteria for 
evaluating areas of 
conservation interest and 
reef structures ( (Irving, 
2009); (Gubbay, 2007)). 
The approach taken to 
analysis and categorisation 
of the potential features of 
conservation importance is 
provided in Application 
Document6.3.4.2.A ES 
Appendix 4.2.A Benthic 
Characterisation Report 
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(Original Report) [APP-
196].  

Sabellaria spinulosa 
aggregations were 
observed at a number of 
locations in both the 
original and additional 
surveys (see Application 
Document 6.3.4.2.A ES 
Appendix 4.2.A Benthic 
Characterisation Report 
(Original Report) [APP-
196] and Application 
Document 6.3.4.2.D ES 
Appendix 4.2.D Interim 
Subtidal Survey Report 
(Additional Surveys) 
[APP-199]). When 
conditions are favourable, 
dense aggregations of 
worms can develop, 
forming biogenic reefs up 
to about 60 cm high and 
extending over several 
hectares (OSPAR 
Commission, 2013). 
Sabellaria spinulosa 
qualifies for conservation 
interest under Section 41 of 
the NERC Act (2006) 
where it forms reef 
features. However, analysis 
of ‘reefiness,’ to assess the 
structure of the 
aggregations of Sabellaria 
spinulosa, did not indicate 
large aggregations of 
tubes, and therefore no 
presence of reef formations 
was identified. Similarly, 
the additional surveys did 
not observe the presence 
of any Annex I Sabellaria 
spinulosa reef, concluding 
that any Sabellaria 
spinulosa aggregations 
were non reef forming 
Application Document 
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6.3.4.2.D ES Appendix 
4.2.D Interim Subtidal 
Survey Report 
(Additional Surveys) 
[APP-199]. Therefore, the 
Sabellaria spinulosa 
biotopes identified in the 
Offshore Scheme do not 
meet the qualifying criteria 
of Annex I habitat ‘biogenic 
reefs’ (H1170) under the 
Habitats Directive (2017a), 
and the biotope does not 
qualify as a feature of 
conservation interest under 
the Section 41 of the NERC 
Act (2006). 

 

 

 

 

 

Project update, consultation 
strategy and locations, 
need case and coordination 
with other projects, routing 
and siting, community 
benefits. 

409 December 2021 SCC, ESC, National Grid - 
Update Meeting.  

Seabed disturbance 
resulting from the use of 
anchors by the cable lay 
barge will be confined to 
the shallow waters of 
Pegwell Bay. In deeper 
offshore areas, anchoring 
will not be required, as the 
installation vessel will 
operate without the use of 
anchors. The disturbance 
from anchors has been 
assessed in Application 
Document 6.2.4.2 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 2 Benthic 
Ecology [APP-075], with 
mitigation measures 
detailed in Section 2.8 of 
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Application Document 
6.2.4.2 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 2 Benthic 
Ecology [APP-075] and 
Application Document 
7.5.3.2 CEMP Appendix B 
Register of 
Environmental Actions 
and Commitments [APP-
342], and considered to be 
in line with policy, as noted 
in Table 2.2 of Application 
Document 6.2.4.2 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 2 Benthic 
Ecology [APP-075]. A 
combined seabed footprint 
of up to 32 m2 at each 
anchored work location is 
anticipated, such that 
disturbance of mudflat 
habitat is small in extent 
and very localised and the 
seabed topography 
expected to return to 
normal in the short term 
from the regular water 
movement from the tides 
and waves occurring in the 
bay. The sand and mud 
sediments of the mudflat 
will be rapidly redistributed 
and return to natural levels.   

No cockles were observed 
during grab and DDV 
surveys within the cable 
corridor. The Offshore 
Scheme near the Kent 
landfall passed through the 
Cockle Fisheries Flexible 
Permit Area (Area 17) as 
shown in Figure 6.4.4.8.2 in 
Application Document 
6.4.4.8 ES Figures Marine 
Commercial Fisheries 
[APP-285]. However, as 
detailed within Application 
Document 6.2.4.3 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 3 Fish 
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and Shellfish [APP-
076/AS-022], Kent and 
Essex IFCA carried out a 
recent study which involved 
carrying out targeted 
annual season cockle stock 
surveys within a subset of 
the Outer Thames Cockle 
Management areas (Kent & 
Essex Inshore Fisheries 
Conservation Authority, 
2023). One of the targeted 
survey areas was located 
in Pegwell Bay located 
within the Offshore 
Scheme. Overall, the 
results in this targeted 
survey area showed 
relatively little cockle 
abundance in 2021 (Kent & 
Essex Inshore Fisheries 
Conservation Authority, 
2023). The survey results 
showed that cockles were 
mainly distributed along the 
Maplin sands (near 
Southend on Sea), which 
are located approximately 
17 km east of the Offshore 
Scheme. These findings 
agree with longer term data 
from annual stock surveys 
carried out between 2011 
and 2021 which show a 
similar pattern of 
distribution with the Maplin 
and Foulness Sands being 
the most important cockle 
fishing areas in the district 
in terms of their long term 
contribution to the overall 
stock (Kent & Essex 
Inshore Fisheries 
Conservation Authority, 
2023). In addition, fisheries 
surveillance data also 
indicate cockle fishing 
activity is outside of 
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Pegwell Bay (see Figure 
6.4.4.8.4 in Application 
Document 6.4.4.8 ES 
Figures Marine 
Commercial Fisheries 
[APP-285]. Thus, no 
significant potential impacts 
to cockles from project 
activities have been 
identified.  

Significant studies and 
consultation have been 
undertaken in relation to 
the routing and siting and 
evolution of the Sea Link 
project. These are detailed 
in the following documents: 
Application Document 
6.2.1.3 Part 1 Introduction 
Chapter 3 Main 
Alternatives Considered 
[APP-044]; Application 
Document 7.2 Strategic 
Options Report 
Backcheck Report [APP-
320]; Application 
Document 7.3 Design 
Development Report 
[APP-321]; Application 
Document 8.1 Corridor 
Preliminary Routeing and 
Substation Siting Study 
(October 2022) [APP-368]; 
and Application 
Document 8.2 Options 
Selection and Design 
Evolution Report 
(October 2023) [APP-369]. 
Sensitive and protected 
seabed habitats have been 
specifically avoided in order 
to minimise impacts to 
benthic features. In 
particular, the route 
completely avoids the 
habitats of Margate and 
Long Sands SAC and 
Goodwin Sands MCZ. 
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Potential impacts on 
important benthic habitats 
from Pre Lay Grapnel Runs 
(PLGRs) and the use of 
cable trenching tools 
(including cable ploughs) 
were assessed in 
Application Document 
6.2.4.2 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 2 Benthic 
Ecology [APP-075]. It was 
concluded that potential 
impacts from these 
activities would not be 
significant.   

In terms of potential 
impacts on Pegwell Bay, 
the Applicant has 
committed to using 
trenchless techniques 
(including HDD) at the 
landfall. This will ensure 
that the saltmarsh habitat in 
Pegwell Bay is completely 
avoided by routing the 
cables at a depth of 15-20 
m beneath the saltmarsh 
and lagoon. Further 
information on the technical 
feasibility of trenchless 
techniques including HDD, 
and how the risks of any 
breaches of the landward 
chalk and sand dune 
system and chalk berm will 
be mitigated and managed 
is provided in Application 
Document 7.3 Design 
Development Report – 
Appendix A Kent Landfall 
Feasibility Technical 
Report [APP-321].    

 

As outlined in Application 
Document 6.2.4.2 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 2 Benthic 
Ecology [APP-075], some 
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physical disturbance to the 
mudflats at Pegwell Bay is 
anticipated during 
construction activities 
associated with the 
trenchless installation 
technique, including HDD 
exit pits and cable laying. 
However, these impacts are 
expected to be temporary 
and minor due to the limited 
spatial extent of the works, 
the type of vessels and 
equipment used, and the 
natural resilience of the 
mudflat environment, which 
benefits from rapid recovery 
driven by tidal and wave-
generated water 
movement. In particular, the 
tracked excavators and jack 
up barge to be used in 
construction of the 
trenchless technique exit 
pits and cable pull in will not 
create significant 
disturbance to the mudflat 
as only surficial sediments 
will be disturbed. All 
infrastructure will be buried 
and surface disturbance 
ameliorated by tide and 
wave driven water 
movements. Thus, there 
are minor, not significant, 
impacts to the intertidal 
habitat in Pegwell 
Bay.Project update, 
consenting route and S.35 
request, environmental 
surveys, coordination with 
other projects, routing and 
siting, convertor station 
overview. 

513 January 2022 SCC, ESC and National Grid 
– Project Update Meeting.  

The Applicant appreciates 
the points raised by the 
Relevant Representative’s 
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concerns, and these have 
been taken on board. 

Active fisheries and key 
target species relevant to 
the Offshore Scheme 
including the local potting 
and netting fleet in Pegwell 
Bay have been identified 
and assessed in 
Application Document 
6.2.4.8 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 8 Commercial 
Fisheries [APP-081] and 
Application Document 
6.2.4.3 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 3 Fish and 
Shellfish Ecology [APP-
076].  

A wide range of embedded 
mitigation, control, and 
management measures 
have been proposed and 
incorporated into the 
assessment to minimise 
negative interactions 
between the Project and 
commercial fishing. In 
addition, Section 8.10 of 
Application Document 
6.2.4.8 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 8 Commercial 
Fisheries [APP-081] sets 
out further mitigation and 
enhancement measures 
relevant to commercial 
fishing, including a 
commitment to establish an 
appropriate cooperation 
agreement with static gear 
fisheries where fishing gear 
must be relocated or 
removed to allow works. 
These measures and other 
measures including 
communication and 
collaborative timings 
between developers for 
other projects; early and 
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regular fisheries 
engagement; clear 
compensation agreements 
for loss, damage and 
relocation fishing gear will 
be secured though the 
preparation of a Fisheries 
Liaison and Co-existence 
Plan (FLCP) which will be 
developed in consultation 
with the fisheries industry.    

Disturbance to shellfish and 
displacement of fish has 
been assessed in 
Application Document 
6.2.4.3 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 3 Fish and 
Shellfish [APP-076], which 
includes consideration of 
fisheries present. No 
cockles were observed 
during grab and DDV 
surveys within the cable 
corridor. The Offshore 
Scheme near the Kent 
landfall passes through the 
Cockle Fisheries Flexible 
Permit Area (Area 17) as 
shown in Figure 6.4.4.8.2 in 
Application Document 
6.4.4.8 ES Figures Marine 
Commercial Fisheries 
[APP-285]. However, as 
detailed in Application 
Document 6.2.4.3 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 3 Fish 
and Shellfish Ecology 
[APP-076], Kent and Essex 
IFCA carried out a recent 
study involving targeted 
seasonal cockle stock 
surveys within parts of the 
Outer Thames Cockle 
Management Areas (Kent 
& Essex Inshore Fisheries 
Conservation Authority, 
2023). One targeted 
surve+G7s found along the 
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Maplin Sands near 
Southend on Sea, 
approximately 17 km east 
of the Offshore Scheme. 
These findings align with 
longer term survey data 
from 2011 2021, which 
also show the Maplin and 
Foulness Sands as the 
most important cockle 
fishing areas in terms of 
long term stock contribution 
(Kent & Essex Inshore 
Fisheries Conservation 
Authority, 2023). Fisheries 
surveillance data also 
indicate that cockle fishing 
activity occurs outside 
Pegwell Bay (see Figure 
6.4.4.8.4 in Application 
Document 6.4.4.8 ES 
Figures Marine 
Commercial Fisheries 
[APP-285]). No significant 
impacts to cockles from the 
Offshore Scheme have 
been identified. 

Cumulative impacts 
associated with other 
projects and activities in the 
region, have been 
assessed in Application 
Document 6.2.4.11 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 11 Inter-
Project Cumulative 
Effects [APP-084]. This 
includes consideration of 
Nemo Link, GridLink, 
Thanet Offshore Wind Farm 
and export cables and the 
Thames Estuary Offshore 
Wind Farm and export 
cables.  Potential 
cumulative effects were 
assessed for all receptors 
including benthic habitats 
and features, fish and 
shellfish, commercial 
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fisheries, marine mammals 
and marine and intertidal 
ornithology. With regard to 
commercial fisheries 
Application Document 
6.2.4.8 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 8 Commercial 
Fisheries [APP-081] it was 
concluded that with the 
implementation of 
additional mitigation 
including communication 
and collaborative timings 
between developers for 
other projects; early and 
regular fisheries 
engagement; clear 
compensation agreements 
for loss, damage and 
relocation fishing gear; and 
additional care and 
consideration required in 
locations approaching 
landfall, particularly in 
Pegwell Bay potential 
impacts would be minor and 
not significant. Project 
update, environmental 
surveys, coordination with 
other projects, routing and 
siting options appraisal and 
constraints, project 
programme. 

610 March 2022 SCC, ESC and National Grid 
– Project Update Meeting  

This is noted by the 
Applicant.  

 

Application Document 
6.2.4.8 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 8 Commercial 
Fisheries [APP-81] 
accounts for the points of 
concern raised by Thanet 
Fisherman’s Association 
(TFA) during consultations 
at the PEIR stage. A wide 
range of embedded 
mitigation and control and 
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management measures 
have been proposed and 
incorporated in the 
assessment to minimise 
potential interactions 
between the Offshore 
Scheme and commercial 
fishing. With specific 
reference to bottom drift 
nets and snagging risk a 
commitment has been 
made in Application 
Document 6.2.4.8 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 8 
Commercial Fisheries 
[APP-81], Section 8.10 
(Additional Mitigation) to 
the undertaking of 
consultation with regards to 
cable protection design to 
minimise snagging risk. 
This is in addition to the 
planned post installation 
survey work to assess the 
burial status of cables. The 
Applicant also commits to 
continuing to engage with 
the fishing industry post 
construction to manage 
concerns with potential loss 
or damage to fishing gear 
which includes the 
development of a 
procedure for the claim of 
loss of/damage to fishing 
gear. 

Consultation with the fishing 
industry is on going, 
including with TFA and the 
Applicant is committed to 
continuing to engage with 
the fishing industry post
consent.Project update, 
environmental surveys, 
consultation and 
engagement, coordination 
with other projects, project 
programme. 



 

 
National Grid  |  JanuaryApril 2026  |  Sea Link   142 

PINS RefDate Respondent / 
ThemeTopic/Engagement 
type/Attendees 

Summary of relevant 
representationDiscussion 
points 

708 April 2022 SCC, ESC, National Grid 
and NGV meeting  

While it may be challenging 
to isolate the effects of a 
single project, the broader 
picture reveals a clear 
trend: fishing grounds are 
being progressively lost or 
degraded, and fishermen 
are facing increasing 
operational restrictions. 
Wind farms often result in 
permanent exclusion zones 
or limitations on fishing 
methods, while cable 
routes and installation 
activities create temporary 
but recurring displacement. 
Ongoing issues such as 
cable exposure and safety 
risks further disrupt fishing 
operations long after 
installation is complete. 
KEIFCA believes the 
cumulative pressures on 
the fishing sector across 
the Thames Estuary have 
been insufficiently 
acknowledged in this 
project. National Grid must 
assess the proposed 
project not in isolation, but 
as part of an escalating 
trend that is wearing down 
the viability of fishing 
livelihoods, displacing 
effort, and placing 
additional pressure on 
already limited grounds. 

 

KEIFCA urge National Grid 
and relevant regulators to 
fully evaluate the 
cumulative impacts of Sea 
Link in the context of 
existing and future marine 
development, and to work 
with the fishing industry, 
relevant fishing 
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associations, and KEIFCA 
to ensure safeguards and 
fair mitigation that balances 
environmental objectives 
with the long term 
sustainability of 
fisheries.Joint meeting with 
ESC, SCC, National Grid 
Ventures (NGV) and 
National Grid to discuss 
potential for coordination 
between the Proposed 
Project (National Grid) and 
Nautilus (NGV) projects. 
Discussion of each project 
converter station and 
landfall potential locations. 
Business separation 
between NGV and National 
Grid was also discussed 
and explained. 

Proposed Project update 
discussed following joint 
element of the meeting. 

828 April 2022 Marine Mammals: KEIFCA is 
concerned about the 
potential impacts of the 
proposed project on marine 
mammals in the Sandwich 
and Pegwell Bay area. This 
area is home to and supports 
Kent’s largest seal 
population, primarily harbour 
seals. This is a regionally 
significant group that relies 
on the River Stour estuary as 
a critical year-round habitat 
for feeding, breeding, 
moulting and resting. 
Although National Grid has 
modelled the impacts of 
sound, vibrations, visual 
disturbances, prey 
availability and vessel 
collision risk as “minor” and 
“non significant”, KEIFCA 
strongly disagrees with this 

This is noted by the 
Applicant. 

 

A full detailed assessment 
of potential impacts on 
marine mammals is 
provided in Application 
Document 6.2.4.4 Part 4 
Marine Chapter 4 Marine 
Mammals [AS-049] where 
the River Stour harbour 
seal population (and the 
very occasional presence 
of grey seals in the river) 
has been considered for 
both airborne and 
underwater sound impacts, 
visual disturbance, prey 
availability and vessel 
collision. Assessment of all 
potential impact pathways 
has been undertaken in 
accordance with industry 
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assessment. The high 
sensitivity of harbour seals, 
porpoises and the increasing 
presence of species such as 
humpback whales, suggest 
this area is growing in 
ecological importance.SCC 
& ESC, National Grid and 
NGV meeting 

best practice and standard 
guidance, using the most 
up-to-date literature 
sources and key reports. 
The scope of the impact 
pathways to be addressed 
was agreed at scoping and 
PEIR stage, including the 
potential noise generating 
sources to be included in 
the airborne and 
underwater sound 
pathways, as agreed with 
the MMO.  

The most recent review 

(ZSL, 2021)) of the Greater 

Thames Estuary seal 

population identified a 

maximum of 97 seals 

present in the River Stour 

population in August 2021, 

compared to a maximum 

total of 714 seals present in 

the Greater Thames 

population. Field 

observation surveys were 

undertaken in September, 

October and November 

2024, which included the 

sensitive moulting period of 

the River Stour population, 

to determine the locations 

of seals within Pegwell Bay 

and the River Stour. 

Surveys found seals haul-

out on mudbanks in the 

River Stour, with no 

suitable seal haul out 

locations in the intertidal 

areas of the wider Pegwell 

Bay outside of the River 

Stour. The state of the tide 

did not appear to 

significantly influence the 

location of the seals, they 
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were present hauled out on 

the mudflats of the River 

Stour during both low tide 

and high tide observations. 

The Applicant will 

undertake an additional 

seal location observation 

survey in the River Stour in 

August 2025 during the 

optimal period for harbour 

seal to supplement the 

surveys already completed. 

This will also allow for 

comparison with previous 

observations of seal 

locations outside of the 

optimal period of August. 

As described in 
Application Document 
6.2.4.4 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 4 Marine 
Mammals [AS-049], the 
River Stour haul out site is 
located a minimum of 1.063 
km from the cable exit point 
and cable lay activities. A-
weighted (most 
conservative and therefore 
a worst-case scenario) 
airborne noise calculations 
indicate that for Temporary 
Threshold Shift (TTS) in 
hearing to occur, a seal 
would need to be within 17 
m of the construction 
activity exposed for 24 
hours, which excludes the 
River Stour seal population 
from risk of TTS. These 
sound calculations are 
being re run with M
weighted (seal specific) 
values, but this is expected 
to further reduce the 
distance at which TTS and 
Permanent Threshold Shift 
(PTS) could occur from the 
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construction activity 
location. 

When considering 
underwater sounds effects, 
modelling has been 
undertaken for PTS and 
TTS for all cetacean 
species that may be 
present. In relation to 
disturbance, however, 
there are no accepted 
thresholds as behavioural 
responses are highly 
variable depending on 
factors such as ecological 
context and habituation to 
underwater sound.  
Instead, the effective 
deterrent range (EDR), 
given for harbour porpoise 
in JNCC guidance for the 
assessment of impacts to 
SACs designated for 
harbour porpoise (JNCC, 
Guidance for assessing the 
significance of noise 
disturbance against 
Conservation Objectives of, 
2020)[1], is used for all 
hearing groups.  Harbour 
porpoises are known to be 
particularly sensitive to 
anthropogenic sound, but 
low frequency cetaceans 
(whale species such as the 
humpback whale) are also 
sensitive, particularly to low 
frequency sounds. 
However, sound 
propagation calculations for 
the specific sound profiles 
from project activities 
shows that the greatest 
zones of influence are for 
harbour porpoise and so 
the EDR distance of 5 km 
is considered applicable as 
an indication of potential 
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disturbance distances for 
all species. Several 
embedded mitigation 
measures to minimise 
underwater sound impacts 
will be implemented during 
the Proposed Project, 
following standard JNCC 
guidance (JNCC, 2017; 
JNCC, 2025). For the 
noisiest activities 
considered to have the 
potential for effects to 
marine mammals (sub
bottom profiling (SBP)) 
there will be a 500 m 
observation zone around 
the vessel, and no SBP 
activities can commence 
until a period of at least 20 
minutes has passed in 
which no marine mammals 
have been observed 
around the Offshore 
Scheme in Pegwell Bay. 
This includes observations 
for bottlenose dolphin and 
humpback whales. In 
addition, prior to equipment 
operating at full power, 
there will be a soft-start or 
gradual increase in sound 
intensity so avoidance 
behaviour can result in 
animals moving away 
before any injury is likely to 
occur. Following standard 
JNCC guidelines (JNCC, 
2017; JNCC, 2025) will 
minimise the risk of injury 
from underwater sound, 
particularly that of an 
impulsive nature. 

  

In addition, the location of 
the seal haul-out site on the 
banks of the River Stour is 
situated such that the seal 
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population will be largely 
screened from visual and 
sound disturbance during 
construction activities. This 
is because there is a 
channel in the river, 
created by tidal 
movements, and the 
mudflats where the seals 
haul out are located below 
the surface of the 
surrounding area that is 
covered by saltmarsh 
habitat. As the construction 
works in the intertidal zone 
are mostly occurring 
around low tide conditions 
there is no direct line of 
sight or sound between the 
seals and the construction 
activities. When the cable 
installation occurs in high 
tide conditions at Pegwell 
not only are the underwater 
sounds produced of a low 
intensity, the operations in 
this area are very short 
term (a matter of days). 
Underwater sound 
modelling shows acoustic 
effects in all marine 
mammals are minimal. 
Furthermore, marine 
mammals, including seals 
travel large distances to 
forage for prey items (273 
km for harbour seals and 
448 km for grey seals 
(JNCC, Guidance for 
assessing the significance 
of noise disturbance 
against Conservation 
Objectives of, 2020). 
Therefore, they are not 
restricted to Pegwell Bay 
during foraging trips at all 
times, foraging in other 
nearby areas where prey 
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disruption has not 
occurred. In regards to 
vessel collision, the River 
Stour is frequented by 
recreational vessel traffic. 
During the seal surveys 
conducted in September, 
October and November 
2024, a boat was used in 
the River Stour to record 
the location of hauled out 
seals. During these surveys 
seals did not react or 
exhibit behavioural 
responses to the presence 
of the vessel only a few 
tens of metres away from 
them.  

[1] The closest SAC 
designated for harbour 
porpoise to the cable route 
is the Southern North Sea 
SAC which is intersected 
by the cable in offshore 
waters. It should be noted 
that there are no SACs for 
marine mammals, including 
either grey or harbour 
seals, in Pegwell Bay but 
the JNCC (2020) guidance 
is still considered 
applicable due to the 
particular sensitivity of 
harbour porpoise to 
anthropogenic sound. 

 

 

When considering 
underwater sounds effects 
in Application Document 
6.2.4.4 Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 4 Marine 
Mammals [AS-049], 
modelling has been 
undertaken for PTS and 
TTS for all cetacean 
species that may be 
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present. In relation to 
disturbance, however, 
there are no accepted 
thresholds as behavioural 
responses are highly 
variable depending on 
factors such as ecological 
context and habituation to 
underwater sound. Instead, 
the effective deterrent 
range (EDR), given for 
harbour porpoise in JNCC 
guidance for the 
assessment of impacts to 
SACs designated for 
harbour porpoise (JNCC, 
2020)1, is used for all 
hearing groups. The 
harbour porpoise is known 
to be particularly sensitive 
to anthropogenic sound, 
but low frequency 
cetaceans (whale species 
such as the humpback 
whale) are also sensitive, 
particularly to low 
frequency sounds.  Sound 
propagation modelling for 
the specific acoustic 
profiles associated with 
project activities indicates 
that the largest zones of 
influence are expected for 
harbour porpoise. 
Accordingly, an Effective 
Deterrent Range (EDR) of 
5 km is considered a 
suitable proxy for 
estimating potential 
disturbance distances 
across all species. Several 
embedded mitigation 
measures to minimise 

 
1 The closest SAC designated for harbour porpoise to the cable route is the Southern North Sea SAC which is 
intersected by the cable in offshore waters. It should be noted that there are no SACs for marine mammals, 
including either grey or harbour seals, in Pegwell Bay but the JNCC (2020) guidance is still considered applicable 
due to the particular sensitivity of harbour porpoise to anthropogenic sound. 
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underwater sound impacts 
will be implemented during 
the project, following 
standard JNCC guidance 
(JNCC, 2017; JNCC, 
2025). For the noisiest 
activities considered to 
have the potential for 
effects to marine mammals 
(sub bottom profiling 
(SBP)) there will be a 500 
m observation zone around 
the vessel, and no SBP 
activities can commence 
until a period of at least 20 
minutes has passed in 
which no marine mammals 
have been observed 
around the Offshore 
Scheme in Pegwell Bay. 
This includes observations 
for bottlenose dolphin and 
humpback whales. In 
addition, prior to equipment 
operating at full power, 
there will be a soft-start or 
gradual increase in sound 
intensity so avoidance 
behaviour can result in 
animals moving away 
before any injury is likely to 
occur. Following standard 
JNCC guidelines (JNCC, 
2017; JNCC, 2025) will 
minimise the risk of injury 
from underwater sound, 
particularly that of an 
impulsive nature. 

 

In addition, the location of 
the seal haul-out site on the 
banks of the River Stour is 
situated as such that the 
seal population will be 
largely screened from visual 
and sound disturbance 
during construction 
activities. This is because 
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there is a channel in the 
river, created by tidal 
movements, and the 
mudflats where the seals 
haul out are located below 
the surface of the 
surrounding area that is 
covered by saltmarsh 
habitat. As the construction 
works in the intertidal zone 
are mostly occurring around 
low tide conditions there is 
no direct line of sight or 
sound between the seals 
and the construction 
activities. When the cable 
installation occurs in high 
tide conditions at Pegwell 
not only are the underwater 
sounds produced of a low 
intensity, but the operations 
in this area are also very 
short term (a matter of 
days). Underwater sound 
modelling shows acoustic 
effects in all marine 
mammals are minimal. 
Furthermore, marine 
mammals, including seals 
travel large distances to 
forage for prey items (273 
km for harbour seals and 
448 km for grey seals 
(Carter, et al., 2022). 
Therefore, they are not 
expected to remain within 
Pegwell Bay during foraging 
trips at all times, utilising 
other nearby areas where 
prey disruption has not 
occurred. In regard to 
vessel collision, the River 
Stour is frequented by 
recreational vessel traffic. 
During the seal surveys 
conducted in September, 
October and November, a 
boat was used in the River 
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Stour to observe seal 
numbers and behaviour. 
The seals did not react or 
exhibit behavioural 
responses to the presence 
of the vessel only a few 
metres away from 
them.Joint meeting with 
SCC and ESC, National 
Grid Ventures (NGV) and 
National Grid to discuss 
scope, process and sites in 
relation to onshore 
coordination between the 
Proposed Project (National 
Grid) and Nautilus projects. 
Business separation 
between NGV and National 
Grid was also discussed 
and explained. 

Proposed Project update 
discussed following joint 
element of the meeting. 

12 May 2022 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting.   

Project update, environmental surveys, coordination 
with other projects, project programme. 

09 June 2022 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting  

Project update, environmental surveys, consultation 
strategy, sites to be included in non-statutory 
consultation, project programme. 

18 July 2022 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, environnemental survey, Project 
programme. 

11 August 2022 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, environmental surveys, EIA Scoping, 
consultation strategy, EIA scoping, Council Member 
engagement 

08 September 
2022 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, environmental surveys, non-statutory 
consultation, consultation strategy, Council Member 
engagement dates, site visits, project programme. 
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17 October 2022 ESC Internal 
Drainage Board 
(IDB) and National 
Grid Meeting – Water 
Environment  

Initial review meeting Agenda: identify all IDB 
watercourses affected by the proposed works options, 
confirm that the crossing locations are acceptable, 
identify any concerns or requirements regarding cable 
crossing methodology and confirm design criteria to 
determine discharge flow rate into an IDB 
watercourse.  

20 October 2022 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, non-stat consultation and consultation 
strategy, environmental surveys, electromagnetic 
fields, project programme. 

10 November 
2022 

Site visit National 
Grid, SCC and ESC 

Joint site visit with National Grid, SCC and ESC visiting 
emerging preference landfall location and convertor 
station option Site 1. 

08 December 
2022 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, non-statutory consultation, scoping 
opinion, upcoming site visit, environmental surveys, 
project programme. 

13 December 
2022 

Site visit with 
National Grid, SCC, 
ESC, Suffolk Wildlife 
Trust, RSPB, Natural 
England (NE), 
Environment Agency 
(EA) 

Discussion of trenchless cable installation under 
RSPB reserve, exit pit, compound locations, convertor 
station design 

16 January 2023 Email to SCC & ESC 
from National Grid 

Email from National Grid to SCC and ESC providing 
update on options in Suffolk 

09 February 
2023 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, non-statutory consultation feedback, 
scoping opinion, specialist thematic meetings to be 
arranged, Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) 
and engagement plan, coordination with other 
projects, project programme. 

09 March 2023 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, PPA, Host Authority Engagement Plan 
(HAEP), Communication Strategy, options 
consideration and communication. 

20 April 2023 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, Great Grid Upgrade, Co-location and 
coordination with other developers’ projects, PPA 
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11 May 2023 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, ground investigation, PPA, Statement 
of Common Ground (SoCG), Non-statutory 
consultation outcomes 

24 May 2023 SCC, ESC, NE and 
National Grid 
Meeting – Landscape 
and Visual 

Project update and timeline, viewpoints, study area 
and photomontages, approach to LVIA, landscape 
mitigation strategy and AOB / questions 

08 June 2023 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, ground investigation, PPA, Landscape 
design, Statement of Community Consultation, Friston 
Substation design development 

13 July 2023 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Project update, Statement of Community Consultation, 
ground investigation, Engagement Plan/PPA, Site 
notices for statutory consultation, Converter Station 
design 

09 August 2023 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Socioeconomics, 
Recreation and 
Tourism Meeting.  

High-level project overview, scope, methodology, 
baseline sources, sensitive receptors. 

28 April 2023 ESC, SCC and 
National Grid - Noise 
and Vibration 
Meeting  

Engagement relating to the noise and vibration 
assessment methodology, and baseline noise 
surveys. 

14 September 
2023 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update, NE meeting, Biodiversity Net Gain, 
RSPB meeting, surveys, Statement of Community 
Consultation, PPA 

16 October 2023 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Health and Wellbeing 
Meeting  

Engagement relating to the PEIR – covered a high-
level project overview, scope, methodology, baseline 
sources, sensitive receptors in relation to health and 
wellbeing. 

08 December 
2023 

SCC, HE and 
National Grid - 
Archaeology Meeting 

Virtual Thematic Group Meeting with HE and Suffolk 
County Archaeologist to discuss project updates. Main 
topic of conversation focused on results of the 
geophysical survey and proposals around 
archaeological evaluation trenching.  
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18 December 
2023 

ESC Statutory 
Consultation 
Response Letter. 

This letter was in response to the 2023 Statutory 
Consultation. ESC raised concerns over the need for 
the Proposed Project, impact on coastal processes, 
operational noise and vibration, construction noise and 
vibration and interproject cumulative effects, air 
quality, landscape, design and heritage, ecology, 
tourism and economy and community compensation. 
ESC also confirmed that they objected to the Proposed 
Project due to harm to communities, environment and 
economy of Suffolk. 

04 January 2024 SCC Highways 
information issued 

National Grid issued additional plans as requested by 
SCC, including visibility splays. 

08 January 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – Water 
Environment Meeting 

Project program, engagement to date, FRA approach 

18 January 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Project update, ground investigation, geophysical 
surveys, statutory consultation feedback overview, 
thematic meetings, PPA 

05 February 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - Noise 
and Vibration 
Meeting 

Engagement relating to the PEIR outcomes for noise 
and vibration and next steps. 

06 February 
2024 

ESC, SCC and 
National Grid - Air 
Quality Meeting 

Engagement relating to the air quality assessment 
methodology and statutory consultation feedback 
responses 

08 February 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Current activity and surveys update, thematic 
meetings update, PPA, SoCG, Converter Station 
design,  

09 February 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Socioeconomics, 
Recreation and 
Tourism Meeting  

Project update and timeline, socio-economic statutory 
consultation feedback and responses (tourism 
economy, PRoW, study area, surveys) discussion, 
next steps. 

14 February 
2024 

SCC and National 
Grid - Geology and 
Hydrogeology for 
Minerals Meeting  

Project update and timeline, statutory consultation 
overview, minerals update,  
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15 February 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Geology and 
Hydrogeology 
Meeting 

Project update and timeline, statutory consultation, 
geology and hydrogeology updates, thematic 
meetings and AOB/questions.  

15 February 
2024 

SCC, ESC Ecology 
and National Grid - 
Terrestrial Ecology 
Thematic Meeting  

Ecology including horizontal direct drilling, skylark 
nesting, survey coverage, dormouse damaged tubes, 
biodiversity net gain, hedgerow restoration, temporary 
access roads, important hedgerow standards to 
include bats. 

19 February 
2024  

SCC, ESC and 
National – Health and 
Wellbeing Thematic 
meeting 

Project update and timeline, health and wellbeing 
update and timeline, statutory consultation feedback 
(assessment guidance, additional planning guidance, 
and employment and income assessment), 
discussion, next steps  

27 February 
2024 

SCC, ESC, Natural 
England, National 
Landscape and 
National Grid – 
Landscape and 
Visual Meeting 

Project update and timeline, interface with other 
disciplines, statutory consultation feedback, predicted 
significant effects on landscape character and visual 
amenity, effects on the National Landscape / Heritage 
Coast, design principles and landscape strategy, 
outline landscape and ecology management plan and 
questions 

28 February 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Transport Meeting 

Transport meeting to provide a project update and to 
review statutory consultation (PEIR) feedback 

04 March 2024 SCC, ESC, EA and 
National Grid – Water 
Environment Meeting 

Previous meeting action progress, Sequential Test 
update, baseline flood risk data, River Fromus 
crossing, drainage design updates 

14 March 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Current activity and surveys update, thematic 
meetings update, PPA, community benefits, ESO East 
Anglia Network Study findings 

21 March 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Agriculture and Soils 
Meeting 

Presentation of approach to Agricultural Land 
Classification (ALC) surveys and assessment. 
Discussion included details on gap filling using 
predictive ALC approach, mitigation and soil 
management plans. 

11 April 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning 
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Project Update 
Meeting. 

24 April 2024 SCC, ESC, Natural 
England, National 
Landscape and 
National Grid – 
Landscape and 
Visual Meeting 

Project update and timeline, confirm agreement on 
aspects of the LVIA, long-distance cycling/walking 
routes that National Grid should consider in the 
assessment, mitigation design concepts, co-location 
illustrative masterplanning update.  

April 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – Ecology 
Information Shared  

The First season (2022-23) Breeding and Wintering 
bird reports for Suffolk were shared with ESC and SCC 
by National Grid for information.  

09 May 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting.  

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning 

28 May 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
Shared (via email) 

The Landscape and Visual Study area, Landscape 
Character receptors – District, Seascape Character 
receptors, representative viewpoint locations, LVIA 
approach and methodology, photomontage 
methodology, sequential cumulative visual 
assessment, scope out year 15 for Landfall and Cable 
Route and the Heritage Coast Assessment were all 
shared with SCC and ESC by National Grid for 
agreement.  

28 May 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 
Meeting – Landscape 
and Visual  

Project update and timeline, LVIA and agreements, 
long distance cycling/walking routes, Design 
Mitigation, Co-location Illustrative Masterplanning 
update  

May 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – Ecology 
Information Shared 

A preliminary noise assessment – contour maps only 
– for Suffolk (not part of the DCO documentation) was 
shared with both ESC and SCC by National Grid for 
information. 

06 June 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
Shared (via email) 

The Provisional Growth Rates, Suffolk Indicative 
Species Mix and oLEMP Draft Structure were all 
shared with ESC and SCC by National Grid for 
agreement. 

07 June 2024  SCC, ESC, NE, 
National Grid - 
Terrestrial Ecology 
Thematic Meeting  

Summary of terrestrial ecology survey and 
assessment work since last meeting / confirmation of 
use of trenchless techniques, depth of drill and risk of 
frac out / noise modelling results regarding disturbance 
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of adjacent SSSI and SPA from HDD and associated 
works / temporary loss of woodlark and nightjar 
foraging habitat outside SPA / proposals for offsetting 
loss of skylark nesting habitat / proposals for 
creation/enhancement of acid grassland / Biodiversity 
Net Gain opportunities  

13 June 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting. 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning 

19 June 2024 SCC and ESC Joint 
Letter to National 
Grid regarding 
Masterplanning 

This is a joint letter received from SCC and ESC and 
raises concerns related to masterplanning and access 
at the proposed converter station location near 
Saxmundham as well as questions on coordination 
opportunities with other projects.  

19 June 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Socioeconomics, 
Recreation and 
Tourism Meeting  

Project update and timeline, socio-economic statutory 
consultation feedback and responses (tourism 
economy, PRoW, study area, surveys) discussion, 
next steps. 

25 June 2024 SCC, ESC, Natural 
England, National 
Landscape and 
National Grid - 
Landscape and 
Visual Meeting  

Project update and timeline, interface with other 
disciplines, statutory consultation feedback, predicted 
significant effects on landscape character and visual 
amenity, effects on the National Landscape / Heritage 
Coast, design principles and landscape strategy, 
outline landscape and ecology management plan and 
questions / AOB 

July 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – 
Documents Shared 
(via email)  

The draft DCO, short Project Description, example 
works plans, explanatory memorandum and HRA 
report were shared with ESC and SCC for comment by 
National Grid.  

02 July 2024 ESC, SCC and 
National Grid - Air 
Quality Meeting 

Engagement relating to project updates, the Air Quality 
Management Plan, proposed construction phase air 
quality monitoring locations and statutory consultation 
feedback responses. 

11 July 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting. 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning 
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12 July 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC - 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
shared (via email) 

The Landscape and Visual Draft Photosheet was 
shared with ESC and SCC by National Grid for 
agreement.  

15 July 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC - 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
shared (via email) 

The Suffolk VP locations were shared with ESC and 
SCC by National Grid for agreement. 

16 July 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Transport/Public 
Rights of Way 
Meeting 

Targeted Consultation – Introduction, Design 
Changes, Additional PEI, Core Working Hours; Public 
Rights of Way – PEIR Finding, Emerging Design, 
Statutory Consultation Feedback, Outline PRoW 
Management Plan, AOB/questions  

31 July 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC - 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
shared (via email) 

The photosheet template VP01 was shared with ESC 
and SCC by National Grid for agreement.  

02 August 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
shared (via email) 

The representative viewpoint locations and growth rate 
for the Proposed Project were shared with ESC and 
SCC by National Grid for agreement.  

02 August 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
(via email) 

The planting heights for mitigation planting within year 
15 photomontages was shared by National Grid with 
ESC and SCC for review and comment. 

05 August 2024 SCC, ESC, NE and 
National Grid - 
Terrestrial Ecology 
Thematic Meeting 

Summary of terrestrial ecology survey and 
assessment work since last meeting / confirmation of 
use of trenchless techniques, depth of drill and risk of 
frac out / noise modelling results regarding disturbance 
of adjacent SSSI and SPA from HDD and associated 
works / temporary loss of woodlark and nightjar 
foraging habitat outside SPA / proposals for offsetting 
loss of skylark nesting habitat / proposals for 
creation/enhancement of acid grassland / AOB. In 
particular, the differences between Design Freeze 2 
and Design Freeze 3 were discussed. A request was 
made to NE that management prescriptions be 
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provided for Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes 
SSSI required for the site to meet favourable condition 

08 August 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting. 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning 

22 August 2024 National Grid ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
(via email) 

The oLEMP draft structure was shared with both ESC 
and SCC by National Grid for agreement.  

27 August 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Landscape and 
Visual meeting 

Project update and timeline, draft photosheet format, 
viewpoint plans, and growth rates issued on 2 August 
2024, LVIA updates, Friston scenarios, update on 
AONB, update on Design Council and Design 
Principles,  

06 September 
2024 

National Grid ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
(via email) 

The Suffolk Landscape and Visual Value document 
and the sensitivity ratings were shared with ESC and 
SCC by National Grid for agreement. 

10 September 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Representative 
Viewpoints Meeting 

Discussion regarding landscape viewpoints, River 
Fromus Bridge Crossing. 

10 September 
2024 

National Grid ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
(via email) 

The Representative Viewpoints were shared with ESC 
and SCC by National Grid for agreement.  

10 September 
2024 

Suffolk & Essex 
Coast & Heaths 
National Landscape 
Partnership and 
National Grid 
Meeting 

Engagement with National Landscape Partnership in 
regard to how the s85 enhanced duty requirement 
would be met 

12 September 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning 
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17 September 
2024 

ESC NSIP Working 
Group and National 
Grid Meeting  

Senior project team presented to a cross-party group 
of councillors and planning officers. Discussions 
around design, compensation, mental health and 
coordination.  

17 September 
2024 

SCC, ESC, NE and 
National Grid - 
Terrestrial Ecology 
Thematic Meeting  

Discussion of whether the bridge across the River 
Fromus can be moved to preserve the veteran oak and 
large horse chestnut that would be lost under DF3 
alignment. Consideration of whether harvesting of 
willow plantation along the Fromus will affect BNG 
(subsequently confirmed plantation will be felled by 
landowner prior to scheme being commenced). 
Consideration of how to mitigate the effect of 
breaching hedgerows on bats e.g. use of hurdles to 
close gaps overnight. Discussion of duration of skylark 
plot mitigation. 

10 October 2024 National Grid ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
(via email) 

The Suffolk Indicative Species Mix was shared with 
ESC and SCC by National Grid for agreement.  

10 October 2024 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning 

14 October 2024 National Grid ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
(via email) 

The Draft Mitigation Design package was shared with 
ESC and SCC by National Grid for comment.  

16 October 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – Air 
Quality information 
shared (via email)  

The methodology for the air quality assessment was 
shared with both ESC and SCC by National Grid for 
confirmation and for ESC and SCC to agree the 
construction monitoring locations.  

05 November 
2024 

Suffolk Design 
Review Panel 

Formal review meeting with Suffolk Design Review 
Panel (run by Frame Projects). ESC provided briefing 
to Panel. SCC also in attendance. 

Purpose of the views of the Panel on the quality of the 
architecture and treatment of the buildings, the 
proposed masterplan, including opportunities to share 
infrastructure with other National Grid Ventures 
projects, and the approach to integrating the buildings 
and access into the landscape. Comments also 
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welcomed on National Grid’s proposed design 
principles and scope for post-consent design controls. 

11 November 
2024 

SCC and ESC Letter 
– DRP Follow up  

Joint letter from SCC and ESC with comments 
regarding master-planning of the proposed converter 
station site near Saxmundham and follow up after 
Design Review Panel. 

14 November 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA, 
masterplanning. The updated Order limits were 
presented to ESC and SCC. The design changes and 
rationale behind them were discussed, including 
compounds at Saxmundham and access to the 
Saxmundham site.  

19 November 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Landscape and 
Visual Meeting 

Project update and timeline, discussion on material 
circulated to stakeholders, additional discussion 
points, mitigation design, targeted consultation 
comments, AOB and questions. 

20 November 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Cumulative Effects 
Meeting 

Discussion to review short-list of schemes in Suffolk 
and the approach for the cumulative assessment work, 
including for Traffic and Transport. National Grid 
requested any comments from the Consultees on the 
short-list and long-list to be provided within 3 days post 
meeting.  

20 November 
2024 

National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – 
Cumulative Impacts 
Information Shared 
(via meeting). 

The cumulative impacts assessment methodology and 
the cumulative schemes short list and long list were 
shared with both ESC and SCC by National Grid, with 
comments on the long and short list requested to be 
provided within 3 days post meeting.  

25 November 
2024 

SCC and ESC Letter 
– Follow-up from 
DRP feedback 

Joint letter from SCC and ESC with comments on the 
feedback from the Design Review Panel (DRP) and 
masterplanning.  

27 November 
2024 

National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – 
Socioeconomics, 
Recreation and 
Tourism Information 
shared (via email) 

The PRoW Technical Note was shared with both ESC 
and SCC by National Grid for feedback and comment 
on the approach within the Technical Note.  

27 November 
2024 

National Grid ESC 
and SCC – 
Landscape and 
Visual Information 
(via email) 

The Landscape and Visual Impact methodology was 
shared with ESC and SCC by National Grid for 
agreement.  
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November 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC – Ecology 
Information  

A summary of the impact assessment and proposed 
mitigation for Suffolk (not part of the DCO 
documentation but used as the basis for the Suffolk ES 
chapter) was presented to ESC and SCC by National 
Grid for information.  

December 2024 National Grid, ESC 
and SCC documents 
and information 
shared (via email) 

The revised requirements for the draft DCO and a table 
setting out how National Grid had addressed 
comments on the draft DCO received from ESC and 
SCC by the end of October 2024 were shared with 
ESC and SCC for review and comment by National 
Grid.  

09 December 
2024  

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Meeting to follow-up 
on DRP (held on 05 
November). 

Discussion on masterplanning, design review panel 
meeting and design principles document.  

11 December 
2024 

SCC, ESC, NE and 
National Grid - 
Terrestrial Ecology 
Thematic Meeting 
(Suffolk proposals) 

Approach to Biodiversity Net Gain. Key changes since 
the last meeting, particularly as a result of DF4. 
Alternative construction compound locations north of 
the Converter Station site and presence of Important 
Hedgerows. SCC indicated a concern over the effect 
of compound S04/S05 on the nearby Important 
Hedgerow.  

11 December 
2024 

National Grid, ESC 
and SCC Ecology 
information shared 
(via email) 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) was 
shared with both ESC and SCC by National Grid 
following a request made by ESC and SCC.  

12 December 
2024 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, 
masterplanning, follow-up on BNG Strategy 
(presented at Terrestrial Ecology Thematic Meeting 
held on 11 December 2024) 

06 January 2025 Road Safety Audits 
(email) 

SCC response on draft audits 

received. 

08 January 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Landscape and 
Visual Meeting  

Project update and timeline, discussion relating to 
table of agreement, discussion relating to landscape 
mitigation plans, update on Public Rights of Way,  

09 January 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, draft 
DCO updates following LPA review comments, 
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Project Update 
Meeting 

overview of DCO Design Documents, Masterplan / 
Design Principles / Design Approach Document 

16 January 2025 ESC, SCC and 
National Grid - Air 
Quality Meeting 

Engagement relating to project updates, the 
assessment findings, and to agree the air quality 
monitoring locations proposed for the construction 
phase. 

17 January 2025 SCC, ESC, NE and 
National Grid - 
Terrestrial Ecology 
Thematic Meeting 

Updates since last meeting. Compound choices vs 
Important Hedgerow: Advance planting – around River 
Fromus (other than bridge construction footprint) and 
south of Converter Station; LEMP structure HRA 
update; habitat management. 

29 January 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid – 
Construction 
Working Hours 
Thematic Meeting 

Engagement relating to construction working hours 
and discussion on noise and vibration. 

05 February 
2025 

ESC and National 
Grid - Air Quality 
meeting 

Further discussion of air quality monitoring locations 
proposed for the construction phase. 

10 February 
2025 

ESC, SCC and 
National Grid – 
Masterplan update 

Discussion on masterplanning and design principles 
document. 

13 February 
2025 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid - 
Project Update 
Meeting 

Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, 
update on River Fromus Crossing. 

March - onwards SCC, ESC and 
National Grid  

Re-occurring monthly progress call to discuss key 
deadlines as well as any queries that ESC and SCC 
have.  

25 June 2025 ESC and National 
Grid  

River Fromus bridge design thematic meeting. The 
meeting discussed the potential treatments for the 
bridge crossing to inform further ongoing discussion 
around design and the updates proposed for the River 
Fromus crossing visualisations. 

10 July 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Ecology thematic meeting discussed the Ecology 
related matters raised in the Suffolk County Council 
and East Suffolk Council Relevant Representations 
and other outstanding points to agree from an Ecology 
perspective from the current draft SoCG.   
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21 July 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Landscape and Visual thematic meeting related points 
raised in both the SCC and ESC relevant 
representations and any other outstanding points to 
agree from a landscape and visual perspective from 
the current draft SoCG. 

6 August 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

In person meeting to discuss the outstanding matters 
relating to traffic and transport.  

9 October 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

River Fromus bridge design thematic meeting 

10 October 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Socio-Economics, Recreation and Tourism and Health 
and Wellbeing thematic meeting 

16 October 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Flood Risk and Drainage thematic meeting 

21 October 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Ecology thematic meeting to run through the Relevant 
Representation comments from ESC and SCC. 

23 October 2025 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Noise thematic meeting  

22 January 2026 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

In person meeting to discuss the outstanding matters 
relating to traffic and transport. 

15 January 2026 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Re-occurring monthly progress call to discuss key 
deadlines as well as any queries that ESC and SCC 
have. 

12 February 
2026 

SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Re-occurring monthly progress call to discuss key 
deadlines as well as any queries that ESC and SCC 
have. 

12 March 2026 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Re-occurring monthly progress call to discuss key 
deadlines as well as any queries that ESC and SCC 
have. 

18 March 2026 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Draft DCO meeting to discuss the wording of the draft 
DCO. 

09 April 2026 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Re-occurring monthly progress call to discuss key 
deadlines as well as any queries that ESC and SCC 
have. 

16 April 2026 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Agriculture and soils thematic meeting to run through 
the updates that were made to the Agricultural 
Classification Reports at Deadline 5.  
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16 April 2026 SCC, ESC and 
National Grid 

Coastal environment thematic meeting to run through 
the principal concerns relating to the coastal 
environment.  
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