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Introduction

Overview

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.

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.
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.

At the final deadline a SoCG can assist the Examining Authority by identifying areas on

1.2

which it has not been possible to reach an agreement

This Statement of Common Ground

1.21

This SoCG has been prepared between the Applicant and East Suffolk Council (ESC). It

1.2.2

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)

It should be noted that a combined SoCG with both ESC and Suffolk County Council

1.2.3

(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-3291). 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.

Since then, Section 3 Areas of Discussion Between the Parties has been restructured

1.24

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.

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:

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

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

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

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

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

e Definition

PropertiesAbbreviation/Term

ACMP Anglican Coastal Monitoring Programme

AlL Abnormal Indivisible Load

AlS 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 Definition

PropertiesAbbreviation/Term

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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R Definition
PropertiesAbbreviation/Term

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) LEMS

LHA
LOAEL
LOD

LPA
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NGV
NPS

(Outline) Landscape and Ecology Management Plan

(Outline) Landscape ecology management Strategy)

Local Highway Authority

Low Observable Adverse Effect Level

Limits of Deviation

Local Planning Authority

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

Marine Management Outline

Natural England

National Electricity System Operator

National Electricity Transmission System

National Grid Electricity Transmission

National Grid Ventures

National Policy Statement
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R Definition

PropertiesAbbreviation/Term

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

owslI (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 Regqister of Environmental Actions and Commitments

RPA Root Protection Area

RSPB Roval 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 Definition

PropertiesAbbreviation/Term

SuDS Sustainable Drainage Systems

TCPA Town and Country Planning Application
™ Temporary Traffic Management
Organisation\WWHO World Health Organisation

DocumentOwnerNameWFD Water Framework Directive

DocumentTitle
PCO DocumentNumber
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2. Record of Engagement

2.1  Summary of discussions

Appendix A summarises the consultation and engagement that has taken place
between the Parties.

2.1.1
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3. Areas of Discussion Between the Parties

3.1.1 This SOCG is submitted further to the PADSS issued by ESC at Deadline 5 [REP5-

184]. and the topic matters listed in Section 3.1 of this SoCG are based upon that
document. Where a matter is not covered by this SOCG it is because the topic is either
agreed with National Grid or because it is a topic which is not of principal concern to
ESC.

3.2 Matters to be agreed based on Deadline 5 PADSS

Table 3.1 Need Case

Llepele
A
BateRe VersionReleva Descriptio ESC’s The Statu
f nt Application n/ Current Applica s
Documents Changesof Positio nt
Matter n Current
Position
83.1.1 PBRAEFN/A Need See Section 4 of
forthe ESC’sLIR
Project [REP1-128].
ESCis
extremely

concerned as to
the timing of the
delivery of Sea
Link and its
relationship with
the timing of
other Nationally
Significant
Infrastructure
Projects (NSIPs)
being delivered
within the East
Suffolk District,
in light of the
anticipated
onshore impacts
collectively
introduced by
these projects.
The need case
is predicated on
the Sizewell
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Generation
Group.
However,
Sizewell C is
approximately
10 years away
from generating
power. Nautilus
is no longer
proposed to
connect into
Suffolk and
LionLink has
been materially
delayed as
compared to the
assumptions in
the needs case
and will be 6-7
years away from
completion if
and when
consented.
Given the
completion
timeframes of
Sizewell C and
LionLink, the
project is
considered to be
premature and,
importantly, as a
result has
missed
opportunities for
real coordination
with future
projects.

Further, should
the identified
projects not
become
operational at
the times
anticipated or
not be delivered
at all, then it
follows that this
fundamentally
changes the
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need for Sea
Link.

As stated, this is
significant
because project
prematurity
restricts
opportunities for
meaningful
coordination with
other projects
looking to
connect at
Friston, such as
LionLink, which
only accentuates
local concerns
regarding
cumulative
impacts.

ESC and the
Applicant
fundamentally
disagree on the
need case
presented for
Sea Link.
Agreement on
need has
therefore not
been reached.
This is
confirmed by the
Applicant’'s
dismissal of
ESC’s concerns
in its response
to ESC’s LIR
[REP2-027] and
its response — or
lack of response
— to more recent
representations.
In particular, to
supplement the
points made
above, ESC
together with
Suffolk Energy
Action Solutions
has drawn
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attention to the
fact that the
NESO Clean
Power Report
can no longer be
relied upon by
the Applicant,
and that EN-1
can only “have
effect” if there is
a demonstrable
need, which
ESC considers
is not the case
for the Sea Link
project.

ESC objects to
this project given
the impacts it
will introduce on
local
communities,
whether alone or
cumulatively
with other
projects. Should
the Secretary of
State grant
consent for the
project, in light
of the concerns
raised, ESC will
expect
compensation to
be agreed with
the Applicant to
offset the
impacts and
disruption
introduced.
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s Boscopdeps—boscRelevant Sesasonogt e e ApplicantsresponseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Ref Application Documents representationDescription of Matter

RR3.2.1 ESG—ESGs Depth of
Position-N/A  cable burial at
the Suffolk

landfall

...... :_- and-o

: . . assessed-and-developed-sincepublication-ofthe-The SMP policy for Thorpeness Haven Beach is
WM%%GMWW ) for ‘Managed Realignment’ from 2005 to 2105 with the current alignment maintained at existing
dovelopmentis-such-as-the-SeaLink-projectare o tonces from 2005 to 2055,
the very reakimpacts they will have on-the Current NCERM projections (2025) for an undefended coastline are for erosion of 118 m by 2105
landscape—naturalenvironmentandlocal for a location 1.7 km to north of landfall. This is based on the maximum extent of erosion risk area
eemmu-n%s—tha—t—a;e—bemg—ie#eaé—te—hest—e; under an extreme climate change scenario and is therefore considered to represent a worst-case
neighboursuch-development. scenario at the location of the landfall.

ESC ebjects-to-the Sealink project due-to the Recent coastal monitoring data has shown that there was a period of rapid erosion from 1991 to
very-clear detrimentalimpact that it will have on 2014 of between 10-20 m which in more recent years (2016-2021) has reduced to around 0.1

i ; /yr.
thelocal-communities-set-to-hest-and-neighbour M.
the-onshere-infrastructure—The projectis-saidto ESC have made reference to a 6 m reduction in beach levels following recent storm events which
berequired-to-transferenergy-between-Suffolk  is much larger than the maximum range of variation of approx. 2.5 m found over the period 1997
and-Kent—However-the need-forthe project to 2023 at the coastal monitoring profile (S040) closest to the landfall location.
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Hele Bessepcondl bosa| clovant soprarsetralovens Applicant'sresponseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Ref Application Documents representationDescription of Matter

operationaland-as noted-abeve, the latteris The Applicant has undertaken further analysis including more recent monitoring data up to 2024
not yet consented, and the former is still which is consistent with the Applicant’s previous findings and does not therefore support the 6m
awaiting-the-FinaHnvestment Decision(FiD)-1t lowering of beach levels at a fixed location.

is-therefore-very-clearthat-thereinforeementis  Analysis of the depth of closure at the landfall site (the depth below which waves no longer have
Rotyetrequired—Fhe-approach-adepted by  an influence on sediment processes in the littoral zone) suggests this to be between —6 and =7 m
NGETHo-date-is-an-assumption-thatas-Sealink | AT. If the shingle ridge were to retreat landwards, this level would remain the same and has
has-been-identified-asan-See Section 6.1.4 of  therefore been used to inform a minimum depth of cable burial required to prevent exposure in
ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] for initial context. 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.

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 Due to uncertainties involved in the prediction of coastal processes and their response to future
the drafting of the DCO/REAC to secure a climate change, the Applicant has provided a commitment (MPEQ6) to undertake monitoring and
minimum depth of burial. 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
ESC has provided wording for a I_DC_O features), climate change effects that are more severe than predicted or changes to the
Requirement to secure the submission of a management policy for Aldeburgh and adjacent sections of coastline.

landfall construction method statement and

— At Deadline 7, the Applicant has submitted the following REAC commitments:
landfall monitoring plan to ESC for approval - ) - i — ] ]
post-consent in response to ExQ2 Question Over the operational lifetime of the Proposed Project, monitoring of the beach profile and erosion
2GEN17. [REP5-189]. 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
Whl!St ESC has noted its preference for the would be dependent on the pre-construction surveys and ‘as-built’ status of the Offshore Scheme.
Applicant to prepare an outline landfall The Applicant will produce a monitoring plan, in substantial accordance with the outline In-

construction method statement, and an outline  Principle Monitoring Plan to be submitted to the MMO to cover works below Mean High Water

landfall monitoring plan during this Examination, Springs within three months of the ‘as-built survey' unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
it is acknowledged that this is now unlikely given MMO.

the stage of Examination. ESC therefore
suggests the following Requirement wording:

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

‘(1) No part of Work No. 6 may commence until follows:

the following have been submitted to and For the length of landfall installed between the western boundary of the RSPB North Warren
approved by the relevant planning authority in  Reserve and the western boundary of The Haven Local Nature Reserve, the minimum depth of
consultation with the relevant statutory nature the trenchless landfall shall be 12 metres below existing ground level.

conservation body and, in respect of sub- For the length of landfall installed beneath The Haven Local Nature Reserve, the trenchless
paragraph (a) and to the extent that it relates to  jandifall shall be below elevation -10.5m OD.

works seaward of mean high water springs, the
Marine Management Organisation—

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
(a) a landfall construction method margqin aqainst reasonable worst case future coastal change and erosion over the lifetime of the
statement for the construction of that part Proposed Project.”

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 topoqgraphic

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link 9



Hele Bessepcondl bosa| clovant soprarsetralovens Applicant'sresponseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Ref Application Documents representationDescription of Matter

surveys to ascertain whether any coastal i
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 16t
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
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Ref Application Documents

representationDescription of Matter

Applicant'sresponseESC’s Current Position

The Applicant Current Position

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

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link
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Ref Application Documents

representationDescription of Matter

ApplicantsresponseESC’s Current Position

The Applicant Current Position

Final HDD

: .
ESC-haspreviously requested thatNational
SHA-RLC-comprehensively-androbusty-explore
el ; e|'5 eplpl e~|tu|| '.'t? o e'eeldlnat:el Arofthe Sﬁ ela

ESC also expects the Applicant to share the

The Applicant confirms that Condition 4 of the dML

profiles to be

Final Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD)

approved

proposed profiles with ESC (as the Coastal Risk

was updated at Deadline 6 to include the following:

“A landfall method statement in accordance with the

Management Authority under the Coast
Protection Act 1949 and Flood and Water
Management Act 2010). Whilst ESC has
previously advised that this can be submitted for
approval as part of the approval of the Offshore
and Onshore CEMPs through a discharge of
Requirement 6_in response to ExQ2 Question
1GEN17 submitted at Deadline 5, ESC has nhow
proposed wording for a new Requirement
(above), with the final HDD proposed profiles
able to be approved by the relevant planning
authority via approval of a landfall construction
method statement.

Whilst ESC acknowledges that the Applicant

construction methods assessed in the environmental

statement.”

The plans listed in Condition 4 of the dML requires
MMO approval as the Competent Authority for the
subtidal environment prior to construction. This
method would form part of the Cable Specification
and Installation Plan.

Commitment B59 was updated in the REAC (see
Application Document 9.84 (E) Reqgister of
Environmental Actions and Commitments
(REAC) submitted at Deadline 7 for the latest
version) and states that:

In relation to trenchless landfall works at both
Suffolk, the contractor(s) will prepare the following

has updated Condition 4 of the dML to include a

suite of plans:

requirement for a landfall method statement to
be submitted to and approved by the MMO,

e HDD Landfall Method Statement and
Drilling Fluid Management Plan, in

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link
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NS Respenden—FhemeRelevant  susaroifelevans Applicant'srespenrseESC’s Current Position

Ref Application Documents representationDescription of Matter
notwithstanding ESC'’s preference for a landfall consultation with NE, Royal Society for
construction method statement to be secured the Protection of Birds (RSPB) and East
via a DCO Requirement, ESC requests that it, Suffolk Council (ESC) and submit the
as the relevant coastal erosion risk same for approval by the Marine
management authority, is also included as a Management Organisation (MMO) in
consultee for this dML condition, insofar as is accordance with the Cable Specification
relevant for its administrative area. ESC’s and Installation Plan prior to the
planning jurisdiction extends to Mean Low commencement of any HDD activities.
\all\l/ft]:\eorr‘itr\}e\zi(t:ﬁ mzrfml\jg’nvaﬁ :/Ivahpog EOSnS?Q ting e Undertake HDD landfall hydrofracture

modelling which is to be shared for

consulted in partnership on planning information only with NE. RSPB and ESC

applications that span East Suffolk’s foreshore
(e.g Sizewell C. EA1N and 2) and nearshore

when completed.

zone, since construction activities that take Natural England and ESC will be notified of changes
place in the latter could impact the former. to landfall HDD depth or changes to the location of
the landfall exit pits.
3.2.3 Application Post- ESC considers it, along with other relevant Requirement 16 of the DCO and Condition 10 of the
Document installation stakeholders. must be given sight of post- deemed Marine License (dML) already secure
9.140 (B) landfall installation landfall survey reports of the HVYDC Trenchless Techniques at both Landfalls. The
Outline In survey link, from exit pit to the transition joint bay (TJB). Applicant therefore considers this point to be agreed
Principle reports and closed.

— Other enerqy infrastructure projects share this
m:l_zlrt;rr‘ngitted information with ESC as part of the consented
at Deadline 7 monitoring plan. ESC’s Coastal Management
[ Team would take a keen interest in the ultimate

depth of cable burial beneath nearshore,
foreshore and backshore. ESC would expect
the surveys to show the cable buried at the

The Applicant confirms that an Outline In Principle
Monitoring Plan for the Offshore Scheme has
already been submitted into Examination at
Deadline 6 (see Application Document 9.140 (B)
Outline In Principle Monitoring Plan submitted at
Deadline 7 for the latest version). This document is
depth proposed on the design drawings in secured within Condition 4 of the dML and the final

Application Document 7.3 Design Development 2Qnitoring plan requires MMQ approval as the
Report — Appendix A Landfall HDD Feasibility  cempetent authority for the subtidal environment

Technical Note [APP-321] prior to construction. The Applicant would re-iterate
' that in Suffolk, all works seaward of Mean High
This should be a formal requirement within the  Water Springs associated with the Offshore Scheme

DCO. ESC’s proposed wording for a are located within the subtidal environment.
Requirement securing the use of a trenchiess  The Applicant has however committed in the REAC
landfall technigue. provided in response to to the following with regards to the Offshore

ExQ2 Question 2GEN17. also requires that a Scheme:

Laar?;f:\l/lerg%r\]/ltgéngegsgnlts DSI:E mlr:;egl}?hipi?v » MPEO6 (updated commitment at D7):
- - - “Over the operational lifetime of the
ESC considers that the sharing of post- - —
Proposed Project, monitoring of the

|rlstkaII: tllzn sur_ve\l/ Efp ortEsSv(v:lth rellzvs nt g beach profile and erosion rates will be
R . COU & SECUIe carried out at both the Suffolk and Kent

thgﬁz T:r;gglg(fa Jfr:}g;a&&?glé?gq r;loavnéc;the landfall sites in relation to the trenchless
throuah the discharae of ESC'S bro g z od technique construction areas associated
9 9 prop with the exit pits. The frequency and

Reguirement. scope of monitoring would be dependent
on the outcomes of the pre-construction
surveys and ‘as-built’ status of the
Offshore Scheme. The Applicant will
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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.”

e 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.”

o 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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3.24 Application Risk of frac- See Section 6.1.7 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128].

conservative marqgin against reasonable
worst case future coastal change and
erosion over the lifetime of the Proposed

Project.”

The Applicant therefore disagrees that an additional
Reqguirement is needed to secure ESC’s interests.
As per Condition 14 of the dML. “The undertaker
must submit to the MMQ and Trinity House within
three months of completion of the licensed activities
forming part of Work No.6 or any part of those
activities under Work No.6 an ‘as built’ plan.”

Commitment B59 was updated in the REAC (see

D t t
% S ESC was largely satisfied with changes made to
—(—)'R'e ister of the REAC [REP4-325] to address the risk of

frac-out, and welcomes further changes at
Deadline 6 [REP6-078] to mitigation measure
B59 to include ESC, alongside Natural England,

Environmental
Actions and
Commitments

as a stakeholder to receive copies of
REA-C plans/notifications in relation to the trenchless
submitted at landfall ”
Deadline 7 SAGIE WOIKS.

ESC understands from discussions with the
Applicant that the Applicant’s intention for the
depth of HDD drilling to be 19-25m beneath the
foreshore area (as shown in Application
Document 7.3 Design Development Report —
Appendix A Landfall HDD Feasibility Technical
Note [APP-321]) is driven by a need to minimise
frac-out risk within the sensitive SSSI coastal
hinterland. However, ESC notes that this
minimum burial depth is not secured in the
DCO, and during the Coastal Environment
thematic meeting with the Applicant
(16/04/2026), a much shallower (12m) minimum
depth of burial was introduced by the Applicant
as its current preference, and this would not
preclude the risk of frac-out. ESC therefore
requests that the Applicant commits to a
minimum cable burial depth of 25m (as noted
earlier in this SoCG) in the DCO/REAC, at the
very least in the event that HDD is the chosen
trenchless installation method, in order to satisfy
ESC that the risk of frac-out is being adequately
addressed.

Application Document 9.84 (E) Reqgister of
Environmental Actions and Commitments
(REAC) submitted at Deadline 7 for the latest
version) and states that:

In relation to trenchless landfall works at both
Suffolk, the contractor(s) will prepare the following
suite of plans:

e 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.

e Undertake HDD landfall hydrofracture
modelling which is to be shared for
information only with NE. RSPB and ESC

when completed.

Natural England and ESC will be notified of changes
to landfall HDD depth or changes to the location of
the landfall exit pits.

It should be noted that the minimum depth is not the
design depth. The rationale for a minimum depth for
the landfall, at the request of ESC. is to ensure that
the installed cable is well below the level of any
future coastal erosion during the operational life of
the cable.

The risk of frac-out is precluded by the depth of the
final design. The design depth will be determined by
consideration of ground conditions that are suitable
for the method, and a factor of safety against frac
out determined by hydrofracture modelling.
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The key inputs for the hydrofracture modelling are

the ground strength and the drilling or boring
equipment parameters. For the planned HDD
methodology, the design depth is likely to be similar

o that shown in Application Document 3.1 Design
Development Report [APP-321]. However, in the

unlikely event that the methodology changes to
Direct Pipe, the design could be safely bored just
below the minimum depth (12m depth or —10.5m
elevation) with no-frac out risk. This is because the
fluid pressure in Direct Pipe installations is only
marginally higher than surrounding groundwater
pressures, allowing them to be installed at only a
few metres below the surface.

3.25 Application Access to the See Section 6.1.3 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] Following further consultation with SCC Highways

Document landfall ) . and Aldeburgh Town Council in March/ April 2026. a
7.51.1 (F) Whilst ESC defers highway and traffic matters v "cap of ten HGV movements will be imposed at
Outline to SCC as the Local Highways Authority, ESC  4,-°41094 | eiston Road Roundabout within
Construction ﬂjjcrjezqom%r?_hentsive inforr?ai_i: L Ito z—? I Aldeburgh,_to minimise Qotentiél impacts of
Traffic % construction traffic at this location (associated with

- - . - . i __ __ -
B et Consideaion must asobe gen fopotenial  SSCEIOL IS LS BUOLERL & OHIEL
Plan — Suffolk Impacts on the tourism INdustry resuiing from Construction Traffic Management and Travel

submitted at landfall access and associated activities. Given pjan _ suffolk submitted at Deadline 7 includes
Deadline 7 that the Sea Link project proposes a landfall this.
- directly adjacent to the B1122, ESC I

recommends that NGET revisits the constraints The Applicant considers that this resolveg the ‘is'sue
p—ertaining to the proposed use of narrow roads. bgt accepts that ESC deferto SCC onthisasitis a
as highlighted in the SPR examinations, and  Lidhway matter.
limits HGV movements as far as practicable,

putting the lessons learned from the SPR

projects into practice for Sea Link. ESC expects

such controls to be contained within the

Construction Traffic Management and Travel

Plan (CTMTP). The Applicant has stated in its

comments on ESC’s LIR [REP2-027] that

construction traffic through Aldeburgh will be

limited to 10 HGVs daily. ESC previously

requested that this commitment is cemented in

the CTMTP, and ESC understands this has

been actioned at Deadline 6 [REP6-062]. Whilst

the addition of this HGV cap is welcomed by

ESC, ESC defers to SCC as the Local

Highways Authority for broader landfall access

issues, noting ESC’s concern regarding the

impacts of this access on the local community

and tourism.
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projectsApplication Document
6.2.2.3 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 3
Cultural Heritage [REP6-020]

Application Document Local
impact reports (LIR) from any

local authorities [REP1-128]

eauseSee Section 6.3.6 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128].

Whilst ESC appreciates the need for compliance
with the Water Framework Directive, ESC requires
that the scale of the bridge is minimised to mitigate
impacts introduced on nearby heritage assets. ESC

understands the Environment Agency is_‘willing to
accept a 4m soffit height [above the Q95 flow level].,
subject to the inclusion of a monitoring and
contingency plan’. The Applicant has subsequently
amended Requirement 3 (Detailed Design) of the
draft DCO at Deadline 5 such that it now states that
‘the bridge shall not have a soffit height lower than
10.49 m Above Ordnance Datum (approximately 4m

above the Q95 flow level)’. ESC notes that this
secures a minimum soffit height of 4m above the
Q95 flow level, but not a maximum soffit height of
4m above the Q95 flow level. Whilst the Applicant is
required to submit a technical statement
demonstrating how it has sought to reduce the scale

of the bridge, without a secured maximum soffit

The Applicant takes the view that the scale of the

bridge has been minimised as far as possible
consistent with the need to achieve Water Framework
Directive (WFD) compliance.

The impact assessment of all designated and non-
designated heritage assets with the potential to be
affected by the Suffolk Onshore Scheme, within and
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height, ESC remains concerned about the heritage

outside of the Order Limits, is provided in Section 3.9

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

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

required ground levels around the bridge. This
landscaping and the changes to the ground levels

concludes that the effects would be moderate adverse
at Year 1 of Operation and minor adverse at Year 15

are unrelated to the historic form and layout of the

of Operation. ESC have stated a disagreement with

former parkland to Hurts Hall and will be intrusive in

the Year 15 assessment and this is discussed in the

views toward Hurts Hall. They will also (to a lesser

following matter.

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 Il Hurts Hall and from the
setting of the Saxmundham Conservation Area.

Therefore, ESC considers that, irrespective of the

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.

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.—Fhis-demenstratesa
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3.3.2  Application Impacts on See Section 6.3.6 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. ESC considers The disagreement on the degree of impact at Hurts
Document designated heritage the landscape planting proposed to mitigate the harm to Hall at Year 15 of operation and at Hill Farmhouse is a
6.4.2.1 (B) ES assets Hurts Hall would not reduce the magnitude of the adverse disagreement in professional judgment and it was
Figures impact, and so the residual effect would be moderate acknowledged in ISH3 that an agreement is unlikely to
Suffolk adverse (significant). ESC also considers there would be a be reached between the Applicant and ESC on these
Landscape moderate adverse (significant) effect on Hill Farmhouse. This matters.
and Visual is a matter of professional disagreement and an agreement
Part1 of 7 is unlikely to be reached. Hurts Hall
submitted at . . . =
Deadline 7 ESC considers that the assessment of heritage impacts on
E— Hurts Hall and Hill Farmhouse should take into account the  Hall from the B1121 to the southwest of the asset was
Application Landscape Viewpoints — particularly Updated Landscape subject to summer and winter photography and
Document Viewpoint 2 [REP1-298] and Additional River Fromus photomontages were created to demonstrate the
6.4.2.1 ES Viewpoint B [REP1-300] for Hurts Hall, and Landscape appearance of the view at different stages of the site
Figures Viewpoint 5 [APP-209] for Hill Farmhouse. In relation to the  development and to demonstrate different options
Suffolk Applicant’s comment at Section 6.3.6.10 of [REP2-027]. ESC under consideration for the bridge design. These are
Landscape does not disagree with the statement that the Cultural provided in Application Document 6.4.2.1 ES (B)
and Visual Heritage Viewpoints are most relevant to the heritage Figures Suffolk Landscape and Visual Part 1 of 7
Part 2 of 7 assessment. However, ESC remains of the view that the submitted at Deadline 7 and Application Document
[APP-209] Landscape Viewpoints are also important, as they 6.4.2.1 ES Figures Suffolk Landscape and Visual
Abblication demonstrate that Hurts Hall is widely visible in the Part 2 of 7 [APP-209]. These detail the summer and
Document surrounding area, which is an aspect of its sefting that winter baseline situation, the situation following
9.48 River contributes to its S|qn|f|can.ce and it would be mlgleadlnq to removal of vegetation and introduction of the Fromus
_F'romus attempt to downgrade the importance of these views. %rosfsin br{_d e tr\]/vo 0 tions_ anclj thtg sit:ation ?t Y(ejar
.. . . , . of operation when screening planting has matured.
Visualisations ESC has reviewed the App_llcant S comments onits LIR These photomontaaes demonstrate that the proposed
Part1 of 3 [REP2-027] and strongly disagrees with the statement at =%Q=Lgscreenin lanting for the bridae. access and
[REP1-298; Section 6.3.6.9 that “views of the asset [Hill Farmhouse] in Scieening panting Tor e bAdJe, access and

Saxmundham Converter Station does not obscure this

the surrounding landscape are not a feature of its setting that view of the asset. Further visualisations have been
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REP1-299; contributes to significance”. As a historic farmhouse, the rural provided during DCO Examination (Application
REP1-300] agricultural setting of the listed building contributes to the Document 9.48 River Fromus Visualisations Part 1
. historic interest of the building, and the development will, if of 3 [REP1-298; REP1-299; REP1-300]) that

%Ec% permitted, undoubtedly detract from this setting. demonstrate different viewpoints in the vicinity of Hurts
9.90 _ ’ Plate A.1 in Appendix 1. to the Applicanfs comments [REP2- mzllFig?ntls st;[;’%tcllvee dvelz\i’(\;?]o;?]tg g;irgﬁigr? acr)r?tlé)onn]:/oerrter
Rttt e i Staon desin ht show howwihsensilv dasin and

- — : mitigation planting the impact of both features can be
‘ITMZ especially in winter. reduced. Cumulative visualisations towards Hurts Hall
%grn‘sq ESC notes that additional visualisations have been provided from the B1121 showing maximum extents and
Points from [REP4-086] which show illgstrativg | models of. the |IIustrgt|vel extents for Saxml_mdham Copverter Station
Combulson Saxmundham _Converter _Station _within _the maximum and LionLink Converter Station in combination have
_uAc Lisition parameter blocks represented by the Rochdale Envelope. also peer_1 submitted at Deadline 4 in AD,DendletO
_OI—Hearing 1 ESC has made its assessment of the impact on designated Application Document 9.90 Applicant’s Response

heritage assets on the basis of the maximum parameters (the to January Hearing Actions Points from
CAH1) and worst-case scenario) of the converter station, as the Compulsor_v_Acquis_ition Hearing 1 (CAH1) and
visualisations are only illustrative and not definitive at this Issue Specific Hearing 2 (ISH2) [PRE4-086].

Issue Specific

“(SB%ZI??P_ZREL stage. If the height, footprint and layout of the converter station The reduction in the residual significance of effect
086]. had been definitively agreed to be as shown on the illustrative reported in Section 3.11 of Application Document
model, then the visual impact on the setting of Hill Farmhouse 6.2.2.3 (B) Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 3 Cultural
Application could be assessed against these new details, which could lead Heritage [REP6-020] in relation to Hurts Hall as a
Document to a lower assessment of harm. result of the maturation of screening vegetation at Year
6.2.2.3 (B) 15 of Operation is mainly related to the success of
Part 2 Suffolk mitigation screening of the Fromus crossing and
Chapter 3 permanent access which soften the visual impact of
Cultural these features within the asset’s setting. The continued
Heritage visibility of the Converter Station, albeit improved by
[REP6-020] screening planting, is acknowledged in the residual
Application minor adverse significance of effect assessed at Hurts
Document Hall.
6.3.2.3.A ES
Appendix Hill Farmhouse
2.3.A Cultural The assessment of Hill Farmhouse presented in
Heritage Paragraph 3.9.117 of Application Document
Baseline 6.3.2.3.A ES Appendix 2.3.A Cultural Heritage
Report [APP- Baseline Report [APP-109] and the baseline
109] significance and setting assessment presented in
. Paragraphs 6.1.35-6.1.38 of Application Document
%E% 6.3.2.3.A ES Appendix 2.3.A Cultural Heritage

m Baseline Report [APP-109] include robust
- consideration of the degree to which the surrounding

ggﬁ agricultural landscape contribut'es t.o.the siq.n.ificance of
Cultural the asget anld the deq_ree to which it is sensmve_to
m Part V|.suall intrusion resulting from the Proposed Pr0|gct. It
2 of 2 [APP- highlights the enclosed nature of the asset's setting,
230] 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 Application Document 6.4.2.3 ES Figures Suffolk

Cultural Heritage Part 2 of 2 [APP-230] is taken from

the south of the asset looking north towards the

proposed Saxmundham Converter Station. This

demonstrates both the asset’s lack of visibly and the

lack of visibility of the Proposed Project which would sit
behind it in the view.

Cumulative illustrative visualisations at Viewpoint 5
have been produced in Appendix A of the Application
Document 9.90 Applicant’s Response to January
Hearing Actions Points from Compulsory
Acquisition Hearing 1 (CAH1) and Issue Specific
Hearing 2 (ISH2) [REP4-086]. These illustrate the
maximum parameters of the Suffolk Onshore Scheme
and LionLinkK in the vicinity of Hill Farmhouse.

‘Viewpoint 5 Heritage’ also extends the view in the
formal visualisation west to include the farmhouse. The
visualisations also show reasonable illustrative models
of both schemes in the same view, which are
significantly smaller than the maximum parameters.

This demonstrates how the Saxmundham Converter
Station, shown illustratively in dark green, can integrate
into the view. appearing as further agricultural
buildings of the same form as the existing modern
units. The summer and winter photography provided
also demonstrates how the farmhouse is entirely
screened by vegetation in the view in the summer.

3.3.3 Application Landscape planting See Section 6.3.8 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. and Agenda Additional wording on Adaptive Management was
Document ltem 9.5 of ESC’s ISH2 post-hearing submission [REP4-117]. provided at Deadline 6 as part of wider updates to the
7.5.7.1 (E) : . : : . oLEMP (see Application Document 7.5.7.1 (E)
QOutline Particularly |mportant will be the adoptpn of ?’” adaptive QOutline Landscape and Ecological Management
Landscape Iandscape mamtenance proqramme which will ensure that all Plan- Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7 for the latest
and neyv i)lantmq recelvzls the f;“r: reqluwed-tptroquarfnm; of lants version). This reflects the potential for the management
Ecological maintenance, reqaf ess of how long i laxes Tor the plants 1o period to be ‘paused’ or ‘accelerated’ for particular
Management successfully establish. ESC acknowledges thata planting as agreed with the local planning authority
Plan- Suffolk commitment to adaptive management has been included in potentially increasing the management period ‘
submitte_d at Egigk%??;gggsggg]e @Eﬁ EJ%OAZ?'gzla“ﬂ:?jgzn;zgtrs\llzg in timeframe. The Applicant has amended Requirement 6
Deadline 7 the final LEMP throuah a discharde of Requirement 6 of the of the draft DCO as far as is considered appropriate.
Application dDCO. ESC will expect that, as part of this programme,

Document where trees must be replaced due to failed establishment,
9.90 (A) the clock will reset and the committed maintenance period
Applicant’s will also apply to the new planting. ESC acknowledges the

Response to
Action Points

from

Compulsory
Acquisition
Hearing 1

addition of paragraph 7.3.5 to the OLEMP at Deadline 6
[REP6-078]. which secures the ‘pausing’ of establishment
maintenance periods to be agreed with the local planning
authority. Whilst this is welcomed by ESC. ESC continues to
request amendments to Requirement 6 of the draft DCO to

secure this, which is the correct and appropriate way to
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(CAH1) and

Issue Specific

Hearing 2
(ISH2) [REP4-

086]

Application
Document

9.35.2
Applicant's
Comments on
Local Impact

Report from
East Suffolk

Council

[REP2-027]

resolve this issue, with proposed wording provided in Table
3.12 below.

ESC will also expect the Applicant to undertake early
planting around the converter station site at Saxmundham

Advance planting as identified in the oLEMP
(Application Document 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline

ahead of construction commencing. ESC notes that the
Applicant has amended the OLEMP so that it ho longer
commits to advance planting prior to construction where
planting areas do not conflict with construction compounds

Landscape and Ecological Management Plan
Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7) will be undertaken

during construction and in advance of operation. It is
not a watering down by the Applicant of its previous

and activities, and instead only commits to this planting in

commitments to advance planting, as the commitment

advance of operation (Para 5.8.1 of [REP4-066]). ESC is

remains that advance planting will be undertaken

extremely concerned by this as it appears to be a significant

during construction where planting areas do not

watering down by the Applicant of its previous commitments

conflict with construction compounds and activities.

to advance planting. The Applicant’s assertion that this is not

This will enable the early establishment of plants

a watering down of its previous commitments is clearly
incorrect and rejected in that it states that “the commitment

before remaining areas are planted once construction
is complete.

remains that advance planting will be undertaken during
construction where planting areas do not confiict with
construction compounds and activities” (see Applicant’s
response to ExQ3 3LVIA1 [REP6-111]); the commitment was

previously made for advanced planting to take place ‘prior to
construction commencing’ and the Applicant has reneged on
that commitment through amendments made to the OLEMP
at Deadline 4. The Applicant’s proposed approach is no
longer in line with other projects in the District, and it fails to
commit to the widely-accepted standard practice of pre-
commencement planting where at all possible.

ESC is not clear as to the Applicant’s reasoning for its
resistance to committing to pre-commencement planting.
Whilst it originally stated in response to ISH2 supplementary
agenda additional question ISH2.022 that ‘undertaking early
planting in the pre-commencement phase of the Proposed
Project would not be appropriate as this could prevent
essential surveys or activity that the contractor will need to

Advance planting cannot be added to the list of pre-
commencement works because the Applicant cannot
undertake advance planting during this period. Adding
it to the list of pre-commencement works could be seen

as deliberately misleading in this context. The reasons
why advance planting cannot be undertaken as a pre-
commencement activity are set out below.

The criticality of the programme for the Proposed
Project, means that the Applicant would aim for the
pre-commencement period to be as short as possible.
The purpose of pre-commencement works is to enable
some initial, low impact operations to begin in advance
of discharge of significant documents for approval, in
particular, under Requirement 6. Introducing an
approval into the pre-commencement period would
work against a key purpose of pre-commencement
works.

The landscape proposals are intended to be developed

carry out prior to construction’, it has since stated in
response to ExQ3 3LVIA1 that it is the criticality of the
programme and the delays that would be created by an
approval process that are the issue.

If it is the former, ESC has previously stated that it considers
that the caveat ‘where planting areas do not conflict with
construction compounds and activities’ should provide
adequate safeguards against any instances of pre-
commencement planting interfering with works (noting that
the Applicant failed to adequately address this point, in
ESC’s view, in response to ExQ3 3LVIA1). Ifitis the latter,
ESC does not accept this as an adequate justification, noting
that, for East Anglia ONE North and East Anglia TWO, ‘early
planting of landscape works’ was included in the list of pre-

commencement ‘onshore preparation works’ for which
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holistically for each stage of the Proposed Project in
the final LEMP to be discharged as part of
Requirement 6. Any planting in advance of operation
would be most appropriately set out and discharged as
part of this document. The final LEMP will be
developed and informed by detailed designs and
additional survey; some of which would be carried out
during the pre-commencement period.
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approval of an onshore preparation works management plan
was required prior to those preparation works commencing.

ESC strongly supports the ExA’s suggestion for advance
mitigation planting to be added to pre-commencement
operations in Article 2 of the dDCO, with a requirement that
pre-commencement operations cannot be carried out until
details of advance planting are approved with a timetable for
their implementation. ESC has suggested the following
Requirement wording:

Advanced planting

(1) No works, including pre-commencement operations,
may commence until details of advanced planting
have been submitted to and approved by the relevant
planning authority, including a timetable for their
implementation.

The Applicant states in its response to ESC’s LIR [REP2- The response regarding ‘Area A’ is acknowledged.
027] that additional Dlantinq in Area B shown on Fiqure 2 of The Appncant’s position reqardinq these additional
ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] ‘would entirely enclose views alohg areas of mitigation planting is set out within AP39
the existing Public Right of Way (PRoW) and restrict views t0 contained in Application Document 9.90 (A)

the wider landscape’. ESC considers that enclosed views Applicant’s Response to Action Points from
would be preferable to a PRoW user than a wide view of a Compulsory Acquisition Hearing 1 (CAH1) and
landscape in which the converter station would be the focus. |ssue Specific Hearing 2 (ISH2) [REP4-086].
and so continues to request that the Applicant proposes
additional planting in Area B.

With regard to ‘Area B’, the Applicant disagrees that
enclosed views would be preferable to wider views of
ESC notes the Applicant’s proposal to plant tree belts along the landscape. The Applicant queries whether ESC
the B1119 to achieve enhanced screening. ESC previously —mean Fristonmoor Lane or another location as it is not
advised in Paragraph 6.3.8.9 of its LIR [REP1-128] that such considered that this location is related to ‘Area B’

tree belts need to be at least 15m_ if not 20m_ wide to be fully The Applicant maintains the position that additional
effective. ESC understands from Figure 2 Saxmundham planting along the B1119 is not necessary for essential
Converter Station lllustrative Cross Sections (Sheet 3 of 3) of mitigation as it is unlikely, in addition to the proposed
the OLEMP submitted at Deadline 4 [REP4-065] that the tree landscape planting (hedgerow. tree planting and

belts are proposed to be 8.5m wide. ESC therefore considers woodland planting). to reduce the magnitude and

that this is too narrow to be fully effective and remains of the significance of effects on landscape and visual

view that the Applicant has missed an opportunity to increase receptors. The widening of the Order Limits associated

the Order Limits south of the B1119 via Change 5 of its with Change Request 1 provided the opportunity to
Change Request 1 to accommodate a wider tree belt. ESC incorporate additional planting within the Order Limits
notes that the Applicant has failed, and now missed the along part of the B1119 following stakeholder requests.
opportunity, to amend the Order Limits to address this, The 8.5 m depth of woodland planting is considered to
despite the obvious detrimental impact that will now be represent an additional, strengthening of the layered

caused to the local community. This is another example of vegetation network of the surrounding landscape and

the Applicant’s refusal to genuinely attempt to mitigate, and is comparable in width to other belts of planting in the
where not possible compensate, for the damaage it will be local landscape.

causing if consent is granted.

ESC disagrees with the Applicant’s Year 15 assessment for The Applicant’s position remains as identified in the
Viewpoint 21. In Section 6.3.8.4 of its comments on ESC’s response to the Local Impact Report within
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LIR [REP2-027], the Applicant states that it is considered that Application Document 9.35.2 Applicant's

the major adverse (significant) effect reported at Year 1 of Comments on Local Impact Report from East
operation would be reduced as a result of the landscape Suffolk Council [REP2-027] that the Year 15
planting proposals maturing. As stated in Paragraph 7.1.4 of assessment would reduce to ‘moderate adverse’. The
ESC’s LIR [REP1-128], realistic anticipated growth rates for matured proposed planting would screen parts and
new planting in East Suffolk are an essential factor informing soften views towards the Proposed Project, as shown
the Landscape and Visual Assessment. ESC maintains that in the lllustrative Visualisation for Viewpoint 21

erratic and unpredictable rain fall patterns can be a very submitted at Deadline 6 in response to 3LVIA4. The
limiting factor in successfully establishing new tree and shrub position on this assessment was also reaffirmed within
planting in this region. ESC considers that the Year 15 AP39 contained in Application Document 9.90 (A)
assessment for Viewpoint 21 would be major adverse, as Applicant’s Response to Action Points from

unless the mitigation planting establishes very quickly, ESC Compulsory Acquisition Hearing 1 (CAH1) and
does not consider that it will lessen the effect to moderate Issue Specific Hearing 2 (ISH2) [REP4-086].

adverse by Year 15. Regarding additional mitigation planting. the

For Viewpoints 4, 5. 20 and 21, ESC notes that there are Applicant’s position on the provision of additional
limited opportunities for additional mitigation planting given ~ Mitigation planting is set out with respect to specific
the area of land available. but is strongly of the view that the YI€wpoints discussed within ISH2 including viewpoints
Applicant could have included more land within the Order 4.5, 20 an’d 21 within Application Document 9.90 (A)
Limits to allow for planting closer to the receptor. This would ARRlicant's Response to Action Points from

have achieved enhanced screening compared to what is now Sempulsory Acquisition Hearing 1 (CAH1) and
proposed. namely only planting around the converter station 1SSu€ Specific Hearing 2 (ISH2) [REP4-086].

itself. ESC notes, with regret, that the Applicant is unlikely to

amend the Order Limits to address this at this stage.

3.34 Application Impacts on Veteran trees along the River Fromus have been avoided. The Applicant has responded to the concerns
Document woodland The veteran Horse Chestnut is being given a 40 m wide regarding Article 51 in Application Document 9.123.1
9.123.1 (B) vegetation berth and other veteran trees near the Fromus crossing have (B) Applicant's Responses to Second Written
Applicant's been avoided and will be protected during construction. Questions [REP6-102]. See also Application
Responses to . . Document 9.149 Applicant’s Comments on Other
Second ESC raised concerns In response _to ExQ2 2GEN14 [_REPE" Submissions Received at Deadline 6 submitted at
Written 189] that Requirement 8 only applies to the construction Deadline 7.

Questions Er;?se afnd ?o would not_ pr?;/ide acl;v protections over the t -

TOEDE 4600 elling of veteran or ancient trees during pre-commencement.

[REP6-102] ESC understands that REAC measure A05 commits the
undertaker to retain all veteran and ancient trees within or
immediately adjacent to the Order Limits except where works
are required due to trees posing a safety risk (noting that
REAC commitment A02 commits to details being agreed in
advance with the relevant local planning authority in such
cases). Whilst ESC acknowledges these measures, for the
avoidance of doubt, ESC would welcome changes to Article
51 of the draft DCO to make it clear that Article 51 powers do
not apply to ancient and veteran trees.

335 NIA Design As discussed in ESC'’s response to Question 1GEN47 of The Applicant has further amended Requirement 3(3)
ExQ1 [REP3-085], ESC requires that comprehensive and at Deadline 7 to specify that the ‘design, layout, scale
detailed provision is included within the DCO. via a and external appearance’ of the bridge are to be
Requirement, to ensure that the proposed Fromus Bridge approved. The Applicant had intended the word

design is submitted to and approved by ESC’s Design team ‘design’ to be a holistic term to mean these aspects of
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(in consultation with relevant stakeholders such as the the bridge as the layout, scale and external
relevant Highways Authority) before any works on the bridge appearance are part of the design. However, the
can commence. wording has been amended to make this explicit in line
. . . ) with ESC'’s request in the hope this could now be
ESC, in collaboration with SCC, has proposed revised aqreed.

wording for Requirement 3 of the draft DCO which can be
found in ESC'’s response to ExQ3 3GENS8 [REP6-261]. The final wording of Requirement 3(3) submitted at
Deadline 7 states:

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

(a) Development of the bridge crossing of the River
‘Development of the bridge crossing of the River Fromus (part of Work No. 3a) must not commence until
Fromus (part of Work No. 3a) must not commence details of the design, layout, scale and external

until details of the design of the bridge have been appearance of the bridge have been submitted to and
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning approved by the relevant planning authority, following
authority, following consultation with the Environment consultation with the Environment Agency and Suffolk
Agency.’ County Council.

This has removed the requirement that details of the layout  (b) The bridge over the River Fromus should be

and scale of the bridge have to be submitted to the relevant designed in accordance with the following parameters:
planning authority. Layout and scale should be reintroduced
into Requirement 3(3).

(i) the bridge shall not have a soffit height lower than
10.49 m Above Ordnance Datum (approximately 4m
Given ESC'’s concerns (as set out in the first row of this above the Q95 flow level);

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,

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

whilst ESC acknowledges that the current drafting of (iii) the bridge shall not have a deck width greater than
Requirement 3 is a significant improvement on previous 6m.
iterations, ESC is not wholly satisfied. o

(c) The design details submitted under (a) must be
ESC acknowledges that the Applicant has suggested that accompanied by a technical statement demonstrating
information submitted at Deadline 7 could address ESC’s how, recognising the minimum size parameters in sub-
concerns but given this has not been formally submitted into  paragraph (b)(i) and (i), the Applicant has sought to
the Examination at the time of writing and ESC have not reduce the scale of the bridge, having and achieve
been able to review it, this matter remains ‘not agreed’. 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 CHO2.

(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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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 and downstream of

the Fromus crossing for a period of five years following
completion of the construction of the Fromus crossing.

(ii) Principles of the contingency monetary fund set out
in (e) and criteria for when provision of the fund would

be triggered.

(e) Following receipt and review of the monitoring
results under (d)(i), should the criteria in (d)(ii) be
exceeded, then a contingency fund would be provided
to fund measures to encourage the passage of macro
invertebrates around the Fromus crossing and/or
enhancement of Water Framework Directive
invertebrate habitat upstream of the Fromus crossing.
This would be secured via an appropriate leqgal

agreement.

(f) The development shall be carried out in accordance
with the details approved by the relevant planning
authority further to sub-paragraph (3)(a).

The Applicant’s view is that there is not a substantial
difference between ESC and the Applicant on this
issue, but agreement could not be reached before
Deadline 7.

3.3.6 N/A Operational noise = See Section 6.3.7 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] and Ref D5.3.06 Noise limits, design principles. subsequent provision of
in ESC’s Deadline 5 PADSS [REP5-184] for further context. noise assessments detailed mitigation during detailed

ESC ) it . ting | Isto b d at design phases, and post construction monitoring
requires appropriate noise rating levels 1o be agreed a programme were discussed during a tripartite meeting

e e o o e Bior o Doadline 6, wih measures nfoduced a
least 5dB below background should be the target. If this is Deadline 6 and further al Deadline 7 (aiven thal the
not possible then the Applicant nheeds to propose an
operational noise rating level that is the lowest that can
reasonably be achieved but with full justification as to why
that is the case. The noise limits set out in the noise and vibration
commitments in the Register of Environmental
Commitments and Actions (Application Document
9.84 (E) Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC) submitted at Deadline 7) are
based on not only achieving operational noise levels
below that where a significant effect would occur; this
includes a noise level of 34dB at noise sensitive
receptors for the converter stations (and Minster

meeting occurred shortly before Deadline 6 so there
was insufficient time for the governance required for all
amendments at Deadline 6).

ESC also requires demonstration that this limit satisfies
relevant national policy in terms of significance of impact. For
the avoidance of doubt, ESC considers NPS EN1 to be the
relevant policy. With respect to significance of impact, a
relevant LOAEL and SOAEL should be considered; all other
currently consented and proposed comparable projects
(EA1IN, EA2 LionLink) have stated that LOAEL and SOAEL
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accord with BS4142 Significance criteria (>+5dB indicative of Substation) which is secured by commitment NV11;
adverse effect and therefore the LOAEL, and >+10dB and formerly a commitment to 5dB below background
indicative of Significant Adverse and therefore the SOAEL). noise levels. Following discussions with ESC, the
ESC considers this the appropriate test in this case, Applicant has amended NV12 to provide maximum
notwithstanding the aspiration for the -5dB rating level on noise limits for noise sensitive receptors near Friston
background. Substation, including 22dB for two properties and 21dB
Notwithstanding the above ESC require a firm and atanother.
enforceable commitment to reduce the operational noise The Applicant has also gone further by committing to
level further at detailed design stage if it is reasonably achieving noise levels that are as ‘low as reasonably
possible to do so. Furthermore, the project should possible’ at noise sensitive receptors beyond the limits
demonstrate that this can or cannot be achieved with robust described above. The Applicant considers that these
justification at the appropriate stage. 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 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]. All commitments above are secured in Section 1 of the

. . o . ) REAC, which is firmly secured by Requirement 5 on
ESC has reviewed the Applicant's ‘Operational Noise Levels the draft DCO (Application Document 3.1 (J) draft

— Technical Note’ [REP6-128]. Whilst ESC considers that the Development Consent Order (DCO) submitted at
Applicant has considered a number of relevant matters, the Deadline 7)., providing commitment that already meet
technical note does not address all of ESCs concerns. ESC ESC’s requi’rements of being secure and enforceable.
does not agree with the Applicant’s assertion in Paragraph The Applicant disagrees that these commitments need
1.1.2 of the Technical Note that the note ‘encapsulate[s] the to be in requirements to be firmly secured and
discussion between the parties present during the [tripartite] considers the nature of the wording of the

meeting before Deadline 6. commitments is more appropriate for the REAC.

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 9" 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 ‘Prior to the commencement of operation at
disappointing to see that no operational noise DCO Saxmundham Converter Station operational noise
Requirement has been forthcoming. 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
fo 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

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 NVO7 in the Application Document 9.84
(E) Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC) submitted at Deadline 7 that
states:

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
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below background sound level is “far below what is
reasonable to secure”. The Applicant has failed to confirm

from the operation of the substation have been
mitigated to be as low as reasonably practicable. The

and fully justify that the proposed 34 dB operational noise

assessments shall include details of all mitigation

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 qreater this difference, the greater

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

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.

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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ESC seeks only to ensure that, should the project be
consented by the Secretary of State, the highest reasonable
standards of protection for local residents are secured in
what is accepted to be an area with very low background
sound levels and a rural residential character. ESC therefore
considers it essential for the Applicant to consider noise as a
critical design requirement and do its absolute utmost to
reduce the operational noise level further at detailed design
stage, a commitment which ESC’s proposed operational
noise Requirement would secure. Noting, as set out above,
that not all of ESC’s concerns have been addressed in the
Applicant’s Deadline 6 Operational Noise Technical Note,
ESC considers this matter is not agreed. ESC refutes the
Applicant’s suggestion in this SoCG (as drafted at the time of
writing) that ‘Noise limits, design principles, subsequent
provision of noise assessments detailed mitigation during
detailed design phases, and post construction monitoring
programme has been agreed at Deadline 6.

3.3.7 N/A The use of Benhall See Paragraph 6.3.11.12 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. The Applicant acknowledges that there is currently a
Railway Bridge on 46 tonne (STGO 1) weight limit on the Benhall Railway

the B1121 for ES.C has CONCEMS regarding the proposed — of B'enhall Bridge, which therefore makes the bridge suitable for
Railway Bridge for access to the converter station site. The the vast majority of the Applicant's proposed

bridge has a we'iqht restriction of approximately 46 tonnes, construction traffic. The benefit of using this access for
site, including and ts)oéhe /fl\gppl‘lgant halslp qup'o.sbeld }_O an(ilrﬁft an t the majority of construction traffic is that it limits the
construction of an ~ 2¥ErRridge for Abnormal 'ndivisible Loa HOVEMEHES. impact of that traffic due to it representing the shortest

overbridge. ESC defers to SCC but will expect to be fully consulted on  distance to the primary highway network, reducing
this element on the Project considering the genuine concerns Qverall journey times.
of the local community as well as the practicality.

access to the
converter station

Only a limited number of vehicles over 46 tonnes will
be required, with the contractors aware of the weight
limit and able to plan the works with that access
constraint in mind. There are a limited number of
vehicles including piling rigs, cranes and transformer
delivery vehicles that would be greater than 46 tonnes
and would need either mitigation at the Benhall

Railway Bridge or use of an alternative access route.

The Applicant agrees with SCC that the preferred
option for access of the limited number of vehicles over
46 tonnes is to undertake remedial works to the bridge
where those works are determined to be proportionate
and practicable, considering the Proposed Project
programme and any requirements of SCC and Network
Rail that may emerge.

To progress this preferred option the Applicant is
working with SCC and Network Rail to undertake a
structural survey of the bridge to inform the scope of
the remediation works required. The survey works will
now not be undertaken until post examination. An
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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 BMO4. This route is part of the confirmed AlL
access route to be used by SPR under the DCO
consent for EATN and EA2 windfarms.

SCC have raised concerns over structures on the A12
and along the SPR proposed AlL 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.
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Paragraph 6.3.8.9 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. the-The Applicant maintains the position that the additional

planting requested by ESC, along the B1119 is hot nhecessary
for essential mitigation as it is unlikely. in addition to the
proposed landscape planting (hedgerow and trees along the

ESC has raised concerns about the size of the Order Limits to the
north of the converter station site and whether they are sufficiently
sized to accommodate the necessary mitigation planting along the B1119 and woodland around the Converter Station). to reduce

B1119. the magnitude and significance of effects on landscape and

ESC previously noted in Paragraph 6.3.8.9 of its LIR [REP1-128] visual receptors.

that tree belts need to be at least 15m. if not 20m, wide to be fully =~ The widening of the Order Limits associated with Change
effective, but Figure 2 Saxmundham Converter Station lllustrative Request 1 provided the opportunity to incorporate additional
Cross Sections (Sheet 3 of 3) of the OLEMP submitted at Deadline planting within the Order Limits along part of the B1119

4 [REP4-065] shows that the tree belt along the B1119 is proposed following stakeholder requests. The 8.5 m depth of woodland
to be only 8.5m wide. ESC considers this to be further evidence that planting is considered to represent an additional strengthening
the Applicant has missed an opportunity to expand the Order Limits of the layered vegetation network of the surrounding landscape
in this area to accommodate enhanced tree planting. and is comparable in width to other belts of planting in the local

landscape.

This is a point that has been raised on humerous occasions by ESC

but has been ignored by the Appllcant SM
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Table 1.3 Construction Working Hours
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The Applicant Current Position

RR3.5.1 Thers-are Core working hours
SRs s
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‘ .

aspecisin
SRESEaRe
terms
assockatedwith
theprobesed
BVDC cable
route—His
inevitable-that
et been-considered-withinthe-See Section 7.4.2 of ESC'’s
e LIR [REP1-128].

bl The proposed 7 days a week working are considered
installati I unacceptable by ESC. This is due to significant
" iated concerns regarding the lack of respite impacting local
haul il residents’ mental health and wellbeing (particularly
lead-to-adverse given the number of projects in the District), impacts on
. : 9 socio-economic activity and East Suffolk’s tourism
fabric of i industry, and noise and vibration impacts in a noise
land . sensitive area. ESC rejects the Applicant’s suggestion
I : o in its comments on ESC’s LIR [REP2-027] that the
sectione-of field identification of Sea Link as critical for the achievement
: I of the Clean Power 2030 target justifies the
hed I unacceptable disruption and lack of respite for East
| | Suffolk’s communities that would be caused by the

14 bt ’ proposed working hours.
recoghised-that ESC considers that the Applicant’s core working hours,
to-varyihg as currently proposed, fail to adequately ‘mitigate and
degreesthese minimise’ the adverse health and wellbeing effects of
are-arger-ota project construction in line with national policy (NPS
temperary . EN-1). Reduced core working hours are an
Rature—This exceptionally important mitigation measure in helping
vegetation to satisfy Paragraph 5.12.17 of NPS EN-1.
remevabouid-
howeverbe In addition, operations allowed outside the core
oceurring-in working hours as proposed in the draft Requirements
addition-to-the of the DCO are too wide in scope as they effectively
clearance-works allow working to continue outside core working hours,
that have and could have impacts in terms of noise and vibration,
already-taken dust, light and other environmental impacts. The
olace-in-the Applicant suggests that the list of exceptions to
district-as-part working hours in the DCO is comparable to those for
of other NSIR EA1N and EA2 [REP2-027]. ESC disagrees and
projects- maintains its view that the scope of exceptions to the
including core working hours is too broad in the Sea Link draft
Sizewell G DCO. ESC has been consistently requesting further
L. justification for each of the individual exceptions, but

%%(% the Applicant has failed to provide this.
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The Applicant Current Position Status

Documents

7.5.3 (E)

Outline
Construction
Environmental
Management
Plan submitted
at Deadline 7

Application
Document 9.84
(E) Register of
Environmental
Actions and
Commitments
(REAC)
submitted at
Deadline 7

Whilst ESC acknowledges that the Applicant has nhow
excluded Bank Holidays from its core working hours for

the Suffolk converter station (Work No. 3B). this does
not go far enough. ESC requires Saturday afternoons,

Sundays and Bank Holidays to be removed from the
core working hours for all works other than those listed

in Paragraph (4) of Requirement 7 (notwithstanding
ESC'’s view that the scope of this paragraph is too
wide). This would align with the working hours
previously examined and agreed for other associated
and consented NSIPs. namely SPR’s EA1N/EA2
consents. Operations outside of core working hours
must be restricted unless otherwise approved by ESC
as responsible local planning authority.

ESC notes that other NSIPs in East Suffolk have
mechanisms to request working outside of permitted
hours. ESC will support this where the need has been
justified. ESC would suggest a similar mechanism be
employed in the case of Sea Link. Justification of
working in these circumstances is a vital step in
determining Best Practicable Means. in that it should
always be a case that intrusive works can only take
place at that time and cannot reasonably be
undertaken at a less sensitive time. ESC does not
consider the Applicant’s justification for not pursuing
this approach in its comments on ESC’s LIR [REP2-
027] satisfactory.

ESC has proposed, following discussions with the
other Councils, revised wording for Requirement 7 in
response to ISH3 Action Point 1 [REP6-161]. ESC is
also requesting further justification for each of the
individual exceptions, which it considers has not vet
been adequately provided by the Applicant. Therefore,

whilst the list of exceptions proposed by the Applicant
has been retained in ESC’s suggested Requirement
wording below, ESC will require justification for the
extent of these exceptions, and ESC reserves the right

to amend its suggested wording in light of any
justification which might be provided. Lanrdsecape-and

e e
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3.5.2 N/A Working See Section 7.4.2 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] and ESC’s ISH2 post-hearing
hours - submission [REP4-119].
coordination

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 enerqy 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.
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Table 1.4 Friston Substation

e ApplicantsrespenseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Ref pon representationDescription

nt

2R

10

-
—
(7]

RR3.6.1 Legacy benefits
associated with reduction

in flood risk

BETEERTR

N/A

>

The Applicant has embedded robust
measures and controls within the
design of the Proposed Project to

e e e ane e e SR s = EA e o g =5 ensure no contribution to flood risk in

projests-Section 6.5.5 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. the village of Friston during
construction of the Proposed Project
and over its operational lifetime,
inclusive of resilience to the predicted
impacts of climate change. The

The existing watercourse in proximity to Friston Substation and the
village experiences well known and regular problems due to silting
and lack of maintenance. This presents an opportunity for the
Applicant and other project promoters to plan and implement a
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solution benefiting the local community over and above the needs of Sustainable Drainage systems that will
the NSIP projects within the area. ESC accepts that the wider serve the Proposed Project will capture
watercourse maintenance issue extends beyond the order limits for  rainfall runoff, storing and treating it,
the project. ESC has raised this matter more than once with the prior to release back to the local water
Applicant in project meetings (and with NGV regarding LionLink) as it environment, with runoff during events
presents a valuable opportunity for developers to implement a much- inclusive of the 1% annual exceedance
needed legacy benefit within the village of Friston. 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

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 Proposed Project does not rely on for
accegtable ln Ardar ta anciira tho dalivary Af anad Aacian in tandam dralnaqe 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
consultees-which-includes-the-relevant-town-and-parish-councils- concerns raised by local stakeholders

and has amended the drainage
strateqy 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.
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The Applicant welcomes ESC’s
agreement that noise levels are and the
wording of commitments are agreed.
As discussed extensively with ESC, it is
not necessary for all commitments in
the REAC to be also or alternatively
secured in DCO requirements as the
REAC is secured by Requirement 5 in
the draft DCO (Application Document
3.1).

Bl 00 EEo—loedscnns
Shernee A
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Operational noise inresidual-adverseeffects-itis
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SH“.GIIE (-Qle‘ an- *.S 95. L '“IHS_”IeIe
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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Rel
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R

RIS

The Applicant Current Position

Status

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 EATN 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

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link

48
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Ref pon representationDescription
den of Matter

wording for an operational noise DCO
Reqguirement in response to ISH3
Action Point 1, and the EXA has since
included this in its schedule of changes
to the draft DCO. Therefore, whilst the
proposed operational noise limit is
agreed, the method of securing it
remains ‘not agreed’ Nateral-ard

: 7
' ant_ul ' EEI lgllg‘j: - lsls_ts gl o “'Ellt | e
. :
aleulneléa eeeldul:ated l;anelseapeéaes'lgn
. ble the functi ﬁ y
I o : ntained.
Table 1.5 Project-wide: Socio-economics, leisure and tourism
PINS-Ref e e ApplicantsresponseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
FhemeRelevant representationDescription
Application of Matter
Documents

RR3.7.1 Smesss e Baseline conditions and Ihe—pfepesed—aeeess—éthe—westem—aeeess)—s
proposed request for ongoing ppefe#ed—fer—the-Fease-ns-set—eeMQ-pa;ag;aphs
monitoring
ionCl 3 Main Al ’
e e e R A=t
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FhemeRelevant  representationDescription

Application of Matter

Documents

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

Sofeoe

issues-Application . ) )
Document 9.84 The impacts resulting from the many major

(E) Redister of infrastructure developments facing East Suffolk
Environmental means that it is difficult to predict future baseline
Actions and conditions out to 2031 with any deqgree of
Commitments accuracy. Equally, it is difficult to disaggregate
(REAC) submitted certain impacts of the proposed Sea Link project
at Deadline 7 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:

e Toreview 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.

e 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 SEO05 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
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Application
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representationDescription
of Matter

BRR

in this regard is provided in response to ISH3
Action Point 1.

Finally, ESC welcomes the Applicant’s

commitment to a Social Value Strategy in REAC
measure SE06. However, there remains a
continued lack of detail within the commitment.
Notwithstanding ESC’s concerns about the
content of the Applicant’s Skills, Supply Chain and

Employment Plan (as set out in the ‘Potential for
beneficial socio-economic impacts’ row below),
ESC considers that, when approved, the Plan
would be a useful addition in support of REAC
commitment SEQ06.

ESC is therefore not satisfied that the Applicant
has adequately addressed its requests for an
updated baseline assessment pre-
commencement, and for ongoing monitoring of
socio-economic receptors. These matters
therefore remain ‘not agreed’.

The Applicant Current Position

Status
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RR

RR3.7.2 ESGC—Ilmpacteon Assessment methodology B e
s
AreasApplication
Document 9.40
Visitor and
Tourism
Assessment
Technical Note —

Suffolk [REP3-065] memased—eens#ueﬂen—aeﬁaaty—and—asseena&ed—vege&aﬂen baselme—seeﬁen—ef—ﬂm—landseape—and—w&e#ehapta

Area-See Section 7.8.7 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. within-the-landscape-assessment-appendix
ESC considers that the assessment methodology used is (APPHeation-Document-6-3-21-CES-Appendix
insufficient and fails to account for the complexities and = -c-=andscape-Designation-and-Landscape

interdependency of socioeconomic receptors in a
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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 assessment—The Applicant has provided a 500 m
contribute towards a successful visitor economy. These buffer to capture tourism receptors but has also

include a mix of tangible assets such as local identified and assessed receptors beyond 500 m
infrastructure, attractions, accommodation, and which have the potential to be impacted.
amenities; as well as intangible assets such as the The bed and breakfast receptor has been assessed

perception and reputation of a destination; all of which as not significantly affected by the Suffolk Onshore
contribute to the overall visitor experience. Collectively, Scheme.

these factors are indicators of system health and should The Applicant’s socio-economic, recreation and

be measured and evaluated during the construction tourism assessment concludes that the Suffolk
period, and into the operational period. ESC Onshore Scheme would not result in significant
recommends a broader and more comprehensive adverse residual effects on tourism or the visitor

approach to monitoring impacts on the visitor economy. economy. Additional evidence was submitted at
One that extends research methodologies beyond desk- peadline 3 through the Visitor and Tourism

based assessments and draws on mixed methodologies Assessment Technical Notes for Suffolk (Application
such as surveys, interviews, and other primary data to Document 9.40 Visitor and Tourism Assessment
understand the key strengths, vulnerabilities, and health Technical Note — Suffolk [REP3-065]). The

of the visitor economy. ESC has demonstrated its Applicant reviewed evidence from comparable NSIPs,
willingness to work with the Applicant and develop including Sizewell C, Bramford to Twinstead and East
appropriate assessment methodologies. Anglia ONE North and TWO Offshore Windfarms.

ESC maintains its view that the Applicant has failed to These projects adopted comparable methodologies

recognise the visitor economy as a complex system, and 2nd the Technical Note concluded that material

ESC therefore remains concerned about the Applicant’s Impacts on the tourism sector or on visitor numbers

assessment. 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-isfocussed
| hi . f tha ridaoli I I
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RR3.7.3 ESG—Application Potential for beneficial socio-
Document 9.120 economic impacts
Detailed Skills

————————

Supply Change
and Employment
Plan [REP6-

S besgh o
Heosms

- o .

potential for beneficial socio-economic impacts are

recognised by ESC, but these benefits can only be
maximised through the design and delivery of
appropriate initiatives that support skills, employment,
and supply chain opportunities.

Throughout the Examination, ESC has been requesting

Sedhde s Conseryaton-Adea

The Applicant has prepared Application Document
9.120 Detailed Skills, Supply Change and
Employment Plan [REP6-101].

In addition, the response to 3SERT1 (within
Application Document 9.136: Applicant’s
Responses to Third Written Questions [REP6-111])
provides the Applicant’s response to SCC’s suggested
DCO requirement for a Skills and Employment Plan,

The Applicant presented the plan to ESC and
subsequent comments on 8 April 2026 were received.
These were reviewed and where possible

that the Applicant prepares an Employment and Skills

incorporated into the plan.

Plan to support outreach to schools, apprenticeships and

local employment either directly or indirectly on the
Suffolk Onshore Scheme, and a Supply Chain Plan to
help local businesses identify opportunities for gaining
contracts within the supply chain during the construction,
operation, and decommissioning phases of the Suffolk
Onshore Scheme.

ESC notes that the Applicant has prepared a Skills,
Supply Chain, and Employment Plan (SSCEP) [REP6-

The plan does not represent mitigation of any effects
and is a plan to help maximise the positive gain for the
local community. Therefore, it is felt that a detailed
plan, presenting how the Proposed Project will
integrate with existing programmes, rather than create
new standalone initiatives is appropriate.

The actions have been developed to reflect the likely
economic impacts and are proportionate to the scale

of employment anticipated to be created and aligned

101]. ESC provided comments on the Applicant’s draft

with wider regional activity.

SSCEP in response to ISH3 Action Point 27 [REP6-161].

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link

57




RINS-Ref Sespocdons Eressgssiofys g ApplicantsresponseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
FhemeRelevant representationDescription

Application of Matter

Documents
From ESC’s reading of the SSCEP submitted into the The Applicant has numerous existing activities across
Examination at Deadline 6. it appears to be largely skills, employment and the supply chain so
unchanged from the draft sent to ESC and SCC (‘the demonstrate the strong social value initiatives and

Councils’) on 19t March, despite the Councils providing impacts. There are opportunities to deploy these
feedback on 8™ April. The SSCEP falls significantly short existing activities locally. for the benefit of local

of the Councils’ expectations. Unless the Plan is businesses, employees, communities and residents.
amended to the Councils’ satisfaction such that it can be 1o support this the Applicant has included the
secured under the DCO as an outline plan. with a commitment on social value (SE06) (see Application
detailed plan to be approved post-consent through a Document 9.84 (E) Register of Environmental
requirement discharge, it is suggested that a Actions and Commitments (REAC) submitted at

Requirement such as that proposed by Suffolk County Deadline 7) stating the Applicant (including the
Council in its response to ExQ2 2CEInter1 (Daqe 64 of Contractors) will deve|0p and imp|ement a Social

[REP5-204]) should be added to the draft DCO. Value strategy. As the Proposed Project develops. this

WI|| be shared Wlth ESC A-Fem

RR3.7.4 e Fre-wosterr-accessalse JTheo-concerrs+raised-by-the-Counciregardingthe The Applicant’s socio-economic, recreation and
e Setosondecospuinoo ool e e e e tourism assessment concludes that the Suffolk
D o L sotcerne g caperally padt ofbee conogce racts o bos convaray stadoe Onshore Scheme would not result in significant inter-
FrafficApplication regarding-theaccessroute site-are-acknowledged—ttshould-be-clarfiedthat project cumulative effects on tourism or the visitor

Document 9.84 Ho—Siesiot = e e i e economy.

(E) Register of SE ek e Sections 7.8.4-7.8.7 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] and . . . :
Environmental SpeemeaJ-l-y—FegaFd-l-ng—t-he Section 4 of ESC’s comments on the Applicant’s Additional e"'?’e.”ce was supmltted at Deadline 3
Actions and Deadline 3 submissions [REP4-184]. through the Visitor and Tourism A§se§sment
Commitments I visiblel FNTISY Technical Notes for Suffolk (Application Document

9.40 Visitor and Tourism Assessment Technical
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(REAC) submitted the-transpertation-of-heavy ESC considers that the combination of impacts Note — Suffolk [REP3-065]). The Applicant reviewed

at Deadline 7 plantforthe purpesesof  resulting from the Suffolk Onshore Scheme and evidence from comparable NSIPs, including Sizewell
grading-the-siteand-eut  other developments in East Suffolk would have C, Bramford to Twinstead and East Anglia ONE North
and-fill-activities;-and-alse significant effects on visitor perception and and TWO Offshore Windfarms. These projects
the-delivery-oflarge-cable experience, resulting in a reduction in repeat adopted comparable methodologies and the Technical
drums—ehiclesusingthe tourism, long-term reputational damage, and Note concluded that material impacts on the tourism
A12-would-needto-eross  economic decline. ESC is concerned that the sector or on visitor numbers were unlikely.
e Applicant has failed to adequately recognise these o :

: : . Monitoring evidence from other large energy

have-a-maximum-weight  cumulative impacts. : \ o L
limitwhick : infrastructure projects indicates that initial concerns
detailed-assessment ESC is also seriously concerned that the available about visitor perception do not typically translate into

Additionativ_t " visitor accommodation within a 60-minute drive of measurable impacts on tourism activity. For example,
ef—the—m#—kne—u&ng—the the Suffolk Onshore Scheme may not be sufficient monitoring associated with Hinkley Point C Nuclear
Suffolk County-C i to accommodate the non-home-based workforce = Power Station indicates that over 90% of visitors

(SCC) | | without causing potential harm to the visitor reported their experience was not affected by
Bonhal Bridge presents economy. It is ESC’s view that non-home-based  construction activity and tourism employment in
another weight limit workers could compete with visitors for Somerset increased during the construction period.

. : ; : accommodation, and in a worst-case scenario, : N : :
constraint-withthisbeing | == very strong potential for the in- Given there are no significant adverse residual socio-
undepsteed—te—hwe—a. . combination cumulative demand effects of economic effects as a result of the Su_ffolk.Onshore
WW 5.1 multiple NSIP_Resolution developments to exceed Schemg, the Appllcant.does not conS|dgr 't.

o ’ the supply of visitor accommodation. proportlonate ’FO comr_n_lt to brogder monitoring (.)f
significantly-less-than-a socio-economic conditions during the construction
400kV-transformer—ESG  ESC would expect to see that impacts on phase. Notwithstanding this, the Applicant has
defers-these-matters-to individual receptors across the District of East committed to further liaison with local planning
SCEC-as-Highways Suffolk, including holiday rentals, tourist authorities including SCC and ESC, and
Autherity;-hewever-we accommodation, farms and businesses directly tourism organisations including the Local Destination
suppert-SCC-s-eoneerns:  gaffected by the changes resulting from the Management Organisation (“DMQO”) and the Local
The-use-ofoverbridging  cumulative impacts of the Project with other Visitor Economy Partnership (‘LVEP”) during
metheds-by NGET-or proposed/consented projects in the area, be construction to discuss how potential impacts on
statutory-pewers;-has-Ret  gppropriately mitigated and compensated. tourism could be minimised and benefits
been-discussed-ndetall  |mpacts on the visitor economy are dynamic and  be maximised. Liaison, where practical, will be
prior-to-the-submission-of  |ikely to change throughout the construction ongoing through existing working groups which
this-appheation—Fhe-A12  period. This requires ongoing dialogue and were established for the Sizewell C project. The
junetion—eulvertsandrall  engagement between local stakeholders and the  Applicant has provided a detailed
bridge-at Benhall-have Applicant to ensure that the impacts are response regarding tourism
alse-hot-been-neludedin  understood and addressed. ESC therefore impact monitoring within Application Document
the-Suffelk-onshere-order requests that these mitigation and compensation  9.136: Applicant’s Responses to Third Written
Hmits—Hhe-views-of measures be developed in collaboration with ESC Questions [REP6-111] (see 3SERT2), and full details
Network-Rail-sheuld-alse  and the businesses themselves to maximise the  of commitments relevant to tourism are provided
be-soughtbythe-BxAdn  effectiveness of the proposed strategies. ESC within Application Document 9.84 (E) Register of
relation-to-the-Benhall acknowledges and welcomes the Applicant’s Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC)
bridge-weightlimitand-the commitment SE04 within the updated REAC in submitted at Deadline 7. This incorporates updates
potential-use-of-over this regard, and looks forward to working with the made by the Applicant following the meeting held with
bridging-methods: Applicant to develop the means to understand and LPAs on 1 April 2026.

Without the detailed resolve impacts on both the visitor and wider

justification-supporting-the economy. However, as previously noted, ESC
western-accessrouteor  does maintain concerns regarding how this REAC

ar-understandingasto commitment will work in practice.
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whetheran-alternative Following review of the Applicant’s submitted

access arrangement is commentary on ESC’s LIR [REP2-027], it is

possible-which-would-not  apparent that the Applicant and ESC will not be
involve-the-needtoecross able to agree on the magnitude of anticipated

the-Fromus;-ESGCcannot impacts due to be introduced on the coastal
e communities at the landfall (Thorpeness and
NGET'sconclusions-that Aldeburgh). ESC’s position remains unchanged.
the-westernaccess-isthe As explained in the LIR [REP1-128], the coastal
bestooban communities in this region have limited access
Impacts on the visitor routes in and out and they rely on the

economy, particularly for ~ Visitor/tourism economy.

coastal communities at the
landfall

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.
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Table 1.6 Project-wide: Health and Wellbeing

Elhrs RBespondens Summar-ofrelevantrepresentationDescription of Appheante+esporseESC’s Current The Applicant Current Position Status
Ref +hemeRelevant Matter Position
Application
Documents
RR3.8.1 ESC—HVAGC Mitigation Ao e e etathle—caled oo Fhereneeine—r Soa bl o non conmg no e o
ReuteApplication thereforeallows NGV to carnyout theirown  are-setoutin-Application Document 710
Document 9.84 sEseesrreatsedsac son—aldac—i CeoordinntionBectment AR 363 — s coammess
(E) Reqister of B e e e e e
Environmental FoasoRrabo o tete e o e bealr shased e coomce be che N Dol aed Lo bl
Actions and - : } - -
Commitments A
(REAC) submitted simtareable-swathes betveenseabinkand thesednelude:
at Deadline 7 the-NG\-prejectwillHHeadto-the-same —aackofcertainty-over the-design-of the NGV
conclusions-by-technical-specialistson-the projects-and-therefore-the-powers-that Sea-Link
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Documents

| oo NG F or I ——r

he | bl il be simil I o . . o
hod by NGET. ESC is of the view.t! addmenall Pe ”e.'F.S II“I tll'e SI el EaEI:I“;”E apphication
an-opportunity for coordination-has been the potential-consenting-and-programme-risks
missed by both NGET-and NG\ £ NGET ted with directl beddi S
semretrme-estednethedreie—erthe the fact that | hict lusivelyf |
I he sianif . I ofthe-NGV-projects-do-rotfall-within-the-scope
impaects-of-both-projeets- iated-devel | j| ing-that
The Applicant states, at Paragraph 11.8.1 of des«telepnqent—eensem—fepmese—eleicnen%s—eeuld
the Health and Wellbeing ES Chapter [APP- potbe-sought.

058] that ‘the Proposed Project has been However;-itis-not the-considered-that NGET having
designed, as far as possible, following the WWHG@QW@FW@MN@%P@%E
mitigation hierarchy’. the-onhy-means-by-which-coerdination-in-projest
ESC does not accept this assertion and delivery-can-be-achieved-

considers that the Applicant has not ‘as far Indeed-while powers-to-deliver LionLink are-not

as possible’ avoided or reduced the mental seught,as part of the Sea Link application, NGET has
health and wellbeing impacts of the Wh%%%%m%%m%
Proposed Project. Most notably, as during project delivery-in-ways-that deliver benefits

discussed below, the Applicant has failed to and-efficiencies, whilst-alsoreducingimpacts-to-the

propose reasonable core working hours 0 gpvironment and-local-communities-affected-
provide the local community with respite

from construction activity. This is an While .tl'e ee ele_ln ery-of the- HVAC dueting 'S.
extremely important mitigation measure that potentiallyp E.SS.'|E|E (E".'Ele' SE|EE!I.EltE EE'“'EE”.”G'E
the Applicant has failed to implement for the consents);-this-is-considered-unlikely-for FEROUS

sake of its own project programme and ! ’ ’ ’
costs. This is unacceptable to ESC and the

local communities it represents. coordination-in-project-delivery such-as-sharing-of

Managing appropriate working hours is a be-more feasible-and-these continue to-be

critically important element of safequarding considered—This-isfurther detailed-in-Application
residents’ mental health and wellbeing. Document7-10-Coordination Document [APP-363]

Saturdays, particularly Saturday afternoons,

Sundays, and bank holidays are expected to Fhe-feasibility-of t_lns type-of coordination-is-however
be reprieves from construction working. dependent-oR-varous pl_egleunlne, procurement;
Residents require respite from these works, regulatory-and-commercial-factors.

especially given the number of projects in
the district. Significant adverse effects on The Applicant met with SCC and ESC on 7 April 2026

mental health and wellbeing can arise to further discuss health and wellbeing. A detailed
during construction periods, particularly response regarding the proportionate measures and
where multiple projects are being the commitments to demonstrate recognition of the LPA
subject of consultation, then consented, and and community’s concerns regarding health and
then constructed across the same wellbeing is set out in Application Document 9.136
communities. Applicant’s Responses to Third Written

ESC is therefore concerned that the Questions [REP6-111] in response

proposed Sea Link project has the potential {0 3HW3. This response sets out the relevant

to give rise to an unacceptable risk to measures secured through Application Document

9.84 (E) Register of Environmental Actions and
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human health, and ESC does not consider Commitments (REAC) submitted at Deadline 7

that the Applicant has made a genuine which address the management of potential impacts
attempt to propose adequate measures to on health and wellbeing.

avoid and mitigate mental health and Notwithstanding the absence of significant effects
wellbeing effects in particular. Given ESC’s  gnd taking into

significant concerns regarding the mental account the existing embedded mitigation

health and wellbeing impacts of the project, commitments, the Applicant has identified further
ESC noted in response to ExQ3 3GEN2its  proportionate measures within the REAC

view that the presumption for consentfor  in recognition of SCC, ESC and the community’s
this Cr|t|Ca| National PI’IOI’ItV InfraStructure concerns reqardinq health and We”beinq_ These are
may not apply. 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:

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

o 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.

e 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.

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

e 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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3.8.2  Application Assessment ESC cannot agree with the Applicant’s Application Document 6.2.2.11 Part 2
Document conclusions findings of ‘no likely significant adverse Suffolk Chapter 11 Health and Wellbeing
62211 Part2 effects’ on health and wellbeing as a result [APP-058] presents the assessment
of the Proposed Project, and when conclusions. No significant residual effects

11 Health and

058]
Application
Document
6.2.2.13 Part 2
Suffolk Chapter
13 Suffolk
Onshore
Scheme Inter
Project
Cumulative
Effects [APP-

060]

3.8.3 N/A Cumulative

considered cumulatively with other projects were identified from a health and wellbeing
in the locality. As discussed in further detail perspective. In addition. no significant inter-

below, East Suffolk’s residents are project cumulative effects were identified
experiencing significant disruption from from a health and wellbeing perspective
other major infrastructure projects in the (Application Document 6.2.2.13 Part 2
District, including those currently under Suffolk Chapter 13 Suffolk Onshore
construction, such as Sizewell C and SPR’s Scheme Inter Project Cumulative Effects
EA1N and EA2 projects, and those at [APP-060]).

earlier stages of the consenting process,
including LionLink. Sea Link is
exacerbating, and will continue to
exacerbate, these effects. ESC already has
concerns for the mental health and
wellbeing of its local communities, and
therefore rejects the Applicant’s conclusion
that the cumulative effects of Sea Link in
combination with other projects in the area
will not have significant adverse effects on
mental health and wellbeing.

It is essential that NGET genuinely The Applicant recognises the potential for

impacts on
mental

health and

engages with the local communities and future environmental changes associated
parish and town councils. The issue of the with the Proposed Project. and specifically.
impact on wellbeing will be felt across this that increases in construction working hours

wellbeing

area of the District but will be intensified in  particularly during weekends and bank

communities which have been subiject to holidays are of considerable concern to
previous NSIP proposals. ESC already has residents and the Council with regards to
concerns for the mental health and the health and wellbeing of its communities.
wellbeing of communities already subject to The Applicant has provided a detailed

a number of NSIPs. including those that are response regarding construction working
operational, under construction, consented. hours in Table 3.5 above.

and proposed for the future, and the Sea The Applicant recognises that the

Link proposals are likely to further construction and operation of major
exacerbate these existing issues. A recent infrastructure projects can cause stress.

survey by Suffolk Mlnd commissioned by uncertainty and anxiety that may impact on
the AldeburQh‘ Le|St0n and Saxmundham people’s mental health Throuqhout the

Community Partnership shows the development phase of the Proposed
increasing impact of the various proposed  Project, the Applicant has therefore tried to
projects on wellbeing in the area. It is clearly communicate the proposals including
important to stress that increases in the establishment of dedicated contact

working hours can have significant adverse channels. a project website and by holding

effects on people’s health and wellbeing.  multiple rounds of public consultation as the
ESC haS Continua"V Stressed thrOUQhout plans became more reﬂned_ AS the

the pre-submission engagement with the  Proposed Project has progressed. the
Applicant that the District is home to
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Application
Documents

multiple consented, planned and Applicant has sought to provide certainty on
operational NSIPs. and that there will be the plans wherever possible.

temporal and spatial overlap in the Additionally. the Applicant has provided a
construction phases of these projects, full response to matters regarding measures
which can compound the effects on to reduce effects on mental health and
people’s health and wellbeing. wellbeing above under Ref 3.8.1.
Many areas within the Suffolk Onshore

Scheme Order Limits are highly sensitive

and residents are already experiencing

significant disruption from other major

infrastructure projects. It is not enough for

the Applicant to merely ‘recognise’ the

adverse mental health impacts of the

Proposed Project and the local

community’s concerns, including, but not

limited to. the extensive proposed working

hours. Instead, these concerns must be

taken on board by the Applicant to inform

its proposed works and mitigation. ESC is

far from convinced that this has been the

case to date. For example, the Applicant

continues to justify prolonged. significant

disruption to the local community (and the

subsequent mental health impacts) caused

by its proposed core working hours by

citing the identification of the project as

‘Critical National Priority’. ESC considers

that the Applicant has unacceptably failed

to grasp the magnitude of impact or

adequately consider the health and

wellbeing of the local community in

formulating its proposals.

3.84 Application Impacts on  Increasingly, mental health is being given The Applicant has provided a full response
Document local due importance in its own right, separate to this matter regarding the position on

62211 Part2 communities from physical health, in consideration of construction working hours (see Table 3.5).
Suffolk Chapter (mental impacts of NSIPs. Managing appropriate and measures to mitigate effects on mental
11 Health and health and  working hours is an important element of health and wellbeing (see Ref 3.8.1).
Wellbeing [APP- wellbeing) safeguarding residents’ mental health and
058] wellbeing. Saturdays. particularly Saturday

afternoons. Sundays. and bank holidays

are expected to be reprieves from

construction working. Residents require

the number of projects in the district.

Significant adverse effects on mental health

and wellbeing can arise during construction

periods, particularly where multiple projects
bei | bi E ltat] T
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consented, and then constructed across the
same communities.

Table 1.7 Project-wide: Ecology

Elhrs  Recpoindens B e =it S ApphcantsresporseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Ref FhemeRelevant representationDescription

Application of Matter

Documents
RR3.9.1 ESC— Hazel dormice

GoerdinationApplication
Document 7.5.7.1 (E)
Outline Landscape and
Ecological
Management Plan —
Suffolk submitted at
Deadline 7
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secured-mitigationplanting-See Section 7.2.2 of ESC's  Egology ManagementPlan-{Application-Document
LIR [REP1-128] and Agenda Item 3.4 of ESC'’s ISH2 7.5.7.4(B) Outline Landscape-and-Ecological
post-hearing submission [REP4 117]. Management Plan-Suffolk(Clean) [AS-059]),-within
ESC notes and welcomes the additional commitments i , , i
to pre-construction surveys for hazel dormouse and Projects—sets-outthat the-detailled LEMP-would-include
potential construction mitigation measures included in ~ Set@iis-around-a-coordinated-landscape-designon-the
sections 3.4 and 7.1 and in Appendix B of the OLEMP ~ S@*mundham-Converter Station-siteto-enable-the-function

[REP6-078]. ESC also welcomes the sharing of the pre- Fthe-eutline-landscape-mitigation-to-be-maintained-
commencement survey methodology separately to the

OLEMP. ESC considers that this has addressed its The ExA had asked for a schedule of surveys to be
comments on pre-commencement survey methods, but included in the Suffolk oLEMP (Application Document

maintains that the results of the pre-construction 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline Landscape and Ecological
surveys should then be used to inform the preparation = Management Plan — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7).
of the LEMP to be approved under Requirement 6. This was subsequently added at D6.

ESC welcomes the Applicant's commitment to updated tis noted that ESC welcomes the Applicant’s commitment
baseline surveys in Area D in 2026 using the survey to updated baseline surveys. As requested by ESC, the
methodology from the latest best practice quidance and words “if possible” have been removed from the dormouse

- — survey row of Application Document 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline
A0 understaqu Fhat 'the Applicant il shghtly extend Landscape and Ecological Management Plan — Suffolk
the survey radius in this area. However, the

) : : : , , submitted at Deadline 7. It should be noted that the words
commitment to this being carried out “if possible, prior

. - e “if possible” were not a reference to possibly doing a survey
to vegetation clearance” is of significant concern. The after vegetation clearance, but to the possibility the

survey methods rely on vegetation being presentand  jandowner might decline access prior to grant of the DCO.
therefore the updated baseline surveys must be In practice sufficient access has been obtained.

undertaken before any vegetation clearance works are  Thg Applicant maintains its position regarding the
undertaken. OtherWise, accurate survey results will not remainder of East Suffo|k Councn’s Comment, as expressed

be obtained, and it will not be possible to determine the in the Applicant's Response to East Suffolk Council’s LIR.
full extent of the site clearance mitigation measures,

including any need for a mitigation licence from Natural
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England. Following further correspondence with the
Applicant, ESC understands that this part of the
sentence will be removed from the version of the
OLEMP to be submitted at Deadline 7. However, on the
basis of the OLEMP as currently drafted. this matter
remains outstanding. ESC requests that the ExA satisfy
themselves that this OLEMP amendment has been
made at Deadline 7.

Notwithstanding the commitment to pre-commencement See Applicant’s response to 7.2.1.3-7.2.1.4 within

surveys and construction mitigation. ESC maintains its Application Document 9.35.2 Applicant's Comments on
position that the surveys undertaken to date fall below Local Impact Report from East Suffolk Council [REP2-
the standard set by the best practice guidance in place 027]. The Applicant’s position remains, and the requested
at the time that they were carried out. The Applicant’s updated baseline surveys are to be undertaken as noted in
assertion that this deficiency is immaterial because it the above row (Ref 3.9.1).

was only minor ignores the point of there being

minimum survey effort levels included in best practice

quidance — if dropping slightly below the minimum effort

wasn’t important, then the minimum effort level wouldn’t

be set where it is. Also, the Applicant’s statement that

the survey effort in Zone D was only below the

minimum amount due to landowner activity is

considered to be incorrect. As set out in Paragraph

7.2.2.4 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. ESC consider that the

month in which the nest tubes were put out (October

2023) is also included in the calculation even though

they were not installed until the end of the month and

therefore were not available for animals to locate and

use in that month.

Notwithstanding the discussion on this matter as part of The Applicant maintains its position regarding the

ISH2, ESC also maintains its position that the remainder of ESC’s comment, as expressed in the
Applicant’s assertion at Paragraph 2.9.192 of the Applicant’'s Response to East Suffolk Council’s LIR
Ecology and Biodiversity ES Chapter [REP4-025] that Application Document 9.35.2 Applicant's Comments
there would be a moderate beneficial long-term on Local Impact Report from East Suffolk Council
(significant) impact on dormice due to habitat creation is [REP2-027]) and as expressed at ISH2 - see 3.4 within
contrary to their claim elsewhere that dormice are Application Document 9.89 (A) Applicant’s Written

absent from the Order Limits. ESC considers that the Summaries of Oral Submissions at Issue Specific
proposed landscape planting cannot be of benefittoa Hearing 2 (ISH2) [REP4-085].

species which is claimed by the Applicant to be absent.

Additionally, the bulk of the proposed new planting is at

the converter station location, whereas the potential

dormouse nest was found during surveys for the project

further east along the proposed cable route. ESC

considers that this benefit should be downgraded to

‘negligible’ (i.e. ‘not significant’) if the project maintains

that the species is absent from these sites. The
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corresponding row of Table 2.11 should also be
updated to reflect this.

RR3.9.2 ESC—Oxder BatsAt presentthers Fhe-OrderLimitsforthe-Proposed-Projectarcundthe  The EXA had asked for a schedule of surveys to be
HimitsApplication Sofieriosifioiiooinnoo o B e e e included in the Suffolk oLEMP (Application Document
Document 7.5.7.1 (E) betweentheprojects ShdhoeEAdduetsheoiferencesiaasdseans 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline Landscape and Ecological
Outline Landscape and OrderbLimitsaround mitigaton-proposalsihresponss-to-the different Management Plan - Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7).
Ecological Eriston-when-comparedto projects\WithinFriston-Scenario-2asrepered-within  This was subsequently added at Deadline 6 and it also

Management Plan — braoiaer b e je j includes updated tree surveys for roosting bats.

Suffolk submitted at The Applicant’s position on the remainder of ESC’s
Deadline 7 comment remains as expressed in the response to ESC'’s
LIR (Application Document 9.35.2 Applicant's
Comments on Local Impact Report from East Suffolk
Council [REP2-027]) and as discussed at ISH2 and ISH3.

See Section 7.2.5 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128], Agenda

Iltem 3.4 of ESC’s ISH2 post-hearing submission
[REP4-117] and Agenda ltem 13.3 of ESC’s ISH3 post-
hearing submission [REP6-160].

The Applicant’s acknowledgement in Section 7.2.5.3 of
[REP2-027] of bat detector equipment failure is noted.
However, ESC maintains that, as set out in Paragraph
7.2.5.7 of its LIR [REP1-128], survey effort above the
minimum requirement in one part of the Order Limits is
not a proxy for understanding bat activity in another part
of the Order Limits. All it does is add to the amount of
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AppheantsrespenseESC’s Current Position

The Applicant Current Position

bat activity recorded across the whole Order Limits
when the results are pooled.

The Applicant states in [REP2-027] that the
redeployment of detectors in the same month that they
failed was often not possible due to notice periods
agreed with landowners, however if this was the case
then additional months of survey to make up the deficit
would have resolved the issue.

ESC notes that the Applicant has updated Section 7.1
and Appendix B of the OLEMP [REP6-078] at Deadline
6 such that it now provides further detail regarding the
surveys that will be undertaken for bats pre-
construction. ESC welcomes the commitment to bat
activity surveys but maintains that pre-commencement
bat activity surveys need to be carried out at all
baseline static detector survey locations, nhot just at
those locations that experienced equipment failure in

the months that they failed. Only undertaking surveys at

some locations during some months in 2026 and then

combining them with the DCO survey results will not

give an accurate picture of bat activity through the vear

across the Order Limits.

ESC notes and welcomes the inclusion of pre-

construction tree roost surveys in the D6 OLEMP.

The Applicant’s position remains as expressed in the
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- Document 9.35.2 Applicant’'s Comments on Local
Impact Report from East Suffolk Council [REP2-027])
and as discussed at ISH2 and ISH3 (see Application
Document 9.133 Applicant’s Written Summaries of Oral
Submissions at Issue Specific Hearing 3 [REP6-108]).
As discussed at ISH3, in deciding whether a trenchless
crossing methodology should be used to install the cables
the following was considered:
1. Temporary land take — for high voltage cables,
trenchless methods need much more land than open cut
trenching due to the need for drive and receptor
compounds and laydown areas. The Suffolk HDD
compound provides an example of approximate size.
2. Larger permanent easement - trenchless methods
need to be installed at greater depths than open cut, which
requires cables to be separated further from each other to
avoid affecting electrical capacity. A wider easement is also
hei ent-Notwithstanding the above. ESC E]Z?:I?;itoonaglr%\g;g; any variation in the alignment during the
maintains its concern set out in Paragraph 7.2.5.6 of its ]
LIR [REP1-128] regarding the practicality and technical S:——L=0ONder programme — generally takes much longer to
feasibility of mitigating every hedgerow crossing as HDD. Open cut might take days; HDD may take a month or
though the hedgerow was important for bats. ESC has MOre in each case (including set up).
provided further detail of its concerns with the 4. Increased need for lighting - once an HDD drill starts
Applicant’s proposed approach in its ISH2 post-hearing it must continue until it is finished. meaning greater
submission [REP4-117]. potential for night working than open trenching.
ESC also notes the Applicant’'s comment in [REP2-027] 3. Grfeater vehlcle mqyements — Irenchiess
Section 7.2.5.4 and at ISH3 in relation to consideration construcyo_n requires additional vehlple movemgnts due fo
of the use of techni-ques other than open cut for the specialist plant and need to service the drilling.
crossing hedgerows. Whilst the rationale for the These factors were all considered by the Proposed Project
approach proposed is understood, ESC maintains that it €colodists. It was decided that the shorter disruption
is primarily programme rather than ecoloaqical provided by open trenchlng was preferable and less
considerations that have driven the choice of disturbing overall to wildlife including bats.
construction technique. ESC would welcome working Regarding additional measures to be implemented to
further with the Applicant during the detailed design further reduce hedgerow crossing removal widths, these
phase to further minimise hedgerow crossing widths cannot be identified as part of the DCO but will be done by
wherever possible. the contractor as part of detailed cable design. As a general
principle, the Applicant will work with the contractor to
ensure all hedgerow gaps are as small as practicable for
the works required.

3.9.3 Application Document Reptiles ESC welcomes the amendments made to the OLEMP  The potential use of trapping and translocation was added
7.5.7.1 (E) Outline and REAC at D6, including the recognition that reptile  to the oLEMP at Deadline 6 (refer to Application
Landscape and translocation may be required and that reptile mitigation Document 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline Landscape and Ecological
Ecological measures will be agreed with ESC prior to vegetation Management Plan — Suffolk [REP6-078] submitted at
Management Plan — clearance commencing. Deadline 7).

Suffolk submitted at
Deadline 7
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3.94 Application Document Hedgehog
9.84 (E) Regqister of

Environmental Actions

ESC welcomes the commitment to mitigation measures The measure was added to the REAC (see Application
in relation to hedgehog and vegetation clearance Document 9.84 (E) Register of Environmental Actions
contained in REAC Action B72. and Commitments (REAC) submitted at Deadline 7). The

and Commitments

(REAC) submitted at
Deadline 7

Application Document
7.5.7.1 (E) Outline

Landscape and
Ecological
Management Plan —
Suffolk submitted at
Deadline 7

Application Document Red deer

Appendix K5 Natural

England’s comments
on the Examining

Authority’s Written
Questions 2 [PD-021]

ESC welcomes the Applicant’'s commitment to include

oLEMP was also updated at Deadline 6 to reflect this
commitment in the REAC (refer to Application Document
7.5.7.1 (E) Outline Landscape and Ecological

Management Plan — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7).

The ExA’s third written questions (3ECOL9) asks the

construction deer fencing as a matter for approval in the

Applicant, regarding deer fencing, to include a commitment

LEMP.

to detailed construction fencing plans being submitted for
approval as part of the LEMP, or through a separate DCO
requirement as suggested in ESC’s response to ExQ2

question 2L VIA8 (Application Document Appendix KS

Natural England’s comments on the Examining
Authority’s Written Questions 2 [PD-021]) or explain why
this is not necessary. The Applicant has therefore included
explicit reference to providing deer fencing plans to the
local planning authorities for approval, into the LEMP.

= === A Biodiversity Net Gain
3.9.6 (BNG)
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Applicant'sresponseESC’s Current Position

The Applicant Current Position

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

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

under an existing legal agreement. Whilst the UU refers formalised, agreed with the relevant planning authority and

to monitoring of BNG being undertaken in accordance

with the LEMP, there is no reference to this requirement

included within the detailed LEMP, prior to construction
works commencing. The detailed LEMP is controlled by

in the D6 OLEMP [REP6-078] and therefore it is unclear Requirement 6 of the DCO and will be produced and

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’.

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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Table 1.8 Project-wide: Environmental Protection

20— Consiireten-Competinds

RPINS Respendentt Summaryof AppheantsresponseESC’s Current Position

The Applicant Current Position

Status

Ref FremeReley solevapt
ant sgfrizoonbotoln
Application Description
Documents of Matter
RR3.10.1 ESC— Construction noise o dicat catt ot As-partSee the Applicant’s response within Application
Constraeton Lowest Observable compordstorthe-SoHolk Ghosore-Sehemerastratedon Document 9.35.2 Applicant's Comments on Local Impact

GCompoundsAppli Adverse Effect Level
cation Document (LOAEL)

7.5.8.1 (C)
Outline
Construction
Noise and
Vibration
Management
Plan - Suffolk

[REP6-082]

See Paragraph 7.4.4.2 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128].

ESC considers that the LOAEL has been set too high. The LOAEL
is the point where the Applicant is required to “mitigate and
minimise” noise and vibration, and this should be based on the
baseline noise environment of the area. The project should be
mitigating and minimising their impacts on any level above that
which is currently experienced. The current LOAEL would suggest
that there is no/low impact below this level that is not worthy of
mitigation, and this is disingenuous.

ESC requires the LOAEL to be amended to accurately reflect the
baseline noise environment of the area. In response to concerns
raised by ESC in its LIR, the Applicant has stated in [REP2-027]

that it agrees that ‘construction noise may still be audible below this

level and may therefore constitute an adverse effect’, but that ‘the
contractor is required to employ best practicable means (BPM) to
reduce construction noise and vibration levels for all works
irrespective of this threshold’. ESC does not consider that the
requirement on contractors to implement BPM should be used as
an alternative to determining a meaningful and realistic LOAEL.
Setting an appropriate LOAEL is crucial for identifying the point
where noise levels may start to have a detrimental impact on
people's quality of life. The use of BPM cannot be used as a
substitute for setting the LOAEL , but is of course a welcomed
mechanism for reducing impacts as far as practicably possible.

Report from East Suffolk Council [REP2-027].
The requirement for BPM is irrespective of the BGO-subrission:

theLOAEL. The Applicant has preduced-a+reporton-coordination
which-covers-how it approached-coordinationan agreement with
etherprojeetsregards to provision of pre-construction noise and
vibration assessments and Section 61 applications in accordance
with the airrequirements of redueigESC and as such the #rpast

enfinal n0|se |mgacts and the enw;enmem—and-leea#eemmunmes-

363]—detalled SDeCIflcatlon of approprlate mltlgatlon has overS|Lht

Cozr s Thissres o b e e el ey e o
the-Rroposed-Rrojestwas agreed at Deadline 6.

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link

76



RINS Respondent! Summaryeof ApphleantsresponseESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Ref FhemeRelev relevant

ant represeptat-on

Application Description

Documents of Matter

3.10.2 Application Temporal See Section7.4.4 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128] and Ref D5.9.02 of in The Applicant has set out the position on this in Application

Document restrictions ESC’s Deadline 5 PADSS [REPS5-184] for further context. Document 9.35.2 Applicant's Comments on Local Impact
7.5.8.1 (C) Report from East Suffolk Council [REP2-027].

Outline The BS5228-1 ‘ABC’ methodology should be the only assessment of In addition, the Applicant has agreement with regards to provision
Construction significance for construction noise that is practically used for the of pre-construction noise and vibration assessments and Section
M project. Notwithstanding the use of other guidance to give wider 61 applications in accordance with the requirements of ESC and
Vibration context at this stage. its use should be supported by the complete ~ as such the final noise impacts and the detailed specification of
Management adoption of the wider principles of the BS5228-1 standard and Best  appropriate mitigation has oversight by ESC. This was agreed at
Plan - Practicable Means. and supplemented by S.61 Control of Pollution ~ Déadline 6.

Suffolk - " o - -
_— Act applications where deviation is required to ensure that such
REP6-082 deviation is necessary. justified and the smallest it can justifiably
reasonably be.

ESC notes that the Applicant states in [REP2-027] that ‘temporal
restrictions are...a ‘catch-all’ for potential situations where, despite
the use of best practicable means_noise levels may not be able to be
kept below the noise level threshold’ and ‘temporal restrictions would
form part of [the] strateqy’ to ‘mitigate and minimise’ the potential
adverse effect. ESC acknowledges that temporal restrictions can
help reduce impacts, however it should be noted that simply stating
the noise will not occur all the time does not constitute robust
mitigation as adverse impacts may still be encountered during
phases of the construction. The temporal restriction argument should
therefore not be relied upon to remove predicted significant adverse
and adverse effects, as is currently the case in the Applicant's
assessment. Temporal restriction is not a “catch all” to avoid
significant adverse effects without the support of significant
justification. It is nhoted that exceedance of the significant adverse
effect level will be unavoidable at times and this should at least be
quantified before being justified given the policy tests in NPS EN-1
regarding significant adverse effects.

The Applicant’s response to Section 7.4.4.10 of ESC’s LIR [REP2-
027] suggests that the application of the lower ‘ABC’ weekend
thresholds will increase the likelihood of exceedances and therefore
the potential for significant effects that the Applicant is then proposing
to mitigate through temporal restrictions. Effectively this means the
requested longer working hours will trigger the need for temporal
restrictions to avoid significant impact. ESC therefore finds the
Applicant’s reliance on temporal restrictions puzzling. It appears that
the Applicant wants to be able to work for the maximum amount of
time, but to then restrict working time as their primary source of
mitigation to avoid significant adverse effects. ESC considers that
these two positions are in direct conflict with one another.
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The Applicant may suggest that the increased core working hours
allow for the inclusion of temporal restrictions, but given many of the
predicted significant effects that occur are as a result of the extended
working hours, ESC would consider such a justification inadeqguate
and unacceptable. This is particularly pertinent here as the project
specific factor that is relied significantly upon to prevent the potential
significant adverse effect of a threshold exceedance caused by the
extended hours is temporal restrictions, again demonstrating the

conflict between requesting longer core hours and then mitigating
their effect by restricting working time.

Paragraph 5.12.17 of NPS EN-1 must also therefore be considered in
respect to the viability of granting consent for the project, as the
Secretary of State must consider whether the proposals adequately
“avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life from
noise”. Whilst much of this discussion considers exceedance of the
construction noise threshold and SOAEL in the extended core hours
period, it must also be considered for any exceedance of the
thresholds where temporal restrictions are used to mitigate a
significant adverse effect. The Applicant must be very confident that
significant adverse effects can be avoided. ESC currently does not
think this has been demonstrated given the reliance on temporal
restrictions, particularly given the lack of detail and wide scope of the
definition of temporal restrictions provided by the Applicant in its
response to the ExA’s s89(3) letter of 5 September 2025 [AS-106].

3.10.3 N/A S61 The Applicant stated at Paragraph 4.4.2 of the Outline Construction  Noted and agreed

consents Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) — Suffolk [AS-131]:
“Where the results of the contractor’'s assessment indicates the
potential for significant effects at NSR, or for working outside of core
hours, a Section 61 application may be required.” ESC has
repeatedly stated throughout Examination that this statement should
be clear and state that Section 61 ‘will’ be required, rather than ‘may’
be required.
ESC has reviewed the amended Outline Construction Noise and
Vibration Management Plan — Suffolk [REP6-082] submitted at
Deadline 6 and is content with the wording in Section 4.4 relating to
applications for prior consent under Section 61 of the Control of
Pollution Act 1974. This wording allows ESC to determine how it
wishes S.61 to be applied to this project and also allows for changes
to that application in future should it be necessary.

For avoidance of doubt, ESC will require S.61 applications for all
work associated with the project. as is the approach taken by SPR for
its EA1N and EA2 projects. to ensure regular engagement with the
project and to allow for reqular review of Best Practicable Means.
The appropriate application intervals will be determined at a later
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date and could be subject to change if influenced by matters such as
substantiated complaints. S.61 for all works also covers the gap in
the current suggested monitoring procedure for the project, which
does not propose routine noise and vibration monitoring; this can be
dealt with as part of the relevant S.61 application to ensure that
proposed noise levels are met.

It should be noted by the project that ESC considers the general site
noise thresholds should align with BS5228-1 ‘ABC’ Methodology and

that deviation from this in a S.61 will need to be robustly justified with
all noise and vibration reduced to the lowest reasonable levels,
reqgardless of threshold in line with the principles and requirements of
Best Practicable Means and BS5228-1 and 2.

3.10.4 Application Noise and See Section 7.4.8 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. The Applicant has set out the position on this in Application
Document vibration Document 9.35.2 Applicant's Comments on Local Impact

PrrS—r Along with the selection and adoption of clear noise and vibration :
7.5.8.1 (C) tigat — : ———— = Report from East Suffolk C | [REP2-027].
L limits for construction, mitigation measures are key for the reduction €port 7o astourio ounc]

Outline - - - In addition, the Applicant has agreement with regards to provision
Construction and prevention of impact. BPM standard expected, and this has been p— - : . . .
Noise and committed to, which is welcomed. However, ESC notes that the of pre c.ons-truct!on hoise and wb_rahon assgssments and Section
Vibration Applicant has identified that a number of significant impacts are likely $1-2pplications in accordance with the requirements of ESC and

. : PrrS—— - P— e h the final noise impacts and the detailed specification of
to arise without mitigation, but with the application of non-specific as stich . — - .
Lldnoemert mitigation’. all of these significant impacts are resolved. ESC will appropniate noise mitigation has oversight by ESC. This was
agreed at Deadline 6.

Suffolk need to see robust evidence for this in all cases along with the
[REP6-082] specific details of what mitigation will be available, considered and

used, and when delivered, to ensure that not only are significant
adverse impacts avoided as required by policy, but that adverse
impacts are mitigated and minimised as far as reasonably possible,
or preferably avoided entirely.

ESC will need more detail in respect to mitigation including likely
attenuation performance in order to be confident that works can be
controlled so as to avoid significant adverse effects and minimise
adverse effects. The Applicant has stated in [REP2-027] that it is
‘confident that significant adverse effects can be avoided at these
locations with the implantation of BPM’. They go on to state that
‘specific mitigation measures can only be determined by the
contractor, informed by their detailed assessments’. Whilst ESC
acknowledges that greater detail would be provided by the contractor
pre-construction, should the project be consented, ESC considers
that further detail is required at this stage. In any case, non-specific
mitigation, and temporal restrictions, as discussed above, cannot be
relied upon to remove predicted significant adverse effects. This
further detail has not been forthcoming over the course of the
Examination, so this matter is ‘not agreed’.

10 C o Noi | ibrati WorkingH
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Table 1.9 Project-wide: Lack of coordination

Elre-Ref Recocihdans B e et ApphcantsresporseESC’s Current Position
FhemeRelevant representationDescription

Application of Matter
Documents

The Applicant Current Position

RR3.11.1 ESG—Werking  Lack of coordination and  See concerns raised throughout ESC’s LIR [REP1-128],
HeursApplication introduction of cumulative including in Sections 3.0, 5.3, 6.3.2. and 6.4.2.
Document 7.10 and/or in combination

ESC is disappointed by the lack of meaningful engagement

Coordinati ffect : : :
Dgg[m;r:nlc[)zpp- erects by the Applicant with other NSIP promoters locally. This has
363] resulted in opportunities for coordination, including with the

proposed LionLink project, being missed, limiting
opportunities to minimise and avoid cumulative and in-
combination impacts. It is ESC’s view that the Project as
currently proposed does not pay sufficient regard to the
environmental and local community benefits of genuine
collaboration and coordination between schemes.

Opportunities for genuine collaboration and coordination
with other subsea cable projects proposing to make landfall
in the East Suffolk region over the next decade have been
missed. This has resulted in different damaging landfall
locations and onshore cable routes being selected by
separate projects with little regard being paid to the
consequential long-lasting damage that so much onshore
infrastructure proposed within the East Suffolk District is
causing and will continue to cause to its local communities
and the environment, This demonstrates a serious lack of
oversight and vision from Government and the commercial

promoters of such schemes. Fhere-are-several-matiersof
. . i L ibrat I

with other projects and other promoters has been ongoing

for several years and have had a profound influence on the

development of the Proposed Project.

The approach to coordination is set out in Application
Document 7.10 Coordination Document [APP-363].
including robust positions on all matters raised by ESC on
this.
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Applicant'sresponseESC’s Current Position

The Applicant Current Position

' ject-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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Application of Matter
Documents

ESC is of the view that an opportunity for coordination has
been missed by both the Applicant and NGV. If the
Applicant laid cable ducts for the other project (such as
those for HVAC cables running between the Saxmundham
converter station site and the Friston substations site) at the
same time as laying the ducts for the Sea Link project, this
would meaningfully reduce the significant environmental
impacts of both projects.

The Applicant dismisses ESC’s concerns in its response to
ESC’s LIR [REP2-027]. and asserts that coordination has
indeed taken place and has ‘had a profound influence’ on
the development of the Sea Link project. This is simply
incorrect. ESC maintains the points previously raised on this
matter. There is virtually no real coordination being
proposed between Sea Link and the proposed LionLink
project other than colocation at Saxmundham (which in itself
is not coordination). This is evident by the missed
opportunity for NGET to install cable ducts for LionLink’s
proposed HVAC links to Friston Kiln Lane. This means that
each project, if consented, will need to install its own HVAC
cables in isolation, successively, and in the same area. This
unnecessarily elongates the construction works period for
host and neighbouring local communities and the
environment.

ESC requires the Applicant to include the ability within their
DCO to provide the ducting for the LionLink project. Leaving
space within the same area of land (i.e. HVAC routing
options) is not sufficient and does not amount to meaningful
coordination between projects as it still requires two
consents and two lots of cable installation disruption in the
same area. The benefits of coordination, to significantly
reduce environmental impacts. have therefore been missed.
Given the likely close alignment of the two projects’ HVAC
cable swathes in this area, coordination has not been built
into the project. and this demonstrates that opportunities for
real coordination have been missed.

ESC has had to face and deal with humerous nationally The Applicant has made a commitment to work with NGV
significant energy infrastructure projects in recent years, all and SPR to coordinate PRoW diversions, though noting that
delivered in a piecemeal fashion with little or no regard for  the main PRoW that crosses the Friston Substation Site has
the cumulative and in-combination impacts that these already been diverted, which means it is unlikely that much
projects have forced upon the District. It is imperative, given in the way of further coordination will be required.

the pressures this area of East Suffolk is facing from these
projects, that the cumulative and in-combination effects of
the Project with other proposed and consented projects are
fully taken into account, considered and all opportunities for
coordination identified and maximised. This is necessary

The Applicant has committed to working with SZC with
regards to Mental Health and Wellbeing through attending
and contributing to the Sizewell Health and Wellbeing
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and essential so as to reduce the adverse impacts of the Working Group meetings, if the existing attendees are in
developments on East Suffolk’s sensitive and valued agreement.
environments and the local communities. who have been hit ) ) L ) )
m The Applicant has committed to coordinating with the traffic
will be subiect to vears of disruption from associated coordinators for other developments including Sizewell C,
| Vi p - -
construction works_ if they are consented and implemented. EATN and EAZ2 and LionLink.
On the basis of information available at Deadline 7. this Reqardinq Impacts on fourism accommodation,' thg
matter currently remains ‘not agreed’. However, ESC AEP"CaF‘t h_as committed o measure 8.505‘ which -|ncl_ude_s
expects the Applicant to engage in discussions. including for m“onltormg where workers are staying and confirming
with ESC and the promoters of other projects in East that “steps will be taken to encourage more workers to stay
Suffolk. beyond the Examination. and subiect to the in accommodation less commonly used by tourists to the
proqreés of these discussions tHere is potential for coast. This could include discussions with other developers
agreement to be reached on tﬁis matter in the Suffolk area about shared use of specialist
- accommodation”
3.11.2 N/A Construction Compounds See Paragraph 6.6.1.2 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. The Applicant has provided in the plans submitted in the
. . DCO a number of locations for the construction compounds
ESC requests that the Applicant engages with NGV to - n - - —
AT - at the Saxmundham converter station site, the purpose of
cqtr;]snlé?/r’\d La.greLe. c;(oord'lnattlgn .Of constrtuctlﬁn c?mpzunds these locations is to provide the Applicant flexibility in the
\clnvtlherwise zn:\c:encr-;lgsapro;?w% erl:trilrr:acll C:csié:glg?mogitsu%es c location of the compound to coordinate with the delivery of
noles and SUDDOES thrg Applicant‘sycommitment aF; 66 '1 > the NGV Lionlink project. opportunities to minimise the size
— — - - - ——= of the construction compound or share locations are
Vl\ig]\l/na[s dEshzc;Blzci?tlﬁo;hgrgggi‘gzgnwgé zgg%’ u: too/rltéz;?tigth continuing to be discussed between the Applicant and NGV.
for cocﬁaration ;hroughout construction will be identified and
enacted where practicable.” ESC requires this to be
included as a commitment in the REAC [REP4-235].
On the basis of information available at Deadline 7. this
matter currently remains ‘not agreed’. However, ESC
expects the Applicant to engage in discussions, including
with ESC and the promoters of other projects in East
Suffolk, beyond the Examination, and subject to the
progress of these discussions. there is potential for
agreement to be reached on this matter.

3.11.3 Application Masterplan for See Section 6.3.3 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128]. The Applicant agrees with the principles of good design,
Document 7.10 Saxmundham Converter : . . and of the benefits of a masterplanned approach.
Coordination Station site Good design can help to lessen the visual impacts of the As extensi terol : dertaken i
D tIAPP- development which is vital given the scale of infrastructure s exleNsive Mastelpan exerclse vas UNUeraren in

ocument | - roposed for the Sea Link proiect alone. and in a consultation with stakeholders (including NGV, ESC, SCC
363] DrODOBEL TOF e wea LNF projecl a0ne, and i a and the Suffolk Design Review Panel (DRP)).

coordinated scenario. The visual impact of the development :
will be hard to mitigate during construction or in the earl The masterplan has influenced the development of the

years after construction, due to the open nature of the Proposed Project and represents a key part of the
landscape. In order to ensure the delivery of good design in Applicant's ongoing coordination with National Grid
tandem with appropriate mitigation, it is imperative thatthe ~Ventures (NGV),

converter station site is genuinely master planned. Without Application Document 7.10 Coordination Document
the strategic oversight of a master plan, it will be impossible [APP-363] sets out the role and function of the masterplan.
to understand whether the site can accommodate multiple  noting that the masterplan exercise covers a greater area
projects and still achieve long term good design. The
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3.11.4 Application Friston Substation —

Document 9.73.1 impact on landscape
Applicant’s planting

responses to

First Written

Questions

[REP3-069]

masterplan should be developed collaboratively with not

than the Proposed Project Order Limits, and consent is not

only the other affected NSIP promoters, but also with
statutory consultees. which includes the relevant town and
parish councils.

ESC notes and supports the Applicant’'s commitments set
out at 6.3.3.4 within [REP2-027]. ESC requests that the
Applicant continues to work in collaboration with other NSIP
promoters and other stakeholders to ensure the converter
station site continues to be genuinely master-planned in
order to achieve long-term good design. ESC welcomes the
update noting that ‘The Sea Link project team has been
consulted by the LionLink team on the updated version of
the masterplan which will form part of the LionLink Statutory
Consultation. This will demonstrate that coordination is
ongoing and there will be further consultation on the
masterplan via the LionLink project.’

On the basis of information available at Deadline 7, this
matter currently remains ‘not agreed’. However, ESC
expects the Applicant to engage in discussions, including
with ESC and the promoters of other projects in East
Suffolk, beyond the Examination, and subject to the
progress of these discussions, there is potential for
agreement to be reached on this matter.

See Section 6.4.3 of ESC’s LIR [REP1-128].

ESC requires the Applicant to use HDD to minimise impacts
on SPR’s landscape mitigation around the Friston Kiln Lane
substation. Cutting a swathe of land for HVAC cable
corridors through the previously consented landscape
mitigation areas surrounding the substations would result in

being sought for it.

The currently consented detailed landscaping design was
approved pursuant to Requirement 14(1) of the East Anglia
TWO DCO by East Suffolk Council in February 2026.

The currently approved landscape design includes a greater

degree of planting than required by Requirement 14 (noting

that the Outline Landscape and Ecology Strategy, OLEMS.

detriment to the previously approved landscape mitigation

secured on the face of the SPR DCO is not itself

efforts for the SPR projects, which must be avoided at all

incompatible with the Proposed Project). The recently

costs.

ESC does however acknowledge the positive engagement
efforts between NGET. NGV and SPR undertaken to date

approved design will need to be updated to effectively

coordinate with the Proposed Project.

A coordinated landscape design has been developed by

on early discussions related to how HVAC cables will transit

SPR and the Applicant. The means by which the detailed

consented SPR mitigation areas at Friston Kiln Lane. ESC

landscape design will be updated to accommodate the

maintains that HDD is the favourable option for HVYAC cable

Proposed Project is via a resubmitted landscape design

transit in these areas, noting Sea Link’s preference is open

pursuant to Requirement 40 of the SPR DCO, as per the

cut and fill trenching. However, ESC is aware of the ongoing

confirmation from ESC.

dialogue between parties currently and appreciates that all
options are being explored to minimise future disruption at

this early stage.

ESC acknowledges and strongly supports the Applicant’s
comments at 6.4.3.1 within [REP2-027]. confirming that
‘ongoing collaboration between the various developers, so
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The Applicant continues to engage with SPR to agree the

approach to updating the landscaping design.

An HDD solution under the landscaping would be

unnecessary and unfeasible, including for reasons set out in
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that the evolving designs can be developed in compatible

Application Document 9.73.1 Applicant’s responses to

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 EATN/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 EAZ2 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 EAZ2 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 EATN 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

First Written Questions [REP3-069].
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granted by the Secretary of State later. SPR delayed the
submission of the EATN 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 EA1TN 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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relation to the LionLink project. ESC fully endorses and
encourages proactive collaborative working to avoid and or
minimize any associated impacts on local communities.
ESC did not however accept NGET’s R14(1) objection
statement that if ESC were to discharge R14(1) in its current
form, that this ‘would involve ESC frustrating the
coordinated approach which ESC itself has specifically
advocated for.' ESC made it clear to NGET that such a
statement is both patently incorrect and in the context of
ESC’s wish that the parties adopt a co-ordinated and
collaborative approach, extremely unhelpful.

On the basis of information available at Deadline 7. this
matter currently remains ‘not agreed’. However, ESC
expects the Applicant to engage in discussions, including
with ESC and the promoters of other projects in East
Suffolk, beyond the Examination, and subject to the
progress of these discussions, there is potential for
agreement to be reached on this matter.

Table 1.10 Draft Development Consent Order

Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Application Matter
Documents
s Respendentt  Schedule 1 Summan-ofrelevantrepresentationrESC previously advised that ApplicantsrespenseThe Applicant notes that Requirement 15
Ref3.12.1 +hemsN/A wording is required in the dDCO to remove National Grid’s right to already imposes a restriction on carrying out works to Work 1B
carry out works. “without the prior approval of the relevant where the works are completed pursuant to another DCO.

planning authority”, where SPR has already carried out the works. Therefore, additional wording is not necessary.
ESC is satisfied that Requirement 15 provides adequate controls
in this regard.

RR3.12.2 ESGC—Mental Article 1 definitions  The current definition of maintain is unnecessarily broad and if it
Aosroand is to remain, the given activities must be further defined otherwise
skl NA the Applicant will effectively have been given carte blanche.

In addition, ESC requires wording to be inserted in the dDCO so
as to require the Applicant to serve written notice on the relevant
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planning authority prior to the commencement any “material” Council with regards to the health and wellbeing of its

maintenance works (i.e. those that are likely to cause disturbance ecommunities-

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 ., oo o
to any of the ancillary works in Part 2 of _Schedule 1 thin The def|n|t|on |
(ancillary works) to the extent assessed in the
environmental statement) and “maintenance” must be
construed accordingly;

ncludes the ability to mspect repair, adlust

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,

The amended text in the above definition is based on the reconstruction or replacement of the whole of the authorised
precedent established by the East Angla TWO Order (2022/433) project. The Applicant requires the flexibility to maintain the
which it is considered has particular relevance to the Sea Link assets and all the activities listed within the definition are
application bearing in mind also the Applicant’s consistent conventional and have been assessed within the Environmental
reference to established precedent in other Orders. Statement. The definition is well-precedented across other

nationally significant infrastructure projects and takes into account

In addition, the words “remove”, “improve” and “paint” have been the range of works that the Applicant may reasonably need to
deleted in that the works |nvolved need first to be approved by the carry out over the lifetime of the authorised development to

relevant planning authority. It is in order to accommodate this ensure a safe and efficient connection. The Order restricts this
exigency that ESC also proposes an amendment to Article 4 as  efinition such that the ability to maintain does not vary the

|; is essential that NGET e .
h'th'qhted in the "Art. 4 row’ below 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
authorlsed bv the powers under the Order Application
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3.12.3 N/A Art.2(1) “pre- ESC notes that ‘pre-commencement operations’ are described in  The Applicant notes that the pre-commencement operations will
commencement the Explanatory Memorandum as operations that are “either de be controlled by the outline management plans which are listed
operations” minimis or [having] minimal potential for adverse impacts”. The within Requirement 6. The Applicant recognises that there is a

current list in the DCO is substantial and includes activities that natural tension between discharging the requirements to

may have more than minimal effects and do not appear to be de ‘commence’ under the Order and the programme constraints
minimis. Further clarification is required and ESC is certainly not which require pre-commencement. The Applicant has reviewed
prepared to rely, going forward, on the general wording offered in the list of pre-commencement operations and considers that the

the Explanatory Memorandum. right balance has been struck.

Additionally, ESC queries whether demolition of buildings should Site setup works for construction compounds would involve the
be included as a pre-commencement activity. removal and storage of top soil and sub soil to create the level
ESC also raises the question if this should include the erection of 2area for the compound. This would be followed by the import of
temporary buildings and structures. stone to provide a suitable laydown area. including the installation

of any services required and drainage. Following the completion
of the stone layer , there may be the installation of tarmac for
permanent areas of vehicle movements and parking, the
installation of cabins and welfare facilities . any fencing . lighting
and security requirements.

ESC questions what is meant by ‘site clearance’ and if this means
the removal of trees, hedgerows and scrubs, or ground works and
should this also include site preparation works.

ESC questions what ‘set up works associated with the
establishment of construction compounds’ includes.

ESC requests that ‘environmental mitigation measures’ should be
defined within article 2. ESC raises concern over the construction
of compounds without any LPA involvement as a pre-
commencement condition, as construction compounds can be
significant and potentially requiring elements like drainage.

ESC requests that further discussion on temporary accesses is
needed. A new temporary construction access can be significant
and can require associated elements like drainage.

ESC requests that ‘early planting of landscaping works’ is added
to the list of pre-commencement operations and that a
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3.12.5 N/A

Art 4

requirement be added to Schedule 3 that requires that ‘pre-
commencement operations’ cannot be carried out until details of
advance planting are approved with a timetable for their
implementation.

ESC notes that “temporary construction works” is defined as
meaning “any of the temporary construction works described in

The definition of ‘temporary construction works’ is used in the

Order in the context of Article 8 only, which refers to the

Schedule 1 (authorised development) to the Order”. However,

application of the 1990 Act. An amendment to a definition is only

Schedule 1 does not appear to identify clearly which works are in

relevant to the extent that it is used operationally within the Order.

fact only “temporary”.

ESC suqggests that the definition of “temporary construction
works” in Art 2(1) of the dDCO is amended as follows (changes

On that basis, an amendment to the definition is not necessary.

The Applicant does not believe that this temporal separation is

necessary, nor is it clear as to what it would achieve. The DCO

shown in bold):

“temporary construction works” means any of the temporary
construction works described as “temporary” in Schedule 1
(authorised development) to the Order”.

Schedule 1 should be reviewed to ensure that it sufficiently
identifies all such “temporary” works. ESC notes that, as currently

authorises the works set out in Schedule 1, to meet the Proposed

Project need. The principal works (e.q. substation, converter

station, cables, OHL) would be permanent (for the lifetime of the

Proposed Project), but facilitated by temporary activities (such as

construction, maintenance). All activities have been assessed

and are mitigated and controlled as appropriate

drafted, Schedule 1 identifies the following works (in East Suffolk
only) as temporary:

e \Work No 4 — Suffolk temporary work compounds: - - -

e ‘temporary work areas and laydown areas’ - in Work
Nos. 1B (c), 2(b), 3A(c), 3B(b), 5(b), 6(a);

e ‘utility service connections for electricity,
telecommunications and potable water and/or
connection of power supply made from temporary
generators’ in Work Nos. 1B (v). 2(1), 3B(u);

e ‘trenchless crossing(s) including an entry/exit pit and
associated temporary construction compounds’ - in
Work Nos. 5(q). 6(c) and (d): and

‘temporary work areas for vessels to carry out intrusive and non-
intrusive activities’ - in Work Nos. 6(e).

The Applicant’s response in this SoCG fails to answer ESC’s
concern and gquestions. The wording of the DCO should be
clarified as requested by ESC: the DCO is not meant to provide a
promoter with inherent flexibility to do what it wants.

ESC also proposes the following amendments to Article 4:

Article 4 (Maintenance of authorised project)

4 —(1) The undertaker may at any time maintain the authorised
project, except to the extent that this Order, or an agreement
made under this Order, provides otherwise.

The Applicant does not consider that the additional proposed

wording requiring written notice to be served on the planning

authority prior to the commencement of any maintenance works is

necessary. The context in which the Applicant can (or is required

to) maintain is set out in the relevant article and such powers

would already be authorised by the powers under the Order.

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link

91



Ref Relevant Description of ESC'’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position

Application Matter

Documents
(2) The power to maintain conferred under paragraph (1) does not
relieve the undertaker of any requirement to obtain any further
licence under Part 4 of the 2009 Act (marine licensing) for
offshore works not covered by the deemed marine licence.
(3) The undertaker must give 28 days’ notice in writing to the
relevant planning authority prior to the commencement of any
maintenance works which may give rise to effects or impacts not
assessed in the Environmental Statement and those works must
not be undertaken unless the relevant planning authority has
confirmed in writing that it has no objection to such works.

3.12.6 N/A Art 5 ESC queries the acceptability of a 6 m limit of deviation for The Applicant notes that the 6 m limit of deviation relates to the
pylons. and requests that clarification should be made and standard 3 m panel typically used to construct a tower. The
justification for this figure provided. and this deviation reduced. Applicant does not agree that this deviation should be reduced as
ESC recommends that the wording of Article 5 is amended to the flexibility to use either one or two panels is intended to provide
provide for the addition of the following wording within the ‘Table —2.necessary but proportionate degree of flexibility in the
of Parameters’ at Paragraph (3)(b) — construction of the authorised development and to reduce risk.

e Work: ‘3A (a) The Applicant has included the footprint of the operational fenced
_ . . compound related to the substation under Work No. 1B into
o Type of structure: ‘Access bridge over River Fromus’  Article 5 of the draft DCO. The Applicant considers that securing
o Height: IXIm above finished ground level the !ImItS of dewatlon.pursuant ﬁo the quks Plans, which are
certified documents. is appropriate, and is the approach taken on
other nationally significant infrastructure projects granted by the
. . L . Secretary of State. Further reductions in flexibility would not meet
iig;ﬁﬁ:’%vg:eg?ezr?ﬂe?;:if d(tLr']rg'\t:/:rfkg%\{;ar:?g%éwlﬁgﬁs the tests for requirements to be imposed under paragraph 4.1.16
linear limits ofqde\?iation Hovs}ever ESC considers that other ] Of NPS EN-1 as It woulld not be necessary or reasonable; the ul
n h — foot : n b trolled und limits of deviation have been assessed in the Environmental
aspects, _suc as maximum Toolprinis, MustL be con rq €d UNGET  Statement and reductions in horizontal flexibility would not reduce
the DCO: the requirement in Article 5(3)(a) for works ‘to be —
- — - - — — significant effects.
carried out within any applicable non-linear limits of deviation
shown on the Works Plans’ is not sufficient.

3.12.7 N/A Art 7 ESC requests a requirement for the relevant planning authority to Article 7 requires the undertaker to seek the consent of the
be given 56 days to make representations in relation to any Secretary of State to transfer the benefit of the Order. Therefore,
transfer or grant made under Article 7 (Consent to transfer benefit this is a matter for the Secretary of State to determine and it will
of order). be for the Secretary of State to consult the relevant planning

authority if felt appropriate.
ESC suggests that a new paragraph (7) is inserted in Article 7 as Ife s appropriat
follows —
(6) The undertaker must give the relevant planning authority not
less than 56 days’ notice of its intention to transfer or grant to
another person any or all of the benefit of the provisions of the
Order.
3.12.8 N/A Art 10 ESC notes that discussions are ongoing with the Applicant The Applicant notes this comment and welcomes the provision of

regarding the wording of Article 10. ESC reserves its position as

wording by the authorities. The Applicant has provided its

to both the need for Article 10 and whether it is acceptable in l[aw.

comments in respect of this article within Document 9.153

Applicant’s Response to Rule 17 Letter submitted at Deadline
7.
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ESC notes that, following discussions between the Councils, SCC
submitted proposed updated Article 10 wording in response to
ExQ3 3GEN17 at Deadline 6 [REP6-276]. ESC is supportive of
this proposed wording.

3.12.9 N/A Art 21 ESC is of the view that in circumstances where notice must be Article 21 sets out the circumstances in which protective works
given, 14 days is too short a period of time. It is entirely can be carried out to land, buildings, structures, apparatus or
reasonable for the Applicant to be required to provide 28 days’ equipment, within the Order limits or which may be affected by the
notice. authorised project. If there is a need to prevent damage to a

building, there will be a clear need to carry out the works relatively
quickly. The Applicant considers that 14 days is an appropriate
timescale and is proportionate in the context of preventing
damage or remedying damage. In any event, the Applicant would
typically seek to carry out works by voluntary agreement. The
article provides that the undertaker must compensate the owners
and occupiers of any land, building, structure, apparatus or
equipment, in relation to which rights under the article have been
exercised, for any loss or damage arising to them by reason of
the exercise of those rights.

3.12.10 N/A Art 27 ESC questions why Article 27(2) prescribes a 14-day notice Article 27 (Temporary use of land for carrying out the authorised
period for the temporary use of land for carrying out the project) allows the Order land and the land set out in Schedule 11
authorised project, whilst Article 28(3) prescribes a 28-day notice to be occupied temporarily by the undertaker in connection with
period for the temporary use of land for maintaining the the carrying out of the authorised project. Article 27(2) requires 14
authorised project. These should be made consistent by days' notice to be given before entering on and taking temporary
increasing the 14-day notice period for Article 27(2) to a more possession of land under this article, the undertaker must serve
appropriate 28-day notice period. notice of the intended entry on the owners and occupiers of the
The Applicant’s response in this SOCG is not accepted. There is  1and.
no justification for two different periods of time. Article 28(3) (Temporary use of land for maintaining authorised
In addition, the fact that the provision may have been project) requires that no less than 28 days before entering upon
precedented elsewhere is of no relevance to the current projects ~2nd taking temporary possession of land under this article the
and the issues that ESC face. undertaker must serve notice of the intended entry on the owners

and occupiers of the land and that notice must explain the
purpose for which entry is taken. except as provided in paragraph

Comments on Article 27 are also provided in the ‘Schedule 3:
Requirement 9. and Article 27 (Temporary use of land for carrying

out the authorised project)’ row below (1.
The time periods are necessarily different as the articles serve

different purposes. Article 28 relates to the maintenance period
and at this stage, the Applicant should have secured the ability to
carry out maintenance by virtue of land rights using its
compulsory acquisition powers, outside of the DCO powers.
Therefore, the Order power is intended as a fall-back position to
carry out any maintenance within the first 5 years. In the context
of maintenance, 28 days in an appropriate timescale.

However, Article 27 is a crucial power that will be exercised in the
construction of the authorised project. It operates within an
entirely different context to article 28 and the 14-day timeframe is
considered to be necessary. appropriate and proportionate given
the need for the Applicant to construct the authorised project to

meet the needs case. In reality, the Applicant will be liable for
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3.12.11 N/A

ESC requests that Art 49(1)(a)(iii), 49(1)(a)(iv) and 49(1)(b)(ii) are

compensation under this Article where compensation would be
payable and so landowners will be given as much notice as is
possible. However, it is essential that the programme can be
adhered to.

It is not correct that precedent is not relevant. Whilst clearly every

project is different and turns on its own issues and local context,
there is considerable value in understanding the approach taken
by the Secretary of State on nationally significant infrastructure
projects and critical national priority projects. particularly around
established standard order drafting points which stem from the
model provisions.

Article 49 relates to civil claims for statutory nuisance claims

amended to provide that the demonstration that the nuisance
cannot ‘reasonably be avoided’ be demonstrated to ‘the relevant

under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 which can be
brought against the undertaker in respect of noise or light effects.

planning authority’s reasonable satisfaction’. There is precedent
for this in the Sizewell C DCO, which provides that the no
enforcement action may be taken in relation to statutory nuisance
where this ‘is a conseguence of the construction, maintenance or
operation of the authorised development and that it cannot, to the
reasonable satisfaction of East Suffolk Council reasonably be
avoided’. This is particularly important in light of ESC’s concerns
regarding the broad scope of the definition of “maintenance” in
the draft DCO.

ESC also queries the inclusion of Art 49(1)(a)(iv) and considers
that it may provide the undertaker with great scope for the
application of Article 49. ESC requests that the Applicant provides
justification for this inclusion, including examples of instances
where this provision would apply.

The Applicant’s response is not accepted. ESC’s proposed
wording is entirely appropriate and the fact that the Applicant is
attempting to avoid such a provision merely endorses ESC’s
View.

ESC has also requested that Article 49(1)(b)(i) be amended to
refer to an operational noise limit DCO Requirement (proposed
wording for which has most recently been provided by ESC at
Deadline 6 in response to ISH3 Action Point 1 [REP6-1611]),
rather than the Construction Noise and Vibration Management
Plan, as this contains no operational hoise controls and so is not
relevant to the use of the authorised development. Despite the
EXA querying this in its ExQ2 Question 2GEN13, ESC notes that
no amendments were made to Article 49 at Deadline 5.
Amendments were subsequently made at Deadline 6 [REP6-004]
such that Article 49(1)(b)(i) makes reference ‘measures contained
within the Reqister of Environmental Actions and Commitments’,
in_light of operational noise limits being inserted into the REAC.
As ESC has stated, the Applicant must propose an operational
noise limit DCO Requirement, rather than securing operational

The Applicant does not consider that the suggested wording for
inclusion is appropriate. The suggested wording would require
that in a case brought for statutory nuisance by a third party. any
defence in front of a tribunal or court would have to seek input
from ESC for some kind of approval that it cannot be reasonably
be avoided. The wording suggested by ESC is entirely
inappropriate in this case and is not well-precedented beyond
their sole example of Sizewell C, which is a very different project.
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noise controls in the REAC. and then make reference to this
Requirement in Article 49.

3.12.12 Application Art 51 In regard to felling and lopping, ESC has stated that clarification = The Applicant has re-considered this point and still does not
Document on the definition of ‘near’ is necessary. ESC considers it consider that it would be appropriate to include a distance, which
9.84 (E) appropriate for a consent mechanism to be included here for would be an arbitrary number. Whilst there is no precise definition
Register of felling trees outside the order limits. of ‘near’ in the draft Order, the power in Article 51 (1) (felling or
EnVironmental The response provide;d to gate is insufficient. The Worq “near’ |099|ng) is limited and may OnIV be exercised for the SDeCiﬁC
Actions and should be defined in Article 51 — “near’ means within X metres of Statutory purpose(s) set out. namely to prevent an obstruction or
Commitments the authorised development”. interference with the construction, maintenance or operation of
-(—IREA.C ESC requests amendments to Article 51 such that it does not .the ‘authorjsed Qe\(elopment’ (as defined) or any apparatus used
—Eme'.tted at apply to veteran trees that have been identified and understood to In connegtlon with 't‘. orto FEMOVEe or prevent a danger to persons

eadline 7 be preserved in situ for the project. constructilng_,_operatln.g or maintaining the same. |

The Applicant’s reference to earlier DCOs is inappropriate; every ;ZZ:SV?:LcaEnSt(;eilogwng/eesrt?ﬁ:iggﬂg:;rt‘smz?gt:iiz ?rgﬁﬁzed

DCO must be drafted based on what is being proposed for that — - : : -

particular project. drafting Is necessary ar'1d appropriate for the reasons DreV|qusIv
set out within Application Document 9.89 Applicant’s Written
Summaries of Oral Submissions at Issue Specific Hearing 2
[REP4-085]. The current drafting is based on established wording
with considerable precedent at Article 47 of the (Bramford to
Twinstead Reinforcement) Order 2024, Article 81 (1) of the
Sizewell C (Nuclear Generating Station) Order 2022, Article 35 (1)
of the Norfolk Boreas Offshore Wind Farm Order 2021, and
Article 32 (1) of the Cleve Hill Solar Park Order 2022. None of
these Orders included a definition of ‘near’.
It is not correct to suggest that precedent is not relevant. Whilst
clearly every project is different and turns on its own issues and
local context, there is considerable value in understanding the
approach taken by the Secretary of State on nationally significant
infrastructure projects and critical national priority projects,
particularly around established standard order drafting points
which stem from the model provisions. It is hoted that ESC
frequently insists that the Applicant should accept all parameters,
approaches, commitments and requirements imposed on two
offshore wind farms, EA1N and EA2, even where the measures
are wholly irrelevant or unnecessary for the Proposed Project. It is
appropriate that the Applicant sets out its precedents in response.

3.12.13 Application Art 55 Notwithstanding and subject to ESC’s outstanding objections to The Applicant has accepted the recommendation of the EXA in its
Document the deeming provisions in the dDCO, ESC considers that such Schedule of Changes to the draft Development Consent Order
9.89 provisions address any instances of decisions being [PD-024] and has amended the draft DCO to remove this
Applicant’s ‘unreasonably delayed’. ESC also considers that the wording wording. The Applicant considers that this should resolve this
Written ‘unreasonably withheld’ is inappropriate and unnecessary and matter.

Summaries of would not provide the Applicant with any additional protections. as
Oral an arbiter would be needed to determine whether a decision has
Submissions indeed been ‘unreasonably withheld’, and such provisions are

at Issue already made in Article 62 (Arbitration), and in the case of
Specific requirements. via the appeals process in Article 54(4). ESC
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Hearing 2 therefore considers that the wording ‘unreasonably withheld or
[REP4-085] delayed’ should be deleted.

3.12.14 N/A Art 56 Safequarding: ESC considers that the appropriate mechanismis The Applicant considers that the safeguarding provision is an
for the Applicant to set up notifications for planning applications important one in the context of a project for which there is a
using the Council’s Public Access planning service, freely critical national priority.
available. ESC does not provide a “private” service for any other  Article 56(3)(b) states that the notification may be provided “by
developer and is not prepared to create an administrative such other means of service as may be agreed with the relevant
precedent in so doing. planning authority”. This makes clear that details can be dealt with
Notwithstanding this, the ESC requires the wording “sent the by agreeing to use email.
notice to the unQGrtaker bV first class DOSt” be C_ieleted as notice is Paraqraph (6) makes the requirement to consult a local land
sent via email, and not by post. National Grid should also supply  charge. The result is that in the ordinary course of the early
details of who the notice should be sent to. stages of handling an application for planning permission the
ESC requires clarification on what is meant by ‘alteration’ in existence of this provision will become readily apparent to all
56(8)(a)(i) and what constitutes an alteration. concerned. It is standard practice for Safequarding Directions to
ESC queries Article 56(6), which states that ‘the requirementto ke revealed in response to Optional Enquiries sent with
consult under this article is a local land charge’. requisitions for searches of the local land charges reqister; the

approach taken in this Order takes advantage of the Order’s
status as a statutory provision for the purpose of section 1(1)(e) of
the Local Land Charges Act 1975 (see the definition in section
14(1)). This should avoid any undue administrative burden.
3.12.15 N/A Schedule 3: ESC is content to be the discharging authority for all discharge of The Applicant is including a schedule within the DCO to be
Requirements - requirements for the Suffolk Onshore Scheme, save for submitted at Deadline 7 to set out the discharging authorities for
General Requirement 7(3), and Requirement 12, for which SCC as the the requirements and management plans.

relevant highway authority is the discharging authority. Appendix
B to the Explanatory Memorandum provides clarity in relation to
who the discharging authority will be for the approval of the
management plans listed in Requirement 6. This states that ESC
would be the discharging authority for all Suffolk plans, other than
the Construction Traffic Management Plan — Suffolk, the Public
Rights of Way Management Plan — Suffolk, the Drainage
Management Plan — Suffolk, and the Flood Management Plan, for

which SCC would be the discharging authority. ESC considers
that SCC should also be the discharging authority for the
Materials and Waste Management Plan, noting that SCC
requested this itself in Paragraph 15.45 of its LIR [REP1-130].
ESC considers that further clarification as to the relevant
discharging authorities should also be provided in the wording of
Requirement 6 of the draft DCO itself. ESC would also welcome
the provision of further clarification regarding who the discharging
authorities would be for all other Requirements of the draft DCO.
Additionally, ESC queries how the discharge of Requirement 6
process will operate where there are multiple discharging
authorities for a single plan (for example, the Onshore CEMP,
Code of Construction Practice, and Material and Waste
Management Plan, for which ESC is one of three discharging
authorities). and would welcome clarification from the Applicant.

When discharging final management plans the Applicant is able to
do so in stages. with those stages defined by the programme
submitted under Reguirement 4. This enables the efficient
delivery of infrastructure projects as it means construction can
start on one element of the project whilst detailed design is
completed in another; but also provides an effective mechanism
for the Applicant to manage discharge of management plans on
cross boundary projects. Whilst the Applicant has not yet
developed the stages for the Proposed Project, it is highly likely
that stages would be split by discharging authority such that, for
example, the final plans would comprise an Onshore CEMP:
Suffolk and an Onshore CEMP: Kent. This is currently the
Applicant’s intended approach.

An alternative mechanism available on projects that span local
authority areas is to develop a single document and have that
document approved by all relevant discharging authorities. This
can become complex if relevant discharging authorities disagree
on final measures, but can work well for plans that are unlikely to
vary significantly across areas.

It should be noted that the Code of Construction Practice is no
longer a document that is part of the Application, with measures
formerly within it split between other documents, particularly the
CEMPs and the REAC.
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ESC acknowledges that the Applicant has suggested that On 23 April 2026, the Applicant also shared with ESC a document
information submitted at Deadline 7 could address ESC’s issued to the Planning Inspectorate as a response to the
concerns but given this has not been formally submitted into the  Fingleton Review that proposed the introduction of a change of
Examination at the time of writing and ESC have not been able to wording that would enable requirements to be discharged by a
review it, this matter remains ‘not agreed’. new department in DESNZ, following consultation with relevant
planning authorities. The Applicant also left messages with ESC
officers to discuss this change and offered the same by email. but
the offer was not accepted due to resourcing challenges in the
lead up to Deadline 7.
The Applicant hopes this addresses ESC’s concerns.The
Applicant’s view is that there is not a substantial difference
between ESC and the Applicant on this issue, but agreement
could not be reached before Deadline 7.
3.12.16 N/A Schedule 3: Management Plans to be Approved The Applicant has amended the DCO to include provision for an
Requirements - . . operational lighting plan to be submitted to and approved by the
General Eili d%?:%ﬁ:ﬁ;?;igatgz:git";lta%f nég%agsgfgégin:e%(;z:m relevant planning authority and has submitted an outline
ud ) ry - — - —
for an outline lighting management plan to be prepared, and for a S e lel, WG 280 T e SRR,
detailed Lighting Management Plan to be approved by the
relevant planning authority post-consent, which it suggested could
be through a discharge of Requirement 6. This would ensure that
the operational lighting is able to respond to any site-specific
technical requirements and reflect the most up-to-date best
practice. Such requirements are commonplace. For example,
Requirement 25 (‘Control of artificial light emissions during
operational phase’) of The East Anglia ONE North Offshore Wind
Farm Order 2022 and The East Anglia TWO Offshore Wind Farm
Order 2022 allows the relevant planning authority to approve
details of artificial light emissions, including measures to minimise
lighting pollution and the hours of lighting.
ESC therefore welcomes the addition of paragraphs (4) and (5) to
Requirement 3 of the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 6 [REP6-
004]. which requires that operational lighting for Work Nos. 3B,
9B and 11 (and 1B where the substation is constructed under the
Sea Link DCO) must not be installed until an operational lighting
plan is submitted to and approved by the relevant planning
authority. ESC is currently reviewing the outline operational
lighting management plan and will comment on this at Deadline 7.
3.12.17 NI/A Schedule 3: Req1  ESC is of the view that sub-para. (f) — “general site maintenance” The Applicant considers that the robust controls in the
definitions is unhelpfully broad and could as a consequence include a range management documents are sufficient and a noise limit will apply
of activities that would create a disturbance before the working at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor for start up and close down
hours. This definition needs revision and further discussion. activities, which includes general site maintenance. The
Applicant’s position is as set out in the draft DCO at Deadline 7.
31218 NI/ Schedule 3: Req3  Detailed Design The Applicant further amended Requirement 3(3) at Deadline 7 to

specify that the ‘design, layout, scale and external appearance’ of
the bridge are to be approved. The Applicant had intended the
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ESC, in collaboration with SCC, has proposed revised wording for word ‘design’ to be a holistic term to mean these aspects of the

Requirement 3 of the draft DCO which can be found in ESC’s bridge as the layout, scale and external appearance are part of
response to ExQ3 3GENS8 [REP6-261]. the design. However, the wording has been amended to make
ESC notes that the App“cant has amended Requirement 3(3) this eXpliCit in line with ESC’s requeSt in the hope this could now

(Detailed Design, Bridge over the River Fromus) of the draft DCO be agreed.
at Deadline 6 to read:

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

‘Development of the bridge crossing of the River Fromus  States:
(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 (a) Development of the bridge crossing of the River Fromus (part
consultation with the Environment Agency.’ 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.

‘(3) Bridge over the River Fromus

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  (b) The bridge over the River Fromus should be designed in
as a maximum height in Requirement 3 and that ESC’s control accordance with the following parameters:

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.

(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

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  (iii) the bridge shall not have a deck width greater than 6m.
Examination at the time of writing and ESC have not been able to
review it, this matter remains ‘not agreed’.

(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
reqard 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 CHO2.

(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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and downstream of the Fromus crossing for a period of five
years following completion of the construction of the Fromus
crossing.
(i) Principles of the contingency monetary fund set out in (e) and
criteria for when provision of the fund would be triggered.
(e) Following receipt and review of the monitoring results under
(d)(i), should the criteria in (d)(ii) be exceeded, then a contingency
fund would be provided to fund measures to encourage the
passaqge of macro invertebrates around the Fromus crossing
and/or enhancement of Water Framework Directive invertebrate
habitat upstream of the Fromus crossing. This would be secured
via an appropriate leqal agreement.
(f) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
details approved by the relevant planning authority further to sub-
paragraph (3)(a).
The Applicant’s view is that there is not a substantial difference
between ESC and the Applicant on this issue, but agreement
could not be reached before Deadline 7.
3.12.19 NI/A Schedule 3: Req4  Stages of the Authorised Development The Applicant has agreed to this change, Requirement 4(1) now
Part (4) of Sub-paragraph 4 of Requirement 4 states that stateg that 28 davs-notlce should be provided in the draft DCO
——= - - submitted at Deadline 7.
notification of completion of construction of each stage of the . R : o
authorised development must be provided within 28 days of the  1NeApplicant's view is that there is not a substantial difference
event completing. ESC considers that a 28-day notice period betvI\:jeen EbSC an%t%ebA?pllcgnt %rll th|s7|ssue, but agreement
should also be required for the service on ESC of written notice could not be reached before Deadline 7.
setting out the anticipated programme for the carrying out of pre-
commencement operations. The 7-day notice period prescribed in
in paragraph 1 of Requirement 4 is not adequate.
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’.
3.12.20 N/A Schedule 3: Req4  Stages of the Authorised Development The scheme setting out the stages of the authorised development
is informed by the Contractor and construction programme. The
ESC. as)l[ﬁ, tr)\at slgb-qta}[ragraphs t(r?) an.d (4) t:te amended Isg atshto Applicant does not consider that it is appropriate for such a
require the p.p ICaNt 10 s_ecure € _pnor written approval by the document to be approved by the local planning authority.
relevant planning authority of all written schemes. and any
revisions to these. There is precedent for this in the EA1TN and
EA2 DCOs.
3.12.21 N/A Schedule 3: Req5 ESC has previously raised concerns regarding whether the Requirement 5(3) confirms that for the avoidance of doubt, the
and 6 management management plans etc. secured by Requirement 5 of the draft pre-commencement operations must be carried out in accordance
plans DCO will bite on the pre commencement operations, given there  with the plans in listed in Requirement 5 and the outline plans

was no reference to commencement in the wording in

within Requirement 6.

Status

Agreed

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link

99



Ref Relevant Description of ESC'’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position
Application Matter
Documents
Requirement 5. ESC welcomes the clarity provided by the The Applicant has amended the draft DCO to refer to ‘the
Applicant in this regard in Requirement 5. authorised development’ rather than works forming part of the
ESC also welcomes the Applicant's amendments to authorised development to provide further clarity.
Requirements 5 and 6 to confirm that they cover not only the
construction phase. but also the operational and maintenance
periods. ESC is now content with the wording of Requirements 5
and 6 in this regard.
3.12.22 N/A Schedule 3: Reg 5 There is no requirement relevant to fencing and other means of = The Applicant does not agree that a requirement relevant to
and 6 management enclosure, ESC considers it appropriate for one to be included. fencing is necessary. It is noteworthy on this point that the
plans For reference see Requirement 17 of the ScottishPower Applicant must deliver fencing around substations and converter
Renewables East Anglia One North and East Anglia Two DCOs. stations in line with strict requirements on height, materials and
ESC has provided its suggested wording for a fencing design; and the Applicant themselves has no ability to vary these
requirement in response to ExQ2 Question 2LVIA8. and more parameters. Therefore, any input from relevant planning
recently in response to ISH3 Action Point 1 [REP6-161]. authorities could not be considered, rendering any approvals
process unnecessary and without merit. This has been discussed
on a large number of occasions with ESC.
3.12.23 Application Schedule 3: Req 5 There is no requirement for emergency planning arrangements The Applicant has provided a commitment (GG41) within
Document and 6 management (other DCOs have secured this — Requirement 6 of the Sizewell C Application Document 9.84 (E) Register of Environmental
9.84 (E) plans DCO. Requirement 33 of the East Anglia One North and East Actions and Commitments submitted at Deadline 7, to submit
Register of Anglia Two DCOs). an Emergency Radiation Plan. The Applicant has included a new
E’;l’i:ggzsgta' ESC acknowledges that the Applicant has suggested that ;ﬁﬁ'g'r;eemnictp'gmn%gg ;rc]’ QZ%Se“nli:'tted at Deadiine 7 fo cover
Commitments L EoE The Applicant’s view is that there is not a substantial difference
submitted at conce.rns'but given thls has n_o_t been formally submitted into the between ESC and the Applicant on this issue. but aareement
m Examination at the time of writing and ESC have not been able to E:ould not_be reacﬁed befgopre Deadline 7 , DUt agq
- review it, this matter remains ‘not agreed’. -
3.12.24 N/A Schedule 3: Req 5 There is no requirement controlling operational noise. As discussed above, operational noise is controlled by
and 6 management Requirement 27 of the East Anglia One North and East Anglia enforceable mechanisms in the REAC, secured by Requirement
plans Two DCOs secures this. and these limits and controls should be  5; the exact content of SPR’s requirements cannot be replicated
replicated by the Proposed Project’'s DCO for the Friston (as they apply to noise levels at two substations over which the
substation. ESC has provided its suggested wording for an Applicant has no control and will create more noise than Friston
operational noise DCO requirement, most recently at Deadline 6 Substation), but the Applicant has incorporated strict noise limits
in response to ISH3 Action Point 1 [REP6-161]). Further detail of in REAC commitments that enable SPR’s commitments to be
this request is provided in Table 3.3 above. met.
3.12.25 N/A Schedule 3: Reg6 ESC acknowledges the additional paragraphs (3) and (4) of The Applicant does not consider this addition to the requirement

Requirement 6 concerning landscaping works. ESC welcomes

to be necessary because the oLEMPs have been updated

these additions, noting that the wording is comparable to
Requirement 15 of the East Anglia ONE North and East Anglia
TWO DCOs. However, ESC requests that additional wording is
included in paragraph (4) to confirm that any replacement planting

will also be subject to the same monitoring and maintenance
period as the original planting. ESC suggests that the following
amendments to paragraph (4) of Requirement 6 are adopted
(amendments shown in red):

specifically to address the issue of adaptive management in the
establishment period.
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‘(4) Any tree or shrub planted as part of an approved
Landscape and Ecological Management Plans that, within
a period of five years after planting, is removed, dies or
becomes, in the opinion of the relevant planning authority,
seriously damaged or diseased, must be replaced in the
first available planting season with a specimen of the same
species and size as that originally planted unless
alternative timing or a different specimen is otherwise
approved by the relevant planning authority. Any
replacement planting will be subject to the same
management and monitoring arrangements (including
management periods) as agreed for original planting
through the approval of the Landscape and Ecological
Management Plans under sub-paragraph (1).’

Schedule 3: Req 7  Construction Hours The Applicant disagrees that the list of exceptions are too wide,
they are exceptions that are all necessary and proportionate; it is

simply incorrect that exceptions apply to ‘most situations’.

Start up and close activities are tightly defined in the draft DCO
Schedule 3(1) and do not involve main construction activities.
They do not represent an extension of core hours. However,
these periods do enable the Applicant to bring personnel onto site
outside core hours, which is beneficial for further reducing traffic
during periods of higher traffic. It also enables, for example_a
manager to attend site and carry out safety checks before
personnel arrive on site, which is beneficial from a safety
perspective and to enable works to start efficiently during core

Detailed comments on the proposed working hours are included
in ESC’s Local Impact Report and other Examination
submissions, and also in Table 3.5 of this SoCG. and so are not
repeated here.

Furthermore, the items listed in sub-paragraph (4) are too wide in
scope and effectively allow the applicant to continue working
outside core hours in most situations, with the exception of
emergency works where risk to life or property exist and a few
other exceptions, such as security operations, that may be
discussed with the applicant in due course.works must be
restricted to the core hours unless approved by the RPA. working hours.

Following this the Applicant has included 1 hour start up and Requirement 7(5) also incorporates a noise limit for close down
close down either side of core hours, this does not appear to have gng start up activities as previously requested by ESC and

been factored into assessments or mitigation and is not accepted, recognised in the response. The Applicant does not consider a

it is effectively extending core hours by 2 hours a day and with the |ower noise level to be necessary. although given the description
current inclusion of Saturday afternoons. Sundays and Bank of activities, in all likelihood noise levels would be much lower
Holidays is unacceptable. than this.

On the Bramford to Twinstead application the local planning
authorities requested reduced working hours as they are on the
Proposed Project. The team gave the response that this flexibility
should not be limited without a good reason and asked the local
planning authorities to suggest any areas of the project where
reduced hours may be necessary because. for example, the noise

Whilst ESC maintains its concerns regarding the inclusion of
‘general site maintenance’ in the definition of ‘start-up and close
down activities’ as noted above, ESC welcomes, in principle, a
noise limit for the start up and close down hours. However,
Requirement 7 as currently drafted defines the 50dB noise ‘limit’
as a LOAEL. A LOAEL is not a noise limit, as it is the point at

which impact must be mitigated and minimised. The LOAEL for

levels would be high at a residential property. The exceptions in

construction should be the baseline noise level. whilst a noise
limit should be expressed as a SOAEL . but it would be more

appropriate to refer to the agreed standard (BS5228-1) rather

the Bramford and Twinstead Order were jointly arrived upon

through close working with the local planning authorities, although

there remained core disagreement over the working hours.

than a policy term. ESC suggests the following wording for
paragraph (5) of Requirement 7:

On the Proposed Project the Applicant took exactly the same

approach as it did on Bramford to Twinstead and has adopted the
same working hours. However, on the Proposed Project ESC and
SCC have not identified any areas of the Proposed Project where

reduced hours should be required due to an environmental effect

(5) The core working hours referred to in sub-paraagraph (1)
exclude start-up and close down activities up to 1 hour either side
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3.12.27 N/A Schedule 3:
Requirement 9. and

of the core working hours. Start up and close down activities will and has instead objected to the core hours on principle and using
be inaudible at the nearest noise sensitive receptor during these the somewhat imprecise term of ‘respite’ without defining who
times. Where this cannot be reasonably met_ justification must be would be receiving respite from what. This is important particularly
provided to the relevant local planning authority, and as a fall qgiven that HGV movements and the noisiest activities that can be
back in accordance with the relevant BS5228-1 Category restricted (piling) are already limited to lesser working hours.
Threshold (Table E.1), a 50dBA noise limit (where Category B) Imposing a requirement such as reduced working hours must

and a 45dBA noise limit (where Category A) will apply at the meet the tests in paragraph 4.1.6 of NPS EN-1- and a

nearest noise-sensitive receptors for start-up and close down requirement cannot be necessary or reasonable where there is no
activities up to one hour either side of the core working hours. clear rationale for it to be upheld. This is particularly in the context
The Bramford to Twinstead DCO contained a list of properties of a draft DCO that has adopted working hours that are standard
that had been identified as excluded from the working hours. This 20-iransmission projects and have been accepted on other DCOs

needs further discussion. Whilst ESC acknowledges that the led by the Applicant.
Applicant has now excluded Bank Holidays from its core working
hours for the Suffolk converter station (Work No. 3B), this simply
does not go far enough. ESC requires Saturday afternoons,
Sundays and Bank Holidays to be removed from the core working
hours for all works other than those listed in Paragraph (4) of
Requirement 7 (notwithstanding ESC’s view that the scope of this
paragraph is too wide). This is of critical importance to ESC and
the communities it represents. The local community will only
benefit from the respite afforded to it by other consented projects
in the District (including EA1N and EA2) if all future projects also
include these periods of respite.

ESC notes that the Applicant has amended Requirement 9(2) so The Applicant amended the wording in Article 27 at Deadline 5 to
that it no longer refers to the exclusion of the requirement to remove reference to ‘shrubs’ and ‘shrubberies’. Therefore, the

Article 27
(Temporary use of

reinstate land for land ‘above or within 10 metres of underground Applicant considered that that amendment dealt with the
cables installed as part of the authorised development’. outstanding concern raised by ESC but welcomes further

land for carrying out
the authorised

project)

3.12.28 NI/ Schedule 3:
Requirement 11

discussion with ESC to resolve this issue (including the potential
to restrict to trees).

Article 27 was amended to include this exclusion for
reinstatement of land where the undertaker would otherwise need
to replant ‘trees, shrubs. shrubberies or any other deep-rooted
organism’ above or within 10 metres of underground cables. ESC
considered that this did not alleviate its concerns regarding
habitat fragmentation due to leave large gaps being left in
hedgerows where in proximity to buried cables, as ‘shrubs’ and
‘shrubberies’ are essentially hedgerows. ESC suggested that
Article 27 should only refer to ‘trees’ in this respect, unless the
Applicant can also justify what ‘deep-rooted organism’ other than
trees they may otherwise need to replant. ESC therefore
welcomes the removal of ‘shrubs’, ‘shrubberies’ and ‘any other
deep-rooted organism’ from Article 27(5).

ESC requests that the Applicant provides justification for the 18- The 18-month period is to allow for any unforeseen environmental

month timescale placed on the removal of any temporary bridge  or landowner constraints on the removal works. enabling the

or culvert, from that part of the development being first brought works to be complete should seasonal restrictions apply. For

into operational use. example, within a recent survey project undertaken by the
Applicant birds nested in a temporary bridge structure (whilst in

use) resulting in delays to the removal works to wait for the birds
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ESC considers that the Applicant should be required to remove to fledge and to suit the landowner in terms of undertaking the
within 6 months. or such longer period as may be agreed in works in a break between harvests. 18 months is considered the
writing by the relevant planning authority. worst-case scenario over which these constraints may apply.
3.12.29 NI/A Schedule 3: ESC considers that the dDCO must include a substation The Applicant’s final position on decommissioning is set out in

Requirement 13

decommissioning requirement to cover a scenario in which the

Reference 1.5 of Application Document 9.153 Applicant’s

Friston/Kiln Lane substation (Work No. 1B) is delivered under the

Response to the ExA’s Rule 17 Letter submitted at Deadline 7.

Sea Link DCO, and to cover decommissioning of the Kent
substation (Work No. 11). If the Friston/Kiln Lane substation is
delivered under the Sea Link DCO, its decommissioning must be
correspondingly authorised under the Sea Link DCO.

The Applicant has stated. in response to ExQ1 1GEN54 [REP3-
069] that it is appropriate to exclude the substations from this
Requirement as they ‘form part of the wider Transmission
Network and therefore would be required to remain in operation
even if the Proposed Project were to be decommissioned’. The
DCO application seeks the Secretary of State’s approval for the
“authorised development” as defined by Article 3 of the draft
Order. The application does not contemplate or authorise a
scenario where the substations could be used for a “wider
transmission network” which at the present time is, therefore,
purely speculative. To exclude the substations from the written
scheme of decommissioning would be to pre-empt what should
be a formal future process designed to protect the interests of the
local community. For that reason, the substations must, in law, be

included in the required written scheme of decommissioning and
if at some time in the future the operator wishes to retain the
substation, then it will have every opportunity to seek the relevant
planning authority’s approval for so doing. ESC considers this to
be an entirely reasonable requirement.

This requirement should have a ‘bite’ at cessation of operation
which it currently does not. Wording should be introduced here to
require notification be made to the local planning authority of
cessation of operation, within 6 (or otherwise agreed) months of
cessation occurring. ESC notes that it is necessary for the
Proposed Project’s DCO to make provision for decommissioning
of landfall and subsequent monitoring. Similar provision is made
in the East Anglia One North and East Anglia Two DCOs.
Requirement 37 of those DCOs requires 25 years of monitoring
following decommissioning of relevant landfall works. Further
discussion with ESC and the coastal management team is
required. ESC understands that the Environment Agency are
proposing a specific landfall decommissioning requirement. ESC
supports the EA’s concerns and will has provided the EA with
feedback on its proposed wording submitted at Deadline 4

[REP4-185].
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC'’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Application Matter

Documents
3.12.30 N/A Schedule 3: ESC requests that a requirement comparable to Requirement 44 The Applicant remains of the view that there is no justification for
Additional (Control of development during operational phase) of the EA1N a requirement based on Requirement 44 of EA1TN and EA2 to be
requirement and EA2 DCOs be added to the Sea Link draft DCO. This would included in the Sea Link DCO that would interfere with National
ensure that Permitted Development rights are not used by the Grid’s permitted development rights. The Applicant set out a
Applicant in a way that would undermine consented landscape detailed response to this suggested requirement in Application
and drainage mitigation. ESC proposes the following wording: Document 9.136 Applicant’s Responses to Third Written

“Control of development during operational phase 16.-(1) Questions [REP6-111] and Application Document 9.134
During the operation of and within operational land related AppRlicant’s Comments on Other Submissions Received at
to Work Nos._ 1B_2_and 3B in the District of East Suffolk ~ Deadline 4 and Deadline 5 [REP6-109].
and Work Nos. 9A, 9B.10 and 11 in the District of Thanet
and Dover, any development in addition to that authorised
in this Order that is permitted under Schedule 2 Part 15
Class B (d), (e), or (f) of the General Permitted
Development Order 2015 (“electricity undertakings
permitted development) or any equivalent successor
provision is subject to the following conditions - (2) In
respect of operational drainage — (a) No electricity
undertakings permitted development may commence until
an amendment to the Drainage Management Plan
approved pursuant to requirement 6 (0) in relation to
Suffolk and requirement 6 (p) in relation to Kent that
includes provision for the replacement of any existing
drainage measures to be removed and maintenance of any
new drainage measures to be provided as part of the
permitted development, has been submitted to and
approved by the relevant lead local flood authority. in
consultation with the relevant planning authority and the
Environment Agency: (b) The measures in the amendment
to the operational drainage management plan in respect of
the permitted development must be implemented as
approved. (3) In respect of the provision, implementation
and maintenance of landscaping — a) No electricity
undertakings permitted development may commence until
an amendment to the written Landscape and Ecological
Management Plan and associated work programme
approved pursuant to requirement 6 (f) in relation to Suffolk
and requirement 6 (q) in relation to Kent that includes
provision for the replacement of any existing landscape
measures to be removed and maintenance of any
landscape measures to be provided as part of the
permitted development, has been submitted to and
approved by the relevant planning authority: and (b) The
measures in the amendment to the written landscape
management plan and associated work programme plan in
respect of the permitted development must be
implemented as approved.”
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC'’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position
Application Matter
Documents

3.12.31 Application Schedule 4. para ESC strongly objects to the proposed 35-day determination The Applicant recognises these concerns and has discussed
Document 11 period for the discharge of requirements and requests that these with ESC. However, the Applicant maintains that the
9.89 Paragraph 1(1) is amended to prescribe a period of 56 days. ESC timescales set out within the DCO are necessary and appropriate
Applicant’s has given its detailed reasoning in several of its Examination for the reasons previously set out within Application Document
Written submissions so will not repeat this exhaustively here. In 9.89 Applicant’s Written Summaries of Oral Submissions at
Summaries of summary, the EATN and EA2 DCOs prescribe a 56 day Issue Specific Hearing 2 [REP4-085].

Oral determination period, and for the Sizewell C DCO prescribes a

Submissions 56-day determination period where the discharging authority must

at Issue consult with any other body (excluding SCC/ESC). and a 42-day

Specific determination period where there is no such requirement to

Hearing 2 consult. 35 days is therefore an unacceptably short determination

[REP4-085] period for ESC (as the discharging authority for the majority of the
DCO requirements for the Suffolk Onshore Scheme) to rigorously
scrutinise any discharge of requirement applications, many of
which may be received by ESC simultaneously or in quick
succession.

3.12.32 Application Schedule 4. 1 (2) ESC strongly objects to the deeming provisions in Paragraph 1(2) The Applicant recognises these concerns and has discussed
Document of Schedule 4, particularly given the short timescale of 35 days for these with ESC. However, the Applicant maintains that the
9.89 determination. ESC has given its detailed reasoning in several of timescales set out within the DCO are necessary and appropriate
Applicant’s its Examination submissions so will not repeat this exhaustively  for the reasons previously set out within Application Document
Written here. DCO Requirements are a key mechanism for controlling the 9.89 Applicant’s Written Summaries of Oral Submissions at
Summaries of development, and deeming provisions for the discharge of Issue Specific Hearing 2 [REP4-085].

Oral requirements are not included in other DCOs within the East

Submissions Suffolk District, with an appeals process prescribed instead for

at Issue instances of nhon-determination within the decision period. ESC

Specific considers that the provision of an appeals mechanism would be

Hearing 2 more suitable. ESC notes that the Applicant has stated on

[REP4-085] numerous occasions, including in its comments on ESC’s
response to Question 1GEN28. of ExQ1 [REP4-083], that ‘the
deemed approvals provisions will only have effect where the
application for consent, agreement and/or approval includes a
clear statement that consent etc. must be provided within 35 days
or else the consenting authority is deemed to have granted
consent’. ESC cannot see how the draft DCO. as currently
worded, allows for this implied ‘waiving’ of the deeming provisions
at the Applicant’s discretion. Schedule 4(1) clearly applies
deemed approval provisions to all consents, agreements or
approvals required by a Requirement (subject to sub paragraph
(3) of Schedule 4(1)). with no requirement for this to be identified
in the application itself. ESC rejects the Applicant’s assertion that
this provides any reassurance, noting that there is nothing to stop
the Applicant applying deemed approval provisions to all
applications for consents, agreements or approvals required by a
Requirement, ESC does not consider that the draft DCO in its
current form provides for such a procedure.

3.12.33 Application Schedule 4: ESC considers that Paragraph 2(2) provides an unreasonably The Applicant recognises these concerns and has discussed
Document Paragraph 2 short timeframe (7 days) for requesting further information. In these with ESC. However, the Applicant maintains that the

National Grid | Aprildanuary 2026 | Sea Link

105

Status




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

Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position
Application Matter
Documents
9.89 order to allow ESC to thoroughly scrutinise any discharge of timescales set out within the DCO are necessary and appropriate
Applicant’s requirement application it receives and ensure a robust for the reasons previously set out within Application Document
Written determination process is conducted, ESC consults internal 9.89 Applicant’s Written Summaries of Oral Submissions at
Summaries of technical specialist officers on these applications. They are Issue Specific Hearing 2 [REP4-085].
Oral afforded the same 21-day consultation period as an external
Submissions consultee, and this is essential to allow them sufficient time to
at Issue scrutinise the proposals. This is particularly important given the
Specific number of NSIPs for which ESC is likely to be discharging
Hearing 2 requirements at the same time as Sea Link. ESC therefore
[REP4-085] suggests that Paragraph 2 of Schedule 4 should not differentiate
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC'’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Application Matter

Documents
entitled to request further information without the prior agreement
of the undertaker.
3.12.34 Application Schedule 4 Provision should be made for the discharging authority to consult Requirement 6 states that the management plans must be
Document 3.1 SCC/ESC as appropriate — where ESC is discharging body, there submitted to and approved by the relevant plan, scheme or
(J) draft should be a requirement to consult SCC. when SCC is not named strategy in consultation with the relevant district or county council.
Development in_a specific requirement. This should apply in the reverse when  Therefore, the Applicant considers that the drafting within the
Consent SCC is the discharging body. In the case of requirements in DCO already deals with this concern.
Order respect of which East Suffolk Council is the discharging authority
submitted at under Schedule 3 of this Order, ESCI must consult SCC. In the
Deadline 7 case of requirements in respect of which SCC is the discharging
authority under Schedule 3 of this Order, SCC must consult with
ESC. Whilst ESC acknowledges that this provision is included for
Requirement 6, it is not for other DCO Requirements.
3.12.35 N/A Schedule 4 (3) - ESC considers that further discussion on the fee for discharge of The Applicant notes that Schedule 4 does not provide for any
Fees requirements is necessary. One option is to have a charging refund to be given under (a) or (b).
schedule to set out clear fees for each discharge of requirement. : o : S
Part (2) is not accepted by ESC. It is not appropriate for a refund The Applicant's view is that_ there is nc_>t 4 substantial difference
to be provided under (a) or (b). between ESC and the Applicant on. this issue, but agreement
could not be reached before Deadline 7.
3.12.36 N/A Schedule 4 (para ESC considers 14 days too short a period and suggests 28 days The Applicant considers that the 14-day period for counter-

4(2)(e)) would be more appropriate. submissions in an appeal process is appropriate and
proportionate. 14 days aligns with the 14 days set out within
Paragraph 4(2)(d). Given that if the appeals process has started
there will have already likely been delays to the Proposed Project
as a result of the requirements discharge process, it is imperative
that appeals are settled efficiently, and this timescale is
considered to be reasonable in this context.

3.3 Matters that have been agreed prior to Deadline 5
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Table 1.11_Matters that have been agreed

Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status
Application Matter
Documents
3.13.1 Application Health and ESC raised no concerns with the study area during statutory The Study Area was set out within the PEIR and has been used for
Document Wellbeing — Study consultation, so agreement is confirmed. the ES. This study area was also shown at the meeting in October
6.2.2.11 Part 2 Area 2023. The study area has been set out within the ES chapter
Suffolk Chapter Application Document 6.2.2.11 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 11
11 Health and Health and Wellbeing [APP-058]).
Wellbeing [APP-
02381
s Eessnpdepe Ecology and Summary-ofrelevantrepresentatiorESC has agreed to the Applicant'srespenseThe Applicant has confirmed trenchless
Ref3.1 FhemeApplicatio Biodiversity - trenchless technigues as set out in the REAC and oCEMP. technigues will be used for crossing the SSSI/RSPB reserve and
3.2 n Document 7.5.2 Trenchless Noting that strict timings for the setup of the compound on land will be a commitment in the DCO. This is secured in the Offshore
(E) Outline techniques south of North Warren are required to address potential adverse  Outline CEMP (Application Document 7.5.2 (E) Outline Offshore
Offshore impacts on statutory designated nature conservation sites. Construction Environmental Management Plan submitted at
Construction Deadline 7) and the Register of Environmental Actions and
Environmental Commitments (Application Document 9.84 (E) Register of
Management Environmental Actions and Commitments submitted at Deadline
Plan submitted at 7).
Deadline 7
Application
Document 9.84
(E) Register of
Environmental
Actions and
Commitments
submitted at
Deadline 7
3.13.3 Application Ecology and The survey findings are consistent with ESC’s understanding of  Bird surveys have recorded many nesting skylarks in fields across
Document 7.5.7.1 Biodiversity - skylark presence in the local area. Proposed mitigation land for  the survey area. Mitigation is included within the DCO Order Limits
(E) Outline Skylark nesting this species within the DOL is noted. in the form of a field for delivery of skylark plots at twice the rate
Landscape and required by Countryside Stewardship. This is secured within
Ecological Requirement 6 of Schedule 3 of Application Document 3.1 (J
Management draft Development Consent Order submitted at Deadline 7, within
Plan — Suffolk the oLEMP (Application Document 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline
submitted at Landscape and Ecological Management Plan — Suffolk
Deadline 7 submitted at Deadline 7)
RR3.1 ESG- Ecology and It was requested that when undertaking hedgerow surveys, Approach to hedgerow survey confirmed and data shared with ESC.
34 GCompensatiorAp Biodiversity - National Grid should not simply report ‘units’ but guantify extents Each specific important hedgerow has been identified in DCO
plication Hedgerow survey  €.4. in square metres. documentation (Application Document 6.3.2.2.A ES Appendix
Document 7.5.7.1 It was noted that in addition to the standard botanical and 2.2.A Phase 1 Habitat Survey Report [AS-004]) including using
(E) Outline historical criteria for defining ‘Important Hedgerows’ Suffolk has  the additional criteria identified by ESC. Impacts are guantified in
Landscape and developed some additional criteria. These were subsequently extent (i.e. metres). In order to enable gaps to be closed for bats,
Ecological confirmed to be ‘200 (or more) bat passes. or 5 (or more) crossing methods suggested by ESC including hurdles to be placed
Management barbastelle passes. in a single survey’. This is used to identify at night have been included in the oLEMP (Application Document
Plan — Suffolk hedgerows that would justify additional mitigation measures (e.g.
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status

Application Matter

Documents

submitted at further narrowing of the corridor width and use of temporary 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Plan

Deadline 7 features like hazel hurdles or similar to fill gaps overnight). It — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7).
o should be noted there is also a criterion in the latest Bat

%E% Conservation Trust survey guidance. These criteria are used as

6.322AES partothe sessmentprd in e ES -0 :

Appendix 2.2.A e les P -

Phase 1 Habitat

Survey Report

[AS-004]

3.13.5 N/A Agriculture and ESC requested that data from other projects is sought to reduce The predictive mapping has drawn on publicly available data and
Soils - Data from impacts on landowners associated with surveys and that data has used soil survey data from previous surveys available from the
other projects from the Proposed Project is also shared. National Soil Resources Institute (NSRI).

The Applicant will share survey data with other projects and
landowners. The data obtained for the Proposed Project is either
publicly available or has been purchased from NSRI. This data has
been set out in the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) report and
will be publicly available once the DCO application has been
submitted.

3.13.6 Application Landscape and ESC raised no concerns on the baseline of the landscape The Landscape Character Areas (LCAs) and Seascape Character
Document 6.2.2.1 Seascape assessment as set out in the PEIR and acknowledged that the Areas (SCAs) were set out in the baseline section of the PEIR. The
(B) Part 2 Suffolk Character baseline ES will provide further information. Statutory Consultation responses required further detail of the key
ChaEter 1 ESC agreed the base"ne |andscage recegtors as set out in the Characteristics Of thLLCAS an(_i SCAS WhICh iS inCIUded W|th|n
Landscape and PEIR in an email sent on 7 June 2024. Application Document 6.2.2.1 (B) Environmental Statement Part
Visual [REP4- 2 Suffolk Chapter 1 Landscape and Visual [REP4-023] and
023] and Application Document 6.3.2.1.C ES Appendix 2.1.C Landscape
Application Designation and Landscape Character Assessment — Suffolk
Document [APP-097].
6.3.2.1.CES
Appendix 2.1.C
Landscape
Designation and
Landscape
Character
Assessment -

Suffolk

3.13.7 NI/IA Visual Amenity Within the 22 April 2024 meeting, it was set out that viewpoint The representative viewpoints were set out in the baseline section
baseline — locations have been updated following stakeholder requests and of the PEIR. Following the production of the PEIR, five additional
Representative include two new viewpoints at Friston to ensure a robust representative viewpoints were added following Statutory
Viewpoints approach as set out by National Grid.
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status

Application Matter
Documents
Representative viewpoints agreed via email on 23 January 2025. Consultation comments. additional site work and design
development.

3.13.8 Application Approach to PEIR ESC acknowledged and agreed the approach to the PEIR The assessment of effects on landscape character (including the
Document 6.2.2.1 assessment of assessment of effects within 27 February 2024 meeting. AONB) and visual amenity were presented within the PEIR. The
(B) effects PEIR is a preliminary assessment.
E?:tg::::te ;::a:lt 2 T_he detailed_ agsessment of effepts on Ignd§cage character and
Suffolk Chapter 1 visual amenity is presented within Application Document 6.2.2.1
_LLandsca e and (B) Environmental Statement Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 1
Visual [REP4- Landscape and Visual [REP4-023] in line with the methodology
023] and professional judgement.

3.13.9 Application Study Area Following discussions and correspondence ESC agreed the The Study Area is set out within Application Document 6.2.2.1 (B)
Document 6.2.2.1 study area in email sent on 7 June 2024. Environmental Statement Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 1 Landscape
(B) and Visual [REP4-023]. The study area comprises an area of 3 km
Environmental from the Order Limits surrounding the proposed Saxmundham
Statement Part 2 Converter Station and Friston Substation and 1 km from the Order
Suffolk Chapter 1 Limits around the proposed landfall and HVYDC and HVAC cable
Landscape and corridors.
Visual [REP4-
023]

3.13.10 Application Mitigation - Following discussions and correspondence which included The planting heights for year 15 visualisations have been discussed
Document 6.2.2.1 Planting heights for sharing relevant information regarding planting heights ESC with and agreed with ESC.
(B) mitigation planting agreed, in correspondence dated 13 August 2024 to the planting
Environmental within year 15 heights provided by National Grid on 2 August 2024 as a basis
Statement Part 2 photomontages for presenting the visualisations.

Suffolk Chapter 1
Landscape and

Visual [REP4-
023]

3.13.11 Application LVIA methodology ESC agreed to the approach to the LVIA methodology setoutin  The LVIA methodology was set out within the PEIR and is
Document 6.2.2.1 the PEIR in an email sent on 7 June 2024. presented in the ES in Application Document 6.2.2.1 (B)
(B) Environmental Statement Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 1 Landscape
Environmental and Visual [REP4-023]. with minor updates following the
Statement Part 2 publication of the GLVIA3 Notes and Clarifications Technical
Suffolk Chapter 1 Guidance Note by the Landscape Institute since the PEIR was
Landscape and prepared. The LVIA methodology was circulated again after the 27
Visual [REP4- February 2024 meeting. The 27 February 2024 thematic meeting
023] discussed several points raised by ESC at Statutory Consultation

regarding the LVIA methodology and concluded that more detail will
be provided within the ES.
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Application Matter

Documents
The LVIA methodology presented in the ES is considered to be
appropriate with guidance and typical approaches and referred to
descriptive text in accompanying appendices.

3.13.12 Application Photomontage ESC agreed the methodology in email sent on 7 June 2024. The photomontage methodology was updated following the PEIR
Document methodology and used for photomontages which have been prepared for the ES
6.3.2.1.AES (Application Document 6.3.2.1.A ES Appendix 2.1.A Landscape
Appendix 2.1.A and Visual Impact Assessment and Photomontage
Landscape and Methodology [APP-095]). This methodology has been agreed by
Visual Impact the Parties.

Assessment and
Photomontage

Methodology
[APP-095]

3.13.13 Application Design principles ESC has been involved in the development of design principles  Design principles and landscape strategy. including reference to
Document 7.11.1 and landscape and the landscape strategy. This has been covered in thematic  ‘good design’. have been in development for both the Proposed
(B) Design strategy meetings. including the 27 February 2024, 22 April 2024 Project and an illustrative masterplan for co-location in parallel as
Approach meetings and 8 January 2025 meetings. set out in Application Document 7.11.1 (B) Design Approach
Document — Document — Suffolk [REP1A-029] and Application Document
Suffolk [REP1A- ESC has reviewed and is satisfied with the desian principles and 8:2:2.1 (B) Environmental Statement Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 1
029] landscape strategy set out in the design documents_ landscape ~ Landscape and Visual [REP4-023].

Application and visual ES chapter and Outline LEMP. The Applicant submitted the design documents and landscape and

Document 6.2.2.1 visual ES chapter and Outline LEMP with the submission of the

@— DCO Application.

Environmental

Statement Part 2

Suffolk Chapter 1

Landscape and

Visual [REP4-

023]

Application

Document 7.5.7.1

(E) Outline

Landscape and

Ecological

Management

Plan — Suffolk

submitted at

Deadline 7

3.13.14 N/A Approach to ESC agreed to the approach for assessing sequential visual It was discussed in the 27 February 2024 meeting that the ES

assessment of effects in relation to cumulative effects via email sent on 7 June  chapter will assess sequential visual effects in relation to cumulative
Sequential 2024. effects, as requested by stakeholders at Statutory Consultation.

Cumulative Effects This is proportionate based on the information available at the time
of writing. A list of key routes in the area was put forward to ESC for

comment and was agreed. It was also explained that landscape
cumulative assessment covers indirect and direct effects on
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status

Application Matter
Documents
perceptual qualities, so it is considered that landscape sequential
effects have been covered.
3.13.15 Application Scope out Year 15 ESC agreed the approach to Year 15 effects for cable route and It was queried in the 27 February 2024 meeting as to why ESC felt
Document 6.2.2.1 effects for cable landfall in an email sent on 7 June 2024 (based on assumption that year 15 effects on cable routes and the landfall are required as
(B) routes and landfall that all landscape restoration works have been wholly significant effects are not expected at year 1 and full reinstatement
Environmental successful). will occur after construction with reasoning given in the circulated
Statement Part 2 meeting minutes. ESC requested that year 15 effects are still
Suffolk Chapter 1 reported on, which the Applicant agreed to and is included in the ES
Landscape and (Application Document 6.2.2.1 (B) Environmental Statement
Visual [REP4- Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 1 Landscape and Visual [REP4-023]).
el The Applicant agreed to include this reinstatement commitment in
the ES at the request of ESC. Land used temporarily will be
reinstated where practicable to its pre-construction condition and
use, unless agreed otherwise.
3.13.16 N/A Visual Amenity Approach agreed in the 27 February 2024 meeting. The 27 February 2024 meeting discussed whether illustrative
baseline — viewpoints would be considered. It was set out that representative
Representative vs viewpoints are felt to be appropriate with reasoning given in the
lllustrative circulated meeting minutes.
Viewpoints
3.13.17 Application Visualisation from ESC requested at Statutory Consultation for a visualisation from The 27 February 2024 meeting discussed a request at Statutory
Document 7.5.7.1 diverted PRoW diverted PRoW. This was discussed at the meeting held on 25 Consultation for a visualisation from diverted PRoW and challenges
(E) Outline June 2024 including challenges around taking summer around this with reasoning given in the circulated meeting minutes.
Landscape and photography due to access into cropped. working land and that ) . . . )
Ecological the diverted PRoW information was not available during winter Mww
Management photography. Cross-sections or an artist impression for illustrative PROW, which |s.shown in Figure 2 of Aw
Plan — Suffolk purposes were discussed. National Grid landscape explained that £.5.7.1 (E) OgtI!ne 'Mmgw
submitted at an illustrative cross-section of diverted PRoW would be provided — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7.
Deadline 7 within the ES. ESC has reviewed this and is satisfied.
3.13.18 N/A Photomontage ESC agreed to the photomontage presentation approach in email Following a request in the 27 February 2024 meeting, the
presentation senton 7 June 2024. presentation template for photomontages was issued by The
Applicant following the meeting for comment.
3.13.19 N/A Separate ESC agreed to the approach to having a separate assessment of The 27 February 2024 meeting discussed the approach that the
assessment of the the Heritage Coast in email sent on 7 June 2024. Heritage Coast should be assessed separately to the AONB with
Heritage Coast reasoning given in the circulated meeting minutes.
3.13.20 Application Indicative Species ESC agreed in an email on 13 August 2024 for National Gridto =~ The Applicant sought to agree the indicative species mix. This
Document 7.5.7.1 Mix proceed on the basis of the current mix with final agreement to be includes the proposed mix % distribution and range of heights to be
(E) Outline agreed at the detailed design stage. This was reiterated again in used in the year 15 visualisations (where relevant). This includes a
Landscape and an email sent on 23 January 2025. variable distribution across the species to increase future resilience.
Ecological The proposed indicative species mix was issued to ESC on 14
Management October 2024.
splljzrr'nitt:: g,? lk The Applicant agree that the species mix can be agreed at the

Deadline 7 detailed design stage as part of approval of the detailed LEMP
— under Requirement 6, Schedule 3 of the draft DCO (Application
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Application Matter

Documents

Application Document 3.1 (J) draft Development Consent Order submitted at
Document 3.1 (J) Deadline 7).

draft

Development
Consent Order

submitted at
Deadline 7

3.13.21 Application Landscape and ESC agreed to these landscape and visual value judgements in  In an email on 16 September 2024 The Applicant requested
Document 6.2.2.1 Visual value an email on 23 January 2025. agreement of the landscape and visual value judgements that are
(B) judgements made made within the ES (Application Document 6.2.2.1 (B)
Environmental in the ES Environmental Statement Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 1 Landscape
Statement Part 2 and Visual [REP4-023]).

Suffolk Chapter 1
Landscape and

Visual [REP4-
023]

3.13.22 Application Landscape and ESC agreed to these landscape and visual sensitivity ratings via In an email on 16 September 2024 The Applicant requested
Document 6.2.2.1 visual sensitivity email on 23 January 2025. agreement of the sensitivity ratings in the landscape and visual
(B) ratings made in the methodology which are presented in the ES (Application
Environmental ES Document 6.2.2.1 (B) Environmental Statement Part 2 Suffolk
Statement Part 2 Chapter 1 Landscape and Visual [REP4-023]).

Suffolk Chapter 1
Landscape and
Visual [REP4-
023]

3.13.23 Application Presentation of the ESC agreed to the presentation of the visual assessment In response to SCC’s request to present the visual appendix in the
Document Visual Assessment appendix of the ES in an email on 23 January 2025. style that was used for the Bramford to Twinstead DCO, which

6.3.2.1.AES Appendix of the ES presents the baseline and assessment along with photography, the
Appendix 2.1.A Applicant presented this to ESC at the thematic meeting held on 19
Landscape and November 2024. This is set out in the Application Document
Visual Impact 6.3.2.1.D Appendix 2.1.D Visual Amenity Baseline and
Assessment and Assessment [APP-098].

Photomontage
Methodology
[APP-095]

Application
Document

6.3.2.1.D
Appendix 2.1.D
Visual Amenity
Baseline and
Assessment

[APP-098]
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status

Application Matter
Documents

3.13.24 Application Hedgerow With regard to hedgerow restoration, it was advised that ‘heavy =~ The approach to hedgerow restoration was discussed at thematic
Document 7.5.7.1 restoration standards’ should not be included as they are not worthwhile. It is meetings. Light standards and feathered trees will be used beyond
(E) Outline better to go for ‘light standards’ or feathered trees. The key the cable corridor. This is set out in the oLEMP _(Application
Landscape and whatever is used is good ground preparation e.g. a tined Document 7.5.7.1 (E) Outline Landscape and Ecological
Ecological subsoiler to rip the ground. Management Plan — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7). The
Management Applicant confirm that the comment from ESC came from the ESC
Plan — Suffolk landscape team but confirm that the ESC ecology team were
submitted at present for this conversation.
Deadline 7

3.13.25 Application Photomontage Locations for photomontages to support cultural heritage Discussions via meetings and emails in late 2023 and early 2024
Document 6.2.2.3 |ocations assessments agreed January 2024. have agreed heritage photomontage locations.
Part 2 Suffolk It was agreed in subsequent emails and a meeting on 3 July 2024
Chapter 3 that if winter photography cannot be submitted as part of the
Cultural Heritage application submission ES, then an addendum should later be
[APP-050] submitted.

3.13.26 N/A Assessment of Acknowledged and agreed the approach to the assessment of The assessment of effects on Cultural Heritage were presented
effects at statutory effects at statutory consultation within their response to the PEIR. within the PEIR. The PEIR is a preliminary assessment, and effects
consultation have been further assessed with more detail within the ES chapter

in line with the methodology and professional judgement.
3.13.27 Application Archaeological ESC agrees that the archaeological trial trenching will be Works associated with undertaking the archaeological trenching to
Document 7.5.4.1 Evaluation approved by SCC via a Written Scheme of Investigation to be be fully agreed by a Written Scheme of Investigation (Application
(C) Outline Trenching produced by the archaeological subcontractor. Document 7.5.4.1 (C) Outline Onshore Overarching Written
Onshore Scheme of Investigation (OWSI) - Suffolk submitted at Deadline
Overarching 7) as secured by Requirement 14 of Schedule 3 of Application
Written Scheme Document 3.1 (J) draft Development Consent Order submitted at
of Investigation Deadline 7. This is to be produced by the archaeological
(OWSI) — Suffolk subcontractor and sent to SCC for approval.
submitted at
Deadline 7
Application
Document 3.1 (J)
draft
Development
Consent Order
submitted at
Deadline 7

3.13.28 Application Construction ESC wants the Applicant to commit to using continuous monitors The Applicant confirms that continuous air quality monitors or
Document 7.5.6.1 Monitoring or sensors, and these should be agreed with ESC prior to sensors will be used, with the specific technology to be agreed with
(F) Outline Air installation as part of the Air Quality Management Plan to be ESC prior to installation as detailed in the Outline Air Quality
Quality approved through discharge of Requirement 6. Management Plan (Application Document 7.5.6.1 (F) Outline Air
Management ESC confirms that the proposed air quality monitoring locations ~ Quality Management Plan — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7. as
Plan — Suffolk have been agreed with the Applicant. The Air Quality secured by Requirement 6 of Schedule 3 of Application Document
submitted at Management Plan to be approved through discharge of 3.1 (J) draft Development Consent Order submitted at Deadline
Deadline 7 Requirement 6 must include agreement on monitoring locations )

and allow for review when required by either party. The
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position
Application Matter
Documents
Application monitoring location at Stratford St Andrew will not Application Document 7.5.6.1 (F) Outline Air Quali
Document 3.1 (J) be required once the new bypass is operational. As such, the Management Plan — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7 states that
draft ability to review all locations and to agree a new monitoring monitoring locations will be reviewed and moved if required. The Air

Development
Consent Order

submitted at
Deadline 7

3.13.29 Application

Document 6.2.2.8

Emissions from

location for this site will need to be available.

There must be consideration of generators and control of

generators and

Part 2 Suffolk

Chapter 8 Air
Quality [APP-
055]

Application

Document 7.5.1.1

(F) Outline

Construction
Traffic
Management and

Travel Plan —
Suffolk submitted
at Deadline 7

Application
Document 7.5.6.1

(F) Outline Air

Quality

Management
Plan — Suffolk

submitted at
Deadline 7

Application
Document 3.1 (J)
draft
Development
Consent Order
submitted at
Deadline 7

3.13.30 Application

Document 6.2.2.9

Part 2 Suffolk
Chapter 9 Noise
and Vibration

[AS-109]

HGVs

Noise survey data

emissions from these.

There is no recognition of the agreed commitment to the use of
Euro VI HGV, use of the CTOMP providing for GPS monitoring of
HGVs and the use of authorised construction routes. There will
be a need for some form of checking and logging that all HGVs
meet the Euro VI standard.

Agreed approach in April 2023 and background noise levels

agreed in February 2024. National Grid has discussed with ESC
the noise and vibration assessment methodoloqgy in April 2023,

with subsequent liaison occurring regarding the noise survey

methodology and locations. The operational noise baseline
assessment has been shared by National Grid with ESC, with the

details, as presented in the ES. being agreed by ESC.

Quality Management Plan includes the agreed monitoring locations
and provides the mechanism for review and

amendment where requested by either party.

The Applicant confirms that the Air Quality Chapter of the ES
(Application Document 6.2.2.8 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 8 Air
Quality [APP-055]) considers generator emissions. The outcome of
the assessment has been discussed and agreed.

Measure GG12 stipulates that HGVs should be Euro VI and
measure AQO9 stipulates that all equipment complies with the

appropriate NRMM standards, using stage 4 NRMM as a minimum
and stage 5 where possible. Further to this, AQO4 requires the
Applicant to avoid the use of diesel- or petrol-powered generators
and use mains electricity or battery powered equipment where
practicable. These measures have been discussed and agreed.

A Traffic Management and Monitoring System is proposed as set
out in the Outline Construction Traffic and Management and Travel
Plan (CTMTP) for Suffolk (Application Document 7.5.1.1 (F)
Outline Construction Traffic Management and Travel Plan —
Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7) to monitor HGVs and the use of
authorised construction routes.

As detailed in the Outline Air Quality Management Plan

(Application Document 7.5.6.1 (C) Outline Air Quality
Management Plan — Suffolk submitted at Deadline 7). all HGVs

will be checked to ensure they meet the Euro VI Standard, and a log
will be made as part of the monitoring requirements.

All management plans are secured by Requirement 6 of Schedule 3
of Application Document 3.1 (J) draft Development Consent
Order submitted at Deadline 7).

Agreement on baseline noise survey methodology and resultant
typical background noise levels for use in the operational noise
assessment, which has been set out in the ES chapter (Application
Document 6.2.2.9 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 9 Noise and Vibration

[AS-109]).
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status

Application Matter

Documents
ESC accepts the use of nighttime background sound levels as
the appropriate criteria to work from in terms of setting an
appropriate noise rating level.

3.13.31 Application Construction traffic ESC agreed the approach to the construction traffic noise Agreement on assessment methodology for construction traffic
Document 6.2.2.9 noise assessment assessment methodology in April 2023 and then in a follow up in  noise assessment based on guidance from the Design Manual for
Part 2 Suffolk methodology February 2024, where the matter was discussed twice and all Roads and Bridges (DMRB) LA 111 Noise and Vibration and
Chapter 9 Noise elements agreed. Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN).

& Vibration [AS- Cumulative impacts from other projects are considered in the
109] Road Traffic Noise is a Highways Authority matter and will need assessment. This has been set out in the ES Chapter Application
to be considered by and agreed with Suffolk County Council Document 6.2.2.9 Part 2 Suffolk Chapter 9 Noise and Vibration
Highways in this instance. Construction site traffic should be [AS-109].
adequately considered in the site noise management plan under The Aopli . . . .
- — \pplicant confirm that noise from construction site traffic has
the agreed BS5228 methodology for noise and vibration. been assessed in accordance with the agreed methodology, which
is in accordance with BS 5228 guidance and the noise data and
presented in the ES chapter as referenced above.

3.13.32 Application Cumulative A meeting was held with ESC on 20 November 2024, where the The Applicant presented the cumulative assessment methodology
Document Schemes — cumulative assessment methodology was presented. The on 20 November 2024, and this was agreed with ESC.
23.1‘3.:35185 A methodology Consultee agreed to the methodology presented in the meeting. The Applicant provided the cumulative effects assessment

pp .5. . : I - — .
Cumulative ESC reviewed the methodology set out in Application methodology in Application Document 6.3.1.5.A ES Appendix
Effarte Document 6.3.1.5.A ES Appendix 1.5.A Cumulative Effects 1.5.A Cumulative Effects Assessment Methodologies [APP-
Effects - - —

-y Assessment Methodologies [APP-091], following submission of 091].
Assessment the DCO licati -
Methodologies 1he L2 application.
[APP-091] ESC is satisfied with the methodologies used in the intra-project
and inter-project cumulative assessments.

3.13.33 N/A Status of National The status of the National Policy Statements (NPSs) was agreed Section 104 of the Planning Act 2008 requires that the SoS decides
Policy Statements by ESC as per the statutory consultation (statutory consultation  the application in accordance with National Policy Statement for
for Energy response paragraph 3.1: “The Enerqgy NPSs were updated in Energy (EN-1) (NPS EN-1), National Policy Statement for

November 2023 with the publication of revised NPSs EN-1 to EN- Renewable Energy Infrastructure (NPS EN-3). and National Policy

57 Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5) (NPS EN-
5). The relevant Enerqy NPSs form the primary decision-making
framework for the DCO application.

3.13.34 N/A Status of Local The currently adopted development plan policy relevant to the Whilst the DCO application is required to be determined in
Development Plan Proposed Project’s location in East Suffolk is the Suffolk Coastal accordance with the relevant NPSs, the SoS may consider Local
policy Local Plan (adopted 23 September 2020) and the Saxmundham Plans to be important and relevant to their decision making. The

Neighbourhood Plan (made 26 July 2023). Local Plans for ESC and SCC are set out in their respective
positions.
In_accordance with paragraph 4.1.15 of NPS EN-1, in the event of a
conflict between NPS policy and local planning policy, the NPS will
prevail for the purpose of Secretary of State (SoS’s) decision
making.

3.13.35 N/A Local Plan The following Local Plan allocations shown on the Suffolk Coastal The Development Plan allocations identified in ESC and SCC’s
allocations Local Plan (adopted 23 September 2020) policy map are located position columns are located within the draft Order Limits.

in the draft Order Limits:
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Ref Relevant Description of ESC’s Current Position The Applicant Current Position Status

Application Matter

Documents
SCLP9.3 Coastal Change Management Area (below ground DC
cable and landfall)
SCLP11.8 Parks and Gardens of Historic or Landscape Interest
(northern access option to Converter Station site).
[AONB/National Landscape Area (below ground DC cable and
landfall)]

3.13.36 Application Strateqic Options  ESC has reviewed the strategic options appraisal presented in The process, methodology and outcome of the strategic options
Document 8.3 the Strategic Option Report, Version A (Application Document appraisal presented in Strategic Option Report, version A, October
Strategic Options 8.3 Strategic Options Report (October 2023) and agree with 2023, (Application Document 8.3 Strategic Options Report
Report (October the approach and conclusions. (October 2023) [APP-370] included as part of Statutory
2023) [APP-370] Consultation, is agreed.

3.13.37 Application Site selection ESC has reviewed the Option Selection and Design Evolution The methodology and outcome of the site and route selection
Document 8.2 report (Application Document 8.2 Options Selection and presented in the Option Selection and Design Evolution Report,
Options Design Evolution Report (October 2023)) and agree with the  Version A, October 2023 included as part of Statutory Consultation
Selection and methodology and conclusions of the site and route selection. (Application Document 8.2 Options Selection and Design
Design Evolution Evolution Report (October 2023) [APP-369]) is agreed.

Report (October
2023) [APP-369]

3.13.38 Application Consultation Agreed The Consultation Strategy has been prepared taking account of
Document 5.1 Strategy input from ESC. The final version was issued to ESC on 20 October
Consultation 2022. The approach and content are agreed to be adequate and
Report [APP-301] represent a satisfactory approach to consultation.

3.13.39 Application Consultation Zones Agreed Primary Consultation Zones (PCZ) and Secondary Consultation
Document 5.1 Zones (SCZ) identified for the purpose of non-statutory consultation
Consultation are adequate and satisfactory.

Report [APP-301]

3.13.40 Application Statement of Agreed ESC were consulted by The Applicant on the Statement of
Document 5.1 Community Community Consultation and The Applicant had regard to those
Consultation Consultation comments.

Report [APP-301]
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Appendix A Record of Engagement

PINS RefDate Respondent / Summary of relevant
TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion
type/Attendees points

and-Conservation-Autherity21 and Elsheﬂe&aneLGenseFvaneﬁ Representative's-concerns
26 Auqust 2020 Autrorb RO A wishes  regerelacrmsnne

ensure-thatMarine been-assessedinthe
i heir O . oS

Elejsstlues(s_ ;). i-theKent Document

and Essex district 0-6NM

offshore-(from-the19883 Mari

fishery baseline). In addition,

. e L
the-Marine-and-Coastal Benthi
Access Act (MaCCA) Ecol [APP
requires KEHEGAto-balance 075 d
a-sustainable-thrivingfishery i tontial

.

|I|||pa|e.ts|en| .
As—we_have mentioned—in associated with
previous——engagements; the-Offshore
concerned-about the-impacts conetuding-that
of —  the — propesed Ro-ikely
development—for—the—Kent significant
Sel incl ) fFocts |
ecosystems,— benthie benthic-ecology
habitats. fishing were-identified:
ool ’ fishori
FeSeurees; and een.lplla.nee Document
wﬁh—the—sta%u%ew—e_bhganens 6.2.4.3 Part4
peos—the Mapne o and

Marine
Coastal——Access—Act .

. . Chapter-3-Fish
2009:-National _Grid, SCC and-Shellfish
and ESC, Essex County Ecology [APP-
Council and Mid Suffolk and 076} considers
& Babergh District Council — the potential
Sea Link and Bramford to impacts-on-fish
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Respondent/

Summary of relevant

TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees

points

Twinstead

Introductory

Briefing.

and-shellfish
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PINS RefDate

Respondent/ Summary of relevant
TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees points
Chapter 8
Commercial
Fisheries
[APP-081)-The
assessment
concluded-no
likely sicanifi
effectson
commercial
conclusions-of
the-assessment
take-accountof
the wide range
of control-and
management
measuresto
fishing.
...
1Er.|al|alllpeqatl_en - EEGE""I.E"E
Zone Assessment [APP-
beenelodes oo the
the MCAA (2009)) as
determined under Stage 1
of the Marine-Conservation
Zone (MCZ) assessment
cpocooe ol b ot cnc
B e
.5|g|nI_|e_ aRtFiske any of-the
|Edent|l|eel elemgnat_eel
ebjeel tneﬁspel the s:teps as-—a

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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Respondent/ Summary of relevant
TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion
type/Attendees points

220 October 2021

introduced, regional context
and reinforcement,
approach _to developing
proposals, Proposed
Project — how _studies
identified potential landfall,
cable routes and
connection points-
communications,

questions/AOB.

(NERC)-Act 2006SCC, ESC {Original-ReportHAPP-
and National Grid - Project 96}—FeHewing

Introduction Meeting

National Grid | JanuaryApril 2026 | Sea Link

123




PINS RefDate

Respondent/

Summary of relevant

TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees

points

National Grid | JanuaryApril 2026 | Sea Link




PINS RefDate

Respondent/

Summary of relevant

TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees

points

311 November 2021

significant———Project
introduction _and _update,
need case, project
programme, consenting
strateqy, emerqging option
areas __and __ preferences,
routing and siting,
consultation strateqy.

chs-oRereomoRiel
. bi . Sel | id
E; ; ithin-the G Wi . | bt
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TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees points

to protect a range of boundary).
.nnpelt.antben_tlne habitals By aveiding-both-the
|||elu|el| " Igl SE,'bt'.dall ; Mapgateand—&eng%ands_

imagery-and-aid 45£enseMngand
. . i
hard substrate in an petentiat-harm-to
” . I biedi!lerip".
environment and supports  In accordance with the
. te-fih, MGAA 2009 the Appli
and diverse benthic completed a MCZ

1. Insufficient mapping bent.lne Irabltaies—namely'
potential-Sabellaria sedunen.t een.nnumtles, and
Sabellaria-spinulosa—
i £ .
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corridor:
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lengteraresidegregaton
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securedSCC, ESC andsubstra{e,—pameulaply—sand

National Grid - Project
Update Meeting
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ThemeTopic/Engagement
type/Attendees

Summary of relevant
representationDiscussion
points

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

Project update, consultation
strateqy _and __locations,
need case and coordination
with _other projects, routing
and ___siting, _community
benefits.
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Respondent/
ThemeTopic/Engagement

type/Attendees

Summary of relevant
representationDiscussion
points

513 January 2022

SCC, ESC and National Grid
— Project Update Meeting.

habi . B I
Bay-Project update,
consenting route and S.35
request, environmental
surveys, coordination with
other projects, routing and
siting, __convertor __station
overview.

: :
Fhe-Applicantappreciates
R || ‘R Sl e’
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Respondent/

Summary of relevant

TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees

points

610 March 2022

not—significant——Project

update, environmental
surveys, coordination with
other projects, routing and
siting options appraisal and
constraints, project

programme.

SCC. ESC and National Grid This-is-heted-by-the
Applicant.

— Project Update Meeting
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Summary of relevant

TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees

points

consent-Project update,
environmental surveys,
consultation and
engagement, coordination
with _other projects, project

programme.
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Summary of relevant

TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion

type/Attendees

points

+08 April 2022

SCC. ESC. National Grid WMHPma%b&eha”en@ﬂg

and NGV meeting
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Respondent/ Summary of relevant
TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion
type/Attendees points

828 April 2022

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.
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ecological importance. SCC was agreed at scoping and
& ESC, National Grid and PEIR-stagerincluding-the
NGV meeting sl oo gopa tae
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PINS RefDate Respondent/ Summary of relevant
TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion
type/Attendees points

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 Project update, environmental surveys, coordination

National ~ Grid  — with other projects, project programme.
Project Update
Meeting.
09 June 2022 SCC, ESC and Project update, environmental surveys, consultation
National ~ Grid  — strategy, sites to be included in non-statutory
Project Update consultation, project programme.
Meeting
18 July 2022 SCC, ESC and Project update, environnemental survey, Project
National ~ Grid - programme.
Project Update
Meeting.
11 August 2022 SCC, ESC and Project update, environmental surveys, EIA Scoping,
National ~ Grid  — consultation strategy, EIA scoping, Council Member
Project Update engagement
Meeting.
08 September SCC, ESC and Project update, environmental surveys, non-statutory
2022 National ~ Grid  — consultation, consultation strategy, Council Member
Project Update engagement dates, site visits, project programme.
Meeting.
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PINS RefDate Respondent / Summary of relevant
TFhemeTopic/Engagement representationDiscussion
type/Attendees points

17 October 2022 ESC Internal Initial review meeting Agenda: identify all IDB

Drainage Board watercourses affected by the proposed works options,

(IDB) and National confirm that the crossing locations are acceptable,

Grid Meeting — Water identify any concerns or requirements regarding cable

Environment crossing methodology and confirm design criteria to
determine discharge flow rate into an IDB
watercourse.

20 October 2022 SCC, ESC and Project update, non-stat consultation and consultation

10 November
2022

08 December
2022

13 December
2022

16 January 2023

09 February
2023

09 March 2023

20 April 2023

National ~ Grid - strategy, environmental surveys, electromagnetic
Project Update fields, project programme.
Meeting.

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

SCC, ESC and Project update, non-statutory consultation, scoping

National ~ Grid - opinion, upcoming site visit, environmental surveys,
Project Update project programme.
Meeting.

Site visit with Discussion of trenchless cable installation under
National Grid, SCC, RSPB reserve, exit pit, compound locations, convertor
ESC, Suffolk Wildlife station design

Trust, RSPB, Natural

England (NE),
Environment Agency
(EA)

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

SCC, ESC and Project update, non-statutory consultation feedback,

National  Grid - scoping opinion, specialist thematic meetings to be
Project Update arranged, Planning Performance Agreement (PPA)
Meeting. and engagement plan, coordination with other

projects, project programme.

SCC, ESC and Project update, PPA, Host Authority Engagement Plan
National  Grid - (HAEP), Communication Strategy, options

Project Update consideration and communication.

Meeting.

SCC, ESC and Project update, Great Grid Upgrade, Co-location and
National ~ Grid - coordination with other developers’ projects, PPA
Project Update

Meeting.
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11 May 2023

24 May 2023

08 June 2023

13 July 2023

09 August 2023

28 April 2023

14 September
2023

16 October 2023

08 December
2023

SCC, ESC and Project update, ground investigation, PPA, Statement
National ~ Grid - of Common Ground (SoCG), Non-statutory
Project Update consultation outcomes

Meeting.

SCC, ESC, NE and Project update and timeline, viewpoints, study area
National Grid and photomontages, approach to LVIA, landscape
Meeting — Landscape mitigation strategy and AOB / questions

and Visual

SCC, ESC and Project update, ground investigation, PPA, Landscape
National  Grid  — design, Statement of Community Consultation, Friston
Project Update Substation design development

Meeting.

SCC, ESC and Projectupdate, Statement of Community Consultation,
National  Grid  — ground investigation, Engagement Plan/PPA, Site
Project Update notices for statutory consultation, Converter Station
Meeting design

SCC, ESC and High-level project overview, scope, methodology,
National  Grid - baseline sources, sensitive receptors.
Socioeconomics,

Recreation and

Tourism Meeting.

ESC, SCC and Engagement relating to the noise and vibration
National Grid - Noise assessment methodology, and baseline noise

and Vibration surveys.

Meeting

SCC, ESC and Project update, NE meeting, Biodiversity Net Gain,
National ~ Grid - RSPB meeting, surveys, Statement of Community
Project Update Consultation, PPA

Meeting.

SCC, ESC and Engagement relating to the PEIR — covered a high-
National  Grid  — level project overview, scope, methodology, baseline
Health and Wellbeing sources, sensitive receptors in relation to health and
Meeting wellbeing.

SCC, HE and Virtual Thematic Group Meeting with HE and Suffolk

National ~ Grid - County Archaeologist to discuss project updates. Main

Archaeology Meeting topic of conversation focused on results of the
geophysical  survey and  proposals  around
archaeological evaluation trenching.
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18 December ESC Statutory This letter was in response to the 2023 Statutory
2023 Consultation Consultation. ESC raised concerns over the need for
Response Letter. the Proposed Project, impact on coastal processes,

04 January 2024

08 January 2024

18 January 2024

05 February
2024

06 February
2024

08 February
2024

09 February
2024

14 February
2024

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.

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

SCC, ESC and Project program, engagement to date, FRA approach
National Grid — Water
Environment Meeting

SCC, ESC and Project update, ground investigation, geophysical
National ~ Grid  — surveys, statutory consultation feedback overview,
Project Update thematic meetings, PPA

Meeting

SCC, ESC and Engagement relating to the PEIR outcomes for noise
National Grid - Noise and vibration and next steps.

and Vibration

Meeting

ESC, SCC and Engagement relating to the air quality assessment
National Grid - Air methodology and statutory consultation feedback
Quality Meeting responses

SCC, ESC and Current activity and surveys update, thematic
National ~ Grid — meetings update, PPA, SoCG, Converter Station

Project Update design,

Meeting.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, socio-economic statutory
National ~ Grid - consultation feedback and responses (tourism
Socioeconomics, economy, PRoW, study area, surveys) discussion,
Recreation and next steps.

Tourism Meeting

SCC and National Project update and timeline, statutory consultation
Grid - Geology and overview, minerals update,

Hydrogeology for

Minerals Meeting
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156 February
2024

15 February
2024

19 February
2024

27 February
2024

28 February
2024

04 March 2024

14 March 2024

21 March 2024

11 April 2024

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, statutory consultation,
National ~ Grid — geology and hydrogeology updates, thematic
Geology and meetings and AOB/questions.

Hydrogeology

Meeting

SCC, ESC Ecology Ecology including horizontal direct drilling, skylark

and National Grid - nesting, survey coverage, dormouse damaged tubes,

Terrestrial ~ Ecology biodiversity net gain, hedgerow restoration, temporary

Thematic Meeting access roads, important hedgerow standards to
include bats.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, health and wellbeing

National — Health and update and timeline, statutory consultation feedback

Wellbeing Thematic (assessment guidance, additional planning guidance,

meeting and employment and income assessment),
discussion, next steps

SCC, ESC, Natural Project update and timeline, interface with other
England, National disciplines, statutory consultation feedback, predicted

Landscape and significant effects on landscape character and visual

National ~ Grid  — amenity, effects on the National Landscape / Heritage

Landscape and Coast, design principles and landscape strategy,

Visual Meeting outline landscape and ecology management plan and
questions

SCC, ESC and Transport meeting to provide a project update and to
National ~ Grid - review statutory consultation (PEIR) feedback
Transport Meeting

SCC, ESC, EA and Previous meeting action progress, Sequential Test
National Grid — Water update, baseline flood risk data, River Fromus
Environment Meeting crossing, drainage design updates

SCC, ESC and Current activity and surveys update, thematic
National ~ Grid  — meetings update, PPA, community benefits, ESO East

Project Update Anglia Network Study findings

Meeting

SCC, ESC and Presentation of approach to Agricultural Land

National  Grid - Classification (ALC) surveys and assessment.

Agriculture and Soils Discussion included details on gap filling using

Meeting predictive ALC approach, mitigation and soil
management plans.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,
National ~ Grid - masterplanning
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Project Update

24 April 2024

April 2024

09 May 2024

28 May 2024

28 May 2024

May 2024

06 June 2024

07 June 2024

Meeting.

SCC, ESC, Natural Project update and timeline, confirm agreement on
England, National aspects of the LVIA, long-distance cycling/walking

Landscape and routes that National Grid should consider in the
National  Grid  — assessment, mitigation design concepts, co-location
Landscape and illustrative masterplanning update.

Visual Meeting

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

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,

National  Grid  — masterplanning

Project Update

Meeting.

National Grid, ESC The Landscape and Visual Study area, Landscape
and SCC — Character receptors — District, Seascape Character
Landscape and receptors, representative viewpoint locations, LVIA

Visual  Information approach and methodology, photomontage

Shared (via email) 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.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, LVIA and agreements,
National Grid long distance cycling/walking routes, Design
Meeting — Landscape Mitigation, Co-location lllustrative Masterplanning
and Visual update

National Grid, ESC A preliminary noise assessment — contour maps only

and SCC - Ecology — for Suffolk (not part of the DCO documentation) was

Information Shared  shared with both ESC and SCC by National Grid for
information.

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

Shared (via email)

SCC, ESC, NE, Summary of terrestrial ecology survey and
National ~ Grid - assessment work since last meeting / confirmation of
Terrestrial  Ecology use of trenchless techniques, depth of drill and risk of
Thematic Meeting frac out / noise modelling results regarding disturbance
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13 June 2024

19 June 2024

19 June 2024

25 June 2024

July 2024

02 July 2024

11 July 2024

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

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,
National  Grid  — masterplanning

Project Update

Meeting.

SCC and ESC Joint This is a joint letter received from SCC and ESC and

Letter to National raises concerns related to masterplanning and access

Grid regarding at the proposed converter station location near

Masterplanning Saxmundham as well as questions on coordination
opportunities with other projects.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, socio-economic statutory

National ~ Grid - consultation feedback and responses (tourism
Socioeconomics, economy, PRoW, study area, surveys) discussion,
Recreation and next steps.

Tourism Meeting

SCC, ESC, Natural Project update and timeline, interface with other
England, National disciplines, statutory consultation feedback, predicted

Landscape and significant effects on landscape character and visual

National ~ Grid - amenity, effects on the National Landscape / Heritage

Landscape and Coast, design principles and landscape strategy,

Visual Meeting outline landscape and ecology management plan and
questions / AOB

National Grid, ESC The draft DCO, short Project Description, example
and SCC — works plans, explanatory memorandum and HRA
Documents Shared report were shared with ESC and SCC for comment by
(via email) National Grid.

ESC, SCC and Engagement relating to project updates, the Air Quality

National Grid - Air Management Plan, proposed construction phase air

Quality Meeting quality monitoring locations and statutory consultation
feedback responses.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,

National ~ Grid - masterplanning
Project Update
Meeting.
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12 July 2024 National Grid, ESC The Landscape and Visual Draft Photosheet was

and SCC - shared with ESC and SCC by National Grid for
Landscape and agreement.
Visual  Information
Shared (via email)
15 July 2024 National Grid, ESC The Suffolk VP locations were shared with ESC and
and SCC - SCC by National Grid for agreement.
Landscape and
Visual  Information
shared (via email)
16 July 2024 SCC, ESC and Targeted Consultation — Introduction, Design

31 July 2024

02 August 2024

02 August 2024

05 August 2024

National ~ Grid  — Changes, Additional PEI, Core Working Hours; Public
Transport/Public Rights of Way — PEIR Finding, Emerging Design,
Rights of Way Statutory Consultation Feedback, Outline PRoW

Meeting Management Plan, AOB/questions

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

Landscape and

Visual Information
Shared (via email)

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

Visual  Information

Shared (via email)

National Grid, ESC The planting heights for mitigation planting within year

and SCC — 15 photomontages was shared by National Grid with
Landscape and ESC and SCC for review and comment.

Visual  Information

(via email)

SCC, ESC, NE and Summary of terrestrial ecology survey and
National ~ Grid - assessment work since last meeting / confirmation of
Terrestrial  Ecology use of trenchless techniques, depth of drill and risk of
Thematic Meeting 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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08 August 2024

22 August 2024

27 August 2024

06 September
2024

10 September
2024

10 September
2024

10 September
2024

12 September
2024

provided for Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes
SSSI required for the site to meet favourable condition

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,

National ~ Grid - masterplanning

Project Update

Meeting.

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

Landscape and

Visual  Information

(via email)

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, draft photosheet format,

National  Grid  — viewpoint plans, and growth rates issued on 2 August

Landscape and 2024, LVIA updates, Friston scenarios, update on

Visual meeting AONB, update on Design Council and Design
Principles,

National Grid ESC The Suffolk Landscape and Visual Value document

and SCC — and the sensitivity ratings were shared with ESC and
Landscape and SCC by National Grid for agreement.

Visual  Information

(via email)

SCC, ESC and Discussion regarding landscape viewpoints, River
National ~ Grid  — Fromus Bridge Crossing.

Representative

Viewpoints Meeting

National Grid ESC The Representative Viewpoints were shared with ESC

and SCC — and SCC by National Grid for agreement.
Landscape and

Visual  Information

(via email)

Suffolk & Essex Engagement with National Landscape Partnership in
Coast & Heaths regard to how the s85 enhanced duty requirement
National Landscape would be met

Partnership and

National Grid

Meeting

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,
National ~ Grid  — masterplanning

Project Update

Meeting
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17 September ESC NSIP Working Senior project team presented to a cross-party group

2024 Group and National of councillors and planning officers. Discussions

Grid Meeting around design, compensation, mental health and
coordination.

17 September SCC, ESC, NE and Discussion of whether the bridge across the River

2024 National  Grid - Fromus can be moved to preserve the veteran oak and

10 October 2024

10 October 2024

14 October 2024

16 October 2024

05 November
2024

Terrestrial  Ecology large horse chestnut that would be lost under DF3

Thematic Meeting 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.

National Grid ESC The Suffolk Indicative Species Mix was shared with

and SCC — ESC and SCC by National Grid for agreement.
Landscape and

Visual  Information

(via email)

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,

National  Grid  — masterplanning

Project Update

Meeting

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

Visual  Information

(via email)

National Grid, ESC The methodology for the air quality assessment was
and SCC - Air shared with both ESC and SCC by National Grid for
Quality  information confirmation and for ESC and SCC fto agree the
shared (via email) construction monitoring locations.

Suffolk Design Formal review meeting with Suffolk Design Review
Review Panel 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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11 November
2024

14 November
2024

19 November
2024

20 November
2024

20 November
2024

25 November

2024

27 November
2024

27 November
2024

welcomed on National Grid’s proposed design
principles and scope for post-consent design controls.

SCC and ESC Letter Joint letter from SCC and ESC with comments

— DRP Follow up regarding master-planning of the proposed converter
station site near Saxmundham and follow up after
Design Review Panel.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, PPA,

National Grid
Project

- masterplanning. The updated Order limits were
Update presented to ESC and SCC. The design changes and

Meeting rationale behind them were discussed, including
compounds at Saxmundham and access to the
Saxmundham site.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, discussion on material

National Grid - circulated to stakeholders, additional discussion

Landscape and points, mitigation design, targeted consultation

Visual Meeting comments, AOB and questions.

SCC, ESC  and Discussion to review short-list of schemes in Suffolk

National  Grid - and the approach for the cumulative assessment work,

Cumulative  Effects including for Traffic and Transport. National Grid

Meeting requested any comments from the Consultees on the
short-list and long-list to be provided within 3 days post
meeting.

National Grid, ESC The cumulative impacts assessment methodology and
and SCC — the cumulative schemes short list and long list were
Cumulative Impacts shared with both ESC and SCC by National Grid, with
Information ~ Shared comments on the long and short list requested to be
(via meeting). provided within 3 days post meeting.

SCC and ESC Letter Joint letter from SCC and ESC with comments on the
— Follow-up from feedback from the Design Review Panel (DRP) and
DRP feedback masterplanning.

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

Tourism Information

shared (via email)

National Grid ESC The Landscape and Visual Impact methodology was

and SCC — shared with ESC and SCC by National Grid for
Landscape and agreement.

Visual  Information

(via email)
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November 2024

December 2024

09 December
2024

11 December
2024

11 December

2024

12 December
2024

06 January 2025

08 January 2025

09 January 2025

National Grid, ESC A summary of the impact assessment and proposed

and SCC - Ecology mitigation for Suffolk (not part of the DCO

Information documentation but used as the basis for the Suffolk ES
chapter) was presented to ESC and SCC by National
Grid for information.

National Grid, ESC The revised requirements for the draft DCO and a table

and SCC documents setting out how National Grid had addressed

and information comments on the draft DCO received from ESC and

Shared (via email) SCC by the end of October 2024 were shared with
ESC and SCC for review and comment by National
Grid.

SCC, ESC and Discussion on masterplanning, design review panel
National ~ Grid - meeting and design principles document.

Meeting to follow-up

on DRP (held on 05

November).

SCC, ESC, NE and Approach to Biodiversity Net Gain. Key changes since

National ~ Grid - the last meeting, particularly as a result of DFA4.

Terrestrial  Ecology Alternative construction compound locations north of

Thematic ~ Meeting the Converter Station site and presence of Important

(Suffolk proposals)  Hedgerows. SCC indicated a concern over the effect
of compound S04/S05 on the nearby Important
Hedgerow.

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

(via email)

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings,
National ~ Grid  — masterplanning, follow-up on BNG Strategy

Project Update (presented at Terrestrial Ecology Thematic Meeting
Meeting held on 11 December 2024)

Road Safety Audits SCC response on draft audits

(email) received.

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, discussion relating to
National  Grid - table of agreement, discussion relating to landscape
Landscape and mitigation plans, update on Public Rights of Way,
Visual Meeting

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings, draft
National  Grid — DCO updates following LPA review comments,
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Project Update overview of DCO Design Documents, Masterplan /
Meeting Design Principles / Design Approach Document

16 January 2025

17 January 2025

29 January 2025

05 February
2025

10 February
2025

13 February

2025

March - onwards

25 June 2025

10 July 2025

ESC, SCC and Engagement relating to project updates, the

National Grid - Air assessment findings, and to agree the air quality

Quality Meeting monitoring locations proposed for the construction
phase.

SCC, ESC, NE and Updates since last meeting. Compound choices vs

National ~ Grid - Important Hedgerow: Advance planting — around River

Terrestrial  Ecology Fromus (other than bridge construction footprint) and

Thematic Meeting south of Converter Station; LEMP structure HRA
update; habitat management.

SCC, ESC and Engagement relating to construction working hours
National ~ Grid  — and discussion on noise and vibration.

Construction

Working Hours

Thematic Meeting

ESC and National Further discussion of air quality monitoring locations
Grid - Air Quality proposed for the construction phase.
meeting

ESC, SCC and Discussion on masterplanning and design principles
National ~ Grid  — document.
Masterplan update

SCC, ESC and Project update and timeline, thematic meetings,

National ~ Grid - update on River Fromus Crossing.

Project Update

Meeting

SCC, ESC and Re-occurring monthly progress call to discuss key

National Grid deadlines as well as any queries that ESC and SCC
have.

ESC and National River Fromus bridge design thematic meeting. The

Grid 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.

SCC, ESC and Ecology thematic meeting discussed the Ecology

National Grid 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

6 August 2025

9 October 2025

10 October 2025

16 October 2025

21 October 2025

23 October 2025

22 January 2026

16 January 2026

12 February

2026

12 March 2026

18 March 2026

09 April 2026

16 April 2026

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid

SCC, ESC and
National Grid
SCC, ESC and
National Grid

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.

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

River Fromus bridge design thematic meeting

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

Flood Risk and Drainage thematic meeting

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

Noise thematic meeting

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

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

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

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

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

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

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