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3. Overarching

3.1 Introduction

Table 3.1:  Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.A) relating to the Introduction.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1))

No comments were received from the prescribed consultees relating to the introduction under Phase 2.A.

Section 42: Local Authorities (prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

No comments were received from the local authorities relating to the introduction under Phase 2.A.

Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

No comments were received from persons with an interest in land relating to the introduction under Phase 2.A.

Section 47: Duty to consult local community

4. General Comment on PEIR: 4.1 The relatively unspolit nature of North Norfolk is recognised by the PEIR,
but it is not clear to us why Dong Energy have chosen to bring the cable onshore in this region, especially

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the
process of identifying a grid connection location.

The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for

Nigel Rogers given the considerable distance to the National Grid connection in Norwich. We recommend the EIR makes ! the connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect
it clear why this particular connection to the national grid was chosen over alternatives. to economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May
2016, Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this
appraisal process.
Table 3.2:  Summary of consultation responses received as part of the further Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.B) relating to the Introduction.
Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/1/NA Regard had to response (s49)

Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1))

No comments were received from the prescribed consultees relating to the introduction under Phase 2.B.

Section 42: Local Authorities (prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

No comments were received from the local authorities relating to the introduction under Phase 2.B.

Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

No comments were received from persons with an interest in land relating to the introduction under Phase 2.B.

Section 47: Duty to consult local community

No comments were received from the local community relating to the introduction under Phase 2.B.

Section 48: Duty to publicise

1Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable.

Orsted
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Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA Regard had to response (s49)

No comments were received in response to the Public Notice relating to the introduction under Phase 2.B.

Table 3.3:  Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.A) relating to the Site Selection Process.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA2 Regard had to response (s49)
Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1)
Esso Petroleum Compan Further to your letter of 25 July 2017, please can you advise which Esso Petroleum Company, Limited A reply was sent to Esso confirming that no interests had been identified along the proposed project boundaries &
Limited pany land interests are affected by the proposed offshore wind farm, Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind NA requested final confirmation that they have no interests within a 1km utility search buffer of the route onshore so that
Farm. @rsted can consult further or remove them from our consultee list.
| attended the meeting at Hall for All on 10th August as the representative for Weston Longville Parish
Council. It was a useful and informative meeting, however | do wish to underline our objection to the
Weston Longville Parish siting of the construction compound at Weston given the existing problems created by high volumes of y The Main construction compound proposed near Weston Longville has not been taken forward to the application.
Council traffic which will be exacerbated when the NDR opens. We would strongly recommend that the The main construction compound for the project will be located at Oulton Airfield, accessed off the B1149.
suggestion of using the empty Atlas Works site on the A1067 is followed up. Please feel free to getin
touch if you would like more information
Thank you for forwarding the consultation information on the above project. Your enquiry does not
Premier Transmission encroach on the Premier Transmission Pipeline System (PTPS); however should you require any N Hornsea Three acknowledged that Premier Transmission Pipeline System (PTPS) had no assets imapcted by the
Pipeline System (PTPS) further information or safety advice in respect of the PTPS, i.e. for any future works, please do not proposed work. No further action was required
hesitate to contact us by email or phone (028 9043 7580).
The locations below are not affected by TATA apparatus.
HOWO03_s42_02082017, Dong Energy Hornsea Project, Three Offshore Wind Farm
. @rsted acknowledged that McNicholas on behalf of TATA had no assets impacted by the proposed work. No further
McNicholas . NA . .
Please quote these references on any correspondence. Please note: action was required.
McNicholas, on behalf of our client, accept no liability for claims arising from inaccuracies, omissions or
errors contained within your plant enquiry request.
If you require further information please do not hesitate to contact us.
Shell Request for the shapefiles for Hornsea Project Three route (onshore and offshore). NA @rsted sent Shell shapefiles of the Hornsea Three export cable corridor for information.
Call from Tabitha at BT requesting information on potentially impacted properties from the current
HOWO3 plans. Tabitha suggested that BT owns land and properties in the area that they suspect may Further to BT's response, Hornsea Three has made further contact with Tabitha within the Property Department
BT . . . L N/A . . .
be impacted by the development. They would like to know if any have been identified by assessments using the contact details provided.
and surveys at this stage.
Gas Networks Ireland (UK) has received written communication (your reference above) in relation to the
Gas Networks Ireland (UK) Hornsea Project Three Offshore Wind Farm. N/A @rsted acknowledged that Gas Network Ireland (UK) had no assets impacted by the proposed work. No further
We have no assets at this location off the Norfolk coast or on shore that will be impacted by these action was required.
proposed works.

2Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Little Melton Parish Council

1.) The PC would like to see the cables routed further away from the village and suggests that the
cables can follow the same route as the existing overhead lines that lie to the south of Little Melton

Where possible and practicable the cable corridor route selected seeks to avoid passing adjacent to properties and
residential centres. This is to reduce impacts associated with construction disturbance. Where properties are
located in close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such as noise,
dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP),
which forms part of the DCO application.

In respect to routing along the existing overhead lines, Hornsea Three were advised to incorporate a 15 m buffer
distance to pylons (as advised by National Grid) . This represented a constraint to routing along the same route as
the existing overhead lines.

Little Melton Parish Council

2.) The PC notes that the magnetic field strength is inversely proportional to the distance from the
conductor by a factor of 21 (circumference of a circle) and that reference fields are measured 1m above
ground. Someone working in a field or playing rugby may well have their head closer to the ground than
1m. The PC would like to see the cable buried at least 2m deep where it passes under recreational
land (including the Parochial Charity land, which potentially may be used for allotments and the growing
of fruit trees).

Noted. Further information on EMF can be found in Environmental Statement, volume 4, annex 3.3: EMF
Compliance Statement.

Swardeston Parish Council

1. The siting of such a large structure so close to a residential area is undesirable. Is there any
opportunity to challenge the decision of the National Grid to require Dong Energy to connect Hornsea
Project Three to the Norwich Main substation.

The grid connection is assessed by both National Grid and the developer from an economic, efficient and strategic
perspective, in relation to additional costs and investments required based on the capacity and timing of energy
production sought by the developer. One key element of this assessment is the perceived costs that may be passed
on to the end user (the public and businesses) and hence both parties seek to minimise this. Hornsea Project Three
received the single offer of Norwich Main National Grid Substation and as such, our application includes a grid
connectsion at this point.

Furhter information is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives.

Swardeston Parish Council

2. Has Dong Energy exhausted all alternatives before determining the precise site location for the
substation?

To identify a suitable site for locating the onshore substation, Hornsea Three developed a set of guiding principles to
establish a search area (approximately 3 km from the existing Norwich Main substation). A constraints mapping
exercise was then applied to this search area, which involved layering known constraints / sensitivities on top of one
another to identify the potentially least constrained zones within this area.

The results of this exercise, in the form of heat map was presented at our March 2017 consultation events, where
members of the local community were invited to highlight aspects that they would like us to take into consideration.
At that time, we were still considering which sites were technically viable and hence were not able to present specific
options as we could not confirm that these options would have been feasible. This feedback was considered by the
Project alongside environmental, commercial and technical considerations in selecting the proposed site. The
proposed site was then highlighted in the September 2017 consultation events and within the PEIR document which
was formally consulted on under section 42 of the planning process.

More information on our site selection process can be found in volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Considerations of Alternatives.

Swardeston Parish Council

3. Why is the onshore substation not being built adjacent to, and to the South of, the existing Norwich
Main substation? This has direct vehicular access off the A140 and is as removed, if not more removed,
from existing residential developments as the proposed site.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. The site selection process was
informed by a number of factors including community feedback, technical constraints and environmental constraints.

Swardeston Parish Council

4. The proposed substation is an immensely high structure. Has Dong Energy considered acquiring a
portion of the Mangreen quarry site so as to be able to construct the substation at least partially below
ground level? This site would have direct access off the A140 and A47 and the added benefit of almost
totally screening the finished substation by a combination of building below ground and planting around
the circumference.

The positioning of complex infrastructure in a quarry or similar, encompasses a range of technical constraints in
interest in the land or least the footprint area which is required, accesibility and health and safety considerations.
Furthermore, the quarry remains operational, with plans to extend (as assessed in the cumulative assessments in
the relevant topic chapters of the Environmental Statement volume 3) and therefore was discounted as an site
alternative for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation. Further information relating to the site selection process for the
HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Consideration of Alternatives.

Norfolk Vanguard

We would welcome further details relating to the rationale for the corridor search areas and how the
parameters of the onshore and offshore cable route elements were decided.

Details are set out in the Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of
Alternatives.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Planning, South Norfolk
Council

1) Why the project looks to connect to the Mangreen substation. What where the alternatives assessed
and why was Mangreen chosen as the connection point to the National Grid? (why connection within
South Norfolk and not closer to the coast).

Whilst | appreciate the information set out in HOW03_Peir_Volume 1 Chapter 4_site selection page 31
through to 36.

‘The two substation sites were considered, relative to one another, to determine a preferred option,
4.12.4.1 supported by site visits in the summer of 2016. During the site inspections, further consideration
was given to matters such as topography, access, landscape framework/screening, hydrology and
ground conditions, to supplement the desk top work that was carried out. Furthermore, the sites had
been subject of desk top heritage assessment and phase 1 ecology surveys (as part of the early EIA
process) since their initial identification and shortlisting, and this information was also considered. The
constraints on the physical availability of the land at the two substation options fed into the 4.12.4.2
assessment of “Mitigation and Access” (Table 4.5). It was determined that Option B provides a greater
availability of land for potential mitigation to be implemented. Option A is comparatively constrained by
the railway line directly to the east and by the Norwich Main National Grid substation to the north. In
addition an assessment of the potential access to Option B identified that this was significantly less
constrained and would involve less highway works and the associated construction disruption.’

This doesn't really answer their questions.

Information pertaining to site selection are provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection
and Consideration of Alternatives.

Broadland District Council

The District Council requests that futher detailed investigations and assessments are undertaken in
respect of:

- The alternative underground cable route to the west of Salle Park as shown in the 'Phase 2 Statutory
Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

- The additional temporary construction compound identified at Oulton Streen as shown in the 'Phase 2
Statutory Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor has been subject to rerouting since the production of the PEIR and now
passes 110 m from Salle Park at its nearest point, thus avoiding any effect on the relationship between the church
and Salle Park. An assessment of impacts on heritage assets is provided in Environmental Statement, volume 3,
chapter 5: Historic Environment.

In respect to the main construction compound at Oulton, Hornsea Three recognises the sensitivity of this location
and since its identification as the main construction compound, Hornsea Three has sought to identify measures to
minimise any impacts on Oulton village, local residents and the local road network. In this regard, where properties
are located in close proximity to the Oulton Airfield, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management
measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application, as well as the topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3). Furthermore, it is noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be
produced to manage access and associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has
been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP and this also forms part of the DCO application.

Both the alternative route to the west of Salle Park and the construction compound at Oulton are now considered
throughout the Environmental Statment (volume 3)

The Wildlife Trust (joint
response from Norfolk WT
and TWT)

1. Site selection and consideration of alternatives (Volume 1: chapter 4)

As you are aware, TWT has concerns regarding the routing of cables through Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds
MCZ and we are interested as to why zone 4 was discounted, which would have avoided the MCZ. We
appreciate that one of the factors in discounting option 4 was to avoid the Norfolk Broads. Please could
further information be provided as to why zone 4 was discounted, especially since the proposed cabling
route for Norfolk Vanguard1 is located in a similar area to zone 4. Please could a summary also be
provided on the differences in the assessment results for zone 2 and 4, particularly as it is outlined in
4.9.3.4 that “the level of interaction with Designated sites...could be reduced through routing to landfall
zone 2.

Thank you for your feedback. The further detail has been added to the Environmental Statement, Volume 1. Chapter
4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
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Marine Management
Organisation

3. Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives

3.1. The MMO notes the ‘Horlock Rules’ specification in the overall system options and site selection
that “consideration must be given to environmental issues from the earliest stage to balance the
technical benefits and capital cost requirements for new developments against the consequential
environmental effects in order to keep adverse effects to a reasonably practicable minimum.” (Table 4.1,
Volume 1, Chapter 4 - Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives). The MMO requests that further
information is provided in the ES as to how the nearshore export cable corridor route was selected
which, as acknowledged elsewhere in the PEIR (Volume 5, Annex 2.3 — Marine Conservation Zones
Assessment), would permanently damage designated features of the Cromer Shoals Chalk Reef MCZ.
The MMO considers that the selection of a nearshore export cable route making landfall west of the
currently proposed location, which would pass through marine protected areas with designated features
potentially less significantly impacted by export cable trenching, has not been sufficiently explored by
DONG Energy.

The nearshore export cable route has now been rerouted to avoid key features of the Cromer Shoals Chalk Beds
MCZ. This is detailed in the Environmental Statement, Volume 1, Chapter 4; Site Selection and Consideration of
Alternatives and associated annexes.

Marine Management
Organisation

3.2. ltis stated that “the Sheringham Shoal and Pollard Bank bathymetric features were considered to
pose potential technical constraints”, however these have not been fully explained in the PEIR
(paragraph 4.11.2.4, Volume 1, Chapter 4 — Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives). The MMO
is aware that routing the export cable away from Cromer Shoals Chalk Reef MCZ may significantly
increase its total length, however we advise that further consideration of an export cable route running to
the west of the Cromer Shoals Chalk Reef MCZ boundary could better meet DONG Energy'’s stated
intention to “Minimise overlap with the key features of the Cromer Shoal MCZ” (paragraph 4.11.2.1,
Volume 1, Chapter 4 — Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives).

The nearshore export cable route has now been rerouted to avoid key features of the Cromer Shoals Chalk Beds
MCZ. This is detailed in the Environmental Statement, Volume 1, Chapter 4; Site Selection and Consideration of
Alternatives.

National Grid

Further advice:

We would request that the potential impact of the proposed scheme on National Grid’s existing assets
as set out above and including any proposed diversions is considered in any subsequent reports,
including in the Environmental Statement, and as part of any subsequent application.

Where any diversion of apparatus may be required to facilitate a scheme, National Grid is unable to give
any certainty with the regard to diversions until such time as adequate conceptual design studies have
been undertaken by National Grid. Further information relating to this can be obtained by contacting the
email address below.

Where the promoter intends to acquire land, extinguish rights, or interfere with any of National Grid
apparatus protective provisions will be required in a form acceptable to it to be included within the DCO.
National Grid requests to be consulted at the earliest stages to ensure that the most appropriate
protective provisions are included within the DCO application to safeguard the integrity of our apparatus
and to remove the requirement for objection. All consultations should be sent to the following:
box.landandacquisitions( @ )nationalgrid.com

or by post to the following address:

The Company Secretary

1-3 The Strand

London

WC2N 5EH

@rsted acknowledged National Grid's advice regarding diversions and has been in further discussions regarding
both gas and electrical infrastructure. Further to this consultation, bespoke protective provisions have been included
in the DCO.

River Glaven Conservation
Group (RGCG) and CPRE
Norfolk

The documentation does have an impressive range of methods of approaches in order mitigate to
against the adverse impacts which could potentially occur. Much of this is based on a very thorough
desk research, but is being supplemented by field surveys in selected areas, and this continues. It is
clear that Dong is aware of the high degree of heterogeneity in the geology derived from glacial deposits
in the Glaven catchment. We therefore for the requirement for a more detailed study through field
studies in the fine tuning of the cabling corridor down to 80 m plus the buffer area to reach the EIA stage
which supports the Environmental Statement. We would also add that the geology is more likely to
present an unexpected problem along the cabling route, and there is a greater need for awareness of
this as regards a response to this in taking mitigation measures.

Potential sensitivities associated with geology and ground conditions has been considered during the refinement of
the onshore cable corridor. The project has, for example avoided the Kelling Heath and Weybourne Cliffs SSSI, and
committed to undertaking a preliminary risk assessments during the detailed design stage in order to identify any
localised areas of contamination. Furthermore additional site specific surveys will be undertaken during detailed
design to inform construction methodologies (see Environmental Statement, Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project
Description, section 3.7.2).
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River Glaven Conservation
Group (RGCG) and CPRE
Norfolk

Finally on this overview we wish to place to record that we welcome the decision following the Phase 1B
consultation to set aside the Henpstead and Pond Hills site for the location of a HVAC booster station.
This was a great relief to us, particularly for the Hempstead site which had a high potential for damage
to the Glaven, during construction and in operation, and have a severe impact in the landscape. We do
understand why many people have a great concern on a booster station, and these are foremost in
terms of profile; and understandably due to the complexity and much less obvious the types of damage
that can be done but unseen.

We add that, as said in the previous response, the selected Little Barningham site is also in attractive
and unspoilt countryside, but the contours and woodland on two sides offer more opportunity for
screening and other mitigation techniques. The most desirable approach would be of course the use of
HVDC and avoid the need for a booster station. We return to this issue later in this document.

Noted. Further information pertaining to the alternative locations considered for the HVAC booster station is provided
in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives.

Marlingford and Colton Parish

The Chairman of Marlingford and Colton Parish Council, David Wildon, is very appreciative of Dong
Energy's efforts to inform all the relevant parties as to what is involved in the Hornsea Three project. The
Parish Council, at its meeting held on September 12th, considered the 200m wide corridor for the cable
run through Marlingford. The Council’s one concern related to the properties on the Bawburgh Road, in

Noted. Following consultation on the PEIR, Hornsea Three has committed to a number of points at which HDD will

other locations are available outside the protected sites. As such, we would expect the final application
to narrow down the HVAC search area to locations outside the border of the North Norfolk Sandbanks
and Saturn Reef (NNSSR) cSAC/SCI.

Council particular, the easternmost dwelling. At the Phase 2 community consultation event that was held on Y be emploved as a means fo reduce impacts. particularly on roads and rivers
September 12th, in Weston Longville Hall for All, the Chairman was pleased to learn that horizontal pioy pacts, p y '
drilling was being considered to drill below both the Yare and the Bawburgh Road in one continuous
operation. It was also indicated that the final corridor possibly could be somewhat to the east side of the
200m corridor.
A discussion regarding the options considered for landfall are presented in Environmental Statement volume 1,
. . i chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. The beach road car park is not under consideration as a
| am instructed to write as follows :- . o . ) . B
) . . . - . construction compound. Furthermore it is noted that, since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified
1. The parish council asks why Weybourne again ? - there are many miles of similar coastline ! There . - . .
. . ' . (western re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a
are serious concerns re the impact that the construction works programme will have on the local . . : . . . :
. . . ) . . X . number of factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling
Weybourne Parish Council community and businesses. Weybourne will again have the construction works adjacent to the Beach Y - L ; . .
o - . . Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations.
Road car park significantly compromising the views and remoteness of the area which offers long
distance views along both directions of the coast. It will again have huge lorries using roads designed to . . " . .
take traffic in victorian times | Regardless, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such as noise, dust and
' traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which
acompanies the DCO application.
Annex 1 Key concerns
Natural England has concerns about the site selection Stage 3 (Vol. 1, Chapter 4, Section 4.8), as the
grid connection selected resulted in a high risk cable route. Notably the cable routes were only given This comment is noted but pertains primarily to the approach taken to managing grid connections for the offshore
Natural Enaland limited consideration during the Round 3 offshore wind farm (OWF) SEA as no information was available N wind industry as a whole and hence is a matter for discussion between Natural England and National Grid Electricity
9 at that time on possible grid connection locations. This has been recognised as a flaw in the consenting Transmission Limited (NGET). Hornsea Three notes that Natural England notes that they are working with NGET in
and grid connection offer process and Natural England and National Grid Electricity Transmission relation to future OWF projects.
Limited (NGET) are working together to ensure that the process for future OWF projects has better
consideration of environmental constraints.
Annex 1 Key concerns
We note that DONG Energy is considering a number of locations for the HYAC Substation. We do not
Natural England consider it appropriate to be considering locations that would result in an impact to a protected site when y This comment was considered and taken on board during the further refinements to the offshroe HVAC booster

station search area. As such this no longer overlaps with the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC.

Natural England

1.23 Whilst Natural England provided input into the Round 3 OWF SEA, limited consideration was given
in the SEA to impacts along export cable routes as grid capacity and thus potential grid connection
locations were unknown at the time of writing. (Volume 1, chapter 4, section 4.5)

This comment is noted.
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Natural England

1.24 Natural England queries why given the location of the Hornsea Zone, grid connection offers to the
north of the Zone where not included? (Volume 1, chapter 4, paragraph 4.8.2.2)

Further detail has been added to Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of
Alternatives in relation to this comment. No grid connection capacity of the size required was available to the north
of the Hornsea Zone in the timeframes required by the project.

1.25 Landfall Zone 2 may have been chosen as not overly convoluted by presence of designated sites.
However, it does not take into account the interest features of the designated sites as some

Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community feedback in
the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park, nearshore

Wash and North Norfolk SAC. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 4.11.4.1)

Natural England habitats/species of designated sites are more/less vulnerable than others and using an indicative Y : -
Con . ) concerns such as the location of the chalk reef within the Cromer Shoals Chalk Beds MCZ as well as
straight line from array to landfall does not recognise this. (Volume 1, chapter 4, paragraph 4.9.3.4 and ineering/technical considerations. Further details on this change is provided in Environmental Statement volume
4114.1) (1ang|neer|ng. ec . - | . geisp
, Chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

1.26 Due to the limited information presented at the scoping stage in relation to environmental features

Natural England provided a higher level response raising concerns about impacts to the MCZ and Noted. The Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor has been rerouted such that it now avoids areas of subtidal chalk
Natural England identifying suitable alternatives. It should have been made clear at that time that alternatives for cable y and peat and clay exposures within the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ and minimises overall interaction with the

routing within the near shore area outside of the then scoping area should be included i.e. greater extent MCZ. The assessment of temporary and long term habitat loss/disturbance on benthic features of this site presented

of the eastern edge of the Wash and North Norfolk SAC. Therefore we do not agree with 4.10.1.9. in the Environmental Statement in volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology has been updated accordingly.

(Volume 1, chapter 4, section 4.10)

1.27 Natural England and JNCC have provided comments to DONG Energy in relation to the

refinements to the offshore export cable corridor as part of the pre-application Evidence Plan process.

An alternative route around the northern part of the NNSSR cSAC/SCI was presented in a meeting on

18 May 2017. The SNCBs view the alternative as an appropriate means to mitigate for impacts to the

northern part of the cSAC/SCI.
Natural England We acknowledge that no additional geophysical data will be collected prior to examination. However, we y The offshore cable corridor has now been rerouted to reduce impacts to the NNSSR cSAC/SCI (please see

believe that a desk based study of the data sets that Centrica has collected for their Audrey field would Environmental Statement in volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology)

help provide missing evidence. In relation to project specific data we advise that additional benthic

sampling is done in that section of the proposed alternative cable corridor as part of the offshore benthic

survey programme. It is our view that this information will be sufficient for the purposes of impact

assessment in the ES and should provide some indication about the feasibility of the route as well.

(Volume 1, chapter 4, paragraph 4.11.2)

. . . , . Acknowledged. The nearshore cable route was revised following this and other feedback at PEIR which suggested

Natural England 1.28 As set out in the comments to Section 4.10 Natural England did not advise the avoidance of the Y that a route that reduced interactions with the MCZ but potentially increased interactions with the Wash and North

Norfolk SAC could be preferable.

Swardeston Parish Council

Substation - 1 The siting of such a large structure so close to a residential area is undesirable. Is there
any opportunity to challenge the decision of the National Grid to require Dong Energy to connect
Hornsea Project Three to the Norwich Main substation? 2 Has Dong energy exhausted all alternatives
before determining the precise site location for the substation? 3 Why is the onshore substation not
being built adjacent to, and to the South of, the existing Norwich Main substation? This site has direct
vehicular access off the A140 and is as removed, if not more removed, from existing residential
developments as the proposed site. 4 The proposed substation is an immensely high structure. Has
Dong Energy considered acquiring a portion of the Mangreen quarry site so as to be able to construct
the substation at least partially below ground level? This site would have direct access off the A140
and A47 and the added benefit of almost totally screening the finished substation by a combination of
building below ground and planting around the circumference. 5 Whatever the precise location of the
substation site, we believe that access to the site should be directly from the A47 (or the A140-A47 slip
road), at least for HGVs and “abnormal loads” and preferably for ALL traffic. The B1113 already fails to
meet the needs of pedestrians and cyclists and will struggle to cope with the proposed increase in traffic.
It is already gridlocked in places at certain times of day, especially at its junction with the A140. 6 The
B1113 north of the A47 underpass has a recent history of flooding in heavy rain, with the majority of that
flooding caused by water run-off from the field in which the proposed substation is to be sited. Is Dong
energy aware of this historic issue and can users of the road be assured that sufficient drainage will be
put in place in order to avoid any increased likelihood of these flooding events? 7 How does Dong
Energy intend to alleviate any noise and light pollution consequent upon the construction and operation

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location.

The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the
connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect to
economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station and HVDC converter/HVAC substation is
also provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks; the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided; and landscape planting around
the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping
proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.
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of the substation? 8 Dong Energy representatives have indicated that substantial tree planting will take
place to reduce the visual impact of the substation. The proposed site already contains a number of
ancient hedgerows and mature trees. Will Dong Energy be taking all necessary steps to ensure that
these trees and hedges are protected, both for the sake of their existing ecology and for the immediate
screening effect they will have on the finished substation? 9 Given the height of the proposed structure,
we believe that ‘bunding’ the substation and planting along the crest will not of itself significantly reduce
its visibility since most native tree varieties are relatively slow growing. Accordingly, we believe that,
wherever possible, planting of semi-mature trees should commence immediately, not only around the
boundaries of the site but also in other more distant areas where there is anticipated to be line of sight
visibility of the substation. 10 Again, given the height of the structure, will Dong Energy be giving
consideration to entering into agreements with mobile telephone network operators to enable mobile
phone masts to be placed on the substation so as to improve reception in the area? 11 What
assurances will Dong Energy give that Parishioners will not suffer financially from the decision to site the
substation in the Parish? Clearly some Parishioners will have their homes permanently blighted such
that they will become unsaleable. Many others however will find that their properties are reduced in
value. For most people, their homes are an important part of their retirement planning. Any loss of
value will have serious financial repercussions. How is Dong Energy planning to address this? 12 We
understand that Dong Energy has previously established community funds to compensate the
community as a whole for the inconvenience suffered during the construction process and whilst the
substation is in operation. We have noted the sums being made available by Dong Energy through
Grantscape in connection with the Race Bank and Hornsea Project One offshore windfarms. How have
these sums been calculated? 13 The Race Bank and Hornsea Project One compensation schemes
appear to have been established to compensate communities over a wide area on the basis,
presumably, that they are all adversely affected over the long term through sight of the wind turbines.
This will not be the case with the Hornsea Project Three. Since the turbines are well out of sight of land,
communities along the cable laying route will only be affected during the relatively brief construction
phase. Swardeston alone, with the possible inclusion of the area around the HVAC Booster Station if it
is needed, will continue to be affected following the completion of the construction phase by the visual
impact and polluting aspects of the continued operation of the substation. Will any community fund
either be heavily weighted in favour of this locality, or a separate fund established to compensate
Swardeston and its close neighbours. 14 Will Swardeston Parish Council have a leading role in
determining how any community funds are distributed?

In respect to construction impacts, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such
as noise, dust and traffic control are implemented where required. These are documented in an outline Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) and outline Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP), which accompanies the
DCO application.

In respect to your final point, Hornsea Project Three will review the interactions of the project, as the proposal is
refined and consider an appropriate way to feed benefits back into the local community. However, any decision to
establish a community benefit fund for Hornsea Three would be made post financial investment decision (FID).

Section 42: Local Authorities

(prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

Council

Planning, South Norfolk

1) Why the project looks to connect to the Mangreen substation. What where the alternatives assessed
and why was Mangreen chosen as the connection point to the National Grid? (why connection within
South Norfolk and not closer to the coast).

Whilst | appreciate the information set out in HOW03_Peir_Volume 1 Chapter 4_site selection page 31
through to 36.

‘The two substation sites were considered, relative to one another, to determine a preferred option,
4.12.4.1 supported by site visits in the summer of 2016. During the site inspections, further consideration
was given to matters such as topography, access, landscape framework/screening, hydrology and
ground conditions, to supplement the desk top work that was carried out. Furthermore, the sites had
been subject of desk top heritage assessment and phase 1 ecology surveys (as part of the early EIA
process) since their initial identification and shortlisting, and this information was also considered. The
constraints on the physical availability of the land at the two substation options fed into the 4.12.4.2
assessment of “Mitigation and Access” (Table 4.5). It was determined that Option B provides a greater
availability of land for potential mitigation to be implemented. Option A is comparatively constrained by
the railway line directly to the east and by the Norwich Main National Grid substation to the north. In
addition an assessment of the potential access to Option B identified that this was significantly less
constrained and would involve less highway works and the associated construction disruption.’

This doesn't really answer their questions.

Information pertaining to site selection are provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection
and Consideration of Alternatives.
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Broadland District Council

The District Council requests that futher detailed investigations and assessments are undertaken in
respect of:

- The alternative underground cable route to the west of Salle Park as shown in the 'Phase 2 Statutory
Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

- The additional temporary construction compound identified at Oulton Streen as shown in the 'Phase 2
Statutory Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor has been subject to rerouting since the production of the PEIR and now
passes 110 m from Salle Park at its nearest point, thus avoiding any effect on the relationship between the church
and Salle Park. An assessment of impacts on heritage assets is provided in Environmental Statement, volume 3,
chapter 5: Historic Environment.

In respect to the main construction compound at Oulton, Hornsea Three recognises the sensitivity of this location
and since its identification as the main construction compound, Hornsea Three has sought to identify measures to
minimise any impacts on Oulton village, local residents and the local road network. In this regard, where properties
are located in close proximity to the Oulton Airfield, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management
measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application, as well as the topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3). Furthermore, it is noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be
produced to manage access and associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has
been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP and this also forms part of the DCO application.

Both the alternative route to the west of Salle Park and the construction compound at Oulton are now considered
throughout the Environmental Statment (volume 3)

Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

| am totally against this project affecting this area. Therefore | would suggest that you use the alternative

Hornsea Three has taken forward the alternative route at landfall which was presented as part of the Section 42
consultation. This has resulted in the area which will be directly impacted by the landfall works associated with

engineering technology /capability to under-drill2 the fragile shingle beach and its fishing infrastructure,
the shoreline, the village and the busy Coastal Road with a ¢.1.75 km bore noting that Table 3.4.4 of
provided information indicates capability is to use 2.5 km lengths of duct.

A Hafford route as marked in mauve on your site plan (top right) Y construction of Hornsea Three having been reduced and avoidance of direct impacts on designated sites (including
y P P Mght). Kelling Heath SSSI). Impacts on the airstrip close to landfall has also been avoided through a commitment to use
trenchless technology (e.g. HDD).
Call from Tabitha at BT requesting information on potentially impacted properties from the current
HOWO3 plans. Tabitha suggested that BT owns land and properties in the area that they suspect may Further to BT's response, Hornsea Three has made further contact with Tabitha within the Property Department
BT . . . o N/A . . .
be impacted by the development. They would like to know if any have been identified by assessments using the contact details provided.
and surveys at this stage.
. Through the design development process, the onshore cable corridor now follows the 'alternative route under
Comments in Proposed Landfall . o . ; . M o
. ' e . . consideration' and therefore the onshore cable corridor now avoids the designated sites in close proximity to the
In view of the environmental sensitivity at Weybourne we do not understand why DONG is considering . . . I . C
: - landfall. Consideration of alternate landfall locations, as well as justification for the choice of landfall location is set
two or three scenarios around the hamlet of Weybourne. We would prefer DONG to use existing . . T o . .
Dr George Carman Y out in Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives.

The technology to be used at landfall will be decided during detailed design, as set out in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Dr George Carman

Comments on Onshore Cable Corridor

We are very concerned that the proposed installation of multiple cables at ¢.1.2m depth will
PERMANENTLY restrict future land across the some 55 km o the North Norfolk landscape.

At Stakeholders property reference 682336/681157 the family has enjoyed the flexibility of multi-purpose
land use including market gardening, cropping, glasshouses, pasture, equine sport, recreation, camping
and visual amenity over the past 100 years. Our future generations will not be able to enjoy the same
flexibility of amenity.

Furthermore we are concerned that the land will be devalued particularly as some 60% of the
Stakeholders own meadows will be affected with imposed restrictions.

We also have grave concerns on the impact of the installation operations generating disruptive traffic
and long term damage to rural landscape

Potential impacts on other land uses are considered in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 6: Land Use and
Recreation (section 6.11.1). During the construction phase, top soil and sub soils will be stripped and stored in
accordance with best practice and the land within the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor will be restored to its
original condition, therefore reducing the potential for sterilisation. Thus, although it would not be possible to place
any type of construction (i.e. buildings) or trees above the cables without prior consent to avoid damage, it will be
possible to continue farming crops or grazing animals above the cables once construction has completed.

In respect to devaluation, we will compensate landowners who are directly affected by the cable through their land.
Compensation is paid for the freehold depreciation of the land affected by the easement and for all reasonable and
substantiated losses arising from construction of the project.

Potential impacts on the local landscape and local road network are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources and chapter 7: Traffic and Transport respectively.
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Dr George Carman

Considerations for refining the Corridor down to 80 metres

No Hedgerow crossings to be greater than 60 degrees (i.e. to be between 90 degrees to 60 degrees) to
minimise impact and preserve ancient hedgerow bio-corridors and scenic amenity of North Norfolk.
Offering to replant hedgerows simply does not replace their antiquity.

Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid landscape features (including trees and hedgerows) through
cable routing or the use of trenchless technologies.

Given the nature of Hornsea Three, there are some hedgerows which cannot be avoided and will be removed to
enable construction. Any hedgerows which cannot be avoided will be replaced at the end of the construction phase.
Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows, currently in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term
benefits for the biodiversity associated with this habitat type as well as gap up hedgerows providing landscape and
visual mitigation. Further details on hedgerow removal, retention and replacement can be found in Environmental
Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation as well as the Outline Ecological Management
Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan which form part of the DCO application.

Dr George Carman

Comments on Proposed onshore Mannington HVAC booster station at Shrubs Farm

We are concerned that the proposed onshore Shrubs Farm Booster Station will create a real and
significant risk of a significant adverse impact to our family amenity through

(i) long term visual impact from approach roads between our market town Holt and homes (very high
likelihood and very high consequence)

(ii) long term increased background noise (very high likelihood and very high consequence). Figure 1
shows the results of Viewshed modelling (in green) using the Google Earth Digital Terrain Model and
algorithm for a 12.5 m high structure at the proposed HVAC Shrubs Farm site indicating it will be visible3
(at ground level) over (i) 20 ha of land including houses at Edgefield (intersection of Ramsgate Street
and Holt Road- including popular 17th Century country pub -The Pigs.

(ii) About 200 ha of land including houses around Little Barningham village and Corpusty Road being 3
km east of the site

(iii) 60 ha of land west of the proposed site. Whilst topography and trees provide a screen to the east
and south east it is noted that trees are not a permanent feature of the landscape and in fact harvesting
of some of the plantation has already commenced.

(iv) Some 30 ha of undeveloped land 5 km southwest of the proposed site south of the Corpusty- Briston
Road. Figure 2 shows the increased viewshed for the proposed 17.5 metre above ground level lighting
proposed for the 2.5Ha site

Therefore, there is considerable risk (very high likelihood and very high consequence) the North Norfolk
landscapes will be “industrialised” over more than many hundreds of hectares by the 150 x 30 m
buildings and the 17.5 m high lighting of the site. We accept that higher resolution DTMs and alternative
algorithms may provide alternative interpretations and we respectfully request DONG to supplement
their Visual Impact reports with Viewshed analyses.

Furthermore, we are concerned the final location of the HVAC booster station may change and move
closer to family property. We assess this risk to be of modest likelihood but with an extreme and
unacceptable consequence.

In Conclusion with respect to the proposed HVAC Booster stations we wish (in order of priority)

(i) There be NO onshore HVAC booster station and that this is achieved by (a) constructing all booster
stations offshore and/or (b) use of existing/emerging HVDC technology.

(i) Height of Booster station above ground level be reduced by excavating 3 to 5 metre and construction
of an appropriate waterproof cellar.

(iiif) That the noise emission be reduced to the very highest of industry capability and exceeds current
Best Industry Practice (not ALARP4 and not the minimum of the Statutory Requirement). It is not
acceptable to say the project will meet the minimum regulatory requirements since TIME as shown that
previous standards are no longer appropriate e.g. highway driving speeds or the use of asbestos.

(iv) Sound mitigation be installed including cladding and berms (to a height equal to the height of the
building)

(v) We question the need for any lighting — particularly at 17.5 m. above ground level. DONG is
respectfully requested to consider the use of infra-red technology for security which would obviate the
need for any lighting. Any other security lighting to be kept below 10 metres and installed with motion
sensors so that lights are not left on permanently.

The maximum parameters associated with the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement volume
1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Generally, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site
selection/route refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts to
residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3), for example noise during the operation of the HYDC converter/HVAC substation is addressed in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration.

Impacts relating to landscape and visual resources are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4:
Landscape and Visual resources. Photographic panels along the cable corridor, as well as indicative visualisations
have been prepared to inform the assessment of impacts and are provided in Environmental Statement volume 6,
annex 4.5: Photographic Panels, Wireframes and Photomontages. Appropriate mitigation measures for visual
disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This
includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape
planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the
indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the
DCO application.

Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision on
which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology depending
on the receptor.
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Dr George Carman

Visual and noise impact of Mannington HVAC Booster station with better than best industry practice
being targeted (as opposed to minimal statutory requirement)

Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration provides an assessment of the potential noise
impacts from the HVAC booster station, along with associated mitigation measures where required. It is noted that a
number of measures which represent best practicable means have been designed-in to the project where
reasonable, for example: site hoardings and maintenance of equipment and vehicles.

Stephen and Sandra Carman

Comments in Proposed Landfall

In view of the environmental sensitivity at Weybourne we do not understand why DONG is considering
two or three scenarios around the hamlet of Weybourne. We would prefer DONG to use existing
engineering capability to under-drill the fragile shingle beach and its fishing infrastructure, the shoreline,
the village and the busy Coastal Road with a ¢.1.75 km bore noting that Table 3.4.4 of provided
information indicates capability is to install 2.5 km lengths of duct.

Through the design development process, the onshore cable corridor now follows the ‘alternative route under
consideration' and therefore the onshore cable corridor now avoids the designated sites in close proximity to the
landfall. Consideration of alternate landfall locations, as well as justification for the choice of landfall location is set
out in Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives.

The technology to be used at landfall will be decided during detailed design, as set out in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Stephen and Sandra Carman

Comments on Proposed onshore HVAC booster station at Shrubs Farm

We are concerned that the proposed onshore Shrubs Farm Booster Station will create a real and
significant risk of a significant adverse impact to our family amenity through

(i) long term visual impact from approach roads between our market town Holt and homes

(ii) long term increased background noise

(iii) Light pollution Figure 1 shows the results of Viewshed modelling (in green) using the Google Earth
Digital Terrain Model and algorithm for a 12.5 m high structure at the proposed HVAC Shrubs Farm site
indicating it will be visible (at ground level) over

(i) 20 ha of land including houses at Edgefield (intersection of Ramsgate Street and Holt Road- including
popular 17th Century country pub -The Pigs.

(i) About 200 ha of land including houses around Little Barningham village and Corpusty Road being 3
km east of the site

(iii) 60 ha of land west of the proposed site. Whilst topography and trees provide a screen to the east
and south east it is noted that trees are not a permanent feature of the landscape and in fact harvesting
of some of the plantation has already commenced.

(iv) Some 30 ha of undeveloped land 5 km southwest of the proposed site south of the Corpusty- Briston
Road. Figure 2 shows the increased viewshed for the proposed 17.5 metre above ground level lighting
proposed for the 2.5Ha site

Therefore, there is considerable risk the North Norfolk landscapes will be “industrialised” over more than
many hundreds of hectares by the 150 x 30 m buildings and the 17.5 m high lighting of the site.
Furthermore, we are concerned the final location of the HVAC booster station may change and move
closer to family property

In Conclusion with respect to the proposed HVAC Booster stations we wish (in order of priority)

(i) There be NO onshore HVAC booster station and that this is achieved by (a) constructing all booster
stations offshore and/or (b) use of DC current

(ii) Height of Booster station above ground level be reduced by excavating 3 to 5 metre and construction
of an appropriate waterproof cellar.

(iii) That the noise emission be reduced to the very highest of industry capability and exceeds current
Best Industry Practice (not ALARP4 and not the minimum of the Statutory Requirement). It is not
acceptable to say the project will meet the minimum regulatory requirements since TIME as shown that
previous standards are no longer appropriate e.g. highway driving speeds or the use of asbestos.

(iv) Sound mitigation be installed including cladding and berms (to a height equal to the height of the
building)

(v)We question the need for any lighting — particularly at 17.5 m. above ground level. DONG is
respectfully requested to consider the use of infra-red technology for security which would obviate the
need for any lighting. Any other security lighting to be kept below 10 metres and installed with motion
sensors so that lights are not left on permanently

The maximum parameters associated with the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement volume
1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Generally, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site
selection/route refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts to
residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3), for example noise during the operation of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is addressed in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration.

Impacts relating to landscape and visual resources are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4:
Landscape and Visual resources. Photographic panels along the cable corridor, as well as indicative visualisations
have been prepared to inform the assessment of impacts and are provided in Environmental Statement volume 6,
annex 4.5: Photographic Panels, Wireframes and Photomontages. Appropriate mitigation measures for visual
disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This
includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape
planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the
indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the
DCO application.

Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision on
which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology depending
on the receptor.
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Stephen and Sandra Carman

Comments on areas identified for temporary construction compounds and potential access routes. We
are very concerned that the proposed Oulton Construction Compound is some 5 km from the cable
corridor invoking much traffic disruption through Itteringham village for access to corridor north of the
River Bure and through Corpusty/Heydon village environs for access to the corridor south of the River
Bure.

We are also concerned on the Environmental impact on ALL North Norfolk access country routes which
are predominantly single-lane, high-earth-banked, and hedge-rowed lanes with fragile flora and fauna.
We are exceptionally concerned that access to the south of the River Bure crossing will be heaviest
immediately south of the river which is on, and in the vicinity of, stakeholder property.

Access routes will be required from the nearby road network at various places along the onshore export cable route
to access the construction works as well as the various compounds along the route that may be set-up in advance of
the cable laying. Vehicle movements will vary depending on their purpose but will include heavy goods vehicles as
well as abnormal indivisible loads. However, during construction, temporary haul roads will be installed within the
cable corridor to facilitate the movement of construction vehicles to the site and to allow trench excavation to take
place. These haul roads will also help minimise interactions with the local road networks.

Measures will be implemented to minimise dust, mud and debris associated with the movement of construction
vehicles between the compounds and the route, the details of which will be provided in an outline Code of
Construction Practice which forms part of the DCO application. Furthermore, prior to the commencement of traffic
generating works, a Construction Traffic Management Plan(s) will be agreed with the relevant Local Highway
Authority in consultation with the Highways Agency.

Environmental Statement volume 3, Chapter 7: Traffic and Transport provides detailed assessment of potential
traffic impacts on the local road network, whilst impacts on ecological receptors are assessed in Environmental
Stateemnt volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation.

Further advice:

We would request that the potential impact of the proposed scheme on National Grid's existing assets
as set out above and including any proposed diversions is considered in any subsequent reports,
including in the Environmental Statement, and as part of any subsequent application.

Where any diversion of apparatus may be required to facilitate a scheme, National Grid is unable to give
any certainty with the regard to diversions until such time as adequate conceptual design studies have
been undertaken by National Grid. Further information relating to this can be obtained by contacting the
email address below.

@rsted acknowledged National Grid's advice regarding diversions and has been in further discussions regarding

National Grid Where the promoter intends to acquire land, extinguish rights, or interfere with any of National Grid | both gas and electrical infrastructure. Further to this consultation, bespoke protective provisions have been included
apparatus protective provisions will be required in a form acceptable to it to be included within the DCO. in the DCO.
National Grid requests to be consulted at the earliest stages to ensure that the most appropriate
protective provisions are included within the DCO application to safeguard the integrity of our apparatus
and to remove the requirement for objection. All consultations should be sent to the following:
box.landandacquisitions( @ )nationalgrid.com
or by post to the following address:
The Company Secretary
1-3 The Strand
London
WC2N 5EH
D.N Gray Landfall Zone - Must be left to local people to contribute in a knowledgeable and helpful manner y Noted. See previous comments relating to the landfall. Feedback from the PEIR and other consultation events was
' considered in the development of the final aplication for Development Consent.
. . . Information relating to the routing of the onshore cable corridor is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1,
D.N Gray g:::zoiﬁ;';:Zrcé:gz;;ighg:s;n;%stfgpdeéﬁjrtg‘egz dBv(\)/ZtsatrlJ?R(Ij dgﬂr?gzng:r:;'g:tzﬁzJgebcg\r’\rli?tthloor) Y chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatves. This details thalt the.onsho.re cable coridor hgs been
' consideration routed to the south, as opposed to the west, of alderford common due to primarily environmental constraints (e.g. the
presence of watercourses and drainage channels).
The Hornsea Three EIA has employed a maximum design scenario approach, which reflects the Rochdale Envelope
David Bye Consultation - There are too many 'unkowns' both in terms of route/corridor and technology | approach. By identifying, and assessing based on the maximum design scenario, it can therefore be concluded that

the all issues have been addressed and any impacts will be no greater for any other design scenario. The full details
of the EIA methodology are set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 5: EIA Methodology.
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Simon Willcox

| would like to know why the cable cannot landfall at Great Yarmouth rather than Weybourne? This
would avoid the contraversial cable route proposed through picturesque and valuable North Norfolk
countryside.

Why Weybourne and not Great Yarmouth or Kings Lynn? Why scar and wonderfull area of countryside
when a route from Great Yarmouth to Norwich would have a much reduced impact

Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought
to minimise impacts to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of
suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been identified (western
re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of
factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath
SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to sensitive
receptors from the landfall works, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement (volume 3).

Simon Willcox

The landfall at Weybourne and the immediate route to the South cuts across a unique landscape which
despite promised to rectify the damage will never be replaced or rectified

Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought
to minimise impacts to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of
suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been identified (western
re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of
factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath
SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to sensitive
receptors from the landfall works, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement (volume 3). The Outline Ecological Management Plan that forms part of the application for Development
Consent details the project commitments to ensure restoration of habitats affected by the construction of the onshore
cables.

Simon Willcox

The proposed corridor cuts through some of the most picturesque and unspoilt countryside of North
Norfolk. The corridor and proposed sub-station will affect adversely this landscape forever

Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from the onshore cable corridor and permenant
infrastructure to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of suitable
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific
chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3), and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or
minimise impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers).

Where there are impacts to sensitive receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3). Itis also noted that prior to construction commencing a Schedule of Condition
of the land will be taken and we have an obligation to return the land in the same state. In this regard, any
hedgerows which cannot be avoided will be replaced at the end of the construction phase. Furthermore, restoration
of hedgerows, currently in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term benefits for the biodiversity
associated with this habitat type as well as gap up hedgerows providing landscape and visual mitigation. Further
details on hedgerow removal, retention and replacement can be found in volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature
Conservation, the Outline Ecological Management Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan.

Simon Willcox

Please reconsider the proposal or landfall and Weybourne and consider other sites which will have a
reduced impact on North Norfolk

Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought to
minimise impacts to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of
suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been identified (western
re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of
factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath
SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to sensitive
receptors from the landfall works, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement (volume 3), with additional mitigation measures identified where required.
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Simon Willcox

HVAC Booster Station - Its proposed site will spoil forever a greenfield site in a special part of North
Norfolk. The site covers a large area and will have buildings of up to 15m (50 feet) high. This is
something that cannot be hidden by 'careful landscaping' and will spoil a very picturesque part of the
countryside

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers); and landscape planting
around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative
landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO
application.

Simon Willcox

Onshore substation - As above. Above my bedroom window | can see overhead electricity cables criss

crossing the fields outside my house carrying electricity from South to North. Indeed your proposed
cable corridor will be parallel to these overhead lines. This indicates a complete lack of coordination
between yourselves and other villages

The need to minimise potential landscape and visual impacts arising from Hornsea Three was identified early in the
design process, and led to a commitment by Hornsea Three to bury all onshore export cables (as opposed to using
overhead lines), see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
Although the presence of existing structures and infrastructure was taken into consideration during the site selection
and routing process, the need to cross existing infrastructure could not be avoided given the linear nature of Hornsea
Three.

In respect to potential landscape and visual impacts, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid landscape features
(including trees and hedgerows) through cable routing or the use of trenchless technologies. Where impacts cannot
be avoide, appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources.

Simon Willcox

Construction sites - Your current proposed site at Edgefield will intrude on a 'greenfield’ site in an
AONB.The size, height and consequential associated development are completely unsuited for this
unspoilt part of North Norfolk country side.

Hornsea Three will not be taking forward the Edgefield site, with the onshore HVAC booster located close to Little
Barningham (as shown in the plans which accompany the DCO). Information pertaining to the site selection for the
HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration
of Alternatives.

Simon Willcox

Further develop mitigation measures - | would suggest that the current route from Weybourne to
Norwich is abandonned. In its place take the subsea cable to Great Yarmouth and join it to the National
Grid there.

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location.

The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the
connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect to
economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.

This then informed the landfall location and route selection, for which information is also provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
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Simon Willcox

Strongly Oppose - Your proposals are unwanted and unnecessary. The potential longer - and shorter -
consequences of your proposed onshore cable corridor will have catastrophic consequences on an
unspoilt and treasured landscape. The consequential loss of trees, hedgegrow, wildlife habitat
disturbance will not outweigh the benefits of offshore wind energy

The short term and long term potential impacts of Hornsea Three are assessed within the Environmental Statement,
volume 2 and 3. In respect to potential landscape and visual impacts, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid landscape
features (including trees and hedgerows) through cable routing or the use of trenchless technologies. Where
impacts cannot be avoided, appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental
Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. For example, any hedgerows which cannot be
avoided will be replaced at the end of the construction phase. Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows, currently in
poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term benefits for the biodiversity associated with this habitat
type as well as gap up hedgerows providing landscape and visual mitigation. Further details on hedgerow removal,
retention and replacement can be found in volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation, the Outline
Ecological Management Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan.

At the HVAC booster station and HVDC converter/HVAC substation, landscape planting is also proposed to
minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape
Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Simon Willcox

Reconsider the route of the onshore cable to come onshore at Kings Lynn or Great Yarmouth

Futher information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought
to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the
identification of suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been
identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed
by a number of factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling
Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to
residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3).

Tina Hayward

Onshore cable corridor - | live right on the edge of northern end of the orange route where it passes
through Heydon and | think the western (pink) alternative would be much more suitable affecting less
properties and less mature trees

Hornsea Three has taken forward the western route, as shown in the plans which accompany the DCO application.
The justification for this decision is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Consideration of Alternatives and its accompanying annexes.

Tina Hayward

HVAC Booster Station - | understand if you used a certain type of transmission you will need a booster
station at Little Barningham. Surely it is better for everyone involved to use the other type of
transmission. A booster station will take a significant piece of precious farmland and be a blot on the
landscape forever.

As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HVDC technology
will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no certainty. Therefore,
committing to solely HVDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the project in the future if we do
not see the necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose to opt for HYDC transmission
technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning permission) for such a technology (and
excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project unbuildable and/or unprofitable.

Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt will not be made until post consent
after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. This will be informed by a feasibility
study.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers); and landscape planting
around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative
landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO
application.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Section 47: Duty to consult local community

Finally, without any previous mention or indication in your planning, we note that you intend to site a
“Construction Compound” (Onshore Key Plan - Map 5 & Onshore Statutory Consultation Plan)
immediately adjacent to our property. By doing so, and in addition to our residence being located at the
cable crossing point with all the associated issues avoided by your incompetent communication, plus the
avoidance of directives and mismanagement of information evidenced by the PEIR, you have seriously
blighted our property without one shred of regard for us. Also, your Land Agent are seriously remiss in
their terms of reference by not making any attempt to contact us. How do you expect us to run our
Holiday Cottage and Bed and Breakfast businesses with a construction compound outside our front

The PEIR documentation identified that one main construction compound (with other storage compounds) will be
required operating as a central base for the onshore construction works, along with smaller compounds of various
sizes along the onshore cable corridor, for laydown and storage of materials, plant and staff, as well as space for
small temporary offices, welfare facilities, security and parking. The main construction compound does not need to
be located on the route itself but on a suitable site in a central location in close proximity to the export cable route.
Hornsea Three initially identified three potential locations for a main compound. As part of ongoing design

tourists coming to the beach or walkers along the coastal path, visitors to the Museum,Hotels B and Bs -
although | don't know about the fishermen.

Ray & Diane Pearce door, a cable trench encroaching within 20 metres of our boundary, the road to our property closed with Y . . e .
AR . . . . o development work undertaken concurrently to preparing the PEIR a fourth site was identified - amounting to four
a diversion in place, and, with up to 54 cables being buried on two sides of our house? All this whilst . . .
) . . . sites being considered. These were all consulted on as part of the PEIR.
facing the consequential cumulative effects of EMFs on our health. We have communicated all these
' i in. i ' 1?
issues o Dang prewqusly but you have, by some margin, ignored our representat|on§. Why!? As The final site selected was the Oulton site as detailed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site
members of the Public, we respectfully request you to acknowledge that your plans will place us, our . : ; . ; - . )
. P L . Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. This decision took account of feedback such as this in relation to the
businesses, our home, our future health and our way of life in jeopardy. The situation of our residence . .
X . . . . o . other potential compound sites.
will be placed in a unique, unenviable environment and the omissions form your PEIR has heightened
our concerns. Please contact us to arrange a face to face meeting as soon as possible and certainly
before your public meeting in September.
| have seen the mauve s.haded. glternatlve route in connection with the latest round .Of consultation. | Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport confirms that traffic does not need to travel
. . can see the advantages in avoiding the heath (SSSI) and the caravan park, though it would put more . . ) . ) .
Councillor David Young : Co through Kelling. Construction traffic associated with the proposed works will travel along A149 through to
. . . pressure on The Street through Kelling which is narrow and has lots of parked cars due to the school at o ; ! o
(District Councillor for High ; ) ' . Ny | Weybourne and utilise the haul road constusted as part of the cable installation works which will extend between
the N end of the road. Is this looking to be your first choice? For your original routes, X . . : . . X
Heath) ) . . . A149 and Holgate Hill (and ensure that construction vehcile associated with the project can travel off the public
you produced maps with the route in a hatched green which clearly showed the underlying features — )
S ) . ) highway network).
is a similar version available for this new route?
Dr Moss Taylor (Honorary Further to my earlier emails concerning the proposed Landfall Zone on Weybourne Camp, | would like to
Warden of the Weybourne make the following additional points, especially in view of the 'Alternative Route Being Considered' that N This is acknowledged and is responded to under the individual points below.
Camp Reserve) runs to the west of the Landfall Zone rather than the original PEIR boundary that went due south.
| believe that the 'Alternative Route Being Considered', outlined in purple on the latest maps, gives Dong
a golden opportunity to reconsider the Landfall Zone that would cause minimal damage to the
environment and wildlife on Weybourne Camp, and would also create a direct route from the beach to
the 'Alternative Route Being Considered'. There is a flat plateau level with the beach (which would make
an ideal Landfall Zone, where all the necessary equipment could be stored) immediately to the west of Hornsea Three has taken forward the alternative route at landfall which was presented as part of the Section 42
Dr Moss Taylor (Honorary the three anti-aircraft gun emplacements at the western end of Weybourne Camp (and yet still within the consultation. This has resulted in the area which will be directly impacted by the landfall works associated with
Warden of the Weybourne Camp perimeter fence), and immediately to the east of Kelling Hard and the lane that runs from Kelling Y construction of Hornsea Three having been reduced and avoidance of direct impacts on designated sites (including
Camp Reserve) Village to the beach. The trench could then run due south across the plateau, and join up with the Kelling Heath SSSI). Impacts on the airstrip close to landfall has also been avoided through a commitment to use
'Alternative Route Being Considered'. Another great advantage of this 'Alternative Route Being trenchless technology (e.g. HDD).
Considered' is that it avoids crossing Kelling Heath. If the original Landfall Site was used and joined up
with the 'Alternative Route Being Considered' that passes south of the RAF station, the road used by the
University of East Anglia meteorologists would be disrupted as would the airstrip that is used on an
almost daily basis by light planes.
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport confirms that traffic does not need to travel
through Kelling. Construction traffic associated with the proposed works will travel along A149 through to
[ am in favour of the course running west of the village at Kelling Hard providing it skirts residents Weybourne and utilise the haul road constusted as part of the cable installation works which will extend between
homes, the museum, and Kelling Hotel, as it will not impede the Beck stream in Weybourne village A149 and Holgate Hill (and ensure that construction vehcile associated with the project can travel off the public
Ann Abbott which is a rare chalk stream (b) the village should not be disrupted so much (c) it should not affect the Y highway network).

Impacts relating to hydrology, recreational users and tourism are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapters 2: Hydrology anf Flood risk; chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation and chapter 10: socio-economics
respectively.
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side sacred burial ground ,most of the residents would be strongly opposed to this. We may be old ,but
we are still living ,and will definitely fight you on this , approved or not !!

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
Ann Abbott Which landfall route does Dong Energy prefer on the 3 suggestions on the map? Are you N identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community feedback in
considering another suggested route starting at Kelling Hard? the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as
engineering/technical considerations.
Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location.
General Comment on PEIR: The relatively unspolit nature of North Norfolk is recognised by the PEIR,
Nigel Rogers but it is not clear to us why Dong Energy have chosen to bring the cable onshore in this region, | The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the
especially given the considerable distance to the National Grid connection in Norwich. We recommend connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect to
the EIR makes it clear why this particular connection to the national grid was chosen over alternatives. economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.
Cable Route near Little Melton: Why can't the route run beaneath or immediately adjacent to the Routing of the onshore cable corridor through Little Melton has been informed by a range of factors including
Robert and Jane Scarfe exsisting overhead power cables which pass Beckhithe/Holly Tree Farm which would then take it well | technical, engineering and environmental considerations (including sensitive receptors such as residential
away from residential housing? The new homes due to be built nearby already terminate well before the properties). Further information on the routing process is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4:
buffer zone for the existing high voltage overhead line. Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
Whilst generally happy with your proposal we are concerned in relation to the PEIR boundary and
alternative near Beckhithe, Little Melton Road and Burnthouse Lane. There is currently a large
construction project to the North of Hethersett involving some 1200 homes. We objected to this since
there has been no improvement to the infrastructure including the roads. Our main access routes to our
property for the last 13 years have been through Little Melton Road and through Back Lane off Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport. It
Dr. David Lovell-Badge Hethersett Lane. This development has closed Back Lane. So the only way to access from that direction | is noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated impacts
' is a dangerous right turn on to the main Road B1172 and then through Churchfields. This is very difficult during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP
at peak periods. Your proposal would appear to have a significant impact on our ability to access our and this forms part of the DCO application.
property through Little Melton Road. This would affect many homes around us and the businesses that
operate off Little Melton Road e.g. KeyLine. The route is used regularly by many large HGVs and a bus
as well as hundreds of cars. It would be essential to ensure that new road links are built before your
development and that any work does not interfere with our access.
We wish to protest strongly against the proposed Dong Energy Hornsea project three electrical cable. It
is dreadful the Norfolk authorities will consider landfall along any part of the North Norfolk Coast line
between Hunstanton and Cromer
and also the Booster Station options near Holt, Edgefield, Hempstead and Baconsthorpe areas. These
locations still manage to retain some semblance of what is left of rural England and must not be
Shirley Perry damaged by such a project, N Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
which is no doubt the cheapest option for Dong Energy. The landfall should be via one of the larger volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
commercial ports either Hull, Grimsby, Boston or Kings Lynn, and then via an underground trench
construction, south of Swaffham and Dereham to the Norwich main grid station. This would be far more
less disturbing and in the long term more efficient. We need to save North Norfolk from decimation.
Unfortunately it is now too late to save the majority of southern England, which is
currently undergoing dramatic ruination. A stand is needed in North Norfolk!
. . . Through the design development process, the proposed route now limits the area of landfall to an area in and
P Asa rggldent of Weybourns, | attendeq your Community Consultation Event on the 7th Septembgr. ! around Muckleberry Miliarty Colllection (approximatly 350m west of the beach car park). Works then head south
aul Craske am writing to strongly oppose your decision to come ashore at Weybourne. Why Weybourne again , we Y h tof Kell iding Kelling Heath SSSI. Further inf i the iustification for the ch
have just recovered from Dudgeon? west, to.t e east of Kelling , avoiding Kelling Hea . Fur erl information on the justification for the chosen
landfall is provided Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
Now your proposed piping routes , yes the centre one does seem the most obvious given the layout ,but Through design development, the area which will be directly impacted by the landfall works associated with
Paul Craske the second choice should be via Kelling . The thought of the third option , boring through the cliffs ,along y construction of Hornsea Three has been reduced. As a result of the route refinement, the onshore cable corridor

now avoids Kelling Heath SSSI. The potential impacts of the construction works at landfall are addressed in topic
specific chapters.
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onshore route cannot be made to run next to the Norwich Southern by-pass. The environmental damage
has already been done by the road and by the overhead cables next to the road

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
lLZSosvlrJ\i?i?rAgggyplr%Fﬁe;: wr:r;r%figzeréggi:;siing\yerltuIe-ir;i?jgl]tgetrsula ?:?n%edségiltkiss ?ne tit:rrtigﬂtwnh Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport. It
Paul Craske hand side, past the station’ The farm has an access road to the A149, which would mean that 50% of the | 's noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated impacts
village wo7ul d be spared diéruption although this is still not an acceptable route. The preferred route duringlthe construction phase; an ogtliqe of this document has been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP
would be via Kelling from the A148, which would then join your new road before coming into our village. and this forms part of the DCO application.
If this is the Non Technical summary | dread to think what the Technical Report consists of!
Matthew Martin My view about all this is that | cannot work out why the proposed corridor for the southern end of the | Further information on the route selection and refinement process is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1,

chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives.

Clir Graham Everett (District

2) 1 would wish to see serious consideration given to the cable route around the Salle area as this is an
area of great sensitivity and has been raised to myself by many people.

Following on from the design refinement process, which took into consideration consultation responses, the onshore
cable corridor is now located within the area previously marked as 'alternatives under consideration' during the

total length from offshore substations to the proposed grid connection at Norwich Main Substation. Most
importantly in this case HVDC would clearly have a much less harmful environmental impact since it will
not require massive offshore or onshore Reactive Compensation Booster Stations sited and visible in
extremely sensitive locations.

Councillor for Reepham) - I firmly believe the alternative route, shown in purple, should be fully investigated and explored in detail Y Phase 2 ltation. It therefore is located to th tof Salle. Further detail te refi i ded i
Broadland District Council before a final decision is made, and | ask that local residents, landowners and relevant local authorities ase 2 consuftation. eretore 1s locate 9 1€ west of Salle. Turther detalls on route refinement is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

are duly consulted and updated.

3.Dong Energy have applied what is known as ‘The Rochdale Envelope Approach’ and reserve the

option to choose between High Voltage Direct Current, (HVDC) or High Voltage Alternating Current

(HVAC) Transmission schemes if they receive approval for both within the one application. The

Rochdale Envelope Approach enables a Developer to avoid repeated applications for approval to The Hornsea Three EIA has employed a maximum design scenario approach, in accordance with the Rochdale

changes in the design of a project and consequential delays in implementation. It should be used to Envelope approach. By identifying, and assessing based on the maximum design scenario, it can therefore be
Friends of North Norfolk encourage better designs and allowance for rapid advances in technology, which can reduce N concluded that the all issues have been addressed and any impacts will be no greater for any other design scenario.

environmental impacts. In short, it is to allow for a project to evolve over a number of years but within

clearly defined parameters. However, we strongly argue that the Rochdale Envelope Approach should The full details of the EIA methodology are set out in Volume 1, chapter 5: EIA Methodology.

not be allowed in cases such as this when changes in the features/ specifications of the design options

are so fundamental, and where it allows for a Developer to manipulate a consent for purely profit

motives rather than to gain a superior solution from an environmental perspective.

8. Itis noteworthy that Dong Energy changed the original consent for Hornsea Project One to add the Whilst the original proposals for Hornsea Project One did not include HVAC transmission technology, this was added

option to use HVAC Transmission and have subsequently chosen the HVAC Transmission option albeit in the pre-application phase and was granted in the original consent for the project. This was therefore not a change
Friends of North Norfolk in a less sensitive landfall and cabling area. In the case of Race Bank, Dong Energy have changed the N to the original consent for Hornsea Project One as suggested by the comment. This does, however, reflect the

position of offshore substations so that where originally they were to be out of sight over the horizon position of Hornsea Three in including both transmission options at the point of application. Impacts on the AONB

they have been moved to within the turbine array area and will now be visible from many highly sensitive and PRoW are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapters 4: Landscape and Visual Resources and

viewpoints within the Norfolk Coast AONB and the Norfolk Coast National Trail. 6: Land Use and Recreation respectively.

As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HVDC technology

9. There are clear and significant advantages of HYDC Transmission over HVAC Transmission. HVDC will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no certainty. Therefore,

is used in long distance sub-sea and underground transmission systems linked to offshore and on-land committing to solely HYDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the project in the future if we do

power generation operations. Indeed it has cost advantages in terms of fewer cables and lower power not see the necessary developments in the market. Horsnea Three may well eventually choose to opt for HVDC
Friends of North Norfolk losses for transmission distances over 50km. Hornsea Project Three Transmission will be over 170km in | transmission technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning permission) for such a

technology (and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project unbuildable and/or unprofitable.

Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt will not be made until post consent
after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. This will be informed by a feasibility
study. However, at this time, both options are retained to ensure both can be considered post-consent.

David and Julie Brooks

Why has Weybourne beach been chosen as the landfall site for the offshore cables? This will mean 3
offshore cable routes coming into Weybourne and all the associated disruption. Also security of supply
could be jeopardised with a concentration of cables being a potential target for terrorist attacks. (re:
PEIR 2.1.1.4).

Information pertaining to the site selection and route refinement process is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives, whilst consideration of security at the onshore infrastructure is
discussed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

David and Julie Brooks

At the recent community consultation events there was a vague response to questions about the 3 route
options around Weybourne and the proposed timescales for work being carried out. Comments were
made that the 3rd cable route had been introduced due to technical problems with the other routes. Can
you clarify this and give more detail?

Information pertaining to the site selection and route refinement process is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives, whilst a more detailed description of the chosen route is
discussed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Alternative route
We have proposed an alternative route to Dong roughly following the path of the existing high voltage
overhead National Grid distribution cables, which would not go as close to large numbers of residential

The alternative route that was suggested is not viable:- We are unable to avoid this area around Little Melton due to
the cable needing to pass between the settiements of Little Melton and Hethersett. Developing a route around the
north of Little Melton was discounted as it is built up all the way along School Land/Green Lane up to the junction

final route would be located some distance (200 m?) away. The latter would have minimal impact on the
residents of the four barns located at this site and on other nearby properties.

Robert and Jane Scarfe P . . . . N with B1108 / A47. Developing a route further south was discounted to avoid the large new Taylor Wimpey housing
homes. Despite this being the “consultation period” they have completely ignored our proposal. They d ) . ; .
i . 4 . ; . evelopment north of Hethersett, Little Melton Food Park and there being narrow pinch points between woodland on
have also ignored a question about vibration transmitted through the soil. The closing date for the . . .
. I . : DU L . . the boundary of Little Melton Food Park and the Taylor Wimpey development (40 metres) and to avoid the route
consultation is 20th September. It is tempting to wonder if this is procrastination as a planning tactic. . .- . . o
running broadly in line with the National Grid high voltage pylons.
Environmental Statement, volume 3, annex 3.3: EMF Compliance Statement comprises an assessment of the static
and extremely low frequency (ELF) EMFs that will be generated by the Hornsea Project Three onshore transmission
infrastructure (cabling), giving maximum predicted field strengths to assess compliance with health protection
guidelines for public exposure to EMFs.
| am very concerqed abput the propsed onshore cable " oute route near to the village Little Melton where Annex 3.3 concludes that the maximum magnetic field strength directly above a cable, using worst-case
I live with my family. This route runs very close to the village and crosses 4 roads that lead in and out of ! L . . o
. . . assumptions where required, is also well below the guideline public exposure limits set to protect health. The cables
the village. My children and | travel along those roads up to 16 times a day and would therefore be . . . o .
Sarah Small . . . . I eventually selected for the project will be required to fall within the envelope assessed and meet the prescribed
crossing the cable up to 16 times a day. | cannot find any research to show that myself and my children )
: . . . standards and hence will not generate greater EMF.
would not be at increased risk of leukaemia and other cancers from the increased exposure we would
get from the electromagnetic radiation from the underground cables Relevant to this, it is noted that the view of health protection bodies, based on a wide-ranging health evidence base
(including studies of reproductive and developmental effects, cardiovascular disease, neurodegenerative disorders,
the immune system, and genotoxic effects), is that low-frequency EMF is not a cause of health risks and that the
guideline exposure standards in place (based on well-established effects on the body) are appropriate to protect
health.
Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of route refinement which considered, amongst other factors, technical and environmental factors.
Please could the cable be routed further away from the village and cross fewer of the roads that lead Where poss[ble and practu;able th'e cable corr!dor r.oute selected seeks to av0|q passing ad!acent fo properties. This
Sarah Small . : | is to reduce impacts associated with construction disturbance and to seek to minimise conflicts such as Heavy
into and out of the village. . : " . . . -
Goods Vehicle (HGV) traffic movements. However, it is not possible to avoid passing in close proximity to all
properties on the route. Where properties are located in close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive
construction management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented
in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application.
1). Your conclusion that Option A — Pond Hills is the least preferred option out of the three candidate
Dr. William Brian Ankers (on | sites for the HVAC booster station (Option A — Pond Hills; Option B — Holt Farm; Option C — Little y The Little Barningham site has been taken forward for the HVAC booster station, as discussed in Environmental
behalf of Yvette Gibson) Barningham) and that the cable corridor associated with Option A has been removed from the onshore Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
export cable route (ECR) is welcome.
- . Option G - Littie Barmng'ham S the preferred opt.|on and taking this forwards for allssessment.at the PEIR The Little Barningham site has been taken forward for the HVAC booster station, as discussed in Environmental
Dr. William Brian Ankers (on | stage has revealed new information in the associated documents that lends considerable weight to my pe . : . . . I
. . . o . . Y Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Impacts associated with this
behalf of Yvette Gibson) previous representation of March 2017 that Pond Hills is totally unsuitable as a site for the HVAC L o . o .
o . . , option is therefore assessed within the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement(volume 3)
booster station given the adverse environmental impacts that would result. For example:
The original propqsed lroute (y ellow on your map) took the cable corridor across the field at the back of The final route is shown in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description. Hornsea Three has
our house, potentially immediately adjacent to our fence (our garden hedge forms a boundary on one " . - : ; . )
. . - . . . o . sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the
Mervyn & Maureen Bibb side of your originally proposed corridor) and in full view of our living room and kitchen. Hopefully the Y

identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential receptors, these are assessed
in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
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Regard had to response (s49)

Mervyn & Maureen Bibb

At the above event we discovered that the corridor during construction will be much wider than we had
been led to believe from an earlier meeting (three cables rather than one, and a final corridor width
during construction of 80 m). We also learned that an alternative route was being considered (purple on
your map) that would place the corridor immediately adjacent to two of our neighbours’ properties
(numbers 3 and 4) and probably closer to ours, and would impact considerably on all three residences.

Hornsea Three has sought to minimise direct impacts on sensitive receptors by reducing the onshore cable corridor
from 200 m to approximately 80 m. The final route is shown in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description. A number of factors have fed into this refinement process, including technical and
environmental. The Environmental Impact Assessment applies a Rochdale Envelope approach, and as such
assesses impacts based on a maximum design scenario (i.e. a worst case), and has idenified mitigation on the bass
of the findings. (see Environmental Statement volume 3).

Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).

Mervyn & Maureen Bibb

We would like to ask why this alternative and much more disruptive route is being considered. What is
the problem with the originally proposed yellow corridor, which if placed some distance from our
properties, would be much better for all of us?

Hornsea Three has sought to minimise direct impacts on sensitive receptors by reducing the onshore cable corridor
from 200 m to approximately 80 m. The final route is shown in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description. A number of factors have fed into this refinement process, including technical and
environmental. The Environmental Impact Assessment applies a Rochdale Envelope approach, and as such
assesses impacts based on a maximum design scenario (i.e. a worst case), and has idenified mitigation on the bass
of the findings. (see Environmental Statement volume 3).

Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).

Mervyn & Maureen Bibb

Also, can you please tell us how long the excavations will be in place? That is, from the commencement
of the work adjacent to our property to the restoration of the terrain. | understand that this may be for a
prolonged period, and if so it is difficult to understand why the alternative route is being considered. The
latter would have a major impact on our neighbors, and likely to be more disruptive for us too.

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has reduced
the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration for
construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-year
gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the Hornsea
Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any particular
location.

See earlier comments regarding alternative route selection.

Anne Harrap

[ would like to make a comment as part of the consultation. | am a resident of Edgefield in Norfolk and |
am deeply concerned about the prospect of an onshore booster station at Little Barningham. | feel that
the size of the proposed installation, both in terms of its footprint and its height, is wholly inappropriate
for such a rural location, and am worried that any lighting at this installation could seriously impinge on
one of the few remaining ‘dark skies’ in southern England. It would also change the nature of the nearby
footpath and the pretty, unspoiled valley. No mitigations are suggested, and | feel that nothing could be
done to make this booster station acceptable in this location. | understand that there may be
alternatives to having a booster station, and suggest that every possible effort is made to use these
alternative technologies.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).

In respect to ecology, landscape and heritage impacts this includes, for example, the restoration of habitats
(including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster to minimise
impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan
which forms part of the DCO application.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Anne Harrap

It would also change the nature of the nearby footpath and the pretty, unspoiled valley. No mitigations
are suggested, and | feel that nothing could be done to make this booster station acceptable in this
location. | understand that there may be alternatives to having a booster station, and suggest that every
possible effort is made to use these alternative technologies.

Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision on
which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
assessments based on a realistic maximum design scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology
depending on the receptor. Where appropriate, mitigation is considered for the maximum design scenario throughout
the Environmental Statement.

Impacts on PRoW are assessed within Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.

Simon Harrap

| would like to make a comment as part of the consultation. | am a resident of Edgefield in Norfolk and |
am deeply concerned about the prospect of an onshore booster station at Little Barningahm. | feel that
the size of the proposed installation, both in terms of its footprint and its height, is wholly inappropriate
for such a rural location, and am worried that any lighting at this installation could seriously impinge on
one of the few remaining ‘dark skies’ in southern England. | understand that there may be alternatives to
having booster station, and suggest that every possible effort is made to use these alternative
technologies.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).

In respect to ecology, landscape and heritage impacts this includes, for example, the restoration of habitats
(including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster to minimise
impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan
which forms part of the DCO application.

We object to the proposed siting of underground electricity cables adjacent to Gt Melton Road, Little

corridor running close to and adjacent to several houses along Great Melton Road.

Robert & Christine Strong Melton. Our concerns are with regard to the potential adverse effects upon our health and the health N Noted, responses provided to individual comments.
risks generally. We make the following comments.
Siting of cables close to line of dwelling
At Little Melton, the proposed corridor runs adjacent and close to a line of several houses. The only
other place throughout the proposed route from the North Norfolk coast where the corridor runs adjacent
and close to a line of several houses is at High Kelling. This results in many houses and their occupants
Robert & Christine Strong being affected by the electricity passing through the cables. N Noted, see specific repsonse regarding EMF associated with Hornsea Three.
In addition, the proposed corridor running along Great Melton Road is very narrow, narrower than the
width of the corridor at most other places throughout its length from North Norfolk to South Norfolk. This
results in the cables having to be closer to the edge of the corridor and therefore closer to any nearby
properties.
Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigation measures. Further details on the site selection process
We wish Dona to choose an alternative route for the corridor at Little Melton so that there is not a narrow can be found in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
Robert & Christine Strong 9 | Where there are impacts to residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the

Environmental Statement (volume 3) and the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management measures,
such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP), which acompanies the DCO application.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Construction Yard:

A “‘Construction Compound’ is proposed to be located adjacent to our property in accordance with the
PEIR’s Onshore Key Plan Map 5. This was not communicated to us until the issuance of the PEIR.
Coupled with the location of the cable crossing point, the additional disruption of locating a construction
compound adjacent to our property will have a severe and negative impact upon us. The cumulative
effects of the location of construction compounds on private residents and members of the public is not
discussed in the PEIR. The disruption we will experience if the planned construction compound is

The main construction compound for the project will be located at Oulton Airfield, accessed off the B1149. Since the
PEIR, Hornsea Three has refined the proposals for the secondary compounds, with five compounds located along
the onshore cable corridor. The locations of the proposed secondary compounds are shown in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Impacts on sensitive receptors are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3). Impacts on agricultural land use in particular is assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.

Village Hall)

park. It is the reason | moved into the village. Dugeon have already put us through extensive disruption
and we do not relish further upheaval to our small coastal village

Ray & Diane Pearce located thus will be untenable and could be for a prolonged period not detailed in the PEIR. Clearly, Y . . . . o
there wil also be an environmental impact on the location of construction vards and the PEIR is deficient The construction programme for Hornsea Three is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Projects
in discussing this impact on the bo ulaption y Description and confirms a maximum duration of the onshore construction works of eight years, within this, the

g P pop ' maximum duration for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means

The proposed construction yards, in general, will also have an impact on the appearance and character that the.maximum duration over which construction could occur would pe 55 years incorporat[ng two phases

of the planned areas with implications in respect of agriculture during a prolonged construction phase (assuming la threhe—y: ar gap El)_?]tween thhe two phlases).‘ The Wr? 'k as§0t|>|ateq with each phase |skexpect§d o fih
which is not evident in the PEIR. A prolonged period of disruption could ensue as the construction progress along t © fomsea |Nree onshore cable corndpr with a typical active construction works duratlonp .t ree

hase for the proiect is not time.limite d months at any particular location. Secondary construction compounds and storage areas would only remain in place
P proj ' while works were being undertaken in the nearby area, after which they would be restored back to the baseline
conditions (as set out in the outline CoCP which accompanies the DCO application).

%?sarrc?u(tzgrxg;rdegeagﬁ) L;Ltrh; %lltﬁrgfgg: r{;?;iﬂ?};iggmgl C;;ng\?rrgﬂ’t!r:ﬁg Lio%icriprl]zsg zg:sriéneizble Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptos, either through site selection/route

Joanna and Anshuman impact on our property and our neighbours. Could you please let us know why this alternative and more refinement or through the |dent!f|cat|on of swtablg m|t|g|a.1t.|on measures. Wherg there are impacts to residential

Mondal disruntive route is being considered? I receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
Also pcan ou please tegll Us how Ion. the excavations will be in place? That is, from the commencement Justification for the route refinement changes during the pre-application phase are set out in Environmental
of th’e wor)Ii around d o the restoration of the terrai.n ’ Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location.
Yes. The cable corridor is too long. Joining the National Grid at another location, that would be much The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the

Dominic Everett closer to the coast should be considered. National Grid should be challenged to offer a less distant | ion of gne P ppré ) y e : . S1gn o
connection connect[on ofa prOJegt. Although both NatlonaI.Grld and Qrsted mput into the appralsall process (in respect to

’ economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In July 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.

David Young (NNDC gfe':ﬁ;?ilvg?:;mggg X lth t% lﬁgkcﬁggﬁmflv?g&n ?r;]rgal?]?fgzltl rrg:tzr\]llszé(?rlcl)lrr:]g}earlristzreﬂfaatsetzz;ttthere are | Information pertaining to site selection and route refinement, particularly in respect to landfall, is provided in

Councillor . S ¥ e y po P Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
consultation meetings were not satisfying, albeit that they were friendly and helpful

Environmental Statement volume 6, annexes 3.1 - 3.14 report on the full suite of ecological baseline surveys

David Young (NNDC Local matters landfall - 3rd alternative route passes the near the Quag and Kelling Water Meadow undertaken to inform the assessment of impacts on ecology and nature conservation as reported in Environmental

Councillor) 9 which is much used by birdwatchers as the area has frequent sightings of unusual birds. Most of Kelling | Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation. Environmental Statement volume 6, annexes 3.9
area has no mobile signal. and 3.10 provide a description of the currently baseline in respect to ornithology (wintering, migratory and breeding

birds).

T W.E Wilkinson Onshore Substation - Location appears to be a sensible option. Im glad that the rugby club is not N Noted.
affected

The beach road car park is not under consideration as a construction compound. Furthermore it is noted that, since
Temporary Construction - Please avoid beach car park as it is an integral part of living in Weybourne. the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for
Patricia Dodge (Weybourne As a keen dog walker | would be devastated if | was unable to walk down the Beach Road or use the car Y landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community feedback in the area of

Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as
engineering/technical considerations.  Impacts associated with works at the landfall are assessed in the relevant
topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
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not.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
EIA " Atthe consultation meeting, | did not ge.t the feeling that alte'rngtlve sites had been adeqqately Further information pertaining to the alternative sites considered for the permenant infrastructure and route selection
Stephen Huntley considered. When asked, the team merely said 'it cannot go there' without any proper explanation why |

is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

John Walker, (SHOOT)

Landfall Zone - Weybourne and its vicinity has already had 2 cables causing disruption. If you cannot
afford to go to the Power Station at Immingham. Why not come offhore nearer Norwich e.g. Bacton

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location.

The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the
connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect to
economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.

John Walker, (SHOOT)

Proposal - Think the energy companies make lavish priorities of support for the local community (i.e.
buying off opposition) you are not prepared to use a longer route under the sea (to Inmingham) to save
a bit of money

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location including the technical constraints to other connection and route options.

The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the
connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect to
economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In July 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.

Landfall Zone - Why Weybourne yet again? We have recently had cables/piping and are only just

Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought

Hugh Guyatt . Lo I to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the
recovering - Kelling is just as acceptable. P . o . o
identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts to residential receptors, these are assessed
in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
The beach road car park is not under consideration as a construction compound. Furthermore it is noted that, since
Cable Corridor - Cable corridor to the east of beach car park would go through clifs, totally the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for
Hugh Guyatt unacceptable. Corridor to the west hits Weybourne again, go for the purple Kelling co’rri dor Y landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community feedback in the area of
' ’ ’ Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as
engineering/technical considerations.
Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community feedback in
Offshore Array - - Weybourne is a small and central village in an AONB. The village may be reached the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as
by the Coast Road or Station Road. This however has an overhead railway bridge if approaching from engineering/technical considerations.
Sheringham, too low for high vehicles and the latter is totally unsuitable for large vehicles due to the
Pat Floyd width in some places and the need to cram a Victorian railway bridge built originally for horses and carts. | | Impacts related to access are assessed within Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport,
Weybourne has recently been the landfall sight for Dudgeon Wind Farm and has carried many problems with principles for the traffic management measures outlined in the outline CTMP which forms part of the DCO
with roads etc plus affecting the tourism industry on which this village relies. Weybourne has had application.
enough and in danger of becomuing a building site
Impacts on the AONB are assessed within the relevant topic specific chapters, most notably Environmental
Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources.
Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought to
Pat Floyd Landfall Zone - As on previous page, Weybourne has had enough. Please find somewhere else. I minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the

identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts to residential receptors, these are assessed
in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
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rural area. Measures should be put to place to keep noise levels as low as possible

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Where there are impacts to sensitive receptors associated with the HVYDC converter/HVAC substation and/or HVAC
booster station, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume
3), for example noise during the operation of the permenant infratstructure is asseessed in Environmental Statement
Peter Youart PEIR Surveys - Insufficient information on the Little Barningham booster station. Negligible noise | volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration, with mitigation measures also identified in this chapter where relevant.
information provided. Use of vague terminology e.g. 'appropriate measures'
In respect to construction, where properties are located in close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive
construction management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented
in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which acompanies the DCO application.
Ray Bennett Proposal i : pref er them at_sea as .Iong as where they come onshore the infrastructure is done | Noted. Both offshore and onshore HVAC boosters remain in the project envelope.
sympathetically into the national grid
Onshore Cable Corridor - Given the proposed location of the HYDC Converter/HVAC substation it Information pertaining to the routing of the onshore cable corridor is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1,
Matthew Martin makes every sense to locate the corridor next to the Norwich southern by-pass and not swing it out to | chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. This includes information on the constraints that must be
the South considered when designing the route for onshore cables.
The dimensions of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description. The maximum height would be up to 25 m.
Where there are impacts to sensitive receptors associated with the HVDC converter/HVAC substation and/or HVAC
booster station, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume
HVAC - This should be as low as bossible so as o be an inobstrusive as possible in what s a larael 3), for example noise during the operation of the permenant infratstructure is asseessed in Environmental Statement
Matthew Martin P P gely | volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration, with mitigation measures also identified in this chapter where relevant.

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4:
Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows)
which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation
to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape
Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

George Francis - Swardeston
Village Hall

HVAC - Site B does not seem to be substantially more advantageous than Site A, but | could not argue
that it was significantly less advantageous

Hornsea Three has taken forward the HVDC converter/HVAC substation option located at Little Barningham (Site B)
based on a review of a range of factors incuding technical and engineering constraints. Further information on site
selection is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Conideration of Alternatives.

Onshore Cable - In Weybourne the route to the east of the village goes very close to a lot of homes.
Pink-footed geese graze on the fields in that area. Many of the properties in the village are holiday lets,

Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
Impacts on socio-economics and tourism in particular is assessed within Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter

to kink to be straightened, so that the cable can be laid futher away from Pineheath Road. NB we
already have overhead power cables running 2 metres from our properties on that north side. Also our
trees have TPOs and | would not wish any trees to be destroyed by trenching

Valerie Stubbs which will be very sensitive to noise disturbance (and other disruption). The peak holiday season is May l 10- Socio-Economics.
to the end of September, but runs April o the end of October. Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation considers potential impacts on
ecological receptors as a result of Hornsea Three. This includes potential impacts on species such as Pink-footed
Geese.
Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptos, either through site selection/route
Onshore Cable - As a resident of High Kelling living in Pineheath Road north side, | am concerned that refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
the cable(s) (new to me - 6 cables) route is close to several properties. | would be much happier if the receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
John Evans route were moved further away from Warren Farm and closer to Squirrel Wood Farm, and thus unable |

Impacts from Hornsea Three on ecological features, including hedgerows and trees (including woodlands) has been
avoided where possible through commitments to use trenchless technologies such as Horizontal Directional Drilling
(HDD). We recognise that protection and sensitive restoration of hedgerows and trees is important to minimise any

negative impact on biodiversity or landscape.
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building project seems to go against the wishes of the people who live there

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
80m Refinement - Yes, please take into account point 8 above and select a route on the north side of Informgtlon relating .to cal?le corridor rogtmg is provided in Enqunmenta] Statement volume 1, chapter 4:.S|te .
John Evans . . . | Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Cable corridor routing was informed by a number of factors including
the pathway shown in map top right opposite. . : .
technical and environmental constraints.
Noted, Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptos, either through site selection/route
John Evans Proposal - Overall, | am in agreement, but the proposed route could be too close to Pineheath Road | refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3)
PEIR Surveys - You do not have any idea of the impact of this, otherwide you would not be considering We recognise t_hat protecnon and sensitive restoration of hedgerows an_d trees is |mportant tp minimise any negative
e ) . . impact on biodiversity or landscape. Therefore Hornsea Three has avoided sensitive ecological receptors (e.g.
doing it. | love Norfolk and do not want to built on. As | have mentioned before once our countryside and : . . .
its birds/animals/wildiife/woodland h b laced. Pl ider looki h hedgerows/trees) where possible through commitments to use trenchless technologies such as Horizontal
Christine Walton its birds/animals/wildlife/woodland are g.one.-t ey cannot be rep aced. Please consider looking gtt e | Directional Drilling (HDD).
sheer amount of other building projects in this area. What do you think the impact of all of these if they
gll great passed will be? We are in grave danger of losing something really precious which is Where this has not been possible, impacts on ecological receptors are assessed in Environmental Statement volume
irreplacable. . :
3, chapter 3; Ecology and Nature Conservation.
Basellne Information - My opinion is that its all very t(_achm(':al and dolesnt look as the real value of wha Impacts associated with Hornsea Three are assessed within the Environmental Statement (volume 2 and 3).
- is there already. As there are already two Hornsea projects 'on the go' and there are many other ways of . . . . o R . )
Christine Walton . C . . . . I Further information on Hornsea Three's relationship with other Hornsea projects is discussed in Environmental
gettig energy | do not think this Project Three is necessary. We will lose far more than we would gain by i .
having i ) . . Statement volume 1, chapter 1: Introduction.
aving it and | do not think that future generatiobns will thank us.
Christine Walton 80m Refinement - Try and be joined up in your thinking! East Anglia is being built on willy nilly. This I Cumulative impacts are assessed within the relevant topic chapter of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).

G. Dansey-Smith

Substation - Siting the HVYDC converter and HVAC substation on the proposed site south of A47 and
north of Swardeston will pose difficulties with its position and construction. The building will be an
absolute eyesore if it is not bunkered to a large extent. It will be difficult to access with large heavy
items, such as turbines on large vehicles. The B1113 is totally unsuitable due to its width and tight
bends. The only access point by road could be the access road off the A140 to the A47 in a westerly
direction. The road could then run parallel to the A47 to the site

Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport. It
is noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated impacts
during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP
and this forms part of the DCO application.

Sue Lowther

Landfall Zone - Why can the landfall zone not be located to the east or west of Weybourne so that
Weybourne residents are less affected

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location and landfall. The choice of landfall was informed by, amongst others,
technical and environmental factors.

It is noted that, since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and
the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community
feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well
as engineering/technical considerations.

Sue Lowther

Onshore Cable - | believe any effort must be made to preserve our heritage, i.e. not to disturb old
buildings and monuments, as well as old trees and hedges. Residential areas should be avoided

Hornsea Three has sought to avoid residential areas, as well as sensitive historic receptors through site selection
and cable routing, this has included scheduled monuments, listed buildings, registered park and gardens etc.
Hornsea Three has also committed to the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. trees, hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).

Sue Lowther

80m Refinement - | am concerned for the residents along his corridor. They should be fully taken into
account and receive compensation. Again, old trees, hedges, woodland, monuments etc.

Hornsea Three has sought to avoid residential areas, as well as sensitive historic receptors through site selection
and cable routing, this has included scheduled monuments, listed buildings, registered park and gardens etc.
Hornsea Three has also committed to the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. trees, hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).

Compensation is paid for the freehold depreciation of the land directly affected by the easement and for all
reasonable and substantiated losses arising from construction of the project.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Sue Lowther

HVAC - Why can this booster station not be located next to the national grid station (where there are no
residents) to reduce the impact on Mangreen as a whole. Or locate it in the fields that are being
evacuated at the moment. Why do residents of Mangreen need to be surrounded by electricity stations?

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation station is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum
dimensions are provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. Additional mitigation measures which have
been designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies
to avoid or minimise impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features
(e.g. main rivers); and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/[HVAC substation to
minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape
Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Neil Buxton

Export Cable - Why does the cable have to come ashore at Weybourne? At the consultation there was
detail of a number of other options along the Norfolk coast and in Lincolnshire. When questioned some
of the team on duty at the Weybourne consultation were not able to give any credible answers apart
from saying it was the cheapest options

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location and associated landfall locations.

The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the
connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect to
economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.

The grid connection point informed the landfall location, as well as a suite of other considerations including technical
feasibility and environmental constraints.

Neil Buxton

Onshore Cable - Your proposals are vague in the Weybourne/Norfolk zone.

Further clarification on the landfall is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Neil Buxton

HVAC - More ugly buildings in the countryside

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4:
Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows)
which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation
to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape
Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

John Mangan

Onshore Cable - Yes, the proximity of the corridor to the properties on Pineheath Road in High Kelling -
and Warren Farm. The impact on Bodham Wood as the corridor runs beneath/through it

In respect to Pineheath Road, the onshore cable corridor passes to the north. Given the proximity of residential
properties, Hornsea Three will ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such as noise, dust and
traffic control are applied where appropriate. These are documented in an outline CoCP, which forms part of the
DCO application.

Hornsea Three has committed to cross Bodham Wood using HDD, this is shown on the plans which accompany the
DCO application.

John Mangan

80m Refinement - Please bias it away from Pineheath Road in High kelling and away from Warren
Farm

In respect to Pineheath Road, the onshore cable corridor passes to the north. Given the proximity of residential
properties, Hornsea Three will ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such as noise, dust and
traffic control are applied where appropriate. These are documented in an outline CoCP, which forms part of the
DCO application.

Louisa Peaver

HVAC - The size of the propoed Booster Station is enormous. It will be in the middle of a very rural area,
of which residents are rightly proud. This project will result in a significant, permanent impact on my local
environment as a result of the booster station - you are industrialising our countryside. A brownfield site
would be far more preferable. Holt industrial estate is currently up for sale, as is a nextdoor field. |
appreciate underground existing utilities would be challenging. The necessary noise
insultation/mitigation expesnive and local access disruption during construction significant but it would
not be impossible and would put our countrysides protection rightfully at the top of your priorities

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).
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disruption/noise/safety. Cables (80m?) as far from house as possible e.g. in the next field - put
substation next to the main grid. Ancient hedges 400 years old. Sink substation unde ground level.
Embankment around it to reduce view/noise

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Hornsea Three has sought to minimise direct impacts on sensitive receptors by reducing the onshore cable corridor
Onshore Cable - The corridor during construction is much wider than we originally thought (3 cables from 200 m to approximately 80 m. A number of factors have fed into this refinement process, including technical
rather than 1). The original proposal took it across afield at the back of our house, potentially and environmental, as summarised in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Merlyn Bibb immediately adjacent to out face but preferably some distance away. The latter would have minimal | Consideration of Alternatives.
impact on current residents. See location of our property on opposite page. Our garden hedge forms a
boundary on one side of your initially proposed corridor? The project parameters, including the number of cable circuits is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1,
chapter 3: Project Description. There would be up to a maximum of six cable circuits, in six trenches.
2gg‘cz§:'tr;ﬁ$§%tf ;)IP?};"ﬁLnoaJlr\;e :(;ut:rtti)s;ngnzonrséizﬁd gg:g: E: aocfr;hzr?gwgg{ d”inmmziltaéilrzlsi derabl Information relating to the routing of the onshore cable corridor is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1,
Merlyn Bibb onJaII three residences V\?h s thiSaltpernative ang kel zwore disru tive’ route bein co%si dered? Whaty | chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. The routing was informed by a number of factors
is the problem with thelorigixrgally proposed (orange) cor}r/i dor? P g ' including, community feedback, technical constraints and environmental constraints.
Where possible and practicable the cable corridor route selected seeks to avoid passing adjacent to properties.
Proposal - Overall, | strongly support the concept but | am concerned about the precise location of the However, it is not possible to avoid passing in close proximity to all properties on the route. Where properties are
Merlyn Bibb cable with respect t,o our property and seek clarification. Hence mv rating of ‘suoport' above I located in close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such as noise,
P property ' y raing PP ' dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP),
which accompanies the DCO application.
Merlyn Bibb Information - Please respond to my question about the proposed alternative route around my property N Noted, responses are provided to the individual points above.
Hornsea Three has sought to avoid residential areas, as well as sensitive historic receptors through site selection
Substation - This is in the field directly opposite my house. Why cannot this be next to the Main Grid on and cable routing, this has included scheduled monuments, listed buildings, registered park and gardens etc.
a field just to the south of it. No uses there. Concerns abou.t links to the Main Grid - electirc magentic Hornsea Three has also committed to the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
field. Please ensure tree plénting prior to tHe building. Noise - views ruined. House value slashed. networks, ecological receptors (¢.g. trees, hedgerows) and hydrological features (.g. main rivers).
Sarah Griggs-Smith Unable to move/se;; - compensation? Access and water supplies to Mangreen? Need to know level of I

Compensation is paid for the freehold depreciation of the land directly affected by the easement and for all
reasonable and substantiated losses arising from construction of the project.

Impacts related to access, noise, disruption and hedgerows are all assessed in topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3).

Sarah Griggs-Smith

PEIR Construction Methods - Safety of underground cables from substation to main grid. Why not put
the substation next to the main grid? Without need for cables next to homes. Why not put substation on
the existing gravel pit area?

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC subsattion station is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum
dimensions are provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Sarah Griggs-Smith

Proposal - | support wind power but would like as much as possible to mitigate the negative effects this
will have on my home of 35 years. Please consider putting the substation nearer to mains - not in the
field behind my garden. My house will definitely not be selleable and will lose a lot of value. Please can
we arrange a face to face meeting with Mangreen residents/ Embankment around the site would be very
important

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. The site selection process was
informed by a number of factors including community feedback, technical constraints and environmental constraints.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from the HYDC
converter/HVAC substation. For example, Hornsea Three has proposed landscape planting around the HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to provide additional natural screening to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative
landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO
application.

Karen Saunders

Proposal - The proposed hvac station at Little Barningham is too close to domestic property, there are
much less populated areas close by which should be considered.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Where there are impacts to residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3), for example noise during the operation of the HVDC converter/HVAC
substation is addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Brian Donovan

Landfall - Weybourne already has suffered much disruption because of telephone cables, Sheringham
Shoal and Dudgeon cables. Please only land the sea cables the way Dudgeon did it, by drilling down
from the land behind the beach and staying under the ground until they surface some 800m out to sea.

Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community feedback in
the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as
engineering/technical considerations. The construction methdologies conidered at landfall are outlined in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description, on this basis the EIA therefore conducts the
assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HDD or open cut technology depending
on the receptor.

John Humberstone

80m Refinement - Yes, continue to avoid the 'built up' area

Noted, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid sensitive receptors, including resdiential receptors through the site
selection and route refinement process. This is detailed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site
Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

John Humberstone

EIA - Seems the route runs from countryside and therefore needs to demolish any type of building

The onshore cable route runs primarily through agricultural land. The final route that has been selected does not
require any buildings to be demolished.

John Humberstone

Information - Advise any proposed changed to route - at the moment of course the footaph at the top of
High Kelling away from human habitation

Information relating to onshore cable corridor route refinement is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1,
chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Impacts on PRoW are specifically assessed within
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.

Strongly Oppose - The entire proposal is only feasible due to government subsidies. | do not consider
wind energy to be an efficient means of supplying energy and whatever the concerns raised by local

This comment is noted. Details on the requirements for consultation and how the project has adhered to and
ensured that consultation is considered is detailed in the Consultation Report that is submitted with this application

despite promised to rectify the damage will never be replaced or rectified

Simon Clarke residents, these consultations are merely an exercise in lip service. If the project is given the go ahead, N for Development Consent. The need for renewable energy is defined through government policy and further
Weybourne has already been chosen as the onshore connection point. information on thie can be found in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 2: Policy and Legislation.
Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought
[ would like to know why the cable cannot landfall at Great Yarmouth rather than Weybourne? This to minimise impacts to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of
would avoid the contraversial cable route proposed through picturesque and valuable North Norfolk suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been identified (western
Simon Willcox countryside. | re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of
Why Weybourne and not Great Yarmouth or Kings Lynn? Why scar and wonderfull area of countryside factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath
when a route from Great Yarmouth to Norwich would have a much reduced impact SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to sensitive
receptors from the landfall works, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement (volume 3).
Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought
to minimise impacts to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of
suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been identified (western
The landfall at Weybourne and the immediate route to the South cuts across a unique landscape which re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of
Simon Willcox | factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath

SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to sensitive
receptors from the landfall works, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement (volume 3). The Outline Ecological Management Plan that forms part of the application for Development
Consent details the project commitments to ensure restoration of habitats affected by the construction of the onshore
cables.
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Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)

Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from the onshore cable corridor and permenant
infrastructure to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of suitable
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific
chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3), and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or
minimise impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers).

The proposed corridor cuts through some of the most picturesque and unspoilt countryside of North |

Norfolk. The corridor and proposed sub-station will affect adversely this landscape forever Where there are impacts to sensitive receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the

Environmental Statement (volume 3). Itis also noted that prior to construction commencing a Schedule of Condition
of the land will be taken and we have an obligation to return the land in the same state. In this regard, any
hedgerows which cannot be avoided will be replaced at the end of the construction phase. Furthermore, restoration
of hedgerows, currently in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term benefits for the biodiversity
associated with this habitat type as well as gap up hedgerows providing landscape and visual mitigation. Further
details on hedgerow removal, retention and replacement can be found in volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature
Conservation, the Outline Ecological Management Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan.

Simon Willcox

Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought
to minimise impacts to local receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the identification of
suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been identified (western
re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of
factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath
SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to sensitive
receptors from the landfall works, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement (volume 3), with additional mitigation measures identified where required.

Please reconsider the proposal or landfall and Weybourne and consider other sites which will have a |

Simon Willcox reduced impact on North Norfolk

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC

| booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers); and landscape planting
around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/[HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative
landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO
application.

HVAC Booster Station - Its proposed site will spoil forever a greenfield site in a special part of North
Norfolk. The site covers a large area and will have buildings of up to 15m (50 feet) high. This is
something that cannot be hidden by 'careful landscaping' and will spoil a very picturesque part of the
countryside

Simon Willcox

The need to minimise potential landscape and visual impacts arising from Hornsea Three was identified early in the
design process, and led to a commitment by Hornsea Three to bury all onshore export cables (as opposed to using
overhead lines), see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
Although the presence of existing structures and infrastructure was taken into consideration during the site selection
and routing process, the need to cross existing infrastructure could not be avoided given the linear nature of Hornsea
Three.

Onshore substation - As above. Above my bedroo windown | can see overhead electricity cables criss
crossing the fields outside my house carrying electricity from South to North. Indeed your proposed |
cable corridor will be parallel to these overhead lines. This indicates a complete lack of coordination
between yourselves and other villages

Simon Willcox

In respect to potential landscape and visual impacts, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid landscape features
(including trees and hedgerows) through cable routing or the use of trenchless technologies. Where impacts cannot
be avoide, appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Simon Willcox

Construction sites - Your current proposed site at Edgefield will intrude on a 'greenfield’ site in an
AONB.The size, height and consequential associated development are completely unsuited for this
unspoilt part of North Norfolk country side.

Hornsea Three will not be taking forward the Edgefield site, with the onshore HVAC booster located close to Little
Barningham (as shown in the plans which accompany the DCO). Information pertaining to the site selection for the
HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration
of Alternatives.

Simon Willcox

Further develop mitigation measures - | would suggest that the current route from Weybourne to
Norwich is abandonned. In its place take the subsea cable to Great Yarmouth and join it to the National
Grid there.

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process
of identifying a grid connection location.

The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for the
connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect to
economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May 2016,
Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this appraisal
process.

This then informed the landfall location and route selection, for which information is also provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Simon Willcox

Strongly Oppose - Your proposals are unwanted and unnecessary. The potential longer - and shorter -
consequences of your proposed onshore cable corridor will have catastrophic consequences on an
unspoilt and treasured landscape. The consequential loss of trees, hedgegrow, wildlife habitat
disturbance will not outweigh the benefits of offshore wind energy

The short term and long term potential impacts of Hornsea Three are assessed within the Environmental Statement,
volume 2 and 3. In respect to potential landscape and visual impacts, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid landscape
features (including trees and hedgerows) through cable routing or the use of trenchless technologies. Where
impacts cannot be avoided, appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental
Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. For example, any hedgerows which cannot be
avoided will be replaced at the end of the construction phase. Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows, currently in
poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term benefits for the biodiversity associated with this habitat
type as well as gap up hedgerows providing landscape and visual mitigation. Further details on hedgerow removal,
retention and replacement can be found in volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation, the Outline
Ecological Management Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan.

At the HVAC booster station and HVYDC converter/HVAC substation, landscape planting is also proposed to
minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape
Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Simon Willcox

Reconsider the route of the onshore cable to come onshore at Kings Lynn or Great Yarmouth

Futher information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has sought
to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route refinement or through the
identification of suitable mitigation measures. In this regard, since the PEIR, a refined route at landfall has been
identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed
by a number of factors including community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling
Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations. Where there are impacts to
residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3).

Graham & Susan Mette

Landfall - The flod does not only affect the car park, it affects up to Watermill Cottage, beyond The
Rocket House. But also concerned of Beach Lane is to be used for any transportation, as it is really only
a single-lane track.

Following design refinement, the area identified for landfall works has reduced and the beach lane car park is not
under consideration as a construction compound.  Further details on the proposed landfall, including access are set
out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description and volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport.
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Summary of response
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Regard had to response (s49)

Landfall - Yes - The Rocket House is located immediately prior to the Beach Lane, Weybourne car
park. A proposed site for a works compound for up to 11 years! The car park area has been vulnerable

Following design refinement, the area identified for landfall works has reduced and the beach lane car park is not
under consideration as a construction compound.  Further details on the proposed landfall, including access are set
out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description and volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport.

Appropriate mitigation measures have been designed-in to Hornsea Three to minimise impacts on drainage and

properties and less mature trees

Graham & Susan Mette shingle bank which has been breached twice in the last few years and flooded our garden. Very Y flooding. Details are provided in volume 3, chapter 2: Hydrology and Flood Risk (see Table 2.17) as well as the
concerned about the activity and the effect it might have on the bank. outline CoCP which forms part of the DCO application. A flood risk assessment is also provided in Environmental
Statement volume 6, annex 2.1: Onshore Infrastructure FRAs and identifies historic flooding events relevant to
Hornsea Three. This has been developed in accordance with the NPS, NPPF, PPG ID7 and the SuDS Manual. The
Flood Risk Assessment which has been undertaken for the Project concludes that Hornsea Three meets the
requirements of NPS EN-1 and the NPPF.
Onshore cable corridor - | live right on the edge of northern end of the orange route where it passes Hornsea Three has taken forward the western route, as shown in the plans which accompany the DCO application.
Tina Hayward through Heydon and | think the western (pink) alternative would be much more suitable affecting less Y The justification for this decision is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and

Consideration of Alternatives and its accompanying annexes.

Tina Hayward

HVAC Booster Station - | understand if you used a certain type of transmission you will need a booster
station at Little Barningham. Surely it is better for everyone involved to use the other type of
transmission. A booster station will take a significant piece of precious farmland and be a blot on the
landscape forever.

As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HVDC technology
will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no certainty. Therefore,
committing to solely HYDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the project in the future if we do
not see the necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose to opt for HVDC transmission
technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning permission) for such a technology (and
excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project unbuildable and/or unprofitable.

Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt will not be made until post consent
after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. This will be informed by a feasibility
study.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined
in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers); and landscape planting
around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative
landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO
application.

Section 48: Duty to publicise

No comments were received in response to the Public Notice relating to the Site Selection Process under Phase 2.A.
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Table 3.4: Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Further Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.B) relating to the Site Selection Process

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/1/NA3 Regard had to response (s49)

Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1)

Onshore Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
We question the decision to come ashore at Weybourne, given the long onshore cable route required to volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has
Estelle Hook, Norfolk Coast . . . : AT o . ) . !
Partnership connect to the National Grid. We also question why the previous route, of the Dudgeon gables or sought to minimise |m.pacts to .Iocal regllden.tlal receptors, either through snel select|on/routg refllnement or
Hornsea One or Two, cannot be reused or other collaborative ways of working be investigated to through the identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts to residential receptors,
minimise local disruption. these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
- Having reviewed the proposed amendments | can confirm that MOD has no safeguarding concerns Hornsea Three acknowledges that MOD has no safeguarding concerns relating to the alternative locations. No
Ministry of Defence (MoD) . . S N . :
relating to the alternative locations identified. further action was required.

Our Ref: 12170005

With reference to your enquiry regarding the above noted location, | can confirm that LEVEL 3, GLOBAL
CROSSING (UK) LTD, GLOBAL CROSSING PEC, FIBERNET UK LTD and FIBRESPAN LTD networks
<u><p>DO NOT</b></u> have any apparatus within the immediate proximity of your proposed works.
Instalcom responds to plant enquiries for LEVEL 3, GLOBAL CROSSING (UK) LTD, GLOBAL

Instalcom Limited CROSSING PEC, FIBERNET UK LTD and FIBRESPAN LTD simultaneously and therefore you only N/A
need send one copy of a plant enquiry to cover all of these companies.

If you would like to query the location further, please email us accordingly and we can arrange an in
depth survey, which will be charged at a cost. As we are moving towards a fully electronic database we
urge our customers to request plant enquiries by email which will result in a higher level of service,
please forward future plant enquiries to plantenquiries( @ )instalcom.co.uk

The response from Instalcom confirming that no assets were impacted by the Hornsea Three project was noted
and the new contact details were updated accordingly. No further action was required.

We attach the CPRE Norfolk response to the further documentation. We make some comments on the
onshore changes, and do with reference to the maps provided. To make these clearer, we attach the
Spring and Autumn editions of the RGCG Newsletter, which refer to two recently restored farmland
ponds, and their location, under the heading of Map 2 again. Reference: 1078116-s201721-1758282

CPRE Norfolk N Noted, responses provided to individual comments.

SGN is responsible for managing the network that distributes natural, and green, gas to homes and
businesses across Scotland and the south of England. lllustrative plans, which show the geographic
Southern Gas Networks extent of the network managed by SGN, are enclosed with this letter. You should note that SGN’s N/A Hornsea Three acknowledged SNG's response and the company was removed from the distribution list.
network does not extend into that area affected by the Wind Farm, that being the area located off the
Norfolk and Yorkshire Coast.

For avoidance of doubt SNG maintains that the Wind Farm will not interact with its gas network. As
Southern Gas Networks such, Hornsea does not need to consult with SGN in respect of its plans, development and/or N/A Hornsea Three acknowledged SNG's response and the company was removed from the distribution list.
construction for, and of the wind farm.

Your enquiry doesn not encroach on the Premier Transmission Pipeline System (PTPS). However,
Premier Transmission should you require any further information or safety advice in respect of the PTPS, i.e. for anyt future N/A
works, please do not hesitate to contact us by email or phone (028 9043 7580).

Hornsea Three acknowledges that Premier Transmission assets are not affected by the potential offshore
alternative routes. No further action required.

Please note Phillips 66 Limited have no land interests in the area affected by this proposal. Please

Philips 66 Limited therefore remove us from the consultation process.

N/A Phillips 66 was noted and it was subsequently removed from the distribution list.

NATS acknowledges receipt of the consultation regarding changes to the scheme. With regards to the
cable corridors, NATS will review the detailed proposals when final locations are known. However, from Hornsea Three acknowledges that NATS anticipates no impact regarding changes to the Hornsea Three
the Overview plan received, NATS anticipates no impact from any structure/route within the currently offshore cable corridor from the potential offshore alternative routes. No further action was required.

defined area.

NATS

3Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable
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High Kelling Parish Council

I have noted from your latest consultation stuff the proposed additional access route from Bridge Road,
High Kelling across the field track, along part of Warren Road, efc.

My concern is about the use of Bridge Road, the field road and Warren Road for access.

There are already a lot of people concerned about the railway bridge. | am sure that allowing a number
of large vehicles to use the bridge will only cause even more problems.

Access to Bridge Road from the A148: | think this would need to be looked into professionally by the
Highways people. The A148 junction is probably not suitable for large vehicles turning into Bridge Road
—and the junction with the field road even more so.

| am sure the residents of privately maintained Warren Road will be out in force at the mere thought of
the use of Warren Road!

Hornsea Three will utilise the northern section of Warren Road, however in developing the access strategy we
have sought to avoid the nearby residential receptors through the use of a unnamed street to the north-west
which links Bridge Road to the northern section of Warren Road. The comments associated with Bridge Road
have been taken into consideration and associated impacts addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 7: Traffic and Transport.

It is noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated
impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the principles of
the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application.

Energy Assets

With regards to your request for details of existing services, we can confirm that based on the details
provided to us, we have no buried plant or equipment in the identified area.

N/A

Hornsea Three acknowledged Energy Assets' response, no further action was required

Gamma

Having examined our records, | can confirm that Gamma has no owned apparatus within the search
area of your proposed Works.

All future enquiries can be done via the FREE to use LinesearchbeforeUdig service. To access the
LinesearchbeforeUdig service please go to www.linesearchbeforeudig.co.uk

We have changed our Plant Protection process and have become a member of the
LinesearchbeforeUdig service, this means that you will be able to place an enquiry via the FREE
LinesearchbeforeUdig service which will then qualify if Gamma have assets at your proposed work site.
If your proposed site DOES affect our assets we will then respond directly to you with our plans and
information.

If your proposed site DOES NOT affect our assets you will be notified immediately on screen and you
will receive a confirmation email from LinesearchbeforeUdig.

N/A

Hornsea Three acknowledged Gamma's response, no further action was required

Gas Networks Ireland (UK)

I just wish to confirm with you as per my earlier email below that Gas Networks Ireland (UK) are not
impacted by your works. Can you please remove us from further consultation on this project?

N/A

Gas Networks Ireland's response was noted by Hornsea Three and it was subsequently removed from the
distribution list

ESP Utilities Group Ltd

I can confirm that ESP Gas Group Ltd has no gas or electricity apparatus in the vicinity of this site
address and will not be affected by your proposed works.

ESP are continually laying new gas and electricity networks and this notification is valid for 90 days from
the date of this letter. If your proposed works start after this period of time, please re-submit your
enquiry.

Important Notice

Please be advised that any enquiries for ESP Connections Ltd, formerly known as British Gas
Connections Ltd, should be sent directly to us at the address shown above or alternatively you can email
us at: PlantResponses( @ )espipelines.com

N/A

ESP Utilities Group Ltd's response was noted, no further action was required

Colt Technology Services

Please Note: Our search criteria has changed. We previously searched for Colt Network which was
within 200 metres, this has now changed to 50 metres. The negative response will be for all enquiries
that the network is 50 metres or more away from the place of enquiry.

We can confirm that Colt Technology Services do not have apparatus near the above location as
presented on your submitted plan, if any development or scheme amendments fall outside the 50 metre
perimeter new plans must be submitted for review.

Search is based on Overseeing Organisation Agent data supplied; we do not accept responsibility for
0.0. Agent inaccurate data.

N/A

Colt Technology Services' response was noted, no further action was required
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Natural England

Offshore cable corridor

The current consultation presents two potential re-route options for the offshore cable corridor seach
area. Natural England has the following comments:

Seaward potential re-route

- We support the proposed re-route in the seaward part of the corridor (closest to the array). The
proposed alternative would reduce the direct impact to the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef
(NNSSR) SAC due to the cable laying activities. It is our view that impacts to designated sites should be
avoided and while the re-route does not take the calbe fully outside the NNSSR SAC, it has a potential
to minimise the overall impact to the site.

- We also note that the site-specific benthic sampling was carried out for the proposed re-route as part of
the project benthic sampling programme. It is our view that there is sufficient data to adequately
characterise the baseline for that area.

The seaward re-route has been taken forwards for the final application for Development Consent. Details of the
Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor reroute in the offshore area are outlined in paragraph 2.6.1.4 of volume 2,
chapter 2: Benthic Ecology. All impacts, where relevant, on designated features of the North Norfolk Sandbanks
and Saturn Reef SAC are assessed in section 2.11 of volume 2, chapter 2; Benthic Ecology. Conclusions on the
effects of Hornsea Three on the conservation objectives of the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC
are presented in full within the RIAA for Hornsea Three.

The baseline characterisation of benthic habitats and species in the offshore cable corridor, including those
within designated sites, is presented in section 2.7.1 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology.

Natural England

Near-shore potential re-route

- Natural England is pleased to note that Orsted is considering an alernative route in the near-shore
area, which has the potential to avoid most of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ. However, the
proposed re-route has a larger footprint within The Wash and Norfolk Norfolk Coast SAC. We note that
the Environmental Statement should include detailed consideration of the potential impacts on the SAC.
- We note that no site- specific data collection has been done or is proposed for the section of the re-
route that deviates from the original cable corridor. The consultation document provides a list of
evidence sources available for characterisation of the baseline benthic environment. Natural England
provided comments in the Evidence Plan meeting on 4 December 2017, where we specified that we
have low confidence in the outputs of Sheringham Shoal and Dudgeon OWFs benthic surveys and have
not signed off their survey reports. The data from the OWFs and other surveys was collected in 2006-
2013 and may not necessarily represent the most up to date picture of the benthic habitats in the area.
We therefore advise Hornsea Three to treat these data with caution and provide a detailed confidence
assessment of the evidence sources used for the baseline characterisation of the re-route. Natural
England recommends that Hornsea Three project specific data is used as the main source of evidence
where possible.

As discussed with Orsted on 4 December 2017, Natural England would be keen to review a 'side by
side' comparison of the habitats along each route and potential impacts, their magnitude and proposed
mitigation for the two near-shore route options prior to the formal application submission. The
information provided should include careful consideration of the pre-construction preparation activities
that may be required, different cable installation methods and their feasibility, confidence in achieving
the optimum cable burial depth, otential need for cable protection and sensitivity and recoverability of the
benthic features along the two routes.

Details of the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor reroute in the nearshore area are outlined in paragraph
2.6.1.4 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology. All impacts, where relevant, on designated features of The
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC and the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ are assessed in section 2.11 of
volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology.

With respect to the data used to characterise the baseline in the nearshore area, it was agreed with the Benthic
and Fish Ecology and Marine Processes Expert Working Group (EWG) at the meeting on 4 December 2017 that
the nearshore area, including the re-route (i.e. in the vicinity of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ), is
characterised by a combination of site specific and desktop data sources. These are fully discussed in volume 5,
annex 2.1: Benthic Ecology Technical Report and summarised in section 2.7.1 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic
Ecology.

Natural England’s concerns on the use of the Sheringham Shoal and Dudgeon OWFs data are assumed to
relate to the design of these surveys and aims of the monitoring, as opposed to sampling technique and
laboratory analyses. The data have been used to inform the Hornsea Three characterisation (i.e. identification of
biotopes based on grab sample data collected and analyses by a participating member of the NMBACQ),
therefore it is considered such concerns should be allayed. The use of these data in combination with a range of
other datasets to support the analyses of the Hornsea Three site specific survey data is considered appropriate
and the consistency in the reported sediment and community composition across all site specific and desktop
data sources provides confidence in the characterisation for the Hornsea Three project.

A note was provided with Natural England, following the Benthic and Fish Ecology and Marine Processes Expert
Working Group (EWG) meeting on 4 December 2017, presenting further detail on the approach to baseline
characterisation of the nearshore area, including Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ, and the use of site specific
survey data and desktop data sources. This note also presented a 'side by side' comparison of each route as
requested (see Table 1.1 in volume 5, annex 2.3: MCZ Assessment for full details on the consultation
undertaken).
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Natural England

We would like to re-iterate that Natural England does not support rock placement for cable protection
with designated sites. The use of permanent rock placement around structures should be minimised as
much as possible in soft sediment environments.

Hornsea Three intend to bury the export cable wherever possible but, in locations where this is not feasible,
cable protection will be required. Within areas of designated sites that coincide with Hornsea Three, sensitive
cable and scour protection measures will be employed. These cable and scour protection measures will not
include concrete mattresses. The cable and scour protection will consider the local seabed conditions, including
sediment/substrate type. The measures proposed for each site are as follows and are outlined in Table 2.18 of
volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology:

« Within the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC: this may include measures which may encourage
the burial of the scour/cable protection by the surrounding sediment or rock protection which takes into account
the typical grain sizes known to occur naturally within the SAC (i.e. coarse gravel, cobbles and boulders);

+ Within The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC: this may include measures which may encourage the burial of
the scour/cable protection by the surrounding sediment or rock protection which takes into account the typical
grain sizes known to occur naturally within the SAC (i.e. coarse gravel and cobbles);

« Within the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ: cable protection may comprise gravel and cobbles with a mean
grain size of 100 mm, maximum grain size of 250 mm; and

« Within the Markham’s Triangle rMCZ: cable protection may comprise gravel and cobbles with a mean grain
size of 100 mm, maximum grain size of 250 mm, while scour protection for foundations, if required, may have a
maximum diameter of 360 mm.

Natural England

The inclusion of the alternative route options will not affect the proposed approach to the EIA, but
grearer consideration of the interest features of the Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC may be required
in t he RIAA depending on the outcome of the high level review avove. Orsted should refer to Natural
England's comments to the PEIr consultation for more detailed views on the methodology.

A full assessment of the effects of Hornsea Three on benthic ecology, including on features of designated sites,
including The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC, is presented in volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Subtidal and
Intertidal Ecology. Conclusions on the effects of Hornsea Three on the conservation objectives of The Wash and
North Norfolk Coast SAC are presented in full within the RIAA for Hornsea Three.

Costessey Town Council

Costessey Town Councillors have concerns regarding the cable corridor route and ask that particular
considerations be given to the points where

a) Cables are not buried very deep so different companies’ cable routes may conflict with each other
and cause issues with existing utilities and proposed major infrastructure routes — eg dualling of A47 and
the proposed Norwich Western Link Road

b) Routes will cross the Norfolk Vanguard cable corridor (from the latest proposed Vattenfall route)

c) Routes cross the Wensum Valley & might affect the proposed Norwich Western Link.

Parameters of the cable trench are provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project
Description, with a minmimum depth of cables of 1.2 m.

Where cumulative schemes are sufficiently progressed, potential cumulative effects have been identified and
assessed within the relevant topic chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).

Anglian Water

Potential offshore alternatives routes supporting information
We have no comments to make in respect of the alternative offshore cable routes which have been
identified following the previous consultation.

N/A

Hornsea Three acknowledged Anglian Water's response, no further action was required

Norfolk Vanguard (Vattenfall
Wind Power Ltd)

1. Interactions with Norfolk Vanguard

On the basis of the information provided, we do not consider that the alterations results in any material
changes to the interaction between both Norfolk Vanguard and Hornsea 3. We will however review this
in further detail and welcome sight of the assessment once it has been undertaken.

Hornsea Three acknowledges the response from Norfolk Vanguard.

Sky Telecommunications
Services Ltd

Further to your enquiry at the location above, the following SKY route(s) are indirectly affected: Virgin
Media(NTL)-WBPT-Wisbech-Peterborough. The SKY route(s) is indirectly affected as we only lease
telecoms infrastructure from Virgin Media, who own and are responsible for the maintenance or
diversion thereof. For further information or detailed plans for this area, please contact their Enquiry
Team.

You may be able to contact Virgin Media, by email: plant.enquiries.team( @ )virginmedia.co.uk or
Phone: 0870 888 3116 Option 2. Please be aware that their contact details may have changed and we
do not mangage their updates. Please visit their company website for more information.

Please note that if our apparatus is deemed to be affected by your proposal and requires relocation or
diversion in any way, you will need to contact SKY to provide estimates as per NRSWA Diversionary
Works process.

N/A

Sky Telecommunications Services Limited's response was noted and it was confirmed through further dialogue
that their assets are located within Virgin Media infrastructure. Protection for this Virgin Media infrastructure is
included within the protective provisions of the DCO application.
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Health & Safety Executive

We have checked through the proposed alterations i.e. on the onshore re-routes and have concluded
that nothing has changed from previous responses which is repeated below:

The 3 fixed sites within the Hornsea 3 Export Cable Route search area are:
#0649 Bernard Matthews, Weston Green

#3374 Bernard Matthews, Great Witchingham

#3374 Bernard Matthews, North Site, Great Witchingham

The search area is also corssed by 8 pipelines operated by National Grid: They are:
NGG 1720 No 4 Feeder Bacton to Great Ryburgh.

NGG 2739 No 27 Feeder Bacton to Kings Lynn, Comp.

NGG 1709 No 3 Feeder Bacton to Roudham Heath

NGG1686 Bowthorpe to Drayton, NGG1684 Bowthorpe Supply

NGG1644 Yelverton to East Carleton

NGG1640 Silfield Tee to East Carleton.

HSE recommends that the applicant contacts National Grid to discuss up to date information on pipeline
location, as the applicant is advised not to rely solely on the information in this response in establishing
where encroachment on pipelines could occur.

Noted.

Marine Management
Organisation

Information provided on the role of the MMO [See full for details].

Potential alternative offshore export cable routes.

The MMO has reviewed the consultation documents received on 16 November 2017. Three specific
questions were asked of consultees with regard to the information, which has been addressed. The
MMO reserves the right to make further comments on the Project throughout the pre-application process
and may modify its present advice or opinion in view of any additional information that may come to our
attention.

1. Do consultees have any comments on the location of the potential offshore alternative routes?
1.1. The MMO acknowledges that the proposed alternative routes have been investigated due to PEIR
consultation comments. Consideration of alternative cable routes which potentially reduce the impacts of
the development upon highly sensitive features of marine protected areas if welcomed. The MMO notes
that the applicant has not incorporated justification or reasoning for the selection of the two alternative
offshore cable routes, aside from stating that the two alternative routes may be feasible. The reasons
and constraints for the selection of the offshore alternative routes should be justified in the
Environmental Statement.

Comments from the MMO are ackonwledged. The reasons for site selection are provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Marine Management
Organisation

3. Do consultees have any comments on the approach to the EIA if the potential offshore
alternative routes are taken forward?

3.1. The MMO considers the EIA assessment methodology and the assessment of potential impacts to
fish ecology and commercial fisheries proposed in the PEIR to be appropriate.

Comments acknowledged from the MMO.

Little Melton Parish Council

Church Farms Barns
A third (southern) route has been proposed and this is the option preferred by CFB residents. The
middle route is the least favoured of the three and is considered to be impractical.

Hornsea Three has chosen the alternative route proposed (as shown on the consultation documents) as part of

the route refinement process. This was chosen based on a number of reasons including environmental
constraints and community feedback. Further information on the route refinement process is set out in
Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
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Little Melton Parish Council

Great Melton Road

A site entrance from GM Rd is required because the haul road is interrupted both to the east and west
where the cables will be placed under roads by directional drilling. LMPC has pointed out that GM Rd is
not suitable for HGVs and that there is a 7.5tonne restriction on part of Burnthouse Lane. The preferred
access point is from the lorry route on Burnthouse Lane.  @rsted will provide information about the
traffic predicted to use the GM Rd site entrance.

It is acknowledged that Hornsea Three proposes two access off of Great Melton Road, these are primarily to
facilitate initial site preparation until the haul road from Little Melton Road to Market Lane is established. The
main access for HGV moevements wil be from Little Melton Road, from Burnthouse Lane as it routes south from
Little Melton.

It is furthermore noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and
associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the
principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application. Impacts relating to access are addressed in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport.

Little Melton Parish Council

Great Melton Road
@rsted have considered routing the cable to the south of the business park but there is insufficient space
between the park and the new housing developments,

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the
process of route refinement which has been informed by a range of technical, engineering and environmental
constraints.

Little Melton Parish Council

Great Melton Road

@rsted prefer to route the cable close to GM Rd in order to avoid the garden of a property on Little
Melton Rd. Residents of GM Rd are still concerned that the magnetic field extends further than is
calculated by @rsted and a response to the calculations submitted by George Stronge is needed
urgently so that people can be properly informed.

In respect to EMF, Environmental Statement, volume 3, annex 3.3: EMF Compliance Statement comprises an
assessment of the static and extremely low frequency (ELF) EMFs that will be generated by the Hornsea Project
Three onshore transmission infrastructure (cabling), giving maximum predicted field strengths to assess
compliance with health protection guidelines for public exposure to EMFs.

Annex 3.3 concludes that the maximum magnetic field strength directly above a cable, using worst-case
assumptions where required, is also well below the guideline public exposure limits set to protect health. The
cables eventually selected for the project will be required to fall within the envelope assessed and meet the
prescribed standards and hence will not generate greater EMF.

Section 42: Local Authorities (prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

No comments were received from the local authorities relating to the Site Selection Process under Phase 2.B.

Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

Christopher Bond Bidwells on

(2) As the cable route (working width) will cross two hedges (one of confiers), a line of poplar trees and
the paddocks, we request that the cables are installed by HDD and not open cut in order to minimise the

Evans-Lombe, Frances Marilyn
Evans-Lombe & Great Melton
Farms Limited

Please contact Christopher Bond if any further explanation is required on the points raised. Christopher
Bond would be prepared to meet on site with @rsted’s representatives if required. Please could you
acknowledge receipt of this email.

behalf of Ms M Lofty disruption and depreciation to this property and maintain the existing access to the farmhouse. Y The cables will be installed here via HDD.
Please contact C Bond if any further explanation is required. C Bond would be prepared to meet on site
with Orsted representatives.
We now respond and comment, on a without prejudice basis, as follows:- Access to the west of Beech
C F Bond, Bidwells (on behalf Grove — we assume that access is required around Beech Grove, as Beech Grove itself is to remain in
of clients) situ with the cable route installed by Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) beneath it. Could you please
on behalf of Nicholas Edward confirm this is the case-if so we have no objection to this access route. y The cables are proposed to be installed under Beech Grove via HDD as suggested, with the access to the west

being outside of the woodland to avoid this being directly impacted.
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CJC Lee (via agent, Jonathan

Part of the land owned and occupied by CJC Lee (Saxthorpe) Ltd at Bodham has been identified as
being on a potential revised cable route by Orsted for the Hornsea 3 project.

During previous consultations CJC Lee (Saxthorpe) Ltd, hereafter referred to as “the Company” did not
raise specific objections to the inclusion of land at Bodham in the proposed cable route. These proposed
interactions are shown on the left-hand image below, which is an extract from the Orsted consultation
document. Areas where the company’s land and the original corridor interact are shown with red edging.
The area affected under the proposed alternate route are shown on the right-hand image as edged red
with the blue route passing through.

Original Route
« Cut the corners off two fields and potentially interacted with a pit hole
« Limited impact on farming business — inconvenient but deemed to be manageable as no one field

Hornsea Three responded as follows:

1. Itis acknowledged that the alternative route will impact different areas of land than previously. The opposition
to this is noted and was fed into the route design consideration.

2. If areas of land are segregated by the construction corridor and become unfarmable, then compensation will
be payable for any reasonable losses on a proven loss basis. However, landowners are expected to mitigate
their losses, where possible.

Jonathan Rush, Brown & Co)

farmstead and campsite, thus potentially resulting in high levels of disturbance during the works.
Following submission of responses to the PEIR an alternative route has been suggested by Orsted,
which is shown below.

Rush, Brown & Co) would be overly impacted. N 3. The land will be fully reinstated following the work to a comparable condition of that recorded in the schedule
Proposed Route of.condition, wjth compeqsation b_eing payable on a proven loss bgsis for any ongging Io§ses or where. .
« Sill impacts field north of road. but & ter extent reinstatement is not possible. Drainage will also be reinstated, or installed as required, with compensation being
1l IMpacts Tield north of road, but to no greater exten , ayable on the same terms as above.
+ Missed the corner of the eastern field and the pit hole in the south field pay
+ Cuts diagonally through the middle of Stone Lodge field 4. The alternative route that was previous| d had difficulties i . —_ .
. . . 1 i i 200 ' . previously proposed had difficulties including: poor visibility on the highways
. Eﬁgec%ﬁwdpgﬁ;ngt? g:;?;z;;;ii ?r?ef;)orr:pisség 1alr;:r2:|t(ijve :gftés 39% of the fleld crossings, proximity to two listed buildings, proximity to some ponds with ecological merit and restricted space
R . . . . y . adjacent to an established tree belt and hedgerow. The alternative route avoids these, whilst also crossing fewer
* Route cuts off areas either side of the corridor making them unusable during works year roads and being shorter. therefore havina a lesser environmental impact
+ The impact on this field is very high and failure to restore soil and drainage could reduce efficacy and g ' g pact.
value of the entire field
* Given the very high impact on the land affected by the new route there is a need to understand the
exact reasons why the original route cannot be adopted, and why this new route is preferred.
Part of the land owned and occupied by WJF Ross Ltd at Hurricane Farm, Bodham has been identified
as being on a potential revised cable route by Orsted for the Hornsea 3 project.
These proposed interactions are shown on the image below left, which is an extract from the Orsted
consultation document, with the company’s land being edged red. Hornsea Three responded as follows:
The original cable corridor is shown as a yellow polygon. '
mg ﬁ;(;%%soe: fr:ie:ir;fte(trgﬁéi 'E:;oggozslgleam)esfgﬁ Tﬁ:siﬁgadcctwg? ttr?:c?aabslzaes”:)rsllfheeogr?;efrﬁ/ d 1. Itis acknowledged that the alternative route will impact different areas of the landowner's field compared with
' the previous proposal. The opposition to this is noted and was fed into the route design considerations.
-o(r:lgltrmlei?)li;eer off one field 2. The land will be fully reinstated following the work to a comparable condition of that recorded in the schedule
WJF Ross Ltd (via agent, + Limited impact on farming business — inconvenient but deemed to be manageable as no one field N of condition, with compensation being payable on a proven loss basis for any ongoing losses or where
Jonathan Rush, Brown & Co) would be overly impacted reinstatement is not possible. Drainage will also be reinstated, or installed as required, with compensation being
' payable on the same terms as above.
Proposed Route 3. The alternative route that was previously proposed had difficulties including: poor visibility on the highways
] 0 i 1 i i 0 1 : :
. E)c(ﬁ:ts:t;?):‘?:cr)}raar;eaatsol?h%iz:taoffr?r:z 203r:ic:]:r frlridki;1g;hiltstjlrs1u1siéjlgfcjt:r(ienge\|:orks year crossings, proximity to two listed buildings, proximity to some ponds with ecological merit and restricted space
« The company strongly opposes the proposed alternative route adjacent to an established tree belt and hedgerow. The alternative route avoids these, whilst also crossing fewer
« The impact on this field is hiah and failure o rest il and d. . Id red p dval roads and being shorter, therefore having a lesser environmental impact.
pact on this field is high and failure to restore soil and drainage could reduce efficacy and value
of the entire field
+ Given the very high impact on the land affected by the new route there is a need to understand the
exact reasons why the original route cannot be adopted, and why this new route is preferred.
Part of Pitt Farm has been identified as part of a potential cable route by Orsted for the Hornsea 3 Hornsea Three responded to AV Youngs Ltd. concerns as follows:
project. Concern regarding the route and the wish for it to be further amended is noted,
AV Youngs Ltd (via agent, The 0rigina| proposal for the cable corridor cut through the middle of the farm and came close to the Y Regarding point A, the revised route corridor is located to the west of the pit described.

Regarding point B, the revised route corridor now follows this suggested route and crosses the road at the south-
west corner of field A.
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AV Youngs Ltd thanks Orsted for considering the representations made to the PEIR, however the
proposed route change does not go far enough to alleviate the concerns raised in the previous
response, and it is believed that greater variation to the cable route is possible. Evidence of the ability to
significantly alter the route is shown on Statutory Consultation Plan Map 2 of 9 and Map 5 of 9. These
examples are shown below. AV Youngs Ltd wishes to make suggestions detailed below as to how the
disruption from the works might be reduced.

Reference is made to the plan titled AV Youngs Ltd - Alternative Route, which is taken from Google
earth.

Field A. Orsted Alteration: Top of field the route is moved west of the pit. AV Youngs Ltd comments:
Supports the changes down to the point where the cable leaves the pit.

Field A. Orsted Alteration: Cable has moved west but straightens back to a north south drop into field B.
AV Youngs Ltd comments: The cable should move to the far south west corner of Field A and prepare to
drop into Field C.

Field B. Orsted Alteration: Cable has moved west but remains in Field B. AV Youngs Ltd comments:
Field B is circa 4.19ha and the corridor at 1.65ha accounts for 40% of the field. Thus, the field will be
totally compromised by the works and the proposed route cuts off the south-western corner of the field.
This location is adjacent to the campsite

Field C. Orsted Alteration: Orsted Cable Route avoids this field. AV Youngs Ltd comments: Field C is
circa 24.10 ha and the corridor at 7.31 ha would account for 30% of the field. The AV Youngs proposed
routeing of the cable down the eastern side of the field leaves a regular, easier to work area of 16.79 ha.
This is

preferable as the corridor has a more proportionate impact on the field and simply acts to narrow it.
There is a small copse at the top of Field C where the cable would cross from Field A. This copse is due
to be felled within the next 24 months for firewood. The owner would agree to offer the same area of
land to match woodland lost to the cable for replanting.

Field D. Orsted Alteration: Cable has moved west in the top half of the field then re-joins the original
corridor. AV Youngs Ltd comments: Field D is large enough to accommodate the cable route in the
same way as Field C is, however the top part of the field is still close to the campsite and will cause
disruption.

Field E. Orsted Alteration: Cable has moved back onto original line to cross the public highway into Field
E. Itis assumed that the road will be closed and trenched the trees south of Field E will be felled to allow
the cable through. AV Youngs Ltd comments: Moving the cable back into Field E will mean disruption to
another field that could be avoided. Field E is only 7.63 ha and the corridor will account for 1.15 ha,
which is 15%.

If it is vital for engineering reasons to cross the woodland block F where shown, then the proposed route
could follow the course in Field C and then cross into E at the lower end. This is shown as Exit B.

A preference would be to exit Field C at Exit A. If the cable is to be installed by HDD under the road and
woodland then launching at Exit A is preferred.

The proposed changes do not go far enough to alleviate the concerns of the land owner. It is clear from
other alterations shown on the route that the Owners proposed alterations should be feasible, especially
as all the changes occur within the same title. A V Youngs Ltd seeks reasons for why their proposed
alternative route cannot be adopted.

Google Earth Image is next and final page of this document.

Regarding points C and D, the revised route corridor now avoids field B & D, and has moved west into field C.
The offer of the area of land for potential replanting is appreciated and noted.

Comments on field E are noted, therevised route now exits the field to the south with the proposed installation
method under the road and woodland being via Horizontal Directional Drill.

Hornsea Three has now altered the proposed route in response to the landowner feedback.
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POTENTIAL ONSHORE CABLE CORRIDOR RE-ROUTES

There are a number of requested route changes which have not been considered.

In particular:

« Mrs C Barratt - || | S - =n alternative route for the cable has been provided for
consideration to avoid all the sensitivities of the current proposed route including a SSSI, newly built The requested alterations to the route crossing land owned by Mrs Barratt is subject to ongoing discussions. The
grainstore with associated infrastructure, land drains and unforgiving heavy land. The alternative access alternative route request was however adopted.

route is noted and is not suitable for any construction type vehicles and no approval will be granted. The
proposed route is inaccessible by normal farm machinery. Furthermore it is not acceptable for the route
to pass south from Marriott's Way to Moor Farm due to the impact upon the occupiers of Moor Farm. It
may be possible to negotiate a more acceptable route by negotiation with the Landowner.

Jane Kenny, Savills, on behalf
of Mrs C Barratt — Church Farm
(Booton)

1. Grounds for response

We would suggest that amendments be made to your proposals to bypass the club completely,
rendering it unaffected by your proposals.

RFC is a community sports facility that has been in existence for 57 years. It is the freehold owner of
this site, as shown in the attachment. It caters for various levels of age and ability, from senior club
rugby, to girls rugby, youth teams and minis. The club serves around 350 local members, the vast
majority being children from the age of 6 upwards, and has been expanding steadily year on year
recently. To absorb this the club has plans to physically expand, with a planning application for
extension of the clubhouse imminent, as well as plans to improve the overall playing facilities through
the installation of a new drainage system to its main training pitch. Outside of the rugby season the club
is used for youth cricket.

The proposed impact of the ground works/ underground export cables posses a serious concern for the
club, which utilises the facility 12 months a year, every year. Your plans show land required across both
senior playing pitches, as well as the Mini's training pitch, which would rendering them unplayable, with
no capacity onsite to re-provide an alternative.

Even if the proposed works were to be carried out during the Rugby off-season, the pitches would not
have sufficient time to re-surface sufficiently to enable safe play. The club does not want to consider a
relocation, either temporarily or permanently. This would prove difficult logistically, would be at a
significant cost to the club, and would likely have a negative impact on membership/ annual income. Al
work completed on growth initiatives to date, time spent on fundraising, clubhouse expansion, and pitch
improvement would be rendered abortive.

We would be happy to arrange for an inspection/ viewing of the facility and to open a dialogue with you
on this matter.

[Image included in response see original online]

Rullion Real Estate Ltd on
behalf of Crusaders RFC, Little
Melton

Crusaders RFC was originally included within the proposed 80m wide cable corridor and would have clipped the
Y northern part of the land ownership. However, it has now been deliberately clipped out of the scheme (by virtue
of creating a pinch-point down to approx. 60m) to avoid the impacts noted here.

, Orsted
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John Innes Centre

We have been working with Dong for a large part of 2017 in connection with our land at Bawburgh. We
had thought that the new trench had been agreed due to the number of site meetings and their
understanding of how important it is to our institute that the land through our research area is left
undisturbed. If this proposal was to go ahead it would be catastrophic to our crop trials, and future
possibility’s that if access was required to the land for maintenance or repair you may find we would not
be able to accommodate access until the soil and crop have been sterilised causing you in some cases
weeks before access would be granted.

Part of our consultation period with Dong it was agreed that we would work with you, an agreement by
both parties was that we would only agree to the enclosed trench as marked on the attached drawing.

| am sure all the visits to our site and institute have been well documented and still on file within your
organisation. However, can you please update your files for future communication as your recent
correspondence went to the old landowners, and in doing so delayed this information coming to our
attention to only this week.

John Innes agreed this year to accommodate the section that has been marked in Red, Dong had
agreed that due to our land being designated for science research, any disturbance to our fields would
and will cause future problems due to soil disturbance. Also as this land is not used for food production it
would be difficult to allow future maintenance on to the site during trial periods, as this could interrupt
years of trails and findings, putting some work back by over a year due to the seasons but also the risk
of your vehicles transferring crop seed or matter off site which could cause contamination to other areas
of the county side. The Government have recently invested £7 million in preparing this area for crop
trials and it would be catastrophic to cut through the main heart of our trial area.

Again we will work with you to run in the area marked in red.

Hornsea Three responded to the John Innes Centre as follows:

1. The refined route corridor takes into account the proposed alternative to the west in order to minimise impact
to crop trials in line with discussions to date and feedback received.

2. Records have been updated to ensure documentation is sent to the correct contact at JIC going forward.

3. The revised route now adopts the use of this field as requested. However, it does cross the corner of the
adjacent field slightly still, due to the angle and route required as it heads north. This has been discussed with
Dalcour Maclaren recently and will be done so in more detail during negotiation of Heads of Terms for an option
agreement.

Christopher Bond, Bidwells
on behalf of Nicholas Edward
Evans-Lombe & Great Melton
Farms Limited

Farms Limited, (Map 7 of 9)

Potential onshore cable corridor re-routes (Inset 1)

We note the potential cable corridor re-route to the south of the existing route, we assume to avoid the
Church Farm Barns complex. We do not raise any objection to this proposed re-route on the assumption
that the area of wood to the south of Little Melton Reservoir will be crossed by HDD —can you please
confirm this is the case.

Proposed access routes (Inset 1)

We also note and approve the potential access route.

Hornsea Three confirmed this woodland would be crossed via HDD, as suggested.

Christopher Bond, Bidwells
on behalf of Martin Kemp

3. Martin P Kemp |
(Map 8 of 9)

Potential onshore cable corridor re-routes

We note the potential cable re-route (alternative route) which is totally unacceptable to our client. As
stressed in the earlier representation of 19 September 2017, the future development of the Kemp's land
is of primary importance and, hence, all measures suggested in the earlier representation must be made
to reduce the impact of the cable route proposed on their land. The proposed re-route in no way
complies with this request and would, if anything, sterilise a greater area of the Kernp's farm.

Potential access routes

We note the potential access corridor to the cable route. This is unacceptable and must be kept closed
for security purposes. There is a potential access available directly to the preferred route from the
Norwich Road which should be used (see attached plan A).

Hornsea Three addressed the landowner's response as follows:

1. Concern regarding the alternative route option is noted. This has since been discounted following accurate
identification of the route of the disused MOD pipeline on this land.

2. The alternative access route suggested has now been added to proposals, with the other option also being
maintained in case this is required as a back-up option.
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Christopher Bond, Bidwells
on behalf of Charles Watt

Charles Jonathan Wt

Il (Map 8 0f9)

Potential onshore cable corridor re-routes

We note the potential re-route and associated proposed storage areas to the east of the preferred route
which is totally unacceptable to our client for the following reasons:-

- Itis too close to Wychwood House, a substantial property standing in a parkland setting.

- It will cross historic parkland of ancient grass (unimproved for many years) known as The Old
Hethersett

Racecourse where it is proposed to open cut which cannot be readily reinstated.

- The alternative route will cross (by HDD) areas of substantial woodland including Wychwood adjoining
the Norwich Road. Under no circumstances should the roots of these substantial trees be disturbed
which

would occur if HDD takes place

- The alternative route will be in close vicinity to The Lodge at the entrance to Wychwood House drive.

- We cannot understand why the preferred route cannot be adopted, bearing in mind it is a disused MOD
pipeline that appears to be blocking the route.

- The preferred route crosses open farmland with the exception of the wood (The Glade)

Proposed access route

- We note a proposed access from the Norwich Road southwards to the preferred route which is
acceptable.

- We note the proposed access to Mr Kemp's land leads off the Norwich Road directly opposite the
Lodge- clearly, a traffic hazard which would lead to traffic using the Lodge drive as a run off area

which is totally unacceptable.

- We note a proposed access route to the south of the All on this land — could you please confirm the
construction and reinstatement details

Hornsea Three addressed the landowner's response as follows:

1. Concern regarding the alternative route option is noted. This has since been discounted following accurate
identification of the route of the discused MOD pipeline on this land.

2.a. An alternative access route into land north of Norwich Road has now been incorporated following feedback
received.

b. The access to the south of the A11 will be required in relation to the proposed HDD under the A11 and
railway. This will likely be constructed to facilitate vehicle access and will be fully reinstated following completion
of the work.

Day

Christopher Bond, Bidwells
on behalf of Benjamin Robert
Goodfellow & Phillip George

. Benjamin Robert Goodfellow,
(map 8 of 9)

Potential onshore cable corridor re-routes

We note the potential corridor cable re-route to the west of the preferred route which is unacceptable to
our clients as this will be more intrusive into their fields and further affect agricultural operations.
Proposed access routes

We note 2 proposed access routes and comment as follows:

- (Northern) across the River meadows — this is impractical being low lying land prone to flooding (very
wet in winter) and follows the line of an Anglian Water sewer.

- (Southern) known as Racecourse track — This is an existing track which we believe would need to be
upgraded before use by heavy vehicles — can we have details of what is proposed.

Hornsea Three addressed the landowner's response as follows:

1. Concern regarding the alternative route option is noted. This has since been discounted following accurate
identification of the route of the discused MOD pipeline on this land.

2.a. Information regarding the land on this proposed access route is noted and appreciated, an alternative route
has now also been incorporated following receipt of this feedback.

b. Where required, existing tracks would be ugraded prior to be used for access by the project, and also
reinstated following completion of the work as required and in accordance with the schedule of condition. Detail
on the specific construction of access tracks will be available in due course and once a construction contractor
has been appointed.

North Norfolk Railway

The North Norfolk Railway plc has no objection to either the 'west' or 'east' route as your proposed cable
crosses Kelling Heath. However, we would prefer the 'west' route based on our experience of the SCIRA
cable route installed by Carillion in 2010. On that occassion the HDD was drilled uphill from the north
side of the track (as it would be on your 'east' route). The bore suffered multiple fracouts of bentonite,
uphill from the railway and also loss of bentonite back into the launch put leading to the collapse of our
earthworks into the void, with a resulting 94mm settlement of the rails with potentially serious operational
consequences. | appreciate that this is not the norm in HDD works, but we do not wish to attract that risk
again and so prefer the 'flat' crossing of the 'west' route.

See previous response for engineering conditions that shall be applied to the proposed crossing of the
North Norfolk Railway for Hornsea Project Three onshore cables.

Comments and detail regarding previous issues encountered with Sherringham Shoal project are gratefully
received and noted. The west route option has now been adopted in order to maintain a 'flat' crossing as
suggested.
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Michael and Louise Savory

There is currently a public access agreement in place with the Council for the use of the public coastal
footpath on the beach-side of the fence.

Currently in the process of renewing the said fence, and would want this reinstated to the same
condition if damaged or temporarily removed by Orsted’s work.

There is an informal agreement in place with a number of fisherman to park on Muckleburgh Collection
land just to the east of the MOD radar station and take access through a gate to the beach. This is done
S0 on an ad-hoc basis.

The fence, and any other areas damaged or removed by engineering work, will be reinstated or replaced on
completion to a condition comparable to a photographic schedule of condition prior to access being taken.

Mrs DW Flatman

option.

The Muckleburgh Military . o . . . " . . Y Concerns regarding the potential temporary diversion of the footpath through private land are noted from this and
. Public vehicle rides take place during Spring & Summer months using military vehicles on the internal . o ; ; X L
Collection . previous correspondence. This is currently an option should this be required for engineering and safety reasons,
and boundary tracks of the Muckleburgh Collection. . . . . . . . .
. . . , and not yet a definite requirement. Should this be required, more detailed discussions will be held nearer the
Tank driving also takes place on these tracks at any time of the year, but predominantly Spring & . : A . . . L
. time, with a diversion or solution on the beach being pursued in the first instance.
Summer, for people who pay to drive tanks them themselves.
Due to these afore mentioned reasons, and other security concerns, any temporary footpath diversion
into the Muckleburgh Collection would be very inconvenient, and therefore unwanted.
Any footpath diversion on the beach would be much preferred and agreeable in principle.
With regard to the cable route on the land: The main proposed access route to the point of cable landfall is via the existing entrance to the Muckleburgh
Michael and Louise Savor Access to the landfall area would be considered via either the existing site entrance, or across the Collection in order to utilise the existing track.
avory arable field to the east The cables are proposed to be installed under the airfield via Horizontal Direction Drill (HDD) as opposed to
The Muckleburgh Military Reaffirm th for the airfiel if1h is taken in this directi Y
Collection eaffirm the request for the airfie d to not be open cut, |.t e route is taken in this dlrectlo.n open cut. . S - .
A waterproof membrane or similar may need to be considered to reinstate the scrape adjacent to where Reinstatement will be undertaken in line with the proposed schedule of condition, with a waterproof membrane,
the borehole were drilled. or similar, being considered here if required.
You buy a nice plot of land for - utility and amenity not agricultural for 10 years summer house,
store sheds, pony 180 trees, pony, wildlife, camping parties, stay for days have water put on fence if
spend another h onit. . . . . . )
Mr & Mrs Bullimore 8 gardens plots at Kelling or 1 sugar beet field that makes sense! Multimillion job like this has to go and N Lanq has‘not‘ been‘and.wnl not.be accessed without prior .con‘sgn.t or authority. The project has confirmed that
, . the intention is to directional drill under all of the land in this vicinity, rather than open-cut trench.
cross the beet fields not our little gardens.
The buzz from the cables will drive wildlife away, drive my pony crazy and give you cancer. We live in
our field sleep camp eat nobody lives in a beet field get it!!!
Section 47: Duty to consult local community
| am writing to protest against the wind farm at High Kelling. | keep my horse at Kelling Heath stables,
this simply isn’t suitable to be near horses. There would only be one field in between the wind farm and
the field where my horse. Is kept, she is a very nervous horse and is 20 years old, such a constructpn Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
would cause her a massive amount of stress. In addition we would lose a huge amount of our hacking o . . . .
. . . . . . . identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including
Diana Jenkinson as we will be unable to ride our horses past the wind farm to get onto Kelling Heath as they will be too Y Lo . . . . . . .
) . . ; ) o engineering/technical considerations, community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of
frightened. During the winter months, the Heath is our best option for riding as the Bodham woods get . .
L . . . . the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park.
too muddy. Riding across Kelling Heath gives us so many options to go further afield whereas through
Bodham woods there is no safe access to Weybourne and Salthouse etc. We pay a lot of money to
keep our horses here and spend a lot of time, they are a huge part of our lives.
Mark Flatman on behalf of Mr & Therefore of the three alternative routing corridors proposed within the consultation, the most westerly
corridor immediately east of Kelling and on the western side of Croft Hill represents the least-worst Y Noted, this is the option taken forward by Hornsea Three.
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Mark Flatman on behalf of Mr &

Alternative Cable Corridor

Due to express exclusion from earlier consultation exercises, | am consequently therefore unaware of
the full scope of alternative routing from the sea via Norfolk Coast to Norwich that previously was
considered by Orsted. Notwithstanding, it is particularly perverse to propose a landing place on the
coast that immediately requires traversing through or very close to an a SSSI, that provides a
particularly valuable and niche habitat supportubng a range of rare UK Biodiversity Priority Species. It is

Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including
engineering/technical considerations, community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of
the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park. Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection
and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the process of identifying a landfall location and the route refinement

Broadland District Council

across Norfolk in the future and without an overarching plan and some joined up thinking this could
prove totally chaotic.

Mrs DW Flatman also noted that all three alternative corridors would need to bisect the North Norfolk AONB and heritage Y process.
Coast and s one of 32 designated coasts in England. These are specifically subject o the provisions of Impacts relating to landscape and visual resources are assesed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter
Eﬁge\:\?r:aopnht;;4moa]l(pthbeellj>5vpif.i;nng?gér?r?;,t ?r?:r?ilsrzf?orgir:;g?éggh:d?c;(i;eigg ?rfethc?);\ls?trg;y ?\gflskuaggBto 4: Landscape and Visual resources. Particular consideration has been given to the AONB as a sensitive
AONB or Heritage Coast 7status that extends approximately between Mundesley and Sea Palling and as rgceptqr, and .it Is noted that Hornsea Three has consulted with the Norfolk Coast Partnership to agree
indicated graphically by reference to the white arrow on the plan (see full response). viewpoints to inform the assessment of impacts on the AONB.
Furthermore, when this location is considered in proximity to the final destination of the Norwich Main
National Grid Substation, south of Norwich, al landing point between Mundesley and Sea Palling would
Mark Flatman on behalf of Mr & suggest a far more logical approach and one that would also offer a shorter and more direct onshore Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the
Mrs DW Flatman cable corridor routing to Norwich. This is depicted on the full response and is suggested that a detailed process of identifying a grid connection location and landfall. It describes the alternative routes considered and
investigation would undoubtedly reveal and more direct onshore alternative route that would avoid justification for the chosen route.
statutory landscape and heritage designations. It is suggested that Orsted investigate this alternative
route (see full response for marked plan).
We are in close contact with Vattenfall at all levels of the project in relation to their proposed Norfolk Vanguard
and Norfolk Boreas projects; we liaise on environmental consents, communications, stakeholder engagement,
| am very concerned about the lack of coordination between yourselves and Vattanfel. | believe we are techn[cal aspects efc,, soit's notjus.t one point of con tact for both businesses. We are of course paying extra .
in danger of doing untold damage to the Norfolk countryside which can only be mitigated by the two of attention to where the proposed projects may cross in terms of the underground cables, as we recognise that, if
ouncillor Greg Peck, . . . . iy A oth projects are built simultaneously, coordinating construction works will minimise disruption. Additionally, we
Councillor Greg Peck you working together. There will be more such projects possibly requiring further cables being laid N both project built simutt ! dinaf fructi ks will minimise disruption. Additionall

are in close consultation regarding any areas where there could be potential for cumulative impacts to arise as a
result of both developments to ensure we progress the projects appropriately and sensitively.

Notwithstanding the above, it is important to note that Norfolk Vanguard is a project with its own technical and
environmental characteristics and constraints, and is subject to a separate DCO process.

Councillor Greg Peck,
Broadland District Council

There is a specific issue on the Reepham/Salle boundary at the proposed crossing point of both the
Orsted and Vattenfall schemes, which | know you are aware of. You need to revisit your plans and move
the cable routes and the cross over point further away from the effected residents. | seek your
assurance that you will work together to make this happen.

The potential for impacts arising as a result of Hornsea Three to combine with other planned developments
(including the Vattenfall projects) is assessed in each respective topic chapter of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3), under the heading '‘Cumulative Effect Assessment'. Where relevant, specific mitigation measures
have been identified to minimise the cumulative effects.

Judy Holland

| am now extremely concerned about the entire wind farm cabling routes by both @rsted and Vattenfall (I
have written to them too) which will cross in the field behind our home (address below) and which will
have far more impact on us than we previously thought now that the working corridors, site access
routes and construction compounds/marshalling yards are coming to light. If plans are passed this will
have a massive long term impact on us with noise, dust and access in and out of our home.

Where sensitive receptors are located in close proximity to the onshore cable corridor, the Project will ensure
That sensitive management measures, such as noirse, dust and traffic control are considered. These are
Documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application.
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Councillor Jo Copplestone,

Finally | support the use of Oulton Airfield as a compound and storage site, subject to local concerns
being addressed. | have concerns about the proposed cable crossing point at Salle (Orsted & Vattenfall

Following this consultation, Hornsea Three has confirmed that the Oulton Airfield will be used as the Main
Construction Compound.

We are in close contact with Vattenfall at all levels of the project in relation to their proposed Norfolk Vanguard
and Norfolk Boreas projects; we liaise on environmental consents, communications, stakeholder engagement,
technical aspects etc., so it's not just one point of contact for both businesses. We are of course paying extra

marked and our plan showing the buildings) you may be able to utilize our livestock buildings for your
purposes i.e. to house storage batteries and/or your Relay Station if the proposed site at Edgefield
proves difficult to get approval on. Our site might not be in the right position for your purposes but if you
think it maybe a viable option we would be happy to discuss it with you.

Broadland District Council Schemes) and | hope there will be collaborative working between both companies to mitigate the Y attentloq fo where the p.roposed projects may Cross in terms .Of the under.grogn.d gablgs, as We recognise that, if
. : . both projects are built simultaneously, coordinating construction works will minimise disruption. Additionally, we
disruption to the community there. . . : . S .
are in close consultation regarding any areas where there could be potential for cumulative impacts to arise as a
result of both developments to ensure we progress the projects appropriately and sensitively.
Notwithstanding the above, it is important to note that Norfolk Vanguard is a project with its own technical and
environmental characteristics and constraints, and is subject to a separate DCO process.
We attach the CPRE Norfolk response to the further documentation. We make some comments on the
onshore changes, and do with reference to the maps provided. To make these clearer, we attach the . Lo
CPRE Norfolk Spring and Autumn editions of the RGCG Newsletter, which refer to two recently restored farmland N Noted, responses provided to individual comments.
ponds, and their location, under the heading of Map 2 again. Reference: 1078116-s201721-1758282
Following the meeting for Parish councillors at Bawburgh Golf Club we have considered the three routes
for the cables , to pass Church Farm BArns , Little Melton . The best route that we would absolutely As set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, the
Michael and Felicity Walmsle support would be the third option - the blue route . This takes the cables a good way from our barns . y alternate option has been taken forward by Hornsea Three (shown in blue on the consultation documents). This
y y However we would support the original route if it went through the middle of the field a good distance route is shown on the plans which are submitted in support of the DCO application and has been chosen based
from the barns . We would definitely not support the second route which would closely border our on a review of technical and environmental constraints as well as community feedback.
property .
Noted, where sensitive receptors are located in close proximity to the onshore cable corridor, the Project will
ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered.
These are documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which acompanies the DCO
2) The alternative route around Salle appears to be better than the original route, however, | still have application.
Councillor Graham Everett, goncems around the sensitivity of this whole area, thgrefore ! segk assurances that residents and. . During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
o . business concerns are fully addressed, also that the impact on this area is kept to the absolute minimum ) : : o X :
Broadland District Council . . . . L . reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration
time period required for the works to be completed with a minimal land area being affected and . o ; ! .
. for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
disrupted. . . ) . . .
duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-
year gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the
Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any
particular location.
Further to correspondence which we receive from yourselves from time to time and to a report this week
in the local paper (Eastern Daily Press) it occurred to ourselves that our Unit | GG
which has 5 modern livestock buildings (building 4 and 5 being erected this
year and the first three erected thfee years ago) qnd which site your proposed cablg will run along side This alternative was considered by the project, but it is not suitable for the booster site in terms of location along
D & J Perry-Warnes will actually go across two of our fields (enclosed is a copy of your plan sent to us with * N

the route or available space.
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I would like to state my complete support for the alternative rout outlined on map?7 in you further
consultation document.
If this route were taken on the far side of the lake as opposed to being adjacent to our property, [ Gz

As set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, the
alternate option has been taken forward by Hornsea Three (on the opposite site of the lake). This route is shown

John Walmsley it would be a huge relief to me and my wife. | imagine also welcomed by the Y . e L :
) . . on the plans which are submitted in support of the DCO application and has been chosen based on a review of
occupants of The Stewards Cottage whose property the prior alternative route would have gone straight . . ) .
technical and environmental constraints as well as community feedback.
through although of course | cannot speak for them.
| sincerely hope the new alternative route on map 7 is chosen Yours Michael and Felicity Walmsley
| am referring to the recently circulated further statutory consultation documents: in them you set out
proposed access routes. | am the chairman of Swannington with Alderford and Little Witchingham
Parish Council, but | write this in a personal capacity.
| refer speqﬁcally to the access route proposed off of Hall Ro_ad A!dg:rford (NR9 5NF). . , Hall Road is proposed as an access point for Hornsea Three, as is Reepham Road, although the latter is
Hall Road is a narrow country lane which has a 7.5 tonne weight limit. The narrowest point of the road is L . . . .
. . RSN . proposed only for HDD monitoring. The access constraints associated with Hall Road are noted and associated
exactly where you have proposed to put the access. Directly opposite the access point is a high brick ; : . ) ! :
Ti . o ) AL : S impacts addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport. It is noted that a
im Praill retaining wall which making it impossible to turn large vehicles into the proposed route. | am the owner . ) : X . .
s e . Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated impacts during the
of the properly opposite this access, hence writing in a personal capacity. . . . : L
T . construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP and
wo hundred metres to the east you have proposed another access route, going through the same ihis forms part of the DCO anplication
meadow, off of the Reepham Road. This does not have the constraints of the Hall Road proposal. P PP '
| suggest that the Reepham Road access be used and not the Hall Road one.
| have discussed this issue with the owner of the meadows affected, Edward Jones of Harold Jones
Farms, who agrees that this is the sensible thing to do.
As | said, we are greatly in favour of wind energy, so we hope that all goes well with the project This comment was acknowledged by @rsted.
Mervyn Bibb (hopefully avoiding route 2 - the first alternative proposed thatlies immediately adjacent to the gardens Y The final onshore cable route avoids route 2 in the vicinity of Little Melton, which originally was the alternative
of three of our four barns!). . .
route presented in the Statutory Consultation Plans (Phase 2.A).
This is all my personal opinion.
| have just read some of the consultation on the hornsea project, and find it quite worrying. The local
fishermen are not allowed the drop crab/lobster pots off Cromer/sheringham as they will damage the Due to the re-reroute of the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor in the nearshore environment, there will be no
chalk reef out there. The whole area is an S.A.C., RAM.S.A.R, A.O.N.B. etc,etc,etc, and yet if the map direct impact from cable installation on the Subtidal Chalk feature of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ. A full
Chris Cotton and my interpretation is correct, you are going to drag a few cables right through it from north to south y assessment of the effects of Hornsea Three on benthic ecology, including on features of designated sites, is
and come ashore .What kind of double standards have we got here. Why not bring the cables ashore at presented in volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology. Discussions on the effects of Hornsea
Mundesley or Happisburgh in an arc to miss the chalk reef, it is no further , and then a shorter distance Three on the qualifying benthic habitats of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ is presented in volume 5, annex
to the connection south of Norwich,which will be less disturbance acroos the land. | see common sence 2.3: MCZ Assessment.
here, or does that not come into the 21st century.
Look forward to hearing from you soon
RICGR called on 27 November and left a voicemail. He then called again on 12 December at approx..
7pm and spoke to Mr Boydell. Mr Boydell lives very close at * and had seen the
consultation on the proposed new access route along Warren Road (Map 2 of the Further
Mr Brian Boydell Supp[ementary Information Plan§) and 'T‘q”'red abou.t how it wopld be used anq for how Ion.g. RlQGR N/A The landonwer response was noted and no further action was required.
explained what type of construction traffic would use it and that it has been designed to avoid coming
too close to the residential properties. Mr Boydell was satisfied with the responses and said that he was
grateful for both the call and the efforts to minimise disruption on the properties and had nothing further
to add to his original verbal conversation at the community consultation events in September.
We are writing to comment on the alternatives proposed for the cable route close to Church Farm Barns
in Little Melton as detailed in your Map 7 (attached, together with an expanded version of the area
. around the dwellings). [SEE ATTACHED PLAN] . Lo
Mervyn and Maureen Bibb For clarity, we refer to the originally proposed north-eastern route as route 1, the first alternative that N Noted, responses provided to individual comments.
runs adjacent to the gardens of three of the barns as route 2, and the more recent second alternative
route to the south-west (shown in blue on your map) as route 3.
Mervyn and Maureen Bibb Route 3 - we have no objections to this proposed route. Y Noted, this is the option taken forward by Hornsea Three.
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Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA3 Regard had to response (s49)

Route 2 - we are vehemently opposed. The 80 metre corridor would run immediately adjacent to the
gardens of&, which are used regularly by all three resident families,
including eight children and seven grandchildren (11 years and under). In addition to the disruption
caused during construction, and while recognising that the proximity of the planned installation falls
within current guidelines, it is not inconceivable that there may be some deleterious
biological/developmental effect of long term exposure to low levels of electromagnetic radiation (we also
note that @rsted has not yet complied with the request of Little Melton Parish Council to respond to the
proposal by George Strong that the company has markedly under-estimated the extent of the resulting
electromagnetic field). Given these uncertainties, we believe that it is irresponsible to consider installing
multiple high voltage cables in such close proximity to residences, particularly those with so many young
children, when there is a viable alternative (Route 3). Moreover, although we understand that @rsted is
not aware of any detrimental impact of the installation of high voltage cables on the market value of
properties located in close proximity, the company has not provided any evidence to support this view.
Given that such installations have been in existence for some time, we believe that it is incumbent on
the company to provide the data to support their contention. It is not acceptable to simply say that it is
not aware of a negative impact on property prices. While there may be no logical reason for such an
installation to have a detrimental effect on the market value of nearby residential property, public
perception does not always follow logic.

Mervyn and Maureen Bibb

This option has not been taken forward by Hornsea Three based on community feedback, as well as technical
and environmental constraints including for example, close proximity to Listed Buildings. Further information is
provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

P.M. Head on behalf of
Thickthorn Residents (1992)
Ltd

You are presumably aware of the Highway Agency's proposals for a road crossing the Norwich Road
near us as a consequence of the alterations to the Thickthorn Roundabout.

N/A

Hornsea Three confirmed that it is aware of these proposals.

Section 48: Duty to publicise

No comments were received in response to the Public Notice relating to the Site Selection Process under Phase 2.B.

Table 3.5:  Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Focused Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.C) relating to the Site Selection Processes.

Christopher Evans-Lombe &

Great Melton Farms Ltd Road to the south of the wood is installed by HDD, particularly bearing in mind that the HDD plant will

already be on site.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA4? Regard had to response (s49)

Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule )
Further to the email received from Orsted Hornsea Project Here on 12th February 2018 with the
attached web link to the interactive map, | write with further comments on behalf of my clients, on a

Bidwells without prejudice basis as follows: The access along the track to Algarsthorpe Farm is required in order to access the area to the south of the River
Edward Christopher Evans-Lombe Yare in relation to the proposed HDDs under the adjacent woodland and river. Where possible, access will be

on behalf of Edward . . ) ; . L

X N taken to these areas from the public roads either side of the section of the route in order to avoid impact to the

Christopher Evans-Lombe & ) . . . ! .

Great Melton Farms Ltd . S o users of this track.. Once a constrgcnon contractor is apppmted .an.d prior to commencment of the work it is
We note that access to the working width is still via the mail drive to Algarsthorpe Farmhouse and, suggested a meeting is held on site to assess the potential traffic interference here and how this can be managed.
bearing in mind the comments we submitted in our representation on 20th December 2017, can we
please discuss the practicalities of how this will work.

Bidwells We note and support the proposed HDD for the route immediately south of the Bawburgh-Marlingford The suggested HDD would be over 500m in length raising technical concerns, especially given the proximity to the

on behalf of Edward Road and the wood immediately west of Algarsthorpe Farmhouse. Would it be possible to HDD the River Yare and wet land either side. There is also a slight bend in the route here which, although not impossible to
intervening section (not open cut) so that the full length of the route from the Bawburgh-Marlingford N achieve, would add further complexities to the HDD, in addition to the change in topography leading down towards

the river. At this stage of the project, it is too early to commit to a complete HDD of this section given there is
suitable land available to support two shorter HDD's.

4Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable.
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Charles Jonathan Wt
Bidwells laA:cfsfzgse(tjotK/IIrn Eeer;:gr;sr?dnt:;itllﬂr;as;: g]flftttii ?\lnofxitghDsg:éngﬁgé?; Zbg:sﬂgtﬁméhﬁgggg ?];ZFI)(;(;‘:I?/Saed Response noted. An alternative access route into the field in question has been added following receipt of earlier
on behalf of Charles Watt traffic hazard which would lead to traffic using the Lodge drive as a run off area which is totally feedback. The proposed access in question remains as an altemative option, should this be required, with the

unacceptable. We, therefore, request that this access route in not used.

Please come back to me if any further explanation on the above points or if a site meeting is required

western access being the preferred point of entry.

Bidwells - On behalf of
Benjamin Goodfellow and Philip
Day

Benjamin Robert Goodfello and
Philip George Day (Map 5 of 6)

The proposed Potential Access Route (New) is approved in principle but may involve moving the
Anglian Water monitoring Kiosk and also cross the manholes that give access to the balancing tank
situated beneath the proposed access. We requent a site meeting to agree the exact route as soon as
possible.

We assume that the alternative route cooured purple on the plan across the meadows will no longer be
required - can this be confirmed?

Christopher Bond would be prepared to meet on site with Orsted representatives to address individual
client concerns.

Both routes shown will remain as options, with the more recently added southern option being the preferred point
of entry. Hornsea Three has suggested that a meeting takes place on site once a construction contractor has been
appointed and prior to work commencing in order to discuss and agree any specific details relating to this access.
Should any amendments to the existing Anglian Water assetts be required, Hornsea Three will liaise with them
accordingly.

Savills - (Jane Kenny) on behalf
of Church Farm (Booton)

| am writing on behalf of our cIient_ who are landowners affected by the third
consultation "Focused Statutory Consultation”. There has been no discussion with our client or us as
agents, with regards to access point across the holding from the road to the onshore cable route
corridor. In addition the appropriate notification of this change via a S.42 has not been received by our
client or us as agent. Our client notes the route that you have selected across Church Farm (Booton).
This is not acceptable. Our clients preferred route is the original proposal with it extending further south
before coming east so that it runs as close as possible to the boundaries to minimise the impact on the
croppable area of the fields. | have attached a plan showing this route hatched red. The reasons for this
are as follows:

1. Itis likely the area of woodland the route would pass through will be felled by the time you commence
works.

2. it will affect less land drains.

3. It will avoid the grain store, the associated infrastructure and underground cabling.

4. There will be less disruption to farming as it will only affect two arable fields rather than four.

5. It will avoid Moor Farm and the associated impact on the occupants.

Th proposed access route is also not acceptable. Our client would like to propose the route that | have
marked on the plan colored blue, subject to the proposed access to the north of Marriott's Way being
acceptable to the Salle Estate. Please note the track you have selected as an access route is actually a
permissive path provided by our client, for the villagers of Reepham to access Marriott's Way.

It is also not clear that the road between our clients land to the north and the woodland to the south will
be directionally drilled however, this is a requirement and mitigate the disturbance to the area. | have
shown yellow on the attached plan.

Our client would consider the use of their new access road from Booton by the contractors, if deemed
helpful, and on the appropriate terms. | have marked this in brown on the attached plan. It is also
proposed a compound has been designated on our clients land. Again this has been down with no
consultation / discussions with our client or us as the agent. Our client in not against the compound
however before making any commitments needs to understand what it is required for, the visual impact
and the length of time required.

A meeting to discuss these changes has been requested but we have heard no further. | trust you find
this self - explanatory but should you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me otherwise
we look forward to having the opportunity to meet and discuss these changes at your earliest
convenience. In the meantime eplease can you acknowledge safe receipt of this email.

The notices issued to your respective clients, as consultation on the access and cable route amendments referred
to, were done so via contact addresses on record and to which earlier correspondence has been sent with no
issues raised. Should these contact addresses be incorrect, we would be grateful if these could be confirmed by
providing completed LIQ forms. Copies of S42 notices issued for your clients have since been provided upon
request.

The objection to the two proposed routes across the landowner's land are noted, despite the eastern option being
added to proposals following earlier feedback from the landowner to recent consultation. The new requested
alternative route option to the west would run adjacent to residential receptors and listed buildings, in addition to
Booton Common SSSI. The existing eastern route option would not have any direct impact on access to Moor
Farm, whereas a western alternative route could impact the road to Moor Farm if the cables were installed here by
direct burial. This route would also avoid the landowner's new barn development and would not impact the
associated infrastructure.

The suggested possible use of the landowner's new access road off Church Road is noted and appreciated. The
temporary compound mentioned would be required for the temporary storage of materials and equipment to assist
with the cable route construction and also the two proposed adjacent Horizontal Directional Drills (HDDs).

Section 42: Local Authorities (prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

No comments were received from the local authorities relating to the Site Selection Process under Phase 2.C.
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Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

Bidwells (Christopher Bond)
on behalf of Edward
Christopher Evans-Lombe &
Great Melton Farms Ltd

Further to the email received from Orsted Hornsea Project Here on 12th February 2018 with the
attached web link to the interactive map, | write with further comments on behalf of my clients, on a
without prejudice basis as follows:

Edward Christopher Evans- &
Great Melton Farms Limited,

We note that access to the working width is still via the mail drive to Algarsthorpe Farmhouse and,
bearing in mind the comments we submitted in our representation on 20th December 2017, can we
please discuss the practicalities of how this will work.

The access along the track to Algarsthorpe Farm is required in order to access the area to the south of the River
Yare in relation to the proposed HDDs under the adjacent woodland and river. Where possible, access will be
taken to these areas from the public roads either side of the section of the route in order to avoid impact to the
users of this track. Once a construction contractor is appointed and prior to commencment of the work it is
suggested a meeting is held on site to assess the potential traffic interference here and how this can be managed.

Bidwells (Christopher Bond)
on behalf of Edward
Christopher Evans-Lombe &
Great Melton Farms Ltd

We note and support the proposed HDD for the route immediately south of the Bawburgh-Marlingford
Road and the wood immediately west of Algarsthorpe Farmhouse. Would it be possible to HDD the
intervening section (not open cut) so that the full length of the route from the Bawburgh-Marlingford
Road to the south of the wood is installed by HDD, particularly bearing in mind that the HDD plant will
already be on site.

The suggested HDD would be over 500m in length raising technical concerns, especially given the proximity to the
River Yare and wet land either side. There is also a slight bend in the route here which, although not impossible to
achieve, would add further complexities to the HDD, in addition to the change in topography leading down towards
the river. At this stage of the project, it is too early to commit to a complete HDD of this section given there is
suitable land available to support two shorter HDD's.

Bidwells (Christopher Bond)
on behalf of Charles Watt

Charles Jonathan V., [

As referred to in the representation submitted on 20th December 2017, we note that one of proposed
accesses to Mr. Kemp's land still leads off the Norwich Road directly opposite the Lodge - Clearly a
traffic hazard which would lead to traffic using the Lodge drive as a run off area which is totally
unacceptable. We, therefore, request that this access route in not used.

Please come bac to me if any further explanation on the above points or if a site meeting is required

Response noted. An alternative access route into the field in question has been added following receipt of earlier
feedback. The proposed access in question remains as an alternative option, should this be required, with the
western access being the preferred point of entry.

Bidwells (Christopher Bond) -
On behalf of Benjamin
Goodfellow and Philip Day

Benjamin Robert Goodfellow, and
Philip George Day, (Map 5 of 6)

The proposed Potential Access Route (New) is approved in principle but may involve moving the
Anglian Water monitoring Kiosk and also cross the manholes that give access to the balancing tank
situated beneath the proposed access. We requent a site meeting to agree the exact route as soon as
possible.

We assume that the alternative route cooured purple on the plan across the meadows will no longer be
required - can this be confirmed?

Christopher Bond would be prepared to meet on site with Orsted representatives to address individual
client concerns.

Both routes shown will remain as options, with the more recently added southern option being the preferred point
of entry. Hornsea Three has suggested that a meeting takes place on site once a construction contractor has been
appointed and prior to work commencing in order to discuss and agree any specific details relating to this access.
Should any amendments to the existing Anglian Water assetts be required, Hornsea Three will liaise with them
accordingly.

Savills - (Jane Kenny) on behalf
of Church Farm (Booton)

I am writing on behalf of our client, || | | | | | | o are landowners affected by the third
consultation "Focused Statutory Consultation”. There has been no discussion with our client or us as
agents, with regards to access point across the holding from the road to the onshore cable route
corridor. In addition the appropriate notification of this change via a S.42 has not been received by our
client or us as agent. Our client notes the route that you have selected across Church Farm (Booton).
This is not acceptable. Our clients preferred route is the original proposal with it extending further south
before coming east so that it runs as close as possible to the boundaries to minimise the impact on the
croppable area of the fields. | have attached a plan showing this route hatched red. The reasons for this
are as follows:

1. Itis likely the area of woodland the route would pass through will be felled by the time you commence
works.

2. it will affect less land drains.

3. It will avoid the grain store, the associated infrastructure and underground cabling.

4. There will be less disruption to farming as it will only affect two arable fields rather than four.

5. It will avoid Moor Farm and the associated impact on the occupants.

Th proposed access route is also not acceptable. Our client would like to propose the route that | have
marked on the plan colored blue, subject to the proposed access to the north of Marriott's Way being
acceptable to the Salle Estate. Please note the track you have selected as an access route is actually a
permissive path provided by our client, for the villagers of Reepham to access Marriott's Way.

The notices issued to your respective clients, as consultation on the access and cable route amendments referred
to, were done so via contact addresses on record and to which earlier correspondence has been sent with no
issues raised. Should these contact addresses be incorrect, we would be grateful if these could be confirmed by
providing completed LIQ forms. Copies of S42 notices issued for your clients have since been provided upon
request.

The objection to the two proposed routes across the landowner's land are noted, despite the eastern option being
added to proposals following earlier feedback from the landowner to recent consultation. The new requested
alternative route option to the west would run adjacent to residential receptors and listed buildings, in addition to
Booton Common SSSI. The existing eastern route option would not have any direct impact on access to Moor
Farm, whereas a western alternative route could impact the road to Moor Farm if the cables were installed here by
direct burial. This route would also avoid the landowner's new barn development and would not impact the
associated infrastructure.

The suggested possible use of the landowner's new access road off Church Road is noted and appreciated. The
temporary compound mentioned would be required for the temporary storage of materials and equipment to assist
with the cable route construction and also the two proposed adjacent Horizontal Directional Drills (HDDs).
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It is also not clear that the road between our clients land to the north and the woodland to the south will
be directionally drilled however, this is a requirement and mitigate the disturbance to the area. | have
shown yellow on the attached plan.

Our client would consider the use of their new access road from Booton by the contractors, if deemed
helpful, and on the appropriate terms. | have marked this in brown on the attached plan. It is also
proposed a compound has been designated on our clients land. Again this has been down with no
consultation / discussions with our client or us as the agent. Our client in not against the compound
however before making any commitments needs to understand what it is required for, the visual impact
and the length of time required.

A meeting to discuss these changes has been requested but we have heard no further. | trust you find
this self - explanatory but should you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me otherwise
we look forward to having the opportunity to meet and discuss these changes at your earliest
convenience. In the meantime eplease can you acknowledge safe receipt of this email.

Section 47: Duty to consult local community

For the reasons above it is in my opinion (having lived here for over thirty years) a very unsuitable site

and the storage compound would be better suited on the other side of the A1067 on land off the Street The other proposed storage areas mentioned (towards Weston Longville) will still be required, and have been
John Hurst (copied in Lady Ann | as this can be accessed from the old A1067 which can be accessed from both directions from the new identified mainly due to additional areas potentially required for soil and material storage, due to the height
Prince-Smith - Landowner on A1067. If this is not possible for any reason, you are already showing two construction and storage N restrictions under the existing overhead electricity tower line. There is also a proposed storage area to the north of
route) compounds to the south and west of Ringland Lane at Weston Longville and it would be better to rely on The Street which has been identified mainly to support the proposed HDD under the River Wensum and adjacent
these two areas which are situated on dry land and which will be much easier to reinstate. | have meadows.

photographs of the winter's flooded road which | can send to you if you wish.

Section 48: Duty to publicise

No comments were received in response to the Public Notice relating to the Site Selection Process under Phase 2.C..

3.3 Policy

Table 3.6:  Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.A) relating to Policy.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /I/NA35 Regard had to response (s49)

Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1)

We note that Hornsea 3 has chosen to voluntarily comply with The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental

Norfolk Vanauard Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 ("the 2017 Regulations"), where "this is possible". We would like to N Within the Policy and Legislation Chapter (Environmental Statement, volumne 1 chapter 2) information is
9 understand any limitations imposed by the 2017 Regulations and any areas (if any) where it has not been provided stipulating how the 2017 regulations have been considered.
possible to comply with them.
- One resident has raised a concern with me relating to potential security implications with so much energy The infrastructure of Hornsea Three will be secured in accordance with established standards, with specific
Holt County Division . . . N . . .
being brought ashore in one location. measures developed during the detailed design phase.

5Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA35

Regard had to response (s49)

Norfolk

River Glaven Conservation
Group (RGCG) and CPRE

The 2008 Core Strategy of North Norfolk District Council refers to the importance of the North Norfolk Chalk
rivers at Policy EN 9 on Biodiversity, and has a six page appendix B devoted to the ecological network,
thanks to the good acceptance of the input of the Norfolk Wildlife Trust. In our view however the importance
of this is still underplayed in the national planning system, in which there is a lack of connectivity. The
planning system compartmentalises landscape and wildlife; and in wildlife there is a separation between
habitats and species. There is a lack in consideration of the overall importance of the ecological network and
how it embraces the component parts.

Clearly Dong Energy has to evaluate impacts and mitigation options arising from their development within
the existing planning framework. However we would hope that Dong might be ‘ahead of the game’, and
provide an overlay on the importance of the ecological network, and this might influence how they assess
the effects and impacts’ significance in the range from negligible to minor, and moderate adverse to major
adverse. If that is a step too far in the present Environment Impact Assessment framework, then still apply in
practice to what is considered to be appropriate mitigation measures to be taken, and do all possible to
apply the best possible.

We could add further in support of this that the compartmentalisation extends to considering each impact
event and fails to assess the cumulative impact across the whole length of the project. To put it crudely but
illustrate the point, there is a need to completely avoid the potential territory of death by a thousand cuts and
backfill. So we urge a ‘generous’ approach to mitigation measures all along the cabling route, especially
where it is within an important ecological corridor.

The most important mitigation technique is the use of horizontal direct drilling, but at present the Glaven
headwaters are only in the ‘second league’ of sites. We fully realise that Hornsea Project Three is a
complex, massive and expensive project; and that open trench will be the norm, and that there is no
transmission loss by cabling up a hill rather than going through by direct drill. We are of course aware also
that the cabling route is designed to avoid sites of the highest nature conservation (and identified farmland
ponds). We ask however that the use of HDD is given careful consideration in aquatic based an ecological
network; and where there are important features such as hedgerows, woodland strips and meadows of
wildlife value, In the context we add that it may be up to a decade between start and finish of the whole
project and all cut and backfill work is completed.

Potential impacts which remain on ecological receptors are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation. This assessment considers the interactions between the
project and ecological receptors, and is informed by the relationship between hydrologeology, hydrology and
water-dependant habitats which are described in the Hydrological Characterisation Note which forms
Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 2.4. This approach was discussed and agreed with the onshore
ecology expert working group which comprised Natural England, the Wildllife Trust, Environment Agency and
the RSPB amongst others.

Impacts from Hornsea Three on ecological and hydrological features, including hedgerows, trees (including
woodlands) and sensitive watercourses has been avoided where possible through commitments to use
trenchless technologies such as Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD). Further details are provided in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation as well as the Outline
Ecological Management Plan which form part of the DCO application.

Norfolk

River Glaven Conservation
Group (RGCG) and CPRE

COMMENTS ON ECOLOGY AND NATURE CONSERVATION:

3.2.15: We note that the PEIR assessment is based on the wider 200 m wide onshore cable corridor search
area which includes the proposed locations for the onshore HVAV booster station and onshore HYDC
converter/HVAC substation. The final 80 m wide cable corridor construction area (60 m wide permanent
cable corridor) will continue to be refined before being confirmed in the final DCO. It is anticipated that a
number of potential impacts identified through this assignment will be mitigated or removed, through the
refinement of the onshore cable corridor, particularly where the onshore cable corridor search area currently
crosses designated sites. We comment: This ‘wriggle room’ might be particularly useful for avoiding impact
on the restored (and those yet to be restored) farmland ponds in the upper Glaven, proving to be important
as a key link in the ecological network.

3.3.1.4, Table 3.1, Field surveys undertaken and associated survey area: We note in this list in particular
the comments on hedgerows, white-clawed crayfish, great crested newt, bats, otters and water voles. All
present in the upper Glaven, see attached Ecological Network document.

3.9.1.3 and Table 3.11; and 3.9.2.2 and Table 3.12: We note the impact assessment criteria and definition of
terms relating to the sensitivity of the receptor, and the magnitude of the impact. We comment: we agree
with the hierarchy order of importance and sensitivity of an international designation (very high), national
designation (high), county or regional level (medium), district level (low) and local level (negligible). We
comment: BUT this is part of the compartmentalisation issue as all on a wider basis might be part of an
ecological corridor, have in that sense a greater importance than when done in isolation. In the refinement
and mitigation stage of the cabling route this needs to be taken into account.

3.10.1.3 and Table3.14: We welcome the design measures adopted in selecting a cabling route. In particular
as a Valued Ecological Receptor (VER) features such as ponds and Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs); these have
been avoided where possible; likewise standard trees. Also as a pre-construction measure the surveys of
ponds; where a trenchless installation across a water course will be undertaken where water voles,

Impacts on protected species as well as associated habitats are included within Environmental Statement
volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation. This assessment considers the interactions
between the project and ecological receptors, and is informed by the relationship between hydrologeology,
hydrology and water-dependant habitats which are described in the Hydrological Characterisation Note
which forms Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 2.4. This approach was discussed and agreed with
the onshore ecology expert working group which comprised Natural England, the Wildllife Trust, Environment
Agency and the RSPB amongst others.

Hornsea Three has committed to use HDD at all EA main rivers and a majority of tributaries. A full list of
crossing, and the methodologies proposed are provided in Environmental Statement volume 4, annex 3.5:
Crossing Schedule (onshore).

It is noted that since the PEIR, refined route at landfall has been identified (western re-route around Kelling)
and the area identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including
community feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and
Holiday Park as well as engineering/technical considerations.

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are
provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.
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Summary of response

Change Y /N /1/NA35

Regard had to response (s49)

Desmoulin’s whorl snail, white-clawed crayfish and/or otters have been recorded. On construction methods
that the landfall cable installation may be by trenchless method beneath Weybourne Cliffs SSSI, we assume
by HDD.

Table 3.14 continued to page 38: There are two lists where measures to minimise the potential for pollution
incidents, and options for trenchless installation. The first lists places where they are identified, seven in all
and include the rivers Wensum, Tud and Bure, and associated water bodies. The second list of four
locations are being considered and may be identified following the completion of species survey, and
include Kellling Heath SSSI and River Glaven head waters and tributaries. We urge that these should be
‘promoted’. The first because heather is difficult if not impossible to regenerate following an open cut and
backfill; it forms part of an area where much effort has been taken to restore heathland also at nearby at
Salthouse, Wiveton Downs and Holt Lowes. There is an impact on Landscape as well as species, and in
addition to being much walked they are part of the North Norfolk tourism ‘offer’. On the Glaven headwaters,
and at the risk of repeating a mantra, we would argue for the central role in the ecological corridor, and that
the numbers of protected species would out-compete the other three rivers, albeit not well recognised,
3.11.1.3/3.11.1.4: Weybourne Cliffs are mentioned again, and notes that they are designated SSSI for its
geological features, and about 1.8 ha of the land falls within the Ecology and nature conservation area. We
comment: this is helpful reminder of in depth on one topic but segregation of others, including landscape
and tourism interests. On a specific point, the sand martin colony does need checking ahead of
construction. After many years of being located under the Coastguard Cottage, some 3-4 years ago they
moved to about 1 km to the east.

3.11.1.5: Kelling Heath returns with a statement that 5.2 ha of heathland habitat falls inside the onshore
cable corridor, which is 5.2% of the SSSI. Then we have: Although restoration would be put in place,
restoration of heathland is not guaranteed and can take many years to succeed. In addition the maximum
design scenario would involve three separate trenching operations over an 11 year period, and it is
considered that heathland restoration would not succeed except potentially in the very long term given the
repeat disturbance that would result in this scenario. We comment, and make some general points here:
Much effort has been put in to extend precious habitat, such as heathland, and we should not be reversing
his by knocking lumps off in some places. Further the EIA ‘system’ rightly takes a view as a safety net that
the impact of a maximum dimension should be considered as a scenario. However an 11 year vacuum in
many situations would be ruinous, not least by some pernicious weeds (as defined by Defra) such as
thistles; but also invasive plant species such as Himalayan Balsam, which on the Glaven the RGCG spend
much time seeking to eradicate. There is also a major issue on many and various individual sites of
sediment run-off. Should you wish to visit and area already badly affected by Himalayan Balsam, then visit
the Wensum or Bure; the same applies there for arable run-off, and near extinction of the white-clawed
crayfish. The EU Habitat Regulations state that a development for a river such as the SAC Wensum should
not make matters worse than the already are. The same principle should apply to our other Chalk Rivers.
The Water Directive Framework seeks to improve the ecology status of all our rivers, those affected by the
development are described as moderate condition, except the Bure classified as poor.

There are other paragraphs that we have ‘marked up’, but to comment would become repetitive and
unnecessary as regards ecology and nature conservation; and some have appeared in the N-TS section.
For this and the Landscape Chapter we will respond again at the next consultation step, and in addition
likely to submit further information on the Glaven for species and habitats in the context of the ecological
network.

Section 42: Local Authorities (prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

No comments were received from the local authorities relating to Policy under Phase 2.A.

Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

No comments were received from persons with an interest in land relating to to Policy under Phase 2.A.

Section 47: Duty to consult local community
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David and Julie Brooks

What is the total cost of Hornsea Project 3 and how is this being paid for — presumably in extra tariffs on fuel
bills. What subsidy rate will be paid to DONG Energy for this project?

Hornsea Project Three is being developed by @rsted (formerly DONG Energy). Headquartered in Denmark,
@rsted is the global leader in offshore wind power, with over 25 years of experience developing, constructing
and operating offshore wind farms.

The subsidy regime in which Hornsea Three would be brought forward is not currently known as this has yet
to be confirmed by the government, this would be determined post-consent.

Ray & Diane Pearce

Cumulative Effects Assessment:

There will be a cumulative effect from the Hornsea Three cables crossing the Vanguard and Boreas cables.
The cumulative effects of co-locating up to 54 high voltage cables, carrying up to 6 GW of electrical energy,
should not be underestimated and the PEIR does not address the environmental issues. Notwithstanding
the potential cumulative EMF, the PEIR Volume 4 Annex 5.1, only acknowledges that there are other
projects in ‘Planning Application’; this is despite acknowledgement from Dong Energy that there have been
specific discussions with Vattenfall regarding their projects. These discussions have purposefully not been
included in the PEIR.

By its own admission, the PEIR should discuss the cumulative impact of projects, plans and activities with
which Hornsea Three may interact. Regarding the crossing point, it is, once again, deficient. We contest
that Dong Energy does not have a design proposal for the crossing of the Hornsea three cables with those
of Vanguard and Boreas. The PEIR makes it clear that the minimum depth of the cables will be 1.2m and
the maximum 2.0m. The significant number of cables and limited depth to which high voltage cables can be
buried, before they are unable to efficiently dissipate heat, will have a significant and potentially detrimental
impact on the local environment for soils, principle and secondary aquifers, substrates and groundwater,
especially regarding thermal effects. Considering the depth and comprehension of the cumulative effects
assessment for the off-shore environment, why has the on-shore environment not been afforded the same
level of detail in the PEIR? Accordingly, there is a requirement for there to be a coordinated plan which will
affect the relative depth of either Dong’s cable trench or Vattenfall's, which will have a consequence for the
environment.

We draw your attention to the Planning Inspectorates directive, as follows:
“.... the Overarching NPS [National Policy Statement] for Energy (EN-1) paragraph 4.2.5 states that: ‘When
considering cumulative effects, the ES [Energy Supplier] should provide information on how the effects of

IRl

the applicant's proposal would combine and interact with the effects of others already in existence’.

We contest that the crossing of the Hornsea three cables with the Vanguard and Boreas cables, will have
detrimental effects on the environment, the ecology, the population and potentially human health (see
EMFs). However, most importantly, there will be a cumulative effect. Astonishingly, the PEIR states that
the overall effect will be solely be from the Hornsea Three cables, and, have graded the environmental
impact of the cables as “minor adverse”.

The potential for impacts arising as a result of Hornsea Project Three to combine

with other planned developments (including the Vattenfall projects) is assessed in each respective topic
chapter, under the heading 'Cumulative Effect Assessment'. In relation to geology and ground conditions, the
cumulative effect assessment is therefore included in Environmental Statement Volume 3, Chapter 1:
Geology and Ground Conditions, section 1.13.

This assessment concludes that there are no signficant cumulative effects associated with Hornsea Three in
combination with other cumulative developments.

Ray & Diane Pearce

Environmental Impact Assessment:

The following quote is at PEIR Volume 3, Chapter 11, Paragraph 2.1.6 :

"The EIA Directive states that Environmental Statements should include a description of “interrelationships”
between environmental aspects likely to be significantly affected by a proposed development. The
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (Paragraph 5) states that “the
EIA must identify, describe and assess in an appropriate manner, in light of each individual case, the direct
and indirect significant impacts of the proposed development on the following factors: a) population and
human health; b) biodiversity.....; ¢) land, soil, water, air and climate; d) material assets, cultural heritage and
the landscape; €) the interaction between the factors referred to in sub-paragraphs a) to d).” "

By omitting the interrelationship of routing the Hornsea Three transmission cables across those of Vanguard
and Boreas the conditions of EIA Directive have not been met by the PEIR. We ask that the Planning
Inspectorate seriously considers why the crossing point was omitted from the PEIR. Also, why are the
discussions between Dong Energy, Vattenfall and National Grid plc regarding nationally significant UK
infrastructure projects are not divulged for public scrutiny.

As noted in previous comments relating to cumulative effects vs. inter-related effects, Volume 3, Chapter 11:
Inter-related effects of the Environmental Statement provides an assessment of the likely effects should the
same type of impact affect the same receptor group during each of the three key project phases (i.e.
construction, operation and maintenance and decommissioning), and therefore have the potential to combine
and result in an overall effect of greater significance. It also provides an assessment of the likely effects
should multiple impact types occur on the same receptor group (e.g. noise and landscape and visual impacts
may affect the same residential properties); impacts may individually be considered insignificant, but when
considered together, could amount to a significant cumulative effect. The potential for impacts arising as a
result of Hornsea Project Three to combine with other planned developments (including the Vattenfall
projects) is assessed in each respective topic chapter, under the heading 'Cumulative Effect Assessment'.
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Elaine Parkinson

Proposal - Understand the need for renewable energy

Noted. The need for renewable energy is detailed in government policy which is summarised in

Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 2: Policy and Legislation.

Section 48: Duty to publicise

No comments were received in response to the Public Notice relating to Policy under Phase 2.A.

Table 3.7:  Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Further Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.B) relating to Policy.

Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y/N/1/NA®

Regard had to response (s49)

Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1)

No comments were received from the prescribed consultees relating to Policy under Phase 2.B.

Section 42: Local Authorities (prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

No comments were received from the local authorities relating to Policy under Phase 2.B.

Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

No comments were received from persons with an interest in land relating to Policy under Phase 2.B.

Section 47: Duty to consult local community

Dale Heaton

3 We need more so called green energy production although there is already a cost to the environment in
terms of the manufacture and installations of the turbines and accompanying infrastructure.

Noted

Section 48: Duty to publicise

No comments were received in response to the Public Notice relating to Policy under Phase 2.B.

6Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable
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3.4 Project Description

Table 3.8:  Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.A) relating to the Project Description.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y /N /1/NA? Regard had to response (s49)

Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1)

One of our Parish Councillors, Ruth Goodall, has received the latest communication concerning the
consultation for the Hornsea 3 wind farm (dated 25/7/17). On map 7, for the parishes of Morton on the
Hill and Weston Longpville, the route is marked but also marked is a construction compound. Please
can you provide details of what this will consist of, how it will operate, and the numbers of vehicle
movement and types of vehicles that will use it. The location on the map is within an existing 7.5t
weight restriction order which encapsulates the main village of Weston Longville and the surrounding
narrow lanes and we would like to evaluate the impact associated with this when responding to the
consultation.

The Main construction compound proposed near Weston Longville has not been taken forward to the application.
| The main construction compound for the project will be located at Oulton Airfield, accessed off the B1149, as
detailed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description

Weston Longyville Parish Council

HSE's land planning advice. Will the proposed development fall within any of HSE’s consultation
distances? The 3 fixed sites within Hornsea 3 Export Cable Route (ECR) search are: #0649 Bernard
Matthews, Weston Green, #3374 Bernard Matthews, Great Witchingham, #3374 Bernard Matthews,
North Sire, Great Wltchingham. The search area is also crossed by 8 pipelines operated by National
Grid. They are: NGG 1720 No 4 Feeder Bacton to Great Ryburgh, NGG 2739 No 27 Feeder Bacton to
Kings Lynn, Comp., NGG 1709 No 3 Feeder Bacton to Roudham Heath, NGG1686 Bowthorpe to
Drayton, NGG1684 Bowthorpe Supply, NGG1644 Yelverton to East Carleton, NGG1640 Silfield Tee
to East Carleton. HSE recommends that the applicant contacts National Grid to discuss up to date
information on pipeline location, as the applicant is advised not to rely solely on the information in this
response in establishing where encroachment on pipelines could occur.

Response noted. Hornsea Three has engaged with relevant asset owners to confirm existence of assets within
| the onshore cable corridor (as appropriate). Onshore crossings are identified, along with the crossing
methodologies proposed, in the Onshore Crossing Schedule which forms part of the DCO application.

Health & Safety Executive

Proposed working hours are set out in the outine CoCP which forms part of the DCO application. The outline
CoCP is a ‘living’ document that will be updated as required post submission of the DCOapplication, during the
Examination Period following more detailed engagement with stakeholders and post examination by way of
instruction of the Examining Authority and Secretary of State.

There is concern as to the working hours of the project in practical terms and how long is it proposed

Plumstead Parish Counci that the overall scheme will take?

| In terms of the duration of the construction phase for the whole scheme, Hornsea Project Three could be built
out in up to two phases. There are various possible reasons for phasing including constraints in the supply chain
or requirements of the government’s Contract for Difference subsidy regime which offshore wind farms currently
rely on to secure a price for the electricity produced by a project. It is currently anticipated that the total duration
of onshore construction works could be up to eight years, which has reduced from eleven years previously

proposed.

Where sensitive receptors are in close proximity to onshore works, the Project will ensure that sensitive
construction management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are

| documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which acompanies the DCO application.
Impacts on residential receptors are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement.

The working width of the scheme passes close to the occupants of Heath Farm and Range Farm —

Plumstead Parish Council nuisance and disturbance should be kept to a minimum.

2.) The PC notes that the magnetic field strength is inversely proportional to the distance from the
conductor by a factor of 21 (circumference of a circle) and that reference fields are measured 1m
above ground. Someone working in a field or playing rugby may well have their head closer to the Noted. Further information on EMF can be found in Environmental Statement, volume 4, annex 3.3: EMF
ground than 1m . The PC would like to see the cable buried at least 2m deep where it passes under Compliance Statement.

recreational land (including the Parochial Charity land, which potentially may be used for allotments
and the growing of fruit trees).

Little Melton Parish Council

7Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable
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River Glaven Conservation Group

We welcome the decision to choose the Barningham site as the preferred site for a booster station.
We welcome the decision to set aside the Hempstead and Pond Hills sites for Booster stations having
chosen the least damaging one at Barningham, but would still strongly prefer an HVDC option with no
booster station all. Is there a feasibility study to be produced on the HVDC options?

As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HYDC
technology will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no
certainty. Therefore, committing to solely HYDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the
project in the future if we do not see the necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose
to opt for HVDC transmission technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning
permission) for such a technology (and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project
unbuildable and/or unprofitable.

Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt will not be made until post consent
after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. This will be informed by a
feasibility study.

River Glaven Conservation Group

The PIER describes screening assessments for a booster station, but | think doesn’t comment on any
need for tree planting to screen it from nearby visual impact. Again background noise assessment is
made. At what point can is it possible to judge the incremental effect of a booster station on noise and
indeed light pollution? This information may be hidden within the depths of the PIER- or be produced
later. We will attend the consultation dates and be able to ask more but answers to the above would
be appreciated.

During design refinement, visual screening has been proposed for the HVAC booster station to minimise
impacts. Indicative proposals are shown within the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the
DCO application.

An assessment of both construction and operational noise impacts associated with the onshore infrastructure
(including the HVAC booster station) is provided within Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and
Vibration. Details of the baseline noise surveys which have been undertaken to inform the noise assessment are
presented within Environmntal Statement volume 6, annex 8.1: Baseline Noise Survey.

During construction noise and light pollution would be controlled through appropriate design and construction
management measures documented in the outline Code of Construction Practice which forms part of the DCO
application. In respect to lighting, site lighting at the HVAC booster station will only operate when required and
will be directional to avoid unnecessary illumination.

Maritime & Coastguard Agency

Construction scenarios
MCA would like to see continuous construction which is progressive across the wind farm with no
opportunity for two separate areas to be constructed with a gap in the middle.

Comment noted. The project has assessed a phased approach within all chapters of the Environmental
Statement including volume 2, chapter 7: Shipping and Navigation, with the assessment allowing for build out in
one or two phases.

Trinity House

| can confirm that Trinity House is satisfied with the PEIR, the contents of which have been noted.

Noted

Trinity House

However, our concerns remain over the structural design of the substations, as well as their locations
and also the proposed layout of the array of wind turbines. We would of course welcome the earliest of
consultation on these matters once further details become available.

A post PEIR meeting was held between Hornsea Project Three and Trinity House where details as the worst
case layout taken into the assessment and intended location of substation and search area for HVAC booster
stations was presented
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Summary of response

Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Whale & Dolphin Conservation

Potential impacts

Volume 1 Chapter 3 of the PEIR ‘Project Description’ describes the various foundation types being
considered for

Hornsea 3. We are pleased to see that a number of options are open for consideration. However, we
are concerned to see that foundations requiring piling are included, in particular monopiles. Pile
driving, even with the use of pin piles, has the potential to cause physical harm, as well as
displacement.

Reactions to the pile driving process for wind development have been recorded at distances up to 15
km from the piling site (Carstensen et al., 2006). Thomsen et al. (2006) found that the noise generated
by the construction of offshore wind farms was loud enough to be audible by harbour porpoises
beyond 80 km from the source and could mask communication at 30 — 40 km. Bottlenose dolphins
could exhibit behavioural responses at distances of up to 40 km from pile driving locations (Bailey et
al., 2010).

A paper analysing foraging rates in harbour porpoise found that they feed almost continuously to meet
energy needs and are therefore highly sensitive to disturbance (Wisniewska et al., 2016). Given the
importance of the Hornsea 3 area and the cSAC for harbour porpoise, most likely as prime foraging
areas, displacement from the area could be very significant.

Due to the sensitivity of harbour porpoises to noise disturbance, the location of Hornsea 3 to the
Southern North Sea ¢SAC and that alternative foundations are available that have significantly less
noise impact, we strongly recommend that foundations requiring piling are removed as an option for
Hornsea 3.

The Applicant notes the WDC position on use of monopile foundations, and recognises that it is a position they
adopt industry wide and therefore, not unique to Hornsea Three. As WDC are aware there is a balance that
needs to be struck between adopting a restricted design envelope and retaining technical and commerecial
flexibility. Based on the outcomes of this assessment the Applicant does not consider such stringent envelope
refinement (which could fundamentally affect the project’s viability) is merited. The Applicant points the WDC to
those embedded measures that it has committed to (as presented in Section 4.10 of Environmental Statement
volume 2, chapter 4: Marine Mammals) to reduce the potential underwater noise effects on marine mammals.

Electricity Supply Issues

2.12 ltis felt that DONG Energy should:

(@) pursue a HVDC solution where economically viable in order to minimise the onshore
environmental impacts arising from the proposal;

We address each of your points in turn:

As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HYDC
technology will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no
certainty. Therefore, committing to solely HYDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the
project in the future if we do not see the necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose
to opt for HVDC transmission technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning
permission) for such a technology (and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project
unbuildable and/or unprofitable. Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt
will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place.
This will be informed by a feasibility study. It should also be noted that HYAC does not always result in the

+ Construction; assembly and manufacture of windfarm components; and
* operations and maintenance.

Norfolk County Council (b) Work with National Grid and UK Power Networks to consider options regarding the potential to | maximum design scenario, for example an HVDC converter station is expected to be a greater height than the
feed electricity into the local transmission networks to assist, for example, with the electricity needs HVAC substation.
along the A 11 (T) corridor; and
(c) Continue to work closely with other offshore windfarm developers to minimise any onshore impacts The transfer from the National Grid to the local network, or the capacity of the local transmission network is
arising from their development beyond the projects control. Orsted understands UK power networks has demand feeder connections at
Norwich Main which already supply the local area with power. Therefore any power produced by Hornsea Three
and injected into Norwich Main 400kV substation, will feed into both local demand (through these feeders) and
the National transmission system, as this is the nature of electrical interconnection.
Cumulative effects which may arise from Hornsea Three in combination with other planned developments are
assessed in individual topic chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3). Hornsea Three has and will
continue to work with Vattenfall in relation to potential interactions
Socio-Economic Issues We will certainly explore the ability to use port facilities along the East Coast. We are likely to use more than one
2.16 The County Council strongly encourage, on economic development grounds and supporting the port during construction, and cannot yet ascertain where we would site an operations and maintenance base. A
Norfolk County Council Norfolk economy, DONG Energy to use the Port facilities at Great Yarmouth for: N decision on which port to use will not be made until detailed discussions have taken place with potential

suppliers, at a stage where we have a greater understanding of where the various components will come from
and port capabilities. This will likely be post consent.
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team on this matter to allow a co-ordinated approach.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
Local Member Views refinement (see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives)
2.39 The Local County Councillor for Melton Constable has made the following comments: or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential receptors,
2.40 There is generally little opposition to these proposals in absolute terms and local residents these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
appreciate the importance of national infrastructure and securing future energy supply;
Norfolk County Council 2.41 There are concerns about the lack of mitigating measures planned in respect of the onshore | Appropriate mitigation measures relating to the onshore HVAC booster station are also identified in the relevant
HVAC Booster Station; and topic specific chapters. For example, visual disturbance impacts and associated mitigation are outlined in
2.42 The Local Member strongly urges the County Council to insist that the developers provide Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the
detailed mitigating measures as part of their submission in respect of: height, visibility and noise — restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC
relating to the HVAC booster station at Little Barningham. booster station to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline
Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.
We note that the approach being taken on the assessment is to take forward alternative options . . . .
Norfolk Vanguard for both HVAC and HVDC solutions.  We would welcome further discussions with the Hornsea 3 N Discussion between Hornsea Project Three and Vattenfall Vanguard have occurred on a regular basis

throughout the pre-application phase.

Planning, South Norfolk Council

4) How will the impact of installing the cables be minimised?

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, Weybourne Cliffs and
Kelling Heath SSSI have been avoided through alternative routes and no direct impacts are predicted on these
designated sites from Hornsea Three. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the
project are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise
impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers). These measures are identified in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3).

Royal Mail/BNP Paribas Real
Estate UK

1. More information should be provided in the ES that is submitted in support of the DCO application
on the locations of all the onshore infrastructure elements, details of how and when these
infrastructure elements will be constructed, the resultant traffic impact during the construction phase
and the mitigation measures that are required. This information should be supported by a TA with an
appropriate traffic model.

Information relating to the location of onshore infrastructure, construction programme and construction
methodology is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport, with mitigation measures identified where relevant. A transport asssessment acocmpanies the
assessment, presentec in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 7.1: Transport Assessment.
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Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Eastern Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Authority

Policy CAB 1

The East Marine Plans Policy states that ‘preference should be given to proposals for cable
installation where the method of installation is burial’. The PEIR documentation (Volume 1, Chapter
3.6.9.) states that the cable will typically be buried between 1-2m depth and where the cable cannot
be buried cables will be secured using armoring, such as rock, mattress or proprietary separation
layer, to maintain integrity. This is not in keeping with the East Marine Plans policy and efforts should
be made to minimise the length of cable that will require armoring. Additionally, previous requests to
use armoring in The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC have not been consented by Natural
England and the MMO. Armoring cable instead of cable burial can have increased adverse effects on
the environment but also on fishing activity. For example, the presence of the export cable if not buried
can result in snagging of fishing gears, a significant safety implication particularly for the small vessels
operating in this area, and thus could permanently exclude fishing activities from the area. Until the
cable route has been decided and the proportion and location that require armoring have been
determined, the potential impacts cannot be accurately assessed. In general the need for armoring
occurs when cable crossings are required or in the presence of harder sediments, further supporting
the requirement for the cable route to avoid the rock and chalk features within the offshore cable
corridor.

The PEIR documentation (Volume 2, Chapter 2.11.2.19) describes that whilst the creation of hard
substrate from cable protection will have long-term adverse effects on existing local biological
communities, it is also associated with increases in biodiversity and provision of habitat resulting from
the formation of ‘artificial reefs’. Although to some extent EIFCA agree with this, communities
associated with hard substrates tend to include long-lived, and slow growing species, taking many
years to colonise and become established. Any benefits that they may provide will be highly localized
and need to be considered against the loss of existing habitat. Consideration also needs to be made
to the disturbance and removal of any subsequently established communities during the
decommissioning phase of the development.

The East Marine Plans Policy does indeed alude to a preference for cable burial but Hornse Three note that this
is a preference rather than a necessity. It will not always be possible to bury cables depending on the nature of
the sediment (allbeit it is possible to bury cables in chalk) and hence other methods are considered and form part
of the Project envelope. Further refinements have been made to the project envelope in relation to cable
protection, as detailed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Comments relating to the removal of epifaunal communities associated with hard substrate during
decommissioning are noted and assessed in paragraph 2.11.3.28 et seq. of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic
Ecology in the Environmental Statement.

Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Policy CS6 of the adopted Great Yarmouth Core Strategy states that port related development
proposals will be supported by encouraging a greater presence of higher value technology and
energy-based industries in the Borough. It is, therefore, welcomed that Great Yarmouth is
acknowledged as having the greatest potential to benefit from the proposed development given our
supply chain capacity and capability. Great Yarmouth is the centre for the offshore energy industry in
England, with a 50 year history of supporting the offshore oil and gas industry and the burgeoning
offshore wind sector. The port of Great Yarmouth is currently involved in the construction of two new
windfarms, Galloper and East Anglia 1 and is the operations and maintenance base for the original
offshore windfarm at Scroby Sands and Statoil's new Dudgeon Windfarm. Great Yarmouth has
developed a wide ranging supply chain of local companies to support the oil, gas and offshore wind
sectors.

Acknowledged.
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Broadland District Council

The District Council requests that futher detailed investigations and assessments are undertaken in
respect of:

- The alternative underground cable route to the west of Salle Park as shown in the 'Phase 2 Statutory
Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

- The additional temporary construction compound identified at Oulton Streen as shown in the 'Phase
2 Statutory Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor has been subject to rerouting since the production of the PEIR and
now passes 110 m from Salle Park at its nearest point, thus avoiding any effect on the relationship between the
church and Salle Park. An assessment of impacts on heritage assets is provided in Environmental Statement,
volume 3, chapter 5: Historic Environment.

In respect to the main construction compound at Oulton, Hornsea Three recognises the sensitivity of this location
and since its identification as the main construction compound, Hornsea Three has sought to identify measures
to minimise any impacts on Oulton village, local residents and the local road network. In this regard, where
properties are located in close proximity to the Oulton Airfield, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction
management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an
outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application, as well as the topic
specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3). Furthermore, it is noted that a Construction Traffic
Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated impacts during the construction phase; an
outline of this document has been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP and this also forms part of the
DCO application.

Both the alternative route to the west of Salle Park and the construction compound at Oulton are now considered
throughout the Environmental Statment (volume 3)

It is understood that the length of the build programme is still to be finalised and in respect of the
construction programme for the onshore export cables this could be up to 6 years in total, if more than
a single phase build out programme is utilised. | n the District Council's opinion a 6 year build

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration
for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-
year gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the

result of government processes, it must surely be in the interests of DONG as much as the residents
along the construction path for this to be consolidated into a single plan. Economically and
environmentally this makes so much more sense.

Broadland District Council programme would have very serious implications for the local tourism and agricultural economies. Y Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any
Further details in this respect, together with how the impacts will be mitigated are requested and the particular location.
applicant is asked to liaise with relevant landowners to minimise the impact of the extended
construction programme. Impacts on agricultural farm holdings, socio-economics and tourism are assessed in Environmental Statement
volume 3, chapters 6: Land Use and Recreation and chapter 10: Socio-Economic respectively. Where
appropriate, mitigation measures have also been identified within these chapters to minimise potential impacts.
3.2. Report to Inform the Appropriate Assessment (RIAA): Southern North Sea cSAC
Table 3.2 indicates that floating turbines are being considered as part of the design envelope. An
The Wildlife Trust (joint response assessment against entanglement should be undertaken for the Southern North Sea cSAC and also y Floating turbines are no longer within the design envelope and therefore, this comment is no longer relevant
from Norfolk WT and TWT) be included in the EIA marine mammals chapter. It is stated in 3.4.4.26 that if floating turbines are ' '
used, anchors to secure mooring lines could be secured by piles. Please could figures be provided on
the potential hammer energy required for installing anchor piles for floating turbines.
Construction
Three phases During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
The potential that this project could be built out over three phases raises serious concerns, many of reduced the total number of phases to two and the duration of the maximum timeframe over which construction
Holt County Division which have been addressed above. Whilst it is understood this is out of the hands of DONG and a Y could occur onshore to eight years (noting that this would not be 8 years of continuous construction in any one

area). An indicative construction schedule for the project as a whole is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.
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protection. The impact that they may have on the archaeology needs to be considered, in terms of the
worst case scenario or reassessed once the foundation types have been selected, so that an
appropriate mitigation strategy can be developed.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HYDC
technology will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no
Whilst accepting that HVDC is an emerging technology, we understand that HVDC has already proven certainty. Therefore, committing to solely HVDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the
more effective in underwater transmission systems over long distances; particularly in distances over project in the future if we do not see the necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose
50km. From associated background research, it would also appear to offer other substantial financial to opt for HVDC transmission technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning
- and environmental advantages — fewer cables are required, and lower power amounts are lost over permission) for such a technology (and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project
Holt County Division Co ) . . o . . | . :
transmission distances; not to mention the savings by not building the booster stations. This being the unbuildable and/or unprofitable.
case why are DONG still asking for both options to be considered? This is a landmark project due to
its size, all the more reason for DONG to build on its green credentials and invest in technology that Due to this uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made
protects the environment and communities they work in, aswell as providing clean energy. until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of
this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC
or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.
The size of the project and current government processes, dictate construction is likely to take place in
phases over several years, thus potentially causing multiple periods of disruption, which is of great During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
Holt County Division concern to residents. It is essential housholders receive binding commitments that the total | reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. A breakdown of the maximum
construction period will be kept to an absolute minimum. (I believe this also endorses the views of construction durations is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Project Description.
High Kelling Parish Council).
o - In assessing the effects of Hornsea Three on marine archaeology, the assessment has been undertaken on the
Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description NP . . ! .
) ) . . basis of i) the greatest area of near-surface sediments disturbed and ii) the greatest penetration depth of
Section 3.6.4 - a number of options have been presented for the foundations of the turbines, such as . . . o
. L . ; . S foundations (see Environmental Statement section 9.7 of volume 2, chapter 9: Marine Archaeology). These two
monopiles, piled jacket, gravity base etc. Each of these options has different implications for any . T . A
L ; . . assessments are undertaken as they have very different effects on the marine historic environment, making it
Historic England archaeology present in the area, such as the ground preparation requirements and the need for scour |

difficult to identify which option can best be said to represent the greatest effect. The assessment therefore
considers both the maximum design scenario on seabed features (i.e. maximum seabed footprint), and the
maximum design scenario in terms of buried remains (i.e. maximum volume of material disturbed); see
Environmental Statement Table 9.8 in Volume 2, chapter 9: Marine Archaeology.

Historic England

Section 3.6.5.2 - We are aware that it has not been decided if the cable system would use HVAC or
HVDC technology. This has implications for the number of cables required and how they are arranged.
The maximum design scenario for cable diameter, length of cable and voltage carried has been
presented in Table 3.21. It is also not yet known how the cable trenches would be excavated as this
would be defined post-consent (Section 3.6.5.5). The worst case scenario has been presented in
Table 3.25. In our view the historic environment would need to be taken into account when the cable
system and installation approaches have been decided so that an appropriate mitigation strategy is
developed. This would need to be reflected in a suitably worded WSI, and no pre-commencement
works should be undertaken until the WSl is in place and has been agreed. This is similar for the
offshore accommodation platforms (Section 3.6.6), Offshore substations (Section 3.6.8), Offshore
export cables (Section 3.6.9).

The marine archaeology assessment (Environmental Statement volume 2, chapter 9: Marine Archaeology)
considers the maximum design scenario for cables and foundation (including substation installation). An outline
WSI (Environmental Statement volume 5, annex 9.2: Outline Written Scheme of Investigation) has also been
prepared and submitted as part of the application. The procedures set out in the Outline WSI are intended to i)
identify archaeologically sensitive remains encountered during the development, ii) to avoid them wherever
possible and iii) to enable recording of any remains that are directly affected.

The WSI will be monitored and updated throughout the post-consent process to ensure that the scheme of
investigation is appropriate to the final project design.

Historic England

The Landfall section (Section 3.6.11) discusses the use of HDD or Thrust Boring in order to bring the
cables onshore. It should be noted that internationally significant deposits referred to as the Cromer
Forest bed Formation (CF-bF) have been recorded along the Norfolk coast that preserve a range of
remains, from large mammal remains such as elephants/mammoths, palaeoenvironmental remains,
flint tools and even footprints of early hominids (Homo antecessor). The potential of these deposits
and the value of the information that they may hold requires careful considerations to be made about
how the archaeology at the landfall site can be evaluated and assessed in order to maximise any
opportunities. Likewise there are known to be significant Holocene deposits recorded along the
Weybourne cliffs, and these need to be identified and taken mitigated if and where necessary.

Environmental Statement Volume 5, annex 9.1: Marine Archaeology Technical Report, provides a baseline
review of the known and potential archaeology within the Hornsea Three intertidal area. The impacts from
Hornsea Three on known and potential archaeology within the Hornsea Three intertidal area is assessed in
section 9.10 of volume 2, chapter 9: Marine Archaeology.

Historic England

In relation to Section 3.6.12 it should be noted that anchorage and jackup/spud legs can damage
surface and near-surface archaeology, and that it may be necessary to identify safe areas where
vessels can be anchored, and place exclusion zones for archaeology that may be at risk of damage.

The comment from Historic England is noted and Archaeological Exclusion Zones (AEZs) (see Environmental
Statement volume 5, annex 9.2: Outline Written Scheme of Investigation) are proposed for all high and medium
anomalies to avoid direct impacts on sites of identified archaeological significance.
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Marine Management Organisation

2.2. DONG Energy have stated that “Up to four installation vessels may be used, with up to two piling
and two drilling simultaneously (paragraph 3.6.4.10, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description).
Clarity should be provided as to whether this is likely to be in one phase or across all three phases of
the proposed Project.

Further information has been added to the Environmental Statement volume 1 chapter 3 Project Description.

Marine Management Organisation

2.3. The MMO recommends that a ‘Rochdale Envelope’ approach is adopted for the methods used to
remove boulders and other seabed obstructions at foundation locations to enable assessment of this
element of the project (paragraph 3.6.4.11, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description).

Further information has been added to the Environmental Statement volume 1 chapter 3 Project Description.

Marine Management Organisation

2.4. A disposal site characterisation report will be required to enable the disposal of dredging and
drilling spoil adjacent to foundation locations (paragraph 3.6.4.14, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project
Description). The MMO notes that site characterisation data has been provided as a technical annex
to the Report (Volume 4, Annex 3.2 — Dredging and Disposal (Site Characterisation)).

A Site Charicterisation document has been produced as part of the Environmental Statement at Volume 4 Annex
3.2

Marine Management Organisation

2.5. DONG Energy should review and adhere to the collaborative guidance document produced by the
Health and Safety Executive and Maritime and Coastguard Agency entitled, “Regulatory expectations
on moorings for floating wind and marine devices” (August 2017). In addition, the MMO requests
further information on the proposed floating foundation moorings. Detail such as the maximum anchor
size, total area of seabed expected to be covered by floating foundation anchors and the total areas of
scour from anchor lines is requested (paragraphs 3.6.4.38 and 3.6.4.40, Volume 1, Chapter 3 —
Project Description).

Floating foundations are no longer part of the Project Envelope and therefore this comment is no long relevant.

Marine Management Organisation

2.6. The layout of inter-array cabling has not been described for turbines with floating foundations. The
MMO recommends that this element is added to the project description, particularly if floating inter-
array cables are being considered. Information is required to allow an assessment of their potential
impacts on commercial fishery activities, shipping and navigation (Table 3.22, Volume 1, Chapter 3 -
Project Description).

Floating foundations are no longer part of the Project Envelope and therefore this comment is no long relevant.

Marine Management Organisation

2.7. The MMO requests further information on the range of foundation types proposed for the HVAC
booster station, which has not been specified in the project description (paragraph 3.6.8.26 and Table
3.34, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description).

Further information has been added to the Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 3 Project Description.

Marine Management Organisation

2.8. The MMO notes that Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) has been omitted from the potential list
of export cable installation techniques (paragraph 3.6.9.7, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description).

Information is included within Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 3 Project Description in relation to the
potential use of HDD at landfall. HDD would not be used elsewhere on the offshore export cable route.

Marine Management Organisation

2.9. Clarity is required in the ES as to whether pre-grapnel boulder and unexploded ordnance (UXO)
removal have been included in the seabed disturbance figure in the maximum design scenario for
offshore export cables installation (Table 3.37, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description).

Further information has been added to the Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 3 Project Description.

Marine Management Organisation

2.10. The MMO requests that clarification is provided in the ES as to what the 50% figure refers to
regarding “Sand wave clearance: Contingency - 50%” along the proposed export cable route (Table
3.40, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description).

Further information has been added to the Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 3 Project Description
with regards to the rational behind sandwave clearance estimates.

Marine Management Organisation

2.11. The legend in Figure 3.18 — Export Cable Route Corridor at Landfall indicates a temporary
working area at Weybourne, however it is not clear from the map as to where the temporary working
area is located (page 35, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description). The MMO also requests that
further information is provided on the activities planned within the temporary working area in areas
where this is situated seaward of the MHWS tide mark.

The temporary working area in the vicinity of the landfall has been refined and can be seen in the works plan
(offshore) (Application document reference A.2.4.1). Further information has been added to the Environmental
Statement Volume 1 Chapter 3 Project Description.

Marine Management Organisation

2.12. The MMO recommends that further information on the methodology for excavating the proposed
HDD exit pits is included within the ES (paragraph 3.6.11.8, Volume 1, Chapter 3 - Project
Description).

Further information has been added to the Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 3 Project Description.

Marine Management Organisation

2.13. ltis unclear from paragraph 3.6.11.11 whether the potential impacts from thrust boring on
geology and groundwater features have been considered (Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description).

The impacts of HDD operations (akin to thrust boring from an impact perspective) have been considered in the
Environmental Statement, Volume 3, Chapter 1: Geology and Ground Conditions.
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Marine Management Organisation

2.14. DONG Energy has identified the potential for repowering of the Project “(i.e. reconstruct and
replace turbines and/or foundations with those of a different specification or design)” at the end of its
intended 25 year design life (section 3.10, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description). The MMO
advises that such activities do not fall under the definition of “upkeep or reasonable improvement”
under the 2009 Act and therefore constitute a construction activity. The MMO advises that Section 66
(1)(7) of the 2009 Act states that to alter or improve any works within the marine environment requires
a marine licence as highlighted below;
(1) For the purposes of this Part, it is a licensable marine activity to do any of the following;
(7) To construct, alter or improve any works within the UK marine licensing area either

(a) in or over the sea, or

(b) on or under the sea bed.
The MMO’s interpretation of “maintain” is the upkeep, repair or reasonable improvement of the works
and the MMO do not consider “reconstruct” and “replace” to fall within the definition of “maintain” in
line with Article 19 of the Marine Licensing (Exempted Activities) Order 2011 (no. 409).
The PEIR does not assess offshore construction throughout the entire operational period and any
activities under the current definition which have not been assessed within the ES will require a
separate marine licence. In addition, certain projects and plans may have been scoped out of the
Cumulative Impact Assessment due to the lack of temporal overlap which would need to be
considered in marine licence applications for activities within the Project’s operational period.

This comment is acknowledged. Should repowering be considered outside the current envelope, additional

consents will be sought as required.

Marine Management Organisation

2.15. DONG Energy is proposing to allow inter-array and export cables and associated cable
protection to remain in-situ following decommissioning of the Project (paragraph 3.14.2.6, Volume 1,
Chapter 3 — Project Description). The MMO understands that there is no legal requirement to remove
such infrastructure from the seabed following expiry of the date of the DCO. The MMO'’s position
remains, however that all infrastructure should be removed from the seabed so that no lasting legacy
remains. It is presently unclear who would monitor and rectify any exposed or unburied cables
following expiry of the DML(s).

This comment is acknowledged. Orsted's postion remains that cable protection will be left in-situ following

decomissioning.

Marine Management Organisation

1.3. The MMO notes the assumption in the maximum design scenario that up to 10% of the offshore
cable corridor may require cable protection where burial is not an option, with protection methods
including gravel, concrete mattresses and rock placement (paragraph 3.6.9.8, Volume 1, Chapter 3 —
Project Description). The location of cable protection measures has not been specified in the PEIR.
The proposed export cable route passes through a number of designated marine protection areas and
therefore the significance of the impact of cable protection measures within these locations will be
higher than in other areas of the proposed route. It is not currently possible for the MMO to comment
on the potential impact of cable protection measures on a range of potential receptors without a
clearer indication as to where along the proposed export cable corridor the protection measures are
likely to be required.

More detail has now been added to the Environmental Statement regarding cable protection and the required
amount in desginated sites has been revised (see Environmental Statement, Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project

Description).

Marine Management Organisation

1.4. The inshore section of the proposed cable corridor passes through the Cromer Shoals Chalk Reef
Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ). The MMO notes that the current plan for trenching through subtidal
chalk, peat and clay features would result in the permanent loss of a proportion of these features and
a change of habitat type, with no potential for recovery (paragraph 2.11.1.16, Volume 2, Chapter 2 —
Benthic Subtidal and Intertidal Ecology). The MMO recommends that DONG Energy further explores
alternative cable corridor routes which avoid permanent impacts on designated features within the
Cromer Shoals Chalk Reef MCZ.

On the basis of the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor re-route presented in volume 2, chapter 2, Benthic
Ecology, direct impacts to subtidal chalk habitats and peat and clay habitats, such as may arise from jack-up
operations or cable burial, are no longer predicted to occur as these habitats are not present within the offshore

cable corridor.

Marine Management Organisation

2. Project Description

2.1. The MMO notes the potential for DONG Energy to construct the proposed Project in three phases
(paragraph 3.5.1.7, Volume 1, Chapter 3 — Project Description). DONG Energy should consider how
data sources and impact assessments will remain relevant and appropriate over the timescale
proposed for the development phases. Monitoring plans should also be designed to reflect the
extended construction period in order to assess impacts through each of the Project phases.

Following consultation on the PEIR, Orsted has reduced the number of phases to up to two. Phasing is
considered throuhgout the Environmental Statement in forming views on the impacts.
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At the landfall area, Hornsea Three may use HDD or open trenching from Mean Low Water to the Norfolk Coast
Path. A decision on which technique to use will be made during detailed design based on further technical
information. The assessments presented in this chapter, and in related chapters assess the maximum design

Preliminary Environmental Information Report: scenario for each particular receptor.

Volume 1:

Chapter 3: Project Description Although the installation of the onshore cable is expected to take up to 30 months in total, work is expected to

Para 3.6.11.5 - the use of HDD for landfall cable laying would be preferable. progress along the route with a typical works duration of three months at any particular location (see

RSPB Para 3.7.1.6 — The RSPB note the maximum installation duration of 30 months and hope that this will | Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description). As such the duration of activities at the

allow for suitable scheduling of works to avoid the most sensitive areas at the points of the year when most sensitive areas would be significantly less than the maximum installation duration of 30 months, although

the relevant receptors are present. the exact timing of impacts would be determined during detailed design. Notwithstanding this, mitigation

Para 3.7.1.8 — Please ensure that measures are put in place to manage any reptiles that may enter measures for works in sensitive areas will be employed as appropriate (see Table 3.19)

the trench whilst it is open. This may be a particular issue around Kelling Heath.
The Outline EMP that accompanies the DCO application contains measures to mitigate impacts on reptiles,
including ensuring they are protected from risk of injury or death during cabling works that affect areas of reptile
habitat.

Gas Transmission

National Grid Gas has high pressure gas transmission pipelines and above ground installations

(AGI's) within or in close proximity to the onshore scoping area. The transmission pipelines and AGl's

form an essential part of the gas transmission network in England, Wales and Scotland:

Above Ground Installations:

‘ Litle Barning @rsted acknowledged the relevant locations of the gas infrastructure and has been in discussions with National

National Grid - Felthorpe NA

Gas Transmission Pipelines:

- Feeder Main 02 - Bacton to Brisley

- Feeder Main 03 - Bacton to Roudham Heath

- Feeder Main 04 - Bacton to Gt Ryburgh

- Feeder Main 27 - Bacton to Kings Lynn

Please find enclosed plans showing the location of National Grid’s transmission infrastructure.

Grid Gas regarding asset interactions.
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National Grid

The following points should be taken into consideration:

Electricity Infrastructure:

§ National Grid's Overhead Line/s is protected by a Deed of Easement/Wayleave Agreement which
provides full right of access to retain, maintain, repair and inspect our asset
§ Statutory electrical safety clearances must be maintained at all times. Any proposed buildings must
not be closer than 5.3m to the lowest conductor. National Grid recommends that no permanent
structures are built directly beneath overhead lines. These distances are set out in
EN 43 - 8 Technical Specification for “overhead line clearances Issue 3 (2004) and also shown in the
following National Grid Document:
http://www2.nationalgrid.com/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=6169
§ If any changes in ground levels are proposed either beneath or in close proximity to our existing
overhead lines then this would serve to reduce the safety clearances for such overhead lines. Safe
clearances for existing overhead lines must be maintained in all circumstances.

§ The relevant guidance in relation to working safely near to existing overhead lines is contained
within the Health and Safety Executive’s (www.hse.gov.uk) Guidance Note GS 6 “Avoidance of

Danger from Overhead Electric Lines” and all relevant site staff should make sure that they are both
aware of and understand this guidance.

Plant, machinery, equipment, buildings or scaffolding should not encroach within 5.3 metres of any of
our high voltage conductors when those conductors are under their worse conditions of maximum
“sag” and “swing” and overhead line profile (maximum “sag” and “swing”) drawings should be obtained
using the contact details above.

§ If a landscaping scheme is proposed as part of the proposal, we request that only slow and low
growing species of trees and shrubs are planted beneath and adjacent to the existing overhead line to
reduce the risk of growth to a height which compromises statutory safety clearances.

§ Drilling or excavation works should not be undertaken if they have the potential to disturb
oradversely affect the foundations or “pillars of support” of any existing tower. Thesefoundations
always extend beyond the base area of the existing tower and foundation (“pillar of support”) drawings
can be obtained using the contact details above

§ National Grid Electricity Transmission high voltage underground cables are protected by a Deed of
Grant; Easement; Wayleave Agreement or the provisions of the New Roads and Street Works Act.
These provisions provide National Grid full right of access to retain, maintain, repair and inspect our
assets. Hence we require that no permanent / temporary structures are to be built over our cables or
within the easement strip. Any such proposals should be discussed and agreed with National Grid
prior to any works taking place.

§ Ground levels above our cables must not be altered in any way. Any alterations to the depth of our
cables will subsequently alter the rating of the circuit and can compromise the reliability, efficiency and
safety of our electricity network and requires consultation with National Grid prior to any such changes
in both level and construction being implemented.

NA

@rsted acknowledged the relevant locations of the electricical infrastructure and has been in discussions with

NGET regarding asset interactions.
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In respect of point 4) whilst the District Council recognises that DONG Energy may need at this stage
to assess the potential of both HYDC and HVAC transmission Council is aware from public comments
made through the current public consultation

processes in respect of the Hornsea Project Three and other major offshore wind proposals seeking
landfall and connections into the National Grid in Norfolk that the public have a strong preference to
see HVDC transmission systems adopted. The Council understands that this is because HVDC
technology would remove the need for onshore and offshore booster stations to be provided along the
route of the export cables between the turbine field and the connection into the National Grid
infrastructure, thereby minimising the impact of these developments on

communities in North Norfolk once the construction of any cable corridor works were complete. The
District Council has therefore prepared its comments on the PIER report based upon the potential of Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision
an HVAC transmission system being deployed, but would ask that DONG Energy continue to appraise on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
North Norfolk District Council both options in the hope that the less intrusive HVDC option might be chosen in the final scheme | engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
design. Without prejudice to the comments made above, the District Council is carefully following the assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology

debate which is taking place over the use by offshore wind development companies of HVAC and depending on the receptor.

HVDC systems and reserves its position in respect of publically lobbying the Government to better
understand the difference between the two transmission systems so that the least environmentally
damaging option might be taken forward on this and other schemes.

Notwithstanding the position outlined above, the District Council values the relationship which has
been established with the DONG Energy team in the development of the Hornsea Project Three
project proposal over the past 18 months and looks forward to continued dialogue with you in the
coming months as the project proposals are refined so as to achieve the best possible outcome for
communities in North Norfolk if the proposal receives Development Consent approval through NSIP
and the Secretary of State.

We wish to stress that we are not overall opposed to the development of Hornsea 3:
only 36% of respondents said they felt it was very important to stop this type of
development happening in Norfolk, and 78% said they were generally in favour of
alternative energy developments.

We have, however, strong concerns about the current proposals that we wish to
have heard. Our voices as members of the local community are somewhat
powerless in the face of infrastructure projects of this national significance.
Responses to the question of whether local feedback would lead to the plans being
adjusted were the most varied: only 47.4% felt they would, with a standard deviation N Noted. Please see responses to particular points raised below.
of 1.43. We are therefore appealing directly to DONG Energy’s company ethics as
well as the initial statutory purpose of the Planning Inspectorate in identifying and
acting on key issues resulting from this consultation.

We believe that each of our concerns can be addressed through appropriate
consideration and investment by the developers and we have avoided suggesting
anything that is excessively prescriptive or clearly unachievable.

We very much hope that our concerns will be taken seriously so that we can support
this opportunity to make the UK’s future energy supply more sustainable.

Edgefield, Bodham, Corpusty &
Saxthorpe, Hemstead and Plusted
Parish Counsils and others.

" Orsted
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2.Prioritising HVDC

We understand the significant uncertainties surrounding the proposed development, although we
believe the risks to be within the normal range for an engineering project of this scale and the potential
profitability of the scheme overall to be within a normal risk threshold for energy generation
construction.

There is a degree of debate around the merits of DC or AC as the most appropriate transmission
technology, about which we lack the specialist knowledge effectively to contribute. It is, however,
abundantly clear that High Voltage DC transmission would significantly reduce the deleterious effects
of the development overall, and in particular in connection to our local area. It is, we understand, an
emergent technology at this industrial level in Europe (see
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_HVDC_projects#Europe_2), and as such could well develop
further between the application and the final choice the developers make.

We believe it is highly likely that the Secretary of State will grant an order permitting the option for
either AC or DC, although we urge them to challenge the developers’ claim that there are relatively
Edgefield, Bodham, Corpusty & few examples of HVDC being used for long-distance transmission between generation and the grid. I
Saxthorpe, Hemstead and Plusted | o research, including the above link, suggests otherwise. We firmly believe that this technology is
Parish Counsils and others. viable and preferable — even if it has a higher cost and project management risk attached. In
subjugating ourselves and the land of which we are custodians to the demands of the UK’s energy
consumption we would like to be a driver, not a passenger, in progressive technology development.
The Hornsea 3 development could contribute

significantly to the development of HVDC transmission in other schemes and have a lasting, positive
impact on the manner in which energy developments are built with minimal damage to the
countryside. We consider it to be DONG Energy’s duty to us, and in its commercial interests to use --
and be seen to use -- the best technologies, not just the most tried-and-tested or cost-effective. We
therefore urge the developers, and failing that the Secretary of State, to make it a condition that HYDC
be explored as the preferred method even if it is more expensive. This could involve a condition being
included that requires HVDC to be the transmission method in question so long as it adds no more
than an agreed percentage to the onshore cable proportion of the project either in risk or known cost.
This would go some way to potentially removing point three below, completely.

Due to current uncertainty (see previous responses on this matter), a decision on which transmission system
(HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems
suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-
case scenario, which could be either HVDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

The Chairman of Marlingford and Colton Parish Council, David Wildon, is very appreciative of Dong
Energy's efforts to inform all the relevant parties as to what is involved in the Hornsea Three project.
The Parish Council, at its meeting held on September 12th, considered the 200m wide corridor for the
cable run through Marlingford. The Council’'s one concern related to the properties on the Bawburgh
Road, in particular, the easternmost dwelling. At the Phase 2 community consultation event that was Y
held on September 12th, in Weston Longville Hall for All, the Chairman was pleased to learn that
horizontal drilling was being considered to drill below both the Yare and the Bawburgh Road in one
continuous operation. It was also indicated that the final corridor possibly could be somewhat to the
east side of the 200m corridor.

Noted. Following consultation on the PEIR, Hornsea Three has committed to a number of points at which HDD
will be employed as a means to reduce impacts, particularly on roads and rivers.

Marlingford and Colton Parish
Council

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Impacts resulting from the
construction phase on socio-economics and tourism are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 10: Socio-Economics.

2. Members are concerned at the consideration DONG Energy is giving to possibly phasing
Weybourne Parish Council construction works over a period of up to eleven years. This period would have a long term impact on Y
the community and tourism. Any extension from a single phase would be hugely damaging.

The height of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation will be up to 25 m (as set out in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description). Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example,
landscape planting around the HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative
landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO
application.

Swainsthorpe Parish Council have the following comments to submit in respect of the statutory
Swainsthorpe Parish Council consultation: |
Councillors are concerned at the size of the proposed substation, especially the height.
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Swannington with Alderford and
Little Witchingham Parish Council

| am writing to provide input into the consultation process, regarding the proposed route for the cables.
Alderford and Hall Road, Alderford

The proposed route passes close to several residential properties in Alderford. You have explained
through parish councillors’ meetings the timescales and digging processes. Parishioners’ concerns in
particular relate to;

* Noise and dust/dirt attenuation

* Disruption to Hall road and the Reepham Road

+ The possibility of significant extension of the construction timescales if the project has to be delivered
in phases.

* Dong identifying all utility cables and pipes, including live privately-owned water pipes

+ Accessing the construction area from compounds

+ Local compensation - benefit

Where possible and practicable the cable corridor route selected seeks to avoid passing adjacent to properties.
This is to reduce impacts associated with construction disturbance and to seek to minimise conflicts such as
Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) traffic movements. However, it is not possible to avoid passing in close proximity to
all properties on the route. Where properties are located in close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive
construction management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are
documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application.

Potential impacts on residential receptors are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapter (as well as the inter-
related effects chapter) contained within Environmental Statement volume 3.

Swannington with Alderford and

Hall Road and Reepham Road: Will the cables be taken under Hall Road and Reepham Road by

All public roads will be crossed by HDD to minimise impacts on the local road network. This is demonstrated in

Little Witchingham Parish Council

Dong identify these so as to prevent rupturing these?

Little Witchingham Parish Council tunnelling rather than open cutting? Y the plans accompanying the DCO application.
Swanninaton with Alderford and Cables and pipes: although Dong should be able to easily identify public utility services, being a rural Hornsea Three review public records to identify existing utilities which may be affect by the project. In respect to
9 area there is a likelihood that there are privately-owned pipes near the construction area. How will N those not on the public record, a more detailed utility search would be undertaken during the detailed phase to

identify any local supplies.

Natural England

1.5 Natural England notes that the maximum piling duration used in the noise modelling is 4 hours
(including the soft start). Natural England advises that on this basis, any piling which exceeds 4 hours
would invalidate the noise modelling and would therefore seek confirmation from DONG Energy that
this is a realistic worst case scenario. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.4.12)

The impact assessment has been updated and is presented within the Marine Mammal Chapter (volume 2,
chapter 4: Marine Mammals) and Underwater Noise Technical Report.

Natural England

1.6 Natural England assumes that this table only considers construction phase and would like to see
the information presented in relation to a phased build scenario.

Vessel movements over a long construction window means that depending on the port transiting from
there is the potential for interactions with Annex | interest features from designated sites. Therefore we
advise that boat operators adopt best practice measures to minimise the potential impacts. This will
also be the case for O&M activities. (Volume 1, chapter 3, table 3.7)

Best practice measure will be adopted by vessel operators furing both construction and operation of the wind
farm.

Natural England

1.7 Natural England advises that seabed levelling is minimised within designated sites and that the
Deemed Marine Licences include a condition to provide a post consent seabed levelling plan for the
array and export cable. (Volume 1, chapter 3, 3.6.4.27)

Quantification of the temporary habitat loss/disturbance associated with sandwave clearance within designated
sites is provided in The Environmental Statement in Tables 2.19 (North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef
SAC), Table 2.22 (The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC), Table 2.23 Cromer Shoal MCZ) and Table 2.24
(Markham's Triangle rMCZ) and fully assessed in the accompanying text of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic
Ecology.

Natural England

1.8 The description of seabed preparation for gravity base foundations is lacking any mention of new
material introduction onto the seabed, such as gravel or rock dumping into the ‘cleared’ area to ensure
foundation stability. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.4.36)

With respect to the benthic ecology assessment, all habitat directly within the footprint of the turbine and
associated scour protection has been assessed as long term habitat loss in the Environmental Statement in
paragraphs 2.11.2.3 et seq of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology.

Natural England

2.3.2

Vol. 1 Chapter 2 — Project Description

Table 3.44

The Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) exit pit dimensions are given at 30 x 50 x 4 m. The section
does not explain whether any additional area of seabed would be disturbed or require clearance
during preparation works for exit pit excavation. Impacts on both subtidal and intertidal should be
considered.

HDD has been discussed as a potential construction activity within the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ in the
benthic ecology chapter (see the Environmental Statement, volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology), although as
discussed in Table 2.14 the maximum design scenario is for open cut trenching rather than HDD and, as such,
numbers for temporary habitat loss associated with this activity are not presented within the chapter.

Impacts of HDD exit pits on features of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ are considered in the Environmental
Statement, section 5.1 of volume 5, annex 2.3: MCZ Assessment.
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Natural England

1.9 The use of permanent rock placement around structures should be minimised as much as possible
in soft sediment environments. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.4.56)

The maximum design scenario for scour protection and cable protection is presented in Table 2.14 of volume 2,
chapter 2: Benthic Ecology in the Environmental Statement. Cable protection requirements for Hornsea Three
offshore cable corridor will be detailed in the Cable Specification and Installation Plan that will be agreed in
consultation with statutory consultees. This document will detail the technical specification of the offshore
electrical system, including a cable burial risk assessment or similar, cable protection specification and
installation risk mitigation measures.

Natural England

1.10 Natural England would expect the Deemed Marine Licences to include a requirement to submit a
finalised cable installation plan based on or as part of the Cable Burial Risk Assessment Plan prior to
the commencement of offshore construction. The plan should also be linked to the Scour
prevention/Cable protection plan(s).

Natural England notes that the option of surface-laying the cable is not mentioned. If this method has
been scoped out of the project envelope it would be helpful to provide this clarity within the document.
(Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.5.5)

The requirement for a Cable Specification and Installation plan is included in the DMLs (application document
reference A3.1). The potential for surface laying of cables has not been scoped out and is still included within the
project envelope.

Natural England

1.11 Natural England supports sandwave clearance outside of designated sites, because this is
preferential to cable burial remedial works involving additional rock placement. A requirement for a
sandwave levelling plan should be included in the Deemed Marine Licences or included as part of the
bed levelling plan. Full details should also be provided on the disposal of dredged material. (Volume 1,
chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.5.9)

Details of sandwave clearance would be included in the Cable Specification and Installation Plan that is secured
within the DMLs (Application document reference A3.1). Details of the disposal of this material are provided in
the Environmental Statement Volume 4, Annex 3.2: Dredging and Disposal (Site Characterisation). It should be
noted that it is important for this activity to also be conducted in designated sites as it will increase the chances
of successful burial which is understood to be preferential to cable protection.

Natural England

1.12 The amount of rock protection for cable crossings within the array is estimated at 33 600 m2.
Please clarify:

- The rationale behind the assumption that 10% of the cable will require protection;

- The likely parameters for each section of cable protection;

- Whether the 25% replenishment during operations is part of or in addition to the construction total.
(Volume 1, chapter 3, table 3.24)

The rationale behind the assumption of 10% cable protection was discussed during a Marine Processes, Benthic
Ecology and Fish Ecology Expert Working Group Meetings in Q4 2017 and Q1 2018. Cable replenishmnet is in
addition to cable protection totals during construction and is considered in Environmental Statement Volume 1:
Chapter 3: Project Description.

Natural England

1.13 See comment in point 1.6 above in relation to potential impacts to Annex | interest features whilst
transiting to and from installation location. (Volume 1, chapter 3, table 3.25, 3.27)

See response to comment 1.6 above.

Natural England

1.14 Information pertaining to the use of scour prevention and/or seabed levelling should be included
in the text.(Volume 1, chapter 3, figure 3.16)

Chapter 3 Project Description has been updated to include details relating to scour protection and seabed
leveling.

Natural England

1.15 Further details should be provided as it is not clear how the figures included in this table have
been derived. Natural England has particular interest in the scour prevention/cable protection as this
could have significant environmental impacts depending on the amount and location. Natural England
advices that an indicative scour prevention and cable protection plan/s is provided as part of the
application.

It is unclear whether the area for rock protection stated here includes cable crossings. It appears that
cable crossings are assessed separately and the total maximum area of rock protection has not been
considered in the report.

SNCBs advised through the Evidence Plan process that cable protection/scour prevention would not
be acceptable within offshore designated sites. We note that the PEIr gives the worst case scenario of
10% cable protection, and without further information on the locations of the cable crossings or areas
where protection will be needed, currently our advice has to be based on that 10% being all within
designated sites.

Sandwave clearance volume is estimated at 182 086 m3 — it is our view that removal of material at
such a large scale may have an impact on the Annex 1 sandbank, the NNSSR ¢SAC/SCI, sediment
budget and dynamics. (Volume 1, chapter 3, table 3.37)

Scour and cable protection requirements (including for cable crossings) are detailed in Environmental Statement
Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description. In addition, the requirement for a Cable Specification and Installation
Plan is secured in the DMLs (application document reference A3.1). It is not appropriate to produce a scour
prevention and cable protection plan at this point in time. Locations of cable protection cannot be specific until
detialed pre-construction surveys have been conducted and in some cases, will change post installation where
required burial depth has not been acheived. This was discussed with Natural England at Marine PRocesses,
Benthic Ecology and Fish Ecology Expert Working Group Meetings in Q4 2017 and Q1 2018.

The envelope has been refined following PEIR such that it is clear that not all 10% of the export cable protection
would occur within designated sites. This is detailed in Environmental Statement Volume 1, Chapter 3: Project
Description.

The impacts of sandwave clearance on the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC is considered in
Environmental Statement, volume 2, Chapter 2: Benthic Ecology and the Report to Inform Appropriate
Assessment (application document reference A5.2)

Natural England

1.16 As per comments to section 3.6.5.9 above. We note that there are proposals to clear sandwaves

within designated sites along the export cable corridor. Please see our comments in Annex 2 Sections
1 and 2 in relation to benthic ecology and marine processes. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.9.12
and Table 3.42)

Noted. As explained above, it is considered that activities such as sandwave clearance will actually increase the
likelihood of successful cable burial which is understood to be preferential to cable protection.
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Natural England

1.17 The Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) exit pit dimensions are given at 30 x 50 x 4 m. The
section does not explain whether any additional area of seabed would be disturbed or require
clearance during preparation works for exit pit excavation. Impacts on both subtidal and intertidal
should be considered. (Volume 1, chapter 3, Table 3.44)

Further information has been added in relation to the potential HDD operations at landfall within Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description

Natural England

1.18 Again vessel movements over a long construction window means that depending on the port
transiting from there is the potential for interactions with Annex | interest features from designated
sites. Therefore we advise that boat operators adopt best practice measures to minimise the potential
impacts. This will also be the case for O&M activities. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.12)

The updated design envelope has seen a revision to the number of projected vessels associated with the
construction and operation of the project. The maximum figures are presented in Table 4.15 of Environmental
Statement volume 2, chapter 4: Marine Mammals and these have been used to inform the subsequent
assessment.

Natural England

1.19 Once the onshore cable corridor has been finalised Natural England will provide further nature
conservation advice. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.7.1.2)

Noted.

Natural England

1.20 The maximum number of joint bays along the onshore cable corridor is 330 which also requires
330 link boxes. Have implications on hydrology been assessed? (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph
3.7.1.2)

Impacts on hydrology area assessed within Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 2: Hydrology and Flood
Risk, this includes the joint backs and link boxes. These features have also been taken into consideration within
the flood risk assessments presented in Environmental Statement volume 6, chapter 2.1: Onshore Infrastructure
Flood Risk Assessments.

Natural England

1.21 Construction compounds have been identified as ‘temporary’ structures. Natural England would
like to understand the implication of a phased build and how this may impact on the length of time
these structures will be in place. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.7.1.23)

It is envisaged that each secondary construction compound will be in place for periods of up to 3 months (per
phase), as set out in the Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Natural England

1.22 Natural England advises that the application should include O&M activities in relation to offshore
cable replacement and reburial. This would be consistent with other OWF applications. (Volume 1,
chapter 3, section 3.9)

Further detail on the potential for licensible offshore O&M activities has been added to Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description. These have then been assessed throughout the offshore
Environmental Statement chapters where appropriate

Natural England

Annex 1 Key concerns

Natural England has a particular interest in the 1 535 001 m2 included for scour prevention as this
could have significant environmental impacts depending on the amount and location. Natural England
would expect a Scour prevention/Cable protection plan(s) to be provided as part of the application. We
would also expect the Deemed Marine Licences to include a requirement to submit a finalised cable
installation plan based on or as part of the Cable Burial Risk Assessment Plan prior to the
commencement of offshore construction, which should be linked to the Scour prevention/Cable
protection plan(s).

Environmental Statement in Volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology has been updated with revised project
description details for scour and cable protection; the full breakdown of these numbers is presented in the Table
2.14 for long term habitat loss during the operation and maintenance phase, and assessed in paragraphs
2.11.2.3 et seq.

A Scour Protection Management Plan (SPMP) detailing the need, type, sources, quantity, location and
installation methods for scour protection will be produced and submitted to the MMO prior to construction.

Cable protection requirements will be detailed in the Cable Specification and Installation Plan which will be
produced prior to construction and agreed in consultation with statutory consultees. This document will detail the
technical specification of the offshore electrical system, including a cable burial risk assessment or similar, cable
protection specification and installation risk mitigation measures.

A Cable Specification and Installation Plan (detailing the technical specification of the offshore electrical system,
including a cable burial risk assessment, cable protection specification and installation risk mitigation measures)
will be developed prior to construction.

A Scour Protection Management Plan detailing the need, type, sources, quantity, location and installation
methods for scour protection and cable armouring will be developed prior to construction.

Natural England

Annex 1 Key concern

Natural England advises that the application should include a thorough consideration of O&M
activities, especially in relation to offshore cable replacement and reburial. This would be consistent
with other OWF applications.

The maximum design scenario presented in Table 2.14 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology has been
updated with revised project description details regarding cable maintenance during the operation and
maintenance phase. The updated assessment is presented in paragraphs 2.11.2.143 et seq of volume 2,
chapter 2: Benthic Ecology.
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Natural England

1.39

Vol. 4 Annex 3.2

Fig. 1.1

The Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ is excluded from the proposed disposal site area, however, HDD
pit excavation will involve placement of material on the seabed. Although this is described as a
temporary measure, this could be in place for several years and as such should potentially be
considered as disposal site.

To minimise the loss of sediment from the offshore sandbank system it is important that disposal of
dredged material occurs in the vicinity allowing it to be re-distributed throughout the local environment.
Currently the proposed disposal site boundary follows that of the offshore cable corridor. Disposal of
material restricted to that area may result in the net loss of material from the NNSSR ¢SAC/SCI as the
sediment is brought outside site boundary by prevailing north-easterly sediment transport. The
application should consider disposal of material further south outside the present cable corridor
boundary to ensure the loss of sediment from the sandbank system is minimised.

In the Environmental Statement, paragraph 2.11.1.86 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology outlines that
material arising from sandwave clearance activities within the MCZ will be deposited within the boundary of the
project and at a location that takes into account the net direction of sediment transport in the region to ensure
that sediment will not be lost from the sandbank system. This will also be the case for all designated sites where
With regards to Marine Processes, It is proposed to extend the disposal site to include the nearshore area and
include material placed as part of HDD exit pit excavation.

Hornsea Three appreciates the principal of maintaining sediment within the sandbank system. However, our
understanding is that it would not be necessary to extend the dispoal site in the way suggested in order to
achieve this aim. Hornsea Three is happy to discuss withis further with Natural England.

Dredging and disposal is also considered within Environmental Statement volume 4, annex 3.2: Dredging and
Disposal (Site Characterisation)

Natural England

1.40

Vol. 4 Annex 3.2

2213

‘a 5 m thick layer of top sediment with a diameter of 61 m may have to be excavated before
installation of GBFs. However, based on initial site surveys, it is expected that the average thickness
of the dredged layer will be up to approximately 2 m, depending on GBF design.’

The above statement confirms that the worst case scenario of removal of 5 m of sediment as seabed
preparation has not been assessed. We would like to see additional evidence to support the choice of
2 m as a realistic worst case scenario and the provision of examples of gravity base foundations
(GBFs) already installed elsewhere (i.e. Blyth Offshore Demonstrator Project).

Additional information has been provided to support the justication of the worst case scenario for removal of
sediment for seabed preparation at turbine locations. Please see the Environmental Statement, Volume 4, Annex
3.2 - Dredging and Disposal: Site Characterisation.

Natural England

1.41

Vol. 4 Annex 3.2

2244

It is unclear why The Wash and North Norfolk SAC has not been included.

HOWO03 acknowledge this and have ensured that this is now included.

Natural England

1.42

Vol. 4 Annex 3.2

Table 5.1

A number of impacts listed does not refer directly to the proposed activity of ‘disposal of spoil’. The
table needs to be re-written to make sure the impacts identified refer to this activity. For example,
‘Marine Processes — Removal of sandwaves impacting sandbank systems within proximity to the
Hornsea Three array area and offshore cable corridor.’

The above impact would not result from disposal of spoil but from bed preparation activities. The
potential impact from disposal could include: loss/input of sediment into a sandbank system as a result
of disposal activities.

‘Subtidal Benthic Ecology — Temporary habitat loss/disturbance due to cable laying operations
(including anchor placements), spud-can leg impacts from jack-up operations and seabed preparation
works for GBFs, may affect benthic ecology.’

The above impact is unlikely to result from disposal activities, unless the hopper barge needs to
anchor in the area of disposal.

As described in the Environmental Statement in volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology, due to the depth of
sediment deposition associated with disposal activities (e.g. GBS seabed preparation and sandwave clearance)
this has been considered temporary habitat loss as many benthic species will most likely suffer mortality beneath
these areas.

Natural England

Annex 1 Key concerns

We note that the maximum piling duration that is used in the noise modelling is 4 hours, including the
soft start. Natural England would like to seek confirmation from DONG Energy that this is a realistic
worst case scenario as any piling which exceeds 4 hours would invalidate the noise modelling.

The impact assessment has been updated and is presented within the Marine Mammal Chapter (Volume 2,
Chapter 4; Marine Mammals) and Underwater Noise Technical Report
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Natural England

1.3 It would be useful if the table explained how the numbers were derived, i.e. ‘342 turbines with
gravity bases of X m2 area + Y m2 area of associated bed preparation’. Natural England has a
particular interest in the 1 535 001 m2 included for scour prevention as this could have significant
environmental impacts depending on the amount and location. Natural England advises that an
indicative scour prevention and cable protection plan/s is provided as part of the application. (Volume
1, chapter 3, paragraph )

In the Environmental Statement, Table 2.14 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology has been updated to
include a breakdown of the habitat loss (temporary and long term) numbers. A Scour Protection Management
Plan (SPMP) detailing the need, type, sources, quantity, location and installation methods for scour protection
will be produced and submitted to the MMO prior to construction.

Cable protection requirements will be detailed in the Cable Specification and Installation Plan which will be
produced prior to construction and agreed in consultation with statutory consultees. This document will detail the
technical specification of the offshore electrical system, including a cable burial risk assessment or similar, cable
protection specification and installation risk mitigation measures.

Natural England

1.4 Natural England notes that monopole installation may take 30 months in total for turbines. Further
information should be provided as to whether or not this is anticipated to be a ‘consecutive 30 months’
as well as the implications of a phased build scenario. (Volume 1, chapter 3, paragraph 3.6.4.10)

Further detail on the phased build scenario has been added to Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description.

Visned

Export Cable - As long as cables are and stay sufficiently burried and will not be exposed, VisNed
has no further comments on the offshore export cable corridor.

Noted. See Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description for details of the cable burial
methods proposed as well as details of operation and mainetenance activities to ensure cables remain buried.

Section 42: Local Authorities (prescribed under section 43 of the Act)

Electricity Supply Issues

2.12 ltis felt that DONG Energy should:

(@) pursue a HVDC solution where economically viable in order to minimise the onshore
environmental impacts arising from the proposal;

We address each of your points in turn;

As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HYDC
technology will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no
certainty. Therefore, committing to solely HYDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the
project in the future if we do not see the necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose
to opt for HVDC transmission technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning
permission) for such a technology (and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project
unbuildable and/or unprofitable. Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt
will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place.
This will be informed by a feasibility study. It should also be noted that HYAC does not always result in the

+ Construction; assembly and manufacture of windfarm components; and
* operations and maintenance.

Norfolk County Council (b) Work with National Grid and UK Power Networks to consider options regarding the potential to | maximum design scenario, for example an HVDC converter station is expected to be a greater height than the
feed electricity into the local transmission networks to assist, for example, with the electricity needs HVAC substation.
along the A 11 (T) corridor; and
(c) Continue to work closely with other offshore windfarm developers to minimise any onshore impacts The transfer from the National Grid to the local network, or the capacity of the local transmission network is
arising from their development beyond the projects control. Orsted understands UK power networks has demand feeder connections at
Norwich Main which already supply the local area with power. Therefore any power produced by Hornsea Three
and injected into Norwich Main 400kV substation, will feed into both local demand (through these feeders) and
the National transmission system, as this is the nature of electrical interconnection.
Cumulative effects which may arise from Hornsea Three in combination with other planned developments are
assessed in individual topic chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3). Hornsea Three has and will
continue to work with Vattenfall in relation to potential interactions
Socio-Economic Issues We will certainly explore the ability to use port facilities along the East Coast. We are likely to use more than one
2.16 The County Council strongly encourage, on economic development grounds and supporting the port during construction, and cannot yet ascertain where we would site an operations and maintenance base. A
Norfolk County Council Norfolk economy, DONG Energy to use the Port facilities at Great Yarmouth for: N decision on which port to use will not be made until detailed discussions have taken place with potential

suppliers, at a stage where we have a greater understanding of where the various components will come from
and port capabilities. This will likely be post consent.
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HVAC Booster Station; and

2.42 The Local Member strongly urges the County Council to insist that the developers provide
detailed mitigating measures as part of their submission in respect of: height, visibility and noise —
relating to the HVAC booster station at Little Barningham.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
Local Member Views refinement (see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives)
2.39 The Local County Councillor for Melton Constable has made the following comments: or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential receptors,
2.40 There is generally little opposition to these proposals in absolute terms and local residents these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
appreciate the importance of national infrastructure and securing future energy supply;
Norfolk County Council 2.41 There are concerns about the lack of mitigating measures planned in respect of the onshore | Appropriate mitigation measures relating to the onshore HVAC booster station are also identified in the relevant

topic specific chapters. For example, visual disturbance impacts and associated mitigation are outlined in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the
restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC
booster station to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline
Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Planning, South Norfolk Council

4) How will the impact of installing the cables be minimised?

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, Weybourne Cliffs and
Kelling Heath SSSI have been avoided through alternative routes and no direct impacts are predicted on these
designated sites from Hornsea Three. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the
project are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise
impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers). These measures are identified in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3).

Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Policy CS6 of the adopted Great Yarmouth Core Strategy states that port related development
proposals will be supported by encouraging a greater presence of higher value technology and
energy-based industries in the Borough. It is, therefore, welcomed that Great Yarmouth is
acknowledged as having the greatest potential to benefit from the proposed development given our
supply chain capacity and capability. Great Yarmouth is the centre for the offshore energy industry in
England, with a 50 year history of supporting the offshore oil and gas industry and the burgeoning
offshore wind sector. The port of Great Yarmouth is currently involved in the construction of two new
windfarms, Galloper and East Anglia 1 and is the operations and maintenance base for the original
offshore windfarm at Scroby Sands and Statoil's new Dudgeon Windfarm. Great Yarmouth has
developed a wide ranging supply chain of local companies to support the oil, gas and offshore wind
sectors.

Acknowledged.

Broadland District Council

The District Council requests that futher detailed investigations and assessments are undertaken in
respect of:

- The alternative underground cable route to the west of Salle Park as shown in the 'Phase 2 Statutory
Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

- The additional temporary construction compound identified at Oulton Streen as shown in the 'Phase
2 Statutory Consultation Plan' if this becomes part of the proposed route, plan attached.

The Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor has been subject to rerouting since the production of the PEIR and
now passes 110 m from Salle Park at its nearest point, thus avoiding any effect on the relationship between the
church and Salle Park. An assessment of impacts on heritage assets is provided in Environmental Statement,
volume 3, chapter 5: Historic Environment.

In respect to the main construction compound at Oulton, Hornsea Three recognises the sensitivity of this location
and since its identification as the main construction compound, Hornsea Three has sought to identify measures
to minimise any impacts on Oulton village, local residents and the local road network. In this regard, where
properties are located in close proximity to the Oulton Airfield, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction
management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an
outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application, as well as the topic
specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3). Furthermore, it is noted that a Construction Traffic
Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated impacts during the construction phase; an
outline of this document has been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP and this also forms part of the
DCO application.

Both the alternative route to the west of Salle Park and the construction compound at Oulton are now considered
throughout the Environmental Statment (volume 3)
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Broadland D

istrict Council

Itis understood that the length of the build programme is still to be finalised and in respect of the
construction programme for the onshore export cables this could be up to 6 years in total, if more than
a single phase build out programme is utilised. | n the District Council's opinion a 6 year build
programme would have very serious implications for the local tourism and agricultural economies.
Further details in this respect, together with how the impacts will be mitigated are requested and the
applicant is asked to liaise with relevant landowners to minimise the impact of the extended
construction programme.

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration
for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-
year gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the
Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any
particular location.

Impacts on agricultural farm holdings, socio-economics and tourism are assessed in Environmental Statement
volume 3, chapters 6: Land Use and Recreation and chapter 10: Socio-Economic respectively. Where
appropriate, mitigation measures have also been identified within these chapters to minimise potential impacts.

North Norfolk District Council

In respect of point 4) whilst the District Council recognises that DONG Energy may need at this stage
to assess the potential of both HYDC and HVAC transmission Council is aware from public comments
made through the current public consultation

processes in respect of the Hornsea Project Three and other major offshore wind proposals seeking
landfall and connections into the National Grid in Norfolk that the public have a strong preference to
see HVDC transmission systems adopted. The Council understands that this is because HVDC
technology would remove the need for onshore and offshore booster stations to be provided along the
route of the export cables between the turbine field and the connection into the National Grid
infrastructure, thereby minimising the impact of these developments on

communities in North Norfolk once the construction of any cable corridor works were complete. The
District Council has therefore prepared its comments on the PIER report based upon the potential of
an HVAC transmission system being deployed, but would ask that DONG Energy continue to appraise
both options in the hope that the less intrusive HVDC option might be chosen in the final scheme
design. Without prejudice to the comments made above, the District Council is carefully following the
debate which is taking place over the use by offshore wind development companies of HVAC and
HVDC systems and reserves its position in respect of publically lobbying the Government to better
understand the difference between the two transmission systems so that the least environmentally
damaging option might be taken forward on this and other schemes.

Notwithstanding the position outlined above, the District Council values the relationship which has
been established with the DONG Energy team in the development of the Hornsea Project Three
project proposal over the past 18 months and looks forward to continued dialogue with you in the
coming months as the project proposals are refined so as to achieve the best possible outcome for
communities in North Norfolk if the proposal receives Development Consent approval through NSIP
and the Secretary of State.

Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision
on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology
depending on the receptor.

Section 42: Persons with an interest in the land (prescribed under section 44 of the Act)

Kate Willcox

Yes, we are directly affected by your current proposed route which means our property is within the
defined boundary of this cable corridor.

Revised cable route does not affect the property

Kate Willcox

We object and will be writing separately on your proposed route as far as it affects our property Half
Acre at Heydon and wish you to consider your alternative route to the west for the cable corridor for
this section

Revised cable route does not affect the property
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Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
As previously outlined, the current proposed route runs absolutely on our boundary putting our
property and access to our property at risk and meaning that our property sits within the working zone
of the cable corridor. We believe the disruption that this will cause us is unacceptable when there is an
Kate Willcox alternatllve lroute to thg wg_st of our property outlined within t_he currenlt plans that does not affect Y Revised cable route does not affect the property
properties in such a significant manner. We have had not direct enquiry from any consultant as to who
is the owner of our property, and found by chance a stake pushed into the verge on our property with
some documents badly attached, which then fell off. There is a distinct lack direct consultation with
property owners in our opinion. We would like a direct response to our concerns.
. e . . . This comment is acknowledged. The reason for the connection to the Norwich Main National Grid substation as
Area identified for construction - Yes. You would not need them if you used a marine cable through ; S ) e
Ray Pearce | well as the routing of the offshore cable are detailed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site
the Wash to Walpole. . . . :
Selection and Consideration of Alternatives
Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts to sensitive receptors, either through site selection/route
Opinion on baseline information - It is misleading, lacks clarity and your intention is to drive your refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to receptors,
Rav Pearce project forward at all costs to Public Health, the environment, the residents of North Norfolk and | (including environmental and social) these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the
y anybody else who may stand in your way. You are a greedy, corporate and lack any regard for the Environmental Statement (volume 3). The Environmental Statement has been significantly updated following the
human beings who have to contend with your reckless disregard. PEIR and is considered to provide a thorough and transparent assessment of the potential impacts of the
project.
Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the
Mitigation methods - YES! Look at an alternative connection point at Walpole with a marine cable process of identifying a grid connection location and associated cable routes.
and stop this nonsense. You and Vattenfall are forcing us to live within 80 metres of a 6 GW power The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for
Ray Pearce supply; that is 5 times greater than the output from Sizwell B. Why? Corporate greed! It is not green! I neg . P ppraisal . y . . . gn op
A . . . the connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect
Itis using more CO2 to produce the turbines and associated equipment than could ever be recovered i ic and strateqic factors). th wal arid tion offer is determined by National Grid. In Jul
by renewable energy 0 economic and strategic factors), the even ual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In July
' 2016, Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this
appraisal process.
Where possible and practicable the cable corridor route selected seeks to avoid passing adjacent to properties.
This is to reduce impacts associated with construction disturbance and to seek to minimise conflicts such as
Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) traffic movements. However, it is not possible to avoid passing in close proximity to
all properties on the route. Where properties are located in close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive
Ray Pearce Any local matters to landfall zone - Yes! Human beings who have to live there! | construction management measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are
documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), which acompanies the DCO application.
Impacts on residential receptors, as well as mitigation identified to minimise them, are assessed in the relevant
topic specific chapters within Environmental Assessment volume 3.
To consider in refining the 80".1 corridor - Yes,.you are planmng to cross Vgttenfall s cables. You Cumulative effects are assessed within the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
have not considered the cumulative effects and will endanger our lives ... we live 80 meters from the . . . s
. ) . ) ) . (volume 2 and 3). Details of the consultation process that the project has conducted can be found within the
Ray Pearce crossing point. You have neither consulted with us nor given us the courtesy of your time. You have | . : o ) : .
. . : . o . Consultation Report that accompanies the application for Development Consent, including how the project has
railroaded the PEIR and did not notify the UK Public of the timing of the PEIR in your June 2017 . . . . .
newsletter. had regard to consultation responses, including where possible, through amendments to the project proposals.
Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the
process of identifying a grid connection location.
Comments on HVAC - Keep your cablers offshore to enter at Walpole and you would not need to ask The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for
Ray Pearce . . I . . . . . . . .
this question! the connection of a project. Although both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respect
to economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In May
2016, Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this
appraisal process.
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Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the
process of identifying a grid connection location.
Substation - It is ridiculous that you have accepted this connection point when Walpole would be . . , , . - , - , ,
. ; The aim of the grid connection option appraisal was to identify the most economic and efficient design option for
Ray Pearce better for the environment as a whole, closer, cheaper and you would not have to endanger our lives | h tion of iact. Althouah both National Grid and Orsted inout into th isal . ‘
and blight our property e connection of a project. ough both National Grid and Orsted input into the appraisal process (in respec
’ to economic and strategic factors), the eventual grid connection offer is determined by National Grid. In July
2016, Hornsea Three was formally offered a grid connection at Norwich Main Substation as a result of this
appraisal process.
- , . . Hornsea Three has, through site selection and route refinement sought to minimise impacts on environmental
55kms of trenching in one of the most beautiful counties in England is a travesty. You are not allowed . : ) ; -
Ray Pearce o "o N and social receptors. Where there are impacts associated with Hornsea Three, these are assessed within the
to do this in Denmark so don't do it in the UK! . TR I
Environmental Statement, along with mitigation identified to minimise them.
Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
HVAC - Yes, this is too close to my house. The construction village is nearly in my garden - not receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
Natasha/Steven Hall enough information or warning. Once approached - after several calls, indications were that the | | . . . .
. ) S . . mpacts relating to landscape and visual resources are assesed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter
substation was only viable from back of back garden. This is not the case and was misleading . ! ; ) L
4: Landscape and Visual resources. Photographic panels along the cable corridor, as well as indicative
visualisations from public viewpoints have been prepared to inform the assessment of impacts and are provided
in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 4.5: Photographic Panels, Wireframes and Photomontages.
Section 47: Duty to consult local community
We contest that the crossing of your cables with Vattenfall's will have an effect on the environment, the The depths of 1.2 m and maximum of 2 m are those associated where cables are installed via open cut method.
ecology, the population and human health, and most importantly, there will be a cumulative Where our proposed cables cross over other infrastructure, other installation methods, such as trenchless
effect. The PEIR makes it clear that the minimum depth of the cables will be 1.2 metres and the installation techniques (e.g. horizontal directional drilling, HDD) can be deployed. Paragraphs 3.6.11.8 and
Rav & Diane Pearce maximum 2 metres. Therefore, how are you planning to engineer the crossing without effecting the | 3.7.1.14 of Environmental Statement Chapter 3: Project Description notes the methodology for HDD crossings.
y local environment? The maximum depth of the proposed transmission cables is governed and limited The exact depth and length of each HDD will be dependent on the nature of the obstruction being crossed — in
by the cable’s ability to dissipate heat. Accordingly, there is a requirement for you to coordinate a plan this instance the proposed works by Vattenfall. Therefore, at the crossing point with the proposed Vanguard
which will effect the relative depth of either your cable trench or Vattenfall's, with a consequence on cables either set of cable will be installed at a greater depth to ensure that no permanent above ground works
the environment. are required.
Ann Abbott 1. Will you be considering the floating turbines which operate in Scotland which are tethered to N The project has removed the potential for floating turbines from the project description and these will not be
the seabed, or be installing foundations on the sea bed for the turbines? taken forward for Hornsea Project Three.
To minise disruption on the local highway network, in general the application provides for cables to be installed
10.  Closure of roads affect the livelihood of residents and visitors. This didn't occur with SCIRA can undgr roads by way.of trenchless installation. .In dollng 0 the road can remain open W.h"St the.wo.rks are being
Ann Abbott we have an assurance that road closures will not haooen with DONG? | carried out. Roads in the Weybourne area which will be crossed by way of trenchless isntallation include the
pp ' A148 and A149. Further details are documeted in Environmental Statement volume3, chapter 7, Traffic and
Transport.
11. Where will your offices be to administer the Wind Farm and how many staff be involved? SCIRA . . . , . .
Ann Abbott at one point had 650 specialists employed off and on shore with Sheringham Shoal SCIRA at one | The Iocahong of opgrahons and maintainace staff has not be conﬁrmg d at this t[me. Further details are
) g . . : . documented in Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 10, Socio Economics.
point had 650 specialists employed off and on shore with Sheringham Shoal with 88 turbines.
12. Is your company myolved n any othgr renewable sources e.g.oneis a lagoon of tidal currents to @rsted develops, constructs and operates offshore wind farms, bioenergy plants and innovative waste-to-energy
produce electricity as critics argue these wind turbines are not very efficient as they have to be turned . . . . . -
Ann Abbott . L . . . . . : N solutions and provides smart energy products to its customers. For more information on @rsted, visit
off with very high winds which occur in Weybourne from time to time - the latest being 48 miles an
c orsted.co.uk.
hour high winds.
Ann Abbott 2. How many miles out will the Hornsey Project 3 Shoal be and will the 342 windmills be in rows or N Hornsea Three has commited to developing a wind farm layout with a single line of orientation menaing the
set up hazardly. Which is the best layout? turbines will be in development rows. Hornsea Project Three is approximatley 120 km offshore.
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The design for the project is not yet finalised and the envelope assessed is the maximum possible. There is
Ann Abbott 3. Will the 19 Offshore platforms be temporary or permanent and where will they be sited? N potential that the project will build out less infrastructure, however, what is built will be there for the duration of
the project until decommissioning, at which point it will be decommisioned in line with best practice at the time.

Ann Abbott 6.How many On Shore Sites will there be and where will they be sited? N The onshore components of Hornsea Three are set out in Chapter 3: Project Description of the Environmental

Statement.
7. Are you still wanting to site an On Shore Site on the village car park which regularly floods never The proposed application does not seek to make use of the Weybourne beach car park. Community and Local
Ann Abbott mind the sea surges? If so such a site would be detrimental to the tourist trade as visiting walkers, Y Authority feedback advised of the localised constraints on the site such as flooding. The applicant is also aware
divers, tourists, residents and fishermen regularly visit the beach and need the car park for their of the potential added constriants and distrucption such works would generate on the wider general public and
vehicles. accessibility along Beach Lane.

9. Depending on the route followed where will the Haul Road for machinery be sited and which
village roads will they travel onto the site? Bearing in mind both Holt Road and Station Road are both
designated 'C' roads, very narrow and unsuitable for heavy traffic. Holt Road has 2 tight bends and
Ann Abbott Station Road has an old narrow bridge over the railway line with trains carrying passengers which | |
understand could not support heavy loads. Health & Safety concerns apply. You will not be able to
use the A149 coast road as the railway bridge over the road is not high enough for your loads. Would
it be feasible for cables and machinery to be brought to the Shoal by sea?

Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport identifies the proposed construction traffic
routing in the landfall area.

Magnetic field levels for both Alternating Current (AC) and Direct Current (DC) cables, with both a ‘trefoil
(bundled) or flat layout in the trench, at 10 m increments, have been provided in Volume 4, Annex 3.3: Electro-
Magnetic Fields (EMF) Compliance Statement of the Environmental Statement. The maximum levels are shown
to be well below the guideline public exposure limits set to protect health. These data are provided from
calculations, which is the approach specified in the government guidance referenced in Annex 3.3.

1. Please provide cable specifications for each of the potential cables you may use, accepting that you
have some options to select from you should provide data for each option. The data should include as
a bare minimum; the cable type (AC or DC), size and the proven and tested EMF exposures levels
demonstrated from 0-100metres, in 10 metre increments

It is not possible to measure EMFs from a particular cable before it has been manufactured, installed, and

| connected to the power generation source (the cables are designed to carry the power produced by an entire
wind farm or power station). However, conservative parameters (i.e. those leading to a higher field strength)
have been used in the calculations in Annex 3.3. These are based on the potential cable specifications that are
given in the Project Description of the Environmental Statement. However, it

should be note that at this stage of the project development a specific supplier for the cables has not been
selected. Importantly, the final designs and cables purchased will remain within the ‘design envelop’ parameters
that have been assessed and upon which the development consent, if granted, is based.

Please note that underground cables do not emit an electric field that is experienced above ground level.

Laura Philpott

Where cables are joined - cable joint bays - the individual conductors can be more spread out, and the magnetic
field strength can be higher because the cancellation effect between the field from each conductor is reduced.

2. Please supply data relating to the change in exposure levels where cables are joined, | understand The Hornsea Project Three design is not yet at the stage where specific cable joint bay designs have been
Laura Philpott this can be significantly higher. Therefore this data should be given in relation to each of the cable | produced. However, these will be designed such that the guideline public exposure limits set to protect health
types being considered. are not exceeded. Indeed, the Project contends, as documented in Environmental Statement volume 4, annex

3.3: Electro-Magnetic Fields (EMF) Compliance Statement that we will be well below the standard. Ensuring that
cable joints are within the standards is readily achievable.

Joint bays, as with all sections of the cable, will be designed and installed such that the guideline public
exposure limits set to protect health are not exceeded, even immediately above them (i.e. in the closest

3. In terms of your response to Q.3 how will you logistically manage the location of cable joints and proximity). As shown in Environmental Statement volume 4, Annex 3.3: EMF Compliance Statement, the
Laura Philpott their placement in relation to homes and community buildings? Will there be a minimum distance | magnetic field strength drops very rapidly with distance from the source, and there is no electric field above
applied to the location of said joints? ground level.

The location of the cable joints will largely be driven by the length of cable on a drum and the need to maintain
roughly equal sections.

Air cored reactors in the onshore substation (used in filter and statcom compounds) have the potential to exceed
I ICNIRP 1998 guideline levels in close proximity, and we will seek to site these away from the fence line to
ensure that EMF levels outside our compound are within the 1998 levels.

4. Please advised if there are any other circumstances that could cause the cabling or any other

Laura Philpott equipment to expose the public to levels over and above those stated in either Q.1 or Q.3
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Regard had to response (s49)

Laura Philpott

5. What testing and evidence will you produce before and after project completion to demonstrate
that the cabling effects are as stated?

Environmental Statement, volume 4, annex 3.3: EMF Compliance Statement comprises an assessment of the
static and extremely low frequency (ELF) EMFs that will be generated by the Hornsea Project Three onshore
transmission infrastructure (cabling), giving maximum predicted field strengths to assess compliance with health
protection guidelines for public exposure to EMFs. The assessment concludes that based on the maximum field
strengths, using worst-case assumptions where required, the proposals are well below established levels and
the Project is compliant. The cables eventually selected for the project will be required to fall within the envelope
assessed and meet the prescribed standards and hence will not generate greater EMF.

In demonstrating that the cables installed for Hornsea Project Three will be compliant with health protection
guidelines for public exposure, any subsequent need to monitor is not required or planned to occur, although we
note that broader quality control checks are undertaken during the manufacturing and installation process.

Thanks for circulating your recent newsletter. | have one suggestion to bring significant benefits to the
North Norfolk communities. One problem facing the area (and many rural areas) is the lack of high-
speed broadband. One of the barriers to providing this is the cost of putting fibre-optic cable into the
ground. Whilst you are installing your underground cable, would it not make sense for a broadband

Response is noted, however there are a number of complexities which would be associated with co-locating
other cables or assets with the Hornsea Three cables, these are summarised below:

- The Offshore Transmission Operator (OFTO) owner (to whom we must eventually divest the elements of the
project associated with electricity transmission) is unlikely to be comfortable with the activitiy of laying an
additional cable or asset within such close proximity to the Hornsea Three cables due to the extremley high
insurance caps which could make the transmission asset unsaleable or jeopardise the business case and
increase project risk;

interested in what it looks like, Do you have any plan/ drawing | could view.

Rob Hannan infrastructure company to be putting fibre optic cable into the same hole? This could then be linked to N . . .
o . o . - The consent for the installation and operation of any other assets e.g. broadband cables, would need to be
existing fibre routes or left for future connections. | have made a similar suggestion to Vattenfall . . . : )
> . X obtained by another party (it cannot be obtained as part of the Hornsea Three infrastructure as it has not been
regarding their Norfolk Vanguard project. . : . .
. . . . . . . stated, consulted on, or incorporated into the Environmental Statement).; and
Simply putting two or more cables into a single trench does seem a sensible way of getting maximum . ) . .
: . . . ) . - Finally, the owner/operator of any other assets would be required to source its own agreements with all
benefit from the necessary disruption to the countryside and its residents. . )
landowners linearly along the onshore cable corridor route.
On the basis of the above, no such infrastructure is proposed as part of Hornsea Three.
David Edwards Hi, | live quite near the proposed HVDC Converter/HVAC Substation in Swardeston and would be NA @rsted advised the consultee to attend one of the community consultation events if possible or to view the

exhibitions banners available on the Hornsea Three website.

This disruption would be greatly minimised if HYDC technology is adopted (narrower cable corridors
and no booster station) and this is, in my view, the only acceptable solution, if the current route

Due to current uncertainty (see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration
of Alternatives), a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post

local residents and businesses and | join the growing groundswell of support for a more strategic
solution, i.e. The Walpole option.

Beverley Wigg . . . | consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we
succeeds through planning. A narrower cable route would also presumably mean less impact in terms have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or
of traffic serving the site and the length of time needed in development. HVDC technology depending on the receptor ’
Potential impacts associated with Hornsea Three, particularly the onshore cable corridor and the HVAC booster
station are addressed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement.
The disruption caused by both the cable route and the booster station are unacceptable in this rural
Beverley Wigg landscape, which is also happens to be an important area for tourism especially self catering cottages | The potential for impacts to interact and impact tourism is addressed in Environmental Statement Volume 3,
and B&B style accommodation. Chapter 10: Socio-economics, whilst impacts on recreational resources are addessed in volume 6; Land Use
and Recreation. The former concludes that there would be no signficant effects on tourism as a result of
Hornsea Three.
We are in close contact with Vattenfall at all levels of the project in relation to their proposed Norfolk Vanguard
and Norfolk Boreas projects; we liaise on environmental consents, communications, stakeholder engagement,
However, | am even more concerned at the lack of joined-up thinking of this and other projects being technical aspects etc. We are of course coqsidering where the prqpqsed projects may cross i.n terms of th?
(0006 d Having a cross over of cables near Salle is completely unaccentable in terms of impact on underground cables, as we recognise that, if both projects are built simultaneously, coordinating construction
Beverley Wigg proposed. 9 pretely P P | works will minimise disruption. Additionally, we are in close consultation regarding any areas where there could

be potential for cumulative impacts to arise as a result of both developments to ensure we progress the projects
appropriately and sensitively.

Notwithstanding the above, it is important to note that Norfolk Vanguard is a project with its own technical and
environmental characteristics and constraints, and is subject to a separate DCO process.
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Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 4.5: Photograph Panels, Wirelines and Photomontages presents
indicative visualisations which show a potential appearance of the proposed HVAC booster station. In short, the
equipment for the onshore substation could be up to 25 metres in height and could be housed within a single or
multiple buildings, in an open yard or a combination of these. The maximum design scenario is detailed more
fully in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.
It is noted that the assessment contained within Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and
. . . _ - . - Visual resources, which is informed by annex 4.5, considers a worst-case scenario, so in this instance the
Of particular concern is the booster station which is a major industrial installation in a totally rural . . . . L .
: . . . | maximum dimensions of the proposed HVAC booster station. Based on the findings of the impact assessment,
, setting. The images provided so far at the drop-ins (Reepham 8th September) are not sufficiently e N L ;
Beverley Wigg . . . . | mitigation measure have been identified to reduce any significant landscape and visual effects to an acceptable
detailed to allow members of the public, or stakeholders to get a real sense of how it will look — and it . . :
o o . Lo level. Measures include strategic landscape planting .
is difficult for people to begin to understand what the noise implications are.
It is important to note that although annex 4.5 includes visualisations which show an indicative design, the final
design will be subject to change. However, this final design will need to be within the confines of what has been
assessed, i.e. it couldn’t be any larger than the maximum dimensions presented.
In respect to noise, a full assessment of potential impacts associated with the HVAC booster station is provided
in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration. It concludes that with mitigation, no
signficant effects are anticipated.
Due to current uncertainty (see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and alternatives), a
. . . ' decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after
, In summary, companies and government need to strongly consider better strategic solutions for North . . . . .
Beverley Wigg . . . . L . N extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, the Hornsea Three
Norfolk and in the meantime HVDC is the only acceptable option to minimise onshore impact. o . . .
EIA has conducted the assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or
HVDC technology depending on the receptor.
Through the design development process, the proposed route now limits the area of landfall to an area in and
As a resident of Weybourne, | attended your Community Consultation Event on the 7th September. | around Muckleberry Miliarty Colllection (approximatly 350m west of the beach car park). Works then head south
Paul Craske am writing to strongly oppose your decision to come ashore at Weybourne. Why Weybourne again , Y west, to the east of Kelling , avoiding Kelling Heath SSSI. Further information on the justification for the chosen
we have just recovered from Dudgeon? landfall is provided Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of
Alternatives.
The true significance of your Hornsea Three project is only now beginning to sink into the public
consciousness of north Norfolk, (should you chose to use the HVAC option) the effect of the proposed
booster stations and cabling on the Ilves,. businesses and landscape are unacgeptable, and it would . Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made
seem unnecessary. As DONG will benefit greatly from enormous subsidies using tax payers money it . . . . )
. X . : until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of
Godfrey Sayers on Behalf of the seems only right that they should pay close attention to their wishes and acknowledge their concerns. . . . . . .
. . . . o . . . | this, our assessments are conducted based on a maximum design scenario, which could be either HVDC or
Friends of North Norfolk It is very worrying that DONG are not required to make a decision as to which option to take until after . . .
o . ) HVDC technology depending on the receptor. Please refer to assessments presented in the Environmental
the Inspectorate has granted permission, which keeps the major concerns we all have out of the
. . ; Statement
democratic process. But | am sure that DONG would wish to make every effort to avoid unnecessary
disruption to people’s lives and using the HVDC option would go a very long way to ensuring that this
aim is achieved.
You will be aware that the only acceptable solution to many people on this route is the use of HYDC Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made
technology and the claims that this technology is not yet proven provide you with a very important until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of
Susan Allen opportunity to ensure that it can work and be leaders in the field. The narrower cable route associated | this, our assessments are conducted based on a maximum design scenario, which could be either HVDC or
with the DC choice would be far less disruptive than that of the HVAC and would mean no cable HVDC technology depending on the receptor. Please refer to assessments presented in the Environmental
relay/booster station mid route in the open Statement
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Hornsea Project Three are in close contact with Vattenfall at all levels of the project in relation to their proposed
Norfolk Vanguard and Norfolk Boreas projects; we liaise on environmental consents, communications,
stakeholder engagement, technical aspects etc., so it’s not just one point of contact for both businesses.
What is becoming clear also is that there is as astonishing lack of joined-up thinking for his and other
projects being proposed. Given that wind energy is a future solution for the country’s energy needs Hornsea Project Three are of course considering where the proposed projects may cross in terms of the
and the east coast is going to have a number of wind farms in the next decade or so it would seem underground cables, as we recognise that, if both projects are built simultaneously, coordinating construction
Susan Allen imperative to form a better option and solution for the onshore cabling. With the Dong and Vattenfall | works will minimise disruption. Additionally, we are in close consultation regarding any areas where there could
projects having a cross over of cables near Salle is completely unacceptable in terms of impact on be potential for cumulative impacts to arise as a result of both developments to ensure we progress the projects
local residents and businesses and you will be aware of the growing numbers of people supporting a appropriately and sensitively. Cumulative impacts of Hornsea Three with other projects (including Vanguard
more strategic solution, i.e. The Walpole option. projects) are assessed in each topic chapter within the Environmental Statement
Notwithstanding the above, it is important to note that Norfolk Vanguard is a project with its own technical and
environmental characteristics and constraints, and is subject to a separate DCO process.
Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 4.5: Photograph Panels, Wirelines and Photomontages presents
indicative visualisations which show a potential appearance of the proposed HVAC booster station. In short, the
equipment for the onshore substation could be up to 25 metres in height and could be housed within a single or
multiple buildings, in an open yard or a combination of these. The maximum design scenario is detailed more
fully in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.
It is noted that the assessment contained within Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and
The Booster Station. Of particular concern is the booster station which is a major industrial installation Visual resources, which is informed by annex 4.5, considers a worst-case scenario, so in this instance the
in a totally rural setting. The images provided so far at the drop-ins (Reepham 8th September) are not maximum dimensions of the proposed HVAC booster station. Based on the findings of the impact assessment,
Susan Allen sufficiently detailed to allow members of the public, or stakeholders to get a real sense of how it will I mitigation measure have been identified to reduce any significant landscape and visual effects to an acceptable
look — and it is difficult for people to begin to understand what the noise implications are. These are a level. Measures include strategic landscape planting .
very real and very important consideration along with the impact on the landscape.
It is important to note that although annex 4.5 includes visualisations which show an indicative design, the final
design will be subject to change. However, this final design will need to be within the confines of what has been
assessed, i.e. it couldn’t be any larger than the maximum dimensions presented.
In respect to noise, a full assessment of potential impacts associated with the HVAC booster station is provided
in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration. It concludes that with mitigation, no
signficant effects are anticipated.
In summary, companies and government need to strongly consider better strategic solutions for North
Norfolk and in the meantime HVDC is the only acceptable option to minimise onshore impact. You
may wish to make money out of Norfolk and as a Norfolk based business | understand that and General response noted.
effectively do the same but you have a corporate responsibility to carry it out in a way that causes the
s minimum impact and disruption. If this costs you money in the short term, in the long term this will pay In respect to the comment on HVDC technology, it is noted that cost is not the main reason for not committing to
usan Allen o e . . | o . . . ! .
dividends as communities will appreciate that the necessary work to make provision for our energy HVDC technology, as it is not clear which technology will represent the lowest cost until quotations are received
needs, carried out by foreign energy companies, is being done in such a way as to cause the from potential suppliers. System reliability, market availability and lead times are also major considerations
minimum disruption to our countryside, communities and cherished landscape. when selecting a final transmission technology.
[ await your confirmation that this response has been received and formally included in your feedback
system.
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You may recall our correspondence when | was the Norfolk County Councillor for the Melton
Constable Division. | confirm that the various issues raised are still of concern to me as a resident of

Potential impacts associated with Hornsea Three, particularly the onshore cable corridor and the HVAC booster
station are addressed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement.

The potential for impacts to interact and impact tourism is addressed in Environmental Statement Volume 3,
Chapter 10: Socio-economics, whilst impacts on recreational resources are addessed in volume 6: Land Use

result.

David Ramsbotham the area. In particular | feel that the onshore HVAC booster station should be avoided at all costs. This N . L .
, . . . and Recreation. The former concludes that there would be no signficant effects on tourism as a result of
would create an unacceptable industrial blot on the landscape affecting the environment for local
. ) o . Hornsea Three.
residents and tourism which is the life blood of the area.
The need for the HVAC booster station is set out in the Environment Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site
Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
Having looked at the project information online and at one of the events | would like to comment on
and object to the proposed location of the construction compound (Compound 1) on part of the former
airfield south of the village of Weston Longyville.
The main reasons why this is a highly unsuitable location for a compound relate to highways issues,
namely:-
1) the number and speed of vehicles using the road by the site — Honingham Road. This road is also The Main construction compound proposed near Weston Longville has not been taken forward to the application.
David Gurne subject to a width restriction. y The main construction compound for the project will be located at Oulton Airfield, accessed off the B1149.
y 2) the configuration of the junction of Honingham Road and Weston Road to the north, and Justification for this decision is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Honingham Road and Weston Green Road leading to Breck Lane to the south. Both junctions are Consideration of Alternatives.
highly unsuitable for large vehicles both in terms of safe negotiation and visibility.
3) Breck Lane is very narrow and has high volumes of traffic with no passing places.
4) Traffic use of all these local roads is likely to increase as a result of the Norwich Northern Distributor
Road in progress and works planned by Highways England on the A47. They are already “rat runs”.
| would urge you to consider alternative sites for this compound for the reasons outlined above.
Clir Graham Everett (District The points | would like to raise are:
. 1) The previous issue about the depth of the cables has been addressed as | understand they will now The onshore cables will be buried at a minimum depth of 1.2 m, further details on the cable installation is
Councillor for Reepham) - . o co Y A . o s
L . be laid at a depth at 1.2 mts rather than the originally proposed 0.7 mts which will address the provided in Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.
Broadland District Council .
concerns raised.
2) | would wish to see serious consideration given to the cable route around the Salle area as this is . . , . . . . ,
. o . Following on from the design refinement process, which took into consideration consultation responses, the
Clir Graham Everett (District an area of great sensitivity and has been raised to myself by many people. o e . , ) . o
. ) . . . ) , , onshore cable corridor is now located within the area previously marked as 'alternatives under consideration
Councillor for Reepham) - I firmly believe the alternative route, shown in purple, should be fully investigated and explored in Y . ) . . .
- . . , L . during the Phase 2 consultation. It therefore is located to the west of Salle. Further details on route refinement
Broadland District Council detail before a final decision is made, and | ask that local residents, landowners and relevant local ) o ) P . . . )
" is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.
authorities are duly consulted and updated.
Clir Graham Everett (District Having studied both HVAC and HVDC cabling methods | can see benefits and disadvantages with
Councillor for Reepham) - both systems and again | am confident that DONG energy will use whichever system is best suited at N Noted
Broadland District Council the appropriate time, bearing in mind the constant technology changes and advances.
The Hornsea Three EIA has employed a maximum design scenario approach, which reflects the Rochdale
Envelope approach. By identifying, and assessing based on the maximum design scenario, it can therefore be
10. The flexibility allowed by use of the Rochdale Envelope should only be available to provide a concluded that the all issues have been addressed and any impacts will be no greater for any other design
. choice of which design/ configuration of HYDC Transmission System is eventually utilised. It should scenario.
Friends of North Norfolk . . ) . N
not be allowed to provide the Developer with the option of the far more ecologically and
environmentally harmful HVAC Transmission System purely on grounds of finance. The full details of the EIA methodology are set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 5: EIA
Methodology. Further information on HYDC compared to HVAC transmission system is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Project Description.
11. The consequences of allowing such an accommodation would be perverse since in the quest and Hornsea Three has, through site selection and route refinement sought to minimise impacts on environmental
Friends of North Norfolk overall desire for clean energy, great harm to ecology and environment of the highest value would | and social receptors. Where there are impacts associated with Hornsea Three, these are assessed within the

Environmental Statement, along with mitigation identified to minimise them.
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At present, all UK offshore wind farms use HVAC technology and the technology, it's capabilities and limitations
are well understood. To date, HVYDC has more commonly been used to transmit electricity from one grid to
another in the form of an interconnector and has yet to be applied to any UK offshore wind farms. Although there
is some experience in Germany, the structure of this market is quite different to the UK (in that offshore
transmission connections are centrally planned and delivered by the onshore utility) and the use of DC
technology for the offshore wind farms is still maturing. For an interconnector from one country to another, there
is no marine infrastructure other than the cabling itself and therefore interfaces with other systems/marine
platforms etc is absent (both ends of the interconnector are on dry land. However, use of DC for wind farms add
additional complexity in terms of greater infrastructure interfaces offshore and in some instances technical
issues, cost overruns and delays have been experienced. Furthermore, due to the increased complexity of
offshore HVDC systems and limited experience, transmission reliability is lower meaning that over time, less
offshore wind energy can be transmitted to the grid.
24. Most importantly we would challenge the use of HVAC Transmission when HVDC Transmission Aside from the technology maturity, there are very few suppliers in the world with the capability of producing and
Friends of North Norfolk would achieve a win, win, outcome for North Norfolk, the Environment and the Nation’s energy supply I supplying HVDC transmission technology (for the cables and convertor stations) that would be needed for a wind
in a viable and sustainable way. farm of this size, and delivery lead times can be considerably longer than for equivalent HVAC systems. In light
of the above, there are risks associated with only taking the DC option forward at this time and as the developer,
we are responsible for ensuring the proposed development is feasible and can be realised within a reasonable
timeframe.
There is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HVDC technology will become more mature
before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no certainty. Therefore, committing to solely
HVDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the project in the future if we do not see the
necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose to opt for HYDC transmission
technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning permission) for such a technology
(and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project unbuildable and/or unprofitable.
Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt will not be made until post consent
after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place.
25. We understand that in order to make their final decision as to which system to adopt, DONG have . - . . . .
Fri promised to undertake a full technical/feasibility appraisal of HYAC and HVDC. So as to fuffill that The ghtmalt & decision on Wh'Ch teghnology the project will take forward§ wil tgke on board a numper of ”
riends of North Norfolk . . . . N considerations, as detailed in previous responses. Many of these considerations will be commercially sensitive
promise completely we request that the conclusions of this appraisal are made know to all consultees .
A and hence could not be shared with consultees.
and within a time frame for them to respond
Eri 26. In conclusion, we request that all the foregoing are adequately and properly addressed before Noted. Please see previous responses. Comments have been considered in preparing the final application
riends of North Norfolk A . | . . )
DONG submit their proposals to the Planning Inspectorate. materials, particularly the Environmental Statement
3.Dong Energy have applied what is known as ‘The Rochdale Envelope Approach’ and reserve the
option to choose between High Voltage Direct Current, (HVDC) or High Voltage Alternating Current
g—IVAC) Transmission schemes f they receive approval for both within the one application. The The Hornsea Three EIA has employed a maximum design scenario approach, in accordance with the Rochdale
ochdale Envelope Approach enables a Developer to avoid repeated applications for approval to E o : ; : o
. . . . L . nvelope approach. By identifying, and assessing based on the maximum design scenario, it can therefore be
changes in the design of a project and consequential delays in implementation. It should be used to . . . .
Friends of North Norfolk encourage better designs and allowance for rapid advances in technology, which can reduce N conclu@ed that the all issues have been addressed and any impacts will be no greater for any other design
ourag ) 9 o P . 9y: - scenario.
environmental impacts. In short, it is to allow for a project to evolve over a number of years but within
dlearly defined parameters. Howe\{er, we strongly argue that the ROChda.'? Eqvelope Approa}ch should The full details of the EIA methodology are set out in Volume 1, chapter 5: EIA Methodology.
not be allowed in cases such as this when changes in the features/ specifications of the design
options are so fundamental, and where it allows for a Developer to manipulate a consent for purely
profit motives rather than to gain a superior solution from an environmental perspective.
4.Guidelines regarding the use of the Rochdale Envelope Approach were issued by the former
Friends of North Norfolk Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) in IPC Note 9 (February 2011). They still remain relevant to N Noted.
the assessment process.
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The Environmental Statement prepared for Hornsea Three follows the relevant guidelines of the PINS advice
Friends of North Norfolk 5. The PEIR and Consultation by Dong Energy fail to mest these guidelines. | notes as did thg PEIR s0 far as was lpractlcable at that early stage of development. .A full list of guidance which
has been considered is listed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 5: Environmental Impact
Assessment Methodology.
The Planning Act 2008 encourages a consultation driven application process where comments regarding
proposal are documented and addressed where possible. Hornsea Three
As part of our public consultation, we have held three rounds of community consultation events through 2016
and 2017. These events were an opportunity for members of the local community to view the latest plans, to
6. Further, they do not satisfy the underlying principles applicable to public consultation over new speak directly with members of the project team where individuals required further clarity, and to comment on
Friends of North Norfolk development requiring Environmental Impact Assessment. Unless they are adequately addressed this I our proposal at that stage. Attendees were encouraged to capture their thoughts and any concerns by
current process will be legally flawed. completing one of our feedback forms or by writing to us directly.
All the feedback received at and after the events has been carefully considered by the Project and has been
incorporated where possible into the final design. A Consultation Report summarising all the comments received
and how we have had regard to these forms part of the DCO application. This includes details of a number of
design changes that were made to the project as a result of consultation feedback.
7. The details provided in the PEIR and Non-technical Summary do not describe the Proposal as
F:Iearly and sllmply as possible. There are no proper accurate and detailed photo montages/ vyweframe A full description of Hornsea Three is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project
. images, particularly for the very large offshore or onshore HVAC Compensator/ Booster Station " T . . . A
Friends of North Norfolk ' LY s - . - | Description. Indicative visualisations, including both wireframes and photomontages, are provided in
Installations to enable a ready visualisation/ appreciation of their visual impact. No proper description : ’ . .
X o . ; . . e . Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 4.5; Photgraphic Panels, Wireframes and Photomontages.
of the equipment e.g. lightning protection equipment which might be up to 17.5 metres in height which
is 5 metres higher than buildings/ equipment.
8. Itis noteworthy that Dong Energy changed the original consent for Hornsea Project One to add the Whilst the original proposals for Hornsea Project One did not include HVAC transmission technology, this was
option to use HVAC Transmission and have subsequently chosen the HVAC Transmission option added in the pre-application phase and was granted in the original consent for the project. This was therefore
Friends of North Norfolk albeit in a less sensitive landfall and cabling area. In the case of Race Bank, Dong Energy have N not a change to the original consent for Hornsea Project One as suggested by the comment. This does,
changed the position of offshore substations so that where originally they were to be out of sight over however, reflect the position of Hornsea Three in including both transmission options at the point of application.
the horizon they have been moved to within the turbine array area and will now be visible from many Impacts on the AONB and PRoW are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapters 4: Landscape
highly sensitive viewpoints within the Norfolk Coast AONB and the Norfolk Coast National Trail. and Visual Resources and 6: Land Use and Recreation respectively.
As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HYDC
9. There are clear and significant advantages of HVDC Transmission over HVAC Transmission. technplogy will become more mature before Hornsea Project Th.ree will connect, but there is currently no
. . : o : certainty. Therefore, committing to solely HYDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the
HVDC is used in long distance sub-sea and underground transmission systems linked to offshore and 7 . .
. . . . project in the future if we do not see the necessary developments in the market. Horsnea Three may well
on-land power generation operations. Indeed it has cost advantages in terms of fewer cables and e . i, .
I . o . eventually choose to opt for HVDC transmission technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a
, lower power losses for transmission distances over 50km. Hornsea Project Three Transmission will be . o . L
Friends of North Norfolk : . : . ; : | consent (planning permission) for such a technology (and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual
over 170km in total length from offshore substations to the proposed grid connection at Norwich Main ; :
. . I . Project unbuildable and/or unprofitable.
Substation. Most importantly in this case HVDC would clearly have a much less harmful environmental
impact since it will not require massive offshore or onshore Reactive Compensation Booster Stations . - . . . .
sited and visible in extremelv sensitive locations Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt will not be made until post consent
y ' after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. This will be informed by a
feasibility study. However, at this time, both options are retained to ensure both can be considered post-consent.
It may be possible to reduce the final easement width of 80m by laying the proposed pipeline in two
trefoil patterns, or the cables could be laid at a much deeper depth where it is considered that the
cable route will interfere with any of the proposed alternative routes. Alternatively the Applicant can of Hornsea Three has consulted with Norfolk County Council in respect to the Western Link; however, this proposal
John Hurst course undertake to relocate the cables at a later date to accommodate any future Western Link, but N is not sufficiently advanced such that it has been possible to incorporate this into the design or routing of
whatever is the proposed solution at each of the crossing points could they be incorporated into the Hornsea Three.
final designs to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in 2018 to facilitate the examination of the
Applicant's proposals and ensure this matter is given the consideration it deserves?
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In conclusion our impression is that this is the wrong area and landfall site to bring in offshore cables
from Hornsea 3 and expect an 80 metre cable corridor construction to be implemented without major
excessive disruption to local people/traffic/tourist trade/wildlife. This is on an altogether different scale
to the Sheringham Shoal project which had a single trench of 2 metres width! Like many other older
people we have recently retired to Weybourne to get away from the stresses of urban living and enjoy,

Further information pertaining to the landfall location and route selection is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Where possible, Hornsea Three has
sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route refinement (including

and do not meet laid down standards for Public Consultations.

David and Julie Brooks in our later years, the peaceful environment of a small village on the coast, with accessible countryside Y taking forwards the alternative route further to the west of Weybourne) or through the identification of suitable
on our doorstep. This would all be shattered if this massive landfall project goes ahead at Weybourne, mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic
especially if the eastern route(which is very close to residential areas of Weybourne) were to be used. specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
For all the above reasons it could have a serious impact on out daily lives, and therefore on our health
and wellbeing.
Why has Weybourne beach been chosen as the landfall site for the offshore cables? This will mean 3 . - . . , . I .
e . . . . Information pertaining to the site selection and route refinement process is provided in Environmental Statement
. . offshore cable routes coming into Weybourne and all the associated disruption. Also security of supply A . . . . . . .
David and Julie Brooks . . ; . , . . i | volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives, whilst consideration of security at the onshore infrastructure
could be jeopardised with a concentration of cables being a potential target for terrorist attacks. (re: Co in Envi I | 1 ch - Proiect Descriofi
PEIR 2.1.1.4). is discussed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.
Environmental Statement, volume 3, annex 3.3: EMF Compliance Statement comprises an assessment of the
static and extremely low frequency (ELF) EMFs that will be generated by the Hornsea Project Three onshore
transmission infrastructure (cabling), giving maximum predicted field strengths to assess compliance with health
protection guidelines for public exposure to EMFs.
There are major concerns over Magnetic Field effects on local wild life and people where they cross or Annex 3.3 concludes that the maximum magnetic field strength directly above a cable, using worst-case
are close to the 80 metre cable corridors. Will there be metal shielding of the cables to minimise EMF assumptions where required, is also well below the guideline public exposure limits set to protect health. The
David and Julie Brooks effects as is carried out in other European countries such as Italy? The detailed cross section of | cables eventually selected for the project will be required to fall within the envelope assessed and meet the
trenches/cable installation for Hornsea 1 does not show any metal shielding. Is Hornsea 3 going to be prescribed standards and hence will not generate greater EMF.
the same construction?
Relevant to this, it is noted that the view of health protection bodies, based on a wide-ranging health evidence
base (including studies of reproductive and developmental effects, cardiovascular disease, neurodegenerative
disorders, the immune system, and genotoxic effects), is that low-frequency EMF is not a cause of health risks
and that the guideline exposure standards in place (based on well-established effects on the body) are
appropriate to protect health.
At the recent community consultation events there was a vague response to questions about the 3 . - . . , . — .
X . . . Information pertaining to the site selection and route refinement process is provided in Environmental Statement
. . route options around Weybourne and the proposed timescales for work being carried out. Comments S . : . . o .
David and Julie Brooks . . . | volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives, whilst a more detailed description of the chosen route is
were made that the 3rd cable route had been introduced due to technical problems with the other ) : . o o
s . : discussed in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.
routes. Can you clarify this and give more detail?
Noted. The non-technical summary forms part of the Environmental Statement and seeks to provide a non-
William J Horabin The PEIR and Non-technical Summary do not describe the Proposal as clearly and simply as possible N technical summary of the approach to, and conclusions of the Environmental Statement to enhance

comprehension. We have sought to simplify these details further through our community consultation through, for
example, project newsletters or the materials produced to support consultation events.

William J Horabin

There is no proper appraisal of the two transmission systems - HVAC or HVDC
It is clear that HYDC Transmission will be the superior solution re the Environment, Ecology and the
supply of clean offshore wind generated energy to meet the Nation's energy needs.

Due to current uncertainty (see previous responses), a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC)
to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has
taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a maximum design scenario
approach, which could be either HVDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor. This is in accordance
with industry practice and guidance.

Rt Hon Norman Lamb MP

I urge DONG to give serious consideration to the use of High Voltage DC transmission. Local
residents feel very strongly that it would be wholly wrong for old, out of date technology to be used
when the technology is available to avoid the need for industrial installations in open countryside. My
understanding also is that less energy is lost along the route of the cable if DC is used rather than AC
- 50, on the face of it, it is @ more environmentally friendly option.

HVAC technology should not be considered as either old or out of date as this technology also continues to
develop. Due to current uncertainty (as detailed in previous responses), a decision on which transmission
system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential
systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a
maximum design scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.
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During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total number of phases from three to two, and reduced the duration of the construction phase
onshore from eleven to eight years.
They also have misgivings, which | share, about the plans for a phased delivery of the project that Potential impacts from Hornsea Three on socio-economic and tourism are identified and assessed in
could last for nearly a decade. Were that to happen it would have a major adverse effect on residents’ Environmental Statement Volume 3, Chapter 10: Socio-Economics. Taking into consideration the mitigation
Rt Hon Norman Lamb MP ; o R . . T Y . . : .
lives, livelihoods- especially fishing and tourism- and environment and a lasting impact on transport designed into Hornsea Three, no signficant adverse effects are predicted.
infrastructure, wider tourism, flora and fauna.
Impacts from Hornsea Three on transport and ecological receptors are assessed in Environmentl Statement
volume 3, chapters 7: Traffic and Transport and chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation. Inter-related
effects on local residents, as a result of impact interactions, are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 11: Inter-related Effects.
Confirmation of whether the route will be HYAC or HVDC prior to submission of the Development
Consent Order . . . . . .
Strutt & Parker LLP The variation in scheme requirements depending on whether an AC or DC scheme is installed vary N The.PrOJect will continue to apply fpr a DCO with the option for both HVAC. & HVDC technology, with the route
. i ; corridor and land take currently being shown on a worst case scenario, being HVAC.
widely. To have a Consent Order which encompasses both may result in a very general consent
which allows the project to change drastically with minimum consultation going forward.
How will soil storage and reinstatement be carried out, and will there be active weed control
Our clients have worked hard to ensure that their soils are in the best condition possible in order to This detail will be included within the DCO application, and will be refined once a construction contractor has
Strutt & Parker LLP allow them to farm productively. It is there for essential that op and subsoil are stored separately and I been aonointed by Orsted PP '
reinstated in the correct manner. A detail specification should be provided detailing how the soil will PP y '
be moved, stored and replaced.
As you will probably be aware, harmful, noxious and non-native plants must be managed in a pro- . . . - o . i .
; . . . L : This detail will be included within the DCO application, and will be refined once a construction contractor has
active way, and the movement of soils which may be contaminated can assist in spreading them. : o ) i \
. been appointed by Orsted. Any specific harmful, noxious or non-native plants on land intersected by the route
Strutt & Parker LLP Land owners and occupiers are expected to ensure that these plants do not spread. It would be | . - o ; . . ;
. ) . . . corridor should be highlighted to the Project in advance to allow this to be taken into consideration when
beneficial to have sight of the management plan the developer will have in place in order to carry out . X
; . tendering for a construction contractor.
this management on the stored soil.
Our clients are long term land owners and cropping and grazing rotations are planned many years in
advgnce. A.prOJect .Of this scale can be mcorporateq within this management sqhedulg provided that Indicative timescales of the earliest work could commence have been provided. Following an award of a DCO
the information required from the developers is provided as early as viably possible with as much L . . . .
Strutt & Parker LLP . . . - . . . ) N/A and CfD subsidies, more accurate timescales will be available and provided to landowners and agents
details as is available. This will ensure that their businesses can continue to function well and would .
o . . . accordingly.
strengthen the relationship between the developers and occupiers, creating a better working
relationship.
Explanation on the specified easement width
Vattenfall Norfolk Vanguard is a 3.6 giga watt project and is requesting a 36 metre easement, whereas The two projects are completely separate and being developed by separate companies. Orsted have completed
Strutt & Parker LLP Dong Hornsea Project Three is a 2.4 giga watt project requiring a 60m easement. An explanation as N/A sufficeint investigation into the electrical and protective requirements for the cables, resulting in a 60m easement
to why such a wide easement corridor is required would enable us to better inform our clients of how being the area considered suitable and appropriate.
the project will work in to the future.
Details of the link box locations and their distance from the junction bays
The maximum size specification of each of these has been provided in the PEIR documents, however, The location of the joint bays and link boxes will only be able to be confirmed once a DCO has been granted,
Strutt & Parker LLP there is no reference to their locality to each other. These are permanent fixtures and although there | cable design confirmed and order, and a construction contractor appointed. Link boxes will be located on field
is stated intention of installing them in field boundaries, there is the possibility that cable lengths will boundaries, where possible, and in line with landowner discussions in order to minimise the impact to ongoing
not accommodate this. More information on this would be greatly appreciated by the land occupying agricultural operations.
community to enable us to best plan how to work with the permanent infrastructure left on the surface.
How will the project installation be phased The Project could now be constructed in a maximum of two phases as opposed to three. Trenches themselves
A provisional indication on how many stages the project will be installed in, how long it is intended for are likely to only remain open for a number of days whilst the cables, or ducting, is installed with these then
Strutt & Parker LLP . oo . Y . , L . . . 2 A
trenches to remain open and how the commissioning work will be undertaken would enable us to being backfilled. The joint bays will be open for longer periods of time to allow jointing and commissioning work
better advise our clients on land management during the works. to be completed.
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Strutt & Parker LLP

How will the haul road being installed and how will the reinstatement following its removal be carried
out

The composition of the haul road will greatly affect the reinstatement required and the future condition
of the land which it runs over. An indication of what the haul road will be constructed with, at what
stage of the project the works will be carried out along the route, and when it is anticipated it will be
removed would assist us in advising our clients accordingly.

The actual method will be confirmed once a construction contractor has been appointed. Works could be carried
out at any stage of the construction along certain sections of the route, more detail on this will only again be
available once a construction contractor has been appointed. The haul road will be removed on completion of
the construction work, however if there is likely to be an overlap of phased works, or a short time period between
phases, this may, by landowner agreement, be left in situ during this period.

Strutt & Parker LLP

How will the corridor be fenced, when will this be constructed, what access will be required to the
corridor and how will occupiers cross the corridor

No information regarding this is easily identifiable within the PEIR document, but this will be the first
part of the construction project to directly affect the land owners and occupiers. Information relating to
how early in the construction phase the fencing will be installed and how long it will remain in place
would be gratefully received by the occupiers. This will assist in the ongoing land management plans,
and enable our clients to alter cropping and grazing rotations to accommodate the project rather than
be disrupted by it. It would be beneficial for there to be access points across the cable corridor which
can be used whilst an area is not under construction. This will enable the impact of the development
to be minimised.

Fencing requirements and specification will be determined once construction methods and contractor
appointment are further developed. (NOTE: some sections of working corridor may not be fenced for access,
egress or for other engineering reasons). Crossing points may be possible along the working corridor by request
where these are feasible and suitable.

Strutt & Parker LLP

When and how will the aspects of the PEIR document which are currently marked as “lack of data”
and “not fully evaluated” be updated

These terms are used extensively throughout the documents and leave a number of gaps in the
information. Proceeding without having collected sufficient data and fully evaluated the aspects which
require it will surely lead to issues further down the project timeline which could have been avoided.

N/A

These will be updated and included within the DCO application.

Strutt & Parker LLP

The specific concerns of the clients we are representing are as follows:

Will the cables will be ducted or not

A number of our clients are concerned about the possibility that unducted cables may cause localised
ground warming which would affect soil health and plant growth. Because of this, clarity on whether or
not the cables which will be installed by the developer are going to be ducted would be appreciated.

The possibility of ducting should have minimal impact on any possible localised heat released from the cables.
Confirmation on whether the cables will be ducted or not will be confirmed following granting of the DCO.

National Farmers Union

Soils

Details of how soils will be treated and where stored during construction must be provided. Along with
how sub and top soils will be kept separate and kept clean during the construction period. Due to the
damage to soils during construction works must only take place when conditions are acceptable.
During very wet conditions and if soils are waterlogged construction should be stopped. Further it is
important for Dong Energy to set out after soil has been reinstated what measures will be put in place
to bring the soil back to its condition and quality before the works took place. An after care plan should
be included in a code of construction.

Comments noted. Greater detail on soil management will be presented in the DCO application.

National Farmers Union

AC v DC Cables:

It is our understanding that the cables will come inland at Weybourne on the north Norfolk Coast and
the cable corridor will run to the National Grid substation at Norwich Main (just south of Norwich).lt has
been highlighted that the cables could be either HVYDC, HVAC or a combination of both. This will
involve building a booster station and converter substation.

The NFU would like to receive further information as to why the cables cannot be HVDC as it is
understood that less land will be required to lay the cables, the easement width required will be less
and so have less impact on agricultural businesses and no link boxes are required with HYDC. This
further reduces the disturbance and impact on agricultural operations.

It is being said that the only reason for not laying HVDC cables is the cost. The NFU would like for this
to be qualified. It is not acceptable for a greater easement with restrictions to be taken for HVAC
cables due to the cost of the cables and laying the cables

The project is presenting both options, an AC and/or DC cable solution, and is showing the worst case scenario
width of cable easement accordingly - a decision has not yet been made on technology.
The construction corridor will be up to 80m in width.

91




-

Hornsea 3
Offshore Wind Farm

Annex 15.1 — Phase 2 Responses
Consultation Report
May 2018

Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

National Farmers Union

Construction

The project involves laying 6 large cable ducts over a width of 60 metres along some of the most
productive Grade 1, 2 and 3a land classification farmland in Norfolk. The ducts will be buried so most
farming operations can take place on top of them, but as set out below, farmers are extremely
concerned about the depth that cables will be buried. Further clarification and detail is requested on
the depth of the cables?

There is concern over how the cables will be laid, the actual construction technique used. Details are
requested on open cut and directional drilling? Will the cables be ducted and if not why not?

These decisions will not be made until a later date, however the DCO application will set out the worst-case
project proposals for each technique, so that landowners will be fully informed.

National Farmers Union

Jointing bays
It is understood from other projects that ‘Jointing Bays’ should be all underground and will not interfere
with agricultural operations. Confirmation of this would be gratefully received.

N/A

Jointing bays will all be located underground.

National Farmers Union

Link boxes.

Itis understood that link boxes will be needed if the cables are HVAC cables and they are normally
placed at least every 600 to 800 metres on a cable run. Clarification is needed on how many link
boxes will be needed at the end of every run? Link boxes do stand proud above ground level and so
greatly interfere with agricultural operations and are a hazard to farm machinery. It is requested that
link boxes where possible are located in field boundaries or field corners to reduce the interference on
farming operations. However, we suspect that they will be placed where the cable runs out, i.e. literally
every 600 to 800 metres along the route. This will inevitably mean that most of the link boxes will be in
fields and subject to damage and extra costs for farmers in avoiding them and not cropping areas of
land around the obstruction. It is extremely important to have further design information on link boxes
and the siting of them. This includes will any link boxes be located in a cluster and how will they be
marked/identified/fenced.

The location of the joint bays and link boxes will only be able to be confirmed once a DCO has been granted,

cable design confirmed and order, and a construction contractor appointed. Link boxes will be located on field
boundaries, where possible, and in line with landowner discussions in order to minimise the impact to ongoing
agricultural operations.

National Farmers Union

Land (Field) Drainage and Soils

The major potential lasting damage is to land drainage systems and soils structure. One of the main
reasons for the productive land the cable duct route is going through is that the farms are very well
drained by a network of clay or plastic land drains laid in parallel every 20 metres or so across the field
at depths of up to 1.8 metres draining into a field edge ditch or dyke. These drainage systems prevent
water pooling in fields and increase the productive capacity of the agriculture in the area. Good land
drainage increases farm productivity by keeping waterlogging to a minimum, increasing soil strength
by reducing water content, gives higher soil temperatures and leads to more efficient use of applied
fertilisers. According to the Agricultural Notebook the yield advantage for most crops when comparing
drained and undrained treatments is typically 10 to 25 per cent.

Assuming land drains are laid every 20 metres in farmland (they are laid more closely in some cases)
and assuming the whole route is farmland, which it is not, but it mainly is, the cable ducts/trenches will
cut thousands of land drains in six places for each land drain.

Major pipeline constructors will cut a trench and the land drains then place the pipeline in the trench
and re-connect the land drains above the pipe. It is a drainage rule of thumb that with a major pipeline
one in every six land drains does not work after the soil is replaced around the pipe. This will not just
affect the 60 metre working width but could potentially affect the whole field where the cable duct goes
through and therefore every arable field along the route.

An independant land drainage consultant will be appointed in order to consider and design pre and post
drainage sollutions where required.

National Farmers Union

Clarification is needed as to whether Dong Energy will lay the cable duct below or above field drainage
systems. In some cases this implies laying the cable duct at a depth of 2 metres or more.

The NFU would like to agree standard terms of how field drainage will be treated in principle on every
farm and for this wording to be taken forward and included in the Development Consent Order. The
wording normally covers before, during and after construction. It will be important in places for field
drainage to take place outside of the order limits and this will need to be agreed along with a local
drainage consultant being taken on by Dong Energy.

An independant land drainage consultant will be appointed in order to consider and design pre and post
drainage sollutions where required.
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Ray & Diane Pearce

Cumulative Effects Assessment:

There will be a cumulative effect from the Hornsea Three cables crossing the Vanguard and Boreas
cables. The cumulative effects of co-locating up to 54 high voltage cables, carrying up to 6 GW of
electrical energy, should not be underestimated and the PEIR does not address the environmental
issues. Notwithstanding the potential cumulative EMF, the PEIR Volume 4 Annex 5.1, only
acknowledges that there are other projects in ‘Planning Application’; this is despite acknowledgement
from Dong Energy that there have been specific discussions with Vattenfall regarding their projects.
These discussions have purposefully not been included in the PEIR.

By its own admission, the PEIR should discuss the cumulative impact of projects, plans and activities
with which Hornsea Three may interact. Regarding the crossing point, it is, once again, deficient. We
contest that Dong Energy does not have a design proposal for the crossing of the Hornsea three
cables with those of Vanguard and Boreas. The PEIR makes it clear that the minimum depth of the
cables will be 1.2m and the maximum 2.0m. The significant number of cables and limited depth to
which high voltage cables can be buried, before they are unable to efficiently dissipate heat, will have
a significant and potentially detrimental impact on the local environment for soils, principle and
secondary aquifers, substrates and groundwater, especially regarding thermal effects. Considering
the depth and comprehension of the cumulative effects assessment for the off-shore environment,
why has the on-shore environment not been afforded the same level of detail in the PEIR?
Accordingly, there is a requirement for there to be a coordinated plan which will affect the relative
depth of either Dong'’s cable trench or Vattenfall's, which will have a consequence for the environment.

We draw your attention to the Planning Inspectorates directive, as follows:

“.... the Overarching NPS [National Policy Statement] for Energy (EN-1) paragraph 4.2.5 states that:
‘When considering cumulative effects, the ES [Energy Supplier] should provide information on how the
effects of the applicant’s proposal would combine and interact with the effects of others already in

Il

existence’.

We contest that the crossing of the Hornsea three cables with the Vanguard and Boreas cables, will
have detrimental effects on the environment, the ecology, the population and potentially human health
(see EMFs). However, most importantly, there will be a cumulative effect. Astonishingly, the PEIR
states that the overall effect will be solely be from the Hornsea Three cables, and, have graded the
environmental impact of the cables as “minor adverse”.

The potential for impacts arising as a result of Hornsea Project Three to combine

with other planned developments (including the Vattenfall projects) is assessed in each respective topic chapter,
under the heading 'Cumulative Effect Assessment'. In relation to geology and ground conditions, the cumulative
effect assessment is therefore included in Environmental Statement Volume 3, Chapter 1: Geology and Ground
Conditions, section 1.13.

This assessment concludes that there are no signficant cumulative effects associated with Hornsea Three in
combination with other cumulative developments.

Ray & Diane Pearce

Non-Disclosure Agreement:

We are aware that Dong Energy and Vattenfall have agreed a commercial NDA which will
undoubtedly restrict what can be placed in the public domain. However, this will not be in the best
interest of the environment or the residents of Norfolk.

We contest that the imposition of a NDA is limiting Dong Energy from providing information on the
design engineering of how the cables will cross and interact. Dong’s representatives have claimed that
they have had: “regular and detailed discussions" with Vattenfall on the crossing issue. Without the
imposition of an NDA, these discussions could have, and should have, been made public within the
PEIR, as exampled by Dong's discussions with other inter-related bodies in the Marine Environment
report. Therefore, for the on-shore environment, the PEIR is an incomplete and elusive document and
we contest that Dong Energy has failed in its duty of care to the Public.

We also question why the location and construction of cable bonding pits and their interaction with the
environment is not evident in the PEIR.

NDAs are standard agreements entered into when two commercial parties initiate discussions on a wide range of
issues. The cumulative assessments in the EIA process rely on data which is publicly available and hence the
PEIR relied on publicly available information for the Vattenfall Vanguard project which, at that time was limited.
More up to date information on the Vanguard project has been incorported into the final cumulative assessments
presented throughout the Environmental Statment.

Information regarding proposed crossing methodologies is provided in the Environmental Statement to inform the
assessment of potential cumulative effects which is reported in the relevant topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3).

Cable jointing pits will be required along the onshore cable corridor and information is provided in the
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description about the approximate length of cable that
would be expected and hence how frequently jointing pits might be required. It is not possible at this point in
time to confirm the final locations of these as this will be determined by the eventual cable design and the length
of cable that can therefore be transported on each cable drum. Where appropriate, these pits are considered in
the Environmental Statement.

93




‘4< Annex 15.1 — Phase 2 Responses

Hornsea 3 Consultation Report
Offshore Wind Farm May 2018
Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)

I understand that you are planning the construction of the Hornsea 3 wind farm. It is reported that you
intend to dopt the alternating current transmission system to supply power from the windfarm to a site
inland and that this will involve building booster stations on sites in extremely sensitive areas of the

East Anglian countryside. This operation would undoutedly involve Dong in a number of costly and

bitter clashes with local environmental protection organisation and with local authorities whose duty is
to protect the rural environment. | believe it is perfectly possble to transmit this powr by direct current,
F J Crossley eliminating the need for booster stations and thus avoiding the cost, delays and frustration involved in |
disputes and legal action.

Due to current uncertainty (see previous responses on this matter), a decision on which transmission system
(HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems
suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-
case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

As someone who believes in offshore wind power and in protecting the countryside | strongly urge you
to adopt the DC option. If you do not do so | and many, many other concerned individuals will be
forced to oppose your plans thus delaying your project and involving Dong in bad publicity and
substantial extra cost.

Information relating to cable corridor routing is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site
Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. Cable corridor routing was informed by a number of factors
including technical and environmental constraints, as well as the availablility of a suitably wide easement without
disturbing wider highway network.

My view about all this is that | cannot work out why the proposed corridor for the southern end of the
Matthew Martin onshore route cannot be made to run next to the Norwich Southern by-pass. The environmental |
damage has already been done by the road and by the overhead cables next to the road

We are concerned about the alternative route that is being considered, which is purple on your map.
This route would be closer to our property than the original, yellow route, and would have considerable
impact on our property and our neighbours. Could you please let us know why this alternative and |
more disruptive route is being considered?

Also, can you please tell us how long the excavations will be in place? That is, from the
commencement of the work around Church Farm Barns, to the restoration of the terrain.

Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptos, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
Justification for the route refinement changes during the pre-application phase are set out in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Joanna and Anshuman Mondal
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Derek Barber

Why can't the substation go in the quarry beside the A140?

Access to the substation site should be directly from the A47 (or the A140-A47 westbound slip road) at
least for HGVs and abnormal loads and preferably for ALL traffic.

Whatever planting is used around the substation perimeter should be native species atop an earth
bank in order to achieve maximum effect as quickly as possible and provide a beneficial wildlife
habitat.

Much of the substation itself looks to be bordered by “ancient hedgerows”. It is imperative that these
suffer minimal disturbance with zero tree felling and complete restoration upon project completion.
This will aid the planned perimeter screening mentioned above.

Any Community Fund set up to compensate the local communities affected by this development
MUST be heavily biased in favour of Swardeston ad it's close neighbours as they will suffer some 80%
of the permanent blight of this project via the onshore substation. More so if the booster station is
relocated or not needed.

Having walked the whole site it would seem relatively simple to sink the substation into the ground by
several metres and use the spoil so produced to bund the whole site thus reducing visual impact.
More so if the bund embankment is planted with trees.

We address each of your points in turn:

The positioning of complex infrastructure in a quarry or similar, encompasses a range of technical constraints not
least the footprint area which is required, accesibility and health and safety considerations. Furthermore, the
quarry remains operational, with plans to extend (as assessed in the cumulative assessments in the relevant
topic chapters of the Environmental Statement volume 3) and therefore was discounted as an site alternative for
the HVDC converter/HVAC substation.

Information relating to construction traffic routing is provided in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7:
Traffic and Transport, which comfirms that access to the HVDC converter/HVAC substation would be from the
B1113.

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in
the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

We recognise that protection and sensitive restoration of hedgerows is important to minimise any negative
impact on biodiversity or landscape. Impacts from Hornsea Three on ecological features, including hedgerows
and trees (including woodlands) has been avoided where possible through commitments to use trenchless
technologies such as Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD). The replacement of hedgerows at the end of the
construction phase to be undertaken will ensure there is no net loss of hedgerow habitat as a result of Hornsea
Three. Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows, currently in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve
long term benefits for the biodiversity associated with this habitat type. Further details on hedgerow removal,
retention and replacement can be found in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature
Conservation as well as the Outline Ecological Management Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan
which form part of the DCO application.

We have established voluntary Community Benefit Funds (CBFs) for a number of our projects, which are
currently under construction. These funds can make a valuable contribution to the local area, by supporting
projects such as community building improvements and recreation facilities, conservation and wildlife projects
etc. Hornsea Project Three will review the interactions of the project, as the proposal is refined and consider an
appropriate way to feed benefits back into the local community. However, any decision to establish a community
benefit fund for Hornsea Three would be made post financial investment decision (FID).

Derek Barber

Onshore Cable Corridor: It is critical that the final route avoids as far as possible the falling of mature
trees and damage to ancient hedgerows.

Impacts from Hornsea Three on ecological and landscape features, including hedgerows and trees (including
woodlands) has been avoided where possible through commitments to use trenchless technologies such as
Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD). The replacement of hedgerows at the end of the construction phase to be
undertaken will ensure there is no net loss of hedgerow habitat as a result of Hornsea Project Three.

Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows, currently in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term
benefits for the biodiversity associated with this habitat type. The impacts of Hornsea Three on hedgerows and
trees is presented in Environmental Statement Volume 3, Chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation, whilst
further details on hedgerow removal, retention and replacement are also set out in the Outline Ecological
Management Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan which form part of the DCO application.

Derek Barber

Onshore HVAC Booster Station: Is there a possibility that, if needed, this booster station can be
relocated offshore?

The project envelope for Hornsea Three currently allows for one onshore HVAC booster station and up to 4
surface of 6 subsea offshore HVAC booster stations, as set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description. The Environmental Statement (volumes 2 and 3) assess potential impacts associated with
this maximum design scenario.
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Derek Barber

Your assessment of the impact of the onshore substation appear to be optimistic in the extreme.

Impacts associated with the onshore HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation are assessed within
topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3). The EIA has taken a Rochdale Envelope
approach and therefore the assessments are based on a maximum design scenario.

Derek Barber

There seems to be little mitigation with regard to the onshore substation. More detail is needed.

Mitigation measures relevant to the onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation have been identified in each
topic chapter of the Environmental Statement (see volume 3). A key measure for during the operational phase
include strategic landscaping around the HVDC converter/HVAC substation to provide visual mitigation, as
described in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources and the outline
Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Marguerite Russel

Comments on PEIR - No - This is not an area | have knowledge of and nothing to compare it with. If
the recent experiences with construction of the NDR and the total chaos this has caused is repeated
then North Norfolk will come to a holt again, business's will suffer and tourists will avoid us. This would
be a disaster.

Impacts on socio-economic and tourism are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 10: Socio-
Economics.

Marguerite Russel

Landfall zone - This is an AONB and a very important part of the tourist area that helps the coast
line's business' survive. Does this have to be the proposed lanfall zone? Why was Weybourne
Picked?

Noted. Impacts relating to landscape and visual resources are assesed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual resources.  Particular consideration has been given to the AONB as a
sensitive receptor, and it is noted that Hornsea Three has consulted with the Norfolk Coast Partnership to agree
viewpoints to inform the assessment of impacts on the AONB.

Justification for the chosen landfall is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Site Selection
and Consideration of Alternatives.

Marguerite Russel

Area for temporary construction - Essential, but | would expect you to make sure that the areas
were 'put back' to how they were as soon as possible. Is there some kind of retention that can be
charged in order to make sure this is done?

Temporary construction compounds, storage areas and accesses will be cleared as work progresses and when
they are no longer required. On completion of construction work all plant, temporary buildings or vehicles will be
removed. If works are delivered in phases, temporary construction compounds and accesses will be removed
on completion of construction work associated with that phase unless otherwise approved by the Local Planning
Authority. Following completion of the onshore cable installation, the working area will be reinstated to a state
commensurate with condition prior to the commencement of works. Further details are provided in the outline
CoCP which forms part of the DCO application.

Marguerite Russel

Unless more sympathetic consideration is made to the site of this station at Swardeston | cannot
support the proposal. In principle | do support windfarms as an answer to our energy problems and
usage but | do not feel that there has been adequate thought and consideration for the siting of the
station. There is another option - the gravel pit.

Noted. Information pertaining to the site selection for the onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided
in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Marguerite Russel

Local matters landfall zone - Local birds and wildlife must not suffer. Is it an important migrationary
route? How about the seals?

The final assessment for offshore birds is presented in Environmental Statement Volume 2, Chapter 5: Offshore
Ornithology and the final assessment for Marine Mammals presented in Environmental Statement Volume 2,
Chapter 4: Marine Mammals with no impacts of major significance identified for either receptors.

Marguerite Russel

Cable corridor - The area is so vast and covers such a landscape that this is too broad a question to
answer. | would want to be satisfied that the local residents along the route have had a chance to
comment when they have fully understood the proposal.

As part of our public consultation, we have held three rounds of community consultation events through 2016
and 2017. These events were an opportunity for members of the local community to view the latest plans, to
speak directly with members of the project team where individuals required further clarity, and to comment on
our proposal at that stage. All the feedback received at and after the events has been carefully considered by the
Project and will be incorporated where possible into the final design. A summary of the feedback is provided
within the Consultation Report which forms part of the DCO application.

Marguerite Russel

Refining 80m corridor - 80 metres is still a substantial measurement and will have just as much
impact as 200 metres.

Hornsea Three has sought to minimise direct impacts on sensitive receptors by reducing the onshore cable
corridor from 200 m to approximately 80 m. A number of factors have fed into this refinement process, including
technical and environmental. The Environmental Impact Assessment applies a Rochdale Envelope approach,
and as such assesses impacts based on a maximum design scenario (i.e. a worst case), and has idenified
mitigation on the bass of the findings. (see Environmental Statement volume 3).

96




-

Hornsea 3
Offshore Wind Farm

Annex 15.1 — Phase 2 Responses
Consultation Report
May 2018

Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Marguerite Russel

HVAC - | appreciate there must be a need for this station to be built but | feel for the local residents as
they must be feeling the same anxiety and concern | do. Is the booster station as large as the HVDC
converter/HVAC substation? | did not take this from the presentation. Norfolk has a lot of small 'B' and
minor roads. Your construction lorries will cause havoc. The station location is in a rural area already
hindered by an increase in traffic. Construction will need careful planning with highways England. Can
you handle this?

Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport. lltis noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and
associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the
principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application.

The maximum heights and footprints of the onshore infrastructure are provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description. This identifies that the HVAC booster station has a maximum height of
12.5 m, whilst the HYDC converter/HVAC subsattion has a maximum height of 25 m.

Marguerite Russel

Onshore cable corridor - The area is so vast and covers such a landscape that this is too broad a
question to answer. | would want to be satisfied that the local residents along the route have had a
chance to comment when they have fully understood the proposal.

As part of our public consultation, we have held three rounds of community consultation events through 2016
and 2017. These events were an opportunity for members of the local community to view the latest plans, to
speak directly with members of the project team where individuals required further clarity, and to comment on
our proposal at that stage. All the feedback received at and after the events has been carefully considered by the
Project and will be incorporated where possible into the final design. A summary of the feedback is provided
within the Consultation Report which forms part of the DCO application.

Marguerite Russel

80m refinement - 80 metres is still a substantial measurement and will have just as much impact as
200 metres.

Hornsea Three has sought to minimise direct impacts on sensitive receptors by reducing the onshore cable
corridor from 200 m to approximately 80 m. A number of factors have fed into this refinement process, including
technical and environmental. The Environmental Impact Assessment applies a Rochdale Envelope approach,
and as such assesses impacts based on a maximum design scenario (i.e. a worst case), and has idenified
mitigation on the bass of the findings. (see Environmental Statement volume 3).

Marguerite Russel

HVAC - | appreciate there must be a need for this station to be built but | feel for the local residents as
they must be feeling the same anxiety and concern | do. Is the booster station as large as the HVDC
converter/HVAC substation? | did not take this from the presentation. Norfolk has a lot of small 'B' and
minor roads. Your construction lorries will cause havoc. The station location is in a rural area already
hindered by an increase in traffic. Construction will need careful planning with highways England. Can
you handle this?

Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport. lltis noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and
associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the
principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application.

The maximum heights and footprints of the onshore infrastructure are provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description. This identifies that the HVAC booster station has a maximum height of
12.5 m, whilst the HVDC converter/HVAC subsattion has a maximum height of 25 m.

Marguerite Russel

Converter station - Why can't the HVDC converter/HVAC substation be built in the gravel pit off the
A1407? This has already made a great slash in the countryside. We do not need another. Why can't the
substation be totally submerged underground? Considering the overall cost of the project this would
be a very small price. The roads around the proposed site will not sustain heavy lorries. Access must
be from the A47. | am concerned about the light pollution. Also, will access to the station be 24/7?
What will be the average flow of traffic to the substation?

The positioning of complex infrastructure in a quarry or similar, encompasses a range of technical constraints not
least the footprint area which is required, accesibility and health and safety considerations. Furthermore, the
quarry remains operational, with plans to extend (as assessed in the cumulative assessments in the relevant
topic chapters of the Environmental Statement volume 3) and therefore was discounted as an site alternative for
the HVDC converter/HVAC substation. Further information relating to the site selection process for the HYDC
converter/HVAC substation is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Consideration of Alternatives.

Information on construction access routing and traffic flows generated by Hornsea Three is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport. It is noted that a Construction Traffic
Management Plan will be produced to manage access and associated impacts during the construction phase; an
outline of this document has been produced to set out the principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO
application.

Martin Davies

Refined 80m corridor - The route cuts off both roads that give Swardeston access to Cringleford via
Intwood. Construction needs to be staggered, so both roads are never both closed at the same time.

Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport. Itis noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and
associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the
principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application. The project has also committed to a large
number of HDD locations including under a number of roads to avoid main road closures.
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Martin Davies

Substation - Dig into the ground for 2 metres to reduce skyline impact. Trees to shield the site/protect
the view. Perhaps the trees on the bank from the spoil from the 2 metre dig?

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in
the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Martin Davies

Baseline information - Too much of the main converter/substation is 'indicative' at present. Also the
view shown from north east Swardeston appears to show the new station on the brow of the hill - this
is incorrect

Additional detail regarding the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided within Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description. An indication of the visual appearance of the HVDC converter/HVAC
substation is provided in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 4.7: Photographic Panels, wireframes and
photomontages, within maximum design scenario wireframes and indicative photomontages.

Martin Davies

I am unconvinced by wind power as a green alternative as it is unpredictable. Predictable green
sources - e.g. South Wales tidal barrage should be explored first.

Orsted is an offshore wind farm developer.

Martin Davies

Further Comments - New station could be next door to the existing main station - National Grid could
input a small number of pylons to permit this.

A number of alternative locations were considered for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation, as described in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. The location
proposed was chosen based on a range of factors including technical and environments, and is shown in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Jill Wright

Landfall zone - View from or any impact on the Muckleburgh Collection

Impacts to receptors close to the landfall, including the Muckleburgh Collection (where appropriate), are
assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3). Visual impacts of
Hornsea Three area assessed in the Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual
Resources, the specific viewpoints included within the assessment were agreed with NCC and local authorities
as set out in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 4.1: Landscape and Visual Impact Assesment
Methodology.

Jill Wright

Cable corridor - Seems far too wide - could it not be narrower or deeper.

Up to six trenches will be required to accommodate up to six circuits, each containing individual cables and fibre
optics to enable communication between the wind farm and the control system. Each trench could be up to 5
metres wide at the surface reducing to 1.5 metres at the bottom. The circuits must be spaced out to minimise the
mutual heating effect. This spacing enables the cables to effectively carry the large power volumes required
without overheating and damaging the cable. The final width and location of each specific trench will be
determined closer to the construction phase. As such, the minimum width of the onshore cable corridor is
approximately 80 m.

This has been refined down from the 200 m corridor presented at PEIR. A number of factors have fed into this
refinement process, including technical and environmental.

Jill Wright

Refine 80m corridor - It should be as narrow as possible and when filled should be returned to its
former state as much as possible.

Up to six trenches will be required to accommodate up to six circuits, each containing individual cables and fibre
optics to enable communication between the wind farm and the control system. Each trench could be up to 5
metres wide at the surface reducing to 1.5 metres at the bottom. The circuits must be spaced out to minimise the
mutual heating effect. This spacing enables the cables to effectively carry the large power volumes required
without overheating and damaging the cable. The final width and location of each specific trench will be
determined closer to the construction phase. As such, the width of the onshore cable corridor is approximately
80 m.

This has been refined down from the 200 m corridor presented at PEIR. A number of factors have fed into this
refinement process, including technical and environmental.

Prior to construction commencing a Schedule of Condition of the land will be taken and we have an obligation to
return the land in the same state. Once the cables are installed, we will reinstate the land and to ensure it is in no
worse a condition than prior to construction.
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The positioning of complex infrastructure in a quarry or similar, encompasses a range of technical constraints not
least the footprint area which is required, accesibility and health and safety considerations. Furthermore, the
quarry remains operational, with plans to extend (as assessed in the cumulative assessments in the relevant
topic chapters of the Environmental Statement volume 3) and therefore was discounted as an site alternative for
the HVDC converter/HVAC substation. Further information relating to the site selection process for the HYDC
converter/HVAC substation is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Consideration of Alternatives.

Onshore substation - This is my main concern - its impact on the landscape beside the B1113 and
impact of construction/maintenance on B1113 (especially at the junction of B1113/A140 which is
currently a real blockage and inadequate for current usage, especially where long vehicles are

Jill Wright concerned. Looking at the construction timescale, | think you should put the substation closer to |
Norwich Main and hide it inside the current gravel pits which will probably be worked out by them. This
would mitigate noise, visibility and conveniently fill an unisghtly hole and use a brownfield site rather
than greenfield.

Appropriate mitigation measures for landscape impacts and visual disturbance at the HVDC converter/HVAC
substation site are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources.
This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and
landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts.
Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which
forms part of the DCO application.

Impacts from Hornsea Three on sensitive recpetors has been avoided where possible through commitments to
use trenchless technologies such as Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) (which have been formalised following

PEIR - | just hope you can keep to your proposals to 'burrow under' roads, services such as gas PEIR). By using HDD under major roads, we avoid major road closures and can minimise the potential impact
pipeline etc, to cause minimum disruption to road users. No last minute cost-cutting on this, please. on local road networks. A full list of crossings, along with the methdology proposed, is provided in
Some areas are well covered but not sure they all are. It is the scenic impact that seems less than Environmental Statement volume 4, annex 3.6: Onshore Crossing Schedule.

Jill Wright adequately addressed. The buildings - especially the one nearest Norwich - are very big and will have Y
a hige visual impact. Returning again to the final building proposed for a field by the B1113 near Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
Swardeston - this field is on rising land so unless you are going to make your own quarry, some areas chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
will make a huge impact as people come over the fill from Swardeston. hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC

converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in
the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

General Comments - | support because | think we must increase the amount of renewable energy.
But this proposal involves too great a length/amount of land-based infrastructure. More should be
coast-based (preferably on the Lincolnshire coast which is less attractive than North Norfolk) with far
less in the way of power cables and substations on land. | can see that you are working within too Information pertaining to site selection and route refinement, particularly in respect to landfall, is provided in
many constraints which are not your fault. To me this shows all the faults of putting energy provision Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

into private hands when this should be far more overall Government strategy about things like coastal
sites and need for fewer long cable trails. But maybe that's too political.

Response Form - This response form is very long and complicated

Jill Wright

Cable corridor - The roads between A148 and Weybourne/Kelling are narrow, winding, with no Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and

David Young (NNDC Councillor) pavements. Previous experience of lorries has been bad, espeically danger to pedestrians in Kelling. | Transport. Itis noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and
Parking in Kelling during the school run, events at Beck House Barn and bird sightings turn the street associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the
into a single carriageway. Kelling is also a 'hot spot' for mobile phones. principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application.

Information pertaining to site selection and route refinement, particularly in respect to landfall, is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

Where possible and practicable the cable corridor route selected seeks to avoid passing adjacent to properties
and tourism receptors. This is to reduce impacts associated with construction disturbance and to seek to
Landfall Zone - Weybourne has already played host to Sheringham shoal and to Dudgeon. Yet minimise conflicts such as Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) traffic movements. However, it is not possible to avoid
another landfall needs to keep disruption to residents and tourists to an absolute minimum. passing in close proximity to all properties on the route. Where properties or sensitive receptors are located in
close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management measures, such as noise, dust
and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP),
which acompanies the DCO application. Impacts on residential receptors are assessed in the relevant topic
specific chapters of Environmental Statment volume 3, whilst impacts on tourism specifically are assessed in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 10: Socio-Economics.

David Young (NNDC Councillor)
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David Young (NNDC Councillor)

General Comment - The lack of information on 3rd landfall route via Kelling, and the fact that there
are alternative methods yet to be chosen, inevitably meant that responses from representatives at
consultation meetings were not satisfying, albeit that they were friendly and helpful.

Information pertaining to site selection and route refinement, particularly in respect to landfall, is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives.

David Young (NNDC Councillor)

Local matters landfall - 3rd alternative route passes the near the Quag and Kelling Water Meadow
which is much used by birdwatchers as the area has frequent sightings of unusual birds. Most of
Kelling area has no mobile signal.

Environmental Statement volume 6, annexes 3.1 - 3.14 report on the full suite of ecological baseline surveys
undertaken to inform the assessment of impacts on ecology and nature conservation as reported in
Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation. Environmental Statement
volume 6, annexes 3.9 and 3.10 provide a description of the currently baseline in respect to ornithology
(wintering, migratory and breeding birds).

David Young (NNDC Councillor)

Booster station - Best avoided if at all possible. Either by use of DC or by positioning offshore.

Noted, further information regarding HVAC compared to HVDC and the need for the booster station is provided
in Environmental Statement volume 1, Chapter 3: Project Description and chapter 4: Site Selection and
Considerations of Alternatives.

David Young (NNDC Councillor)

Temporary construction - See 8 regarding traffic - need to use A149 only. Landfall compound should
not prevent access along the beach and coastal views east and west. Norfolk coastal path is a major
tourist amenity. If 3rd route via Kelling is used, location of compound further west would be possible
(theoretically) which would distance compound and works from housing. Effect on Muckleburgh
tourism likely to be less than for 'eco’ tourists.

Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport. Itis noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and
associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the
principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application.

David Young (NNDC Councillor)

PEIR - HDD required for crossing obstacles and to reduce impact on wildlife in sensitive areas.

Impacts from Hornsea Three on ecological features, including hedgerows and trees (including woodlands) has
been avoided where possible through commitments to use trenchless technologies such as Horizontal
Directional Drilling (HDD).

Janet Curtis

Temporary Construction - Weybourne car park is unsuitable due to restricted access, use by the
tourists and local residents

The beach road car park is not under consideration as a construction compound. Furthermore it is noted that,
since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community
feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as
well as engineering/technical considerations.

Janet Curtis

Cable Corridor - It should avoid Weybourne village completely.

Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community
feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as
well as engineering/technical considerations.  Impacts associated with works at the landfall are assessed in the
relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).

lan/Celia Howe

Landfall Zone - my main concern is where you intend to place the depot for materials, cables etc and
the route you choose to deliver them to the site. The local road Beach Lane cannot take the very large
lorries that are needed to deliver the cable drums.

Following design refinement, the area identified for landfall works has reduced and the beach lane car park is not
under consideration as a construction compound. A landfall construction compound has been identified and is
shown within Environmental Statement volume 1, chpater 3: Project Description. The main construction
compound, located at Oulton Airfield will also be used for the storage of materials including cables.

In respect to access, access routes will be required from the nearby road network at various places along the
onshore cable corridor route, including at landfall, to access the construction works. The route and design of
these access roads will be agreed with the relevant landowners in advance of construction and where possible
we will seek to use existing roads and tracks. Further details on access routes and the proposed management
of traffic and transport are set out in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and Transport as well
as the outline Construction Traffic Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

R. Richards, (G E Carman, Timber
Merchant)

Proposal - | support the efforts to use sources of sustainable energy as long as the installation effects
of land routes for cabling are thought through carefully and the cheapest options not always followed if
appropriate

Environmental Statement Volume 1, Chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the
process undertaken during the pre-application phase of Hornsea Three to optimise the project in respect to site
selection and route refinement, taking into consideration technical and environmental considerations.

Dawn Moore

Offshore export cable - The booster station will heavily impact the residents of the Reepham area.

Impacts of the onshore HVAC booster station are assessed within the relevant topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3).
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develop over many years. | cam concerned about the potential noise from the site you are
considering. Existing information is very hazy and needs to be fleshed out in much more detail before
any meaningful observation can be made. My property is relatively close in a straight line across the
fields and could be affected.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
HVAC - We were informed that the platform in that village would be quite high in structure, any eye Environmental Statemept Volume 1, Chgptgr 4: Site Selection and Con3|derat.|or.1 of Alterngt|ve§ sets out the.
Dawn Moore . ; . | process undertaken during the pre-application phase of Hornsea Three to optimise the project in respect to site
sore needs to be away from immediate view ) . L . : ; . " .
selection and route refinement, taking into consideration technical and environmental considerations.
Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC subsattion station is provided in
. - . . . . Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum
HVAC - There is an existing quarry site close to your proposed location for the substation which would dimensions are brovided in Environmental Statement volume 1. chater 3: Proiect Descriotion
be much more suitable. It has existing access off the A140 (close to the A47 southern bypass) P » chapier 3. 7o) pion.
designed to take heavy vehicle access. It also provides an existing hole in the ground where the 25m . L
) s AR X . . Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
high buildings could be well disguised immediately without the need for new screening measures to : . . o ; " A .
Stephen Huntley | environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. Additional mitigation measures which

have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless
technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and
hydrological features (e.g. main rivers); and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in
the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Response noted, this matter has been communicated to Hornsea Three land agents who manage access

John Walker, (SHOOT) Cable Corridor - Yes, you have been on the land without proper access N arrangements for surveys. As a matter principle Hornsea Three has sought to secure land owner permission for
all access to land.
John Walker, (SHOOT) 80m Refinement - Yes, we need proper notice of access N Noted
Information relating to the reinstatement of temproary land take is provided in Environmental Statement volume
. i . 1, chapter 3: Project Description. To summarise, prior to construction commencing a Schedule of Condition of
John Walker, (SHOOT) PEIR. Con§tructlon Methods - No, so qug as the methods work, the cable laid has had to be I the land will be taken and we have an obligation to return the land in the same state Thus, following the
modified/rejoined months after the completion date. . : o . . .
completion of the construction works all areas of temporarily impacted land, including recreational resources,
PRoWs and other linear routes affected by the onshore works would be re-instated
Response noted, this matter has been communicated to Hornsea Three land agents who manage access
John Walker, (SHOOT) PEIR surveys - Yes - no notice given N arrangements for surveys. As a matter principle Hornsea Three has sought to secure land owner permission for

all access to land.

The location of the HVAC booster station is shown in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project

Pat Floyd HVAC - Not sure where this booster station will be located in the enviornment | Descriofi
escription.
PEIR Surveys - Obviously the project will not improve the landscape while under construction and
affects wildlife. All building along the route must be kept to a minimum height. | also have suspicions Thank you for you feedback. The final assessment for offshore birds is presented in Volume 2, Chapter 5:
Pat Floyd about the amount of turbines now situating in the North Sea and how this impacts whale migrations I Offshore Ornithology and the final assessment for Marine Mammals presented in Volume 2, Chapter 4: Marine
and could be partly responsible for so many whales being beacked along the Norfolk and Suffolk Mammals with no impacts of major significance identified for either receptors.
coasts this year
Link boxes are required for both HVAC and HVDC technology to allow for easy operational access in the event
that maintenance is required. Offshore it is not practical to install similar structures due to the technical
complexity of working in such environments as well as the more mobile nature of the seabed. The primary aim
Edward de Feyter Onshore cable - Why if using HVAC do you need link boxes when offshore you do not? | offshore is to bury cables to sufficient depth to ensure that they are adequately protected. Should cables

become damaged offshore and hence there is a need for a cable repair, the cables must first be recovered from
the seabed so that they can be worked on in safe and dry conditions on board a vessel where new cable
sections can be spliced in to replace damaged sections.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Edward de Feyter

80m Refinement - If HYDC was used the corridor would be narrower

HVDC cable circuits are typically able to transport more power than HVAC cable circuits therefore if using HYDC
it is possible we may be able to use a reduced number of circuits (currently the maximum is six circuits) which
could result in a narrower corridor being required. However, as noted, a HVDC scenario may result in the largest
parameters of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation near Norwich Main being required. Given that a decision
on HVDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission, Hornsea Three has
conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology
depending on the receptor.

Edward de Feyter

HVAC - If HVDC was used booster stations would not be needed. East Anglia Three - According to a
Scottish Power presentation published in November 2015, the Project will utilise either a single HYDC
convertor station (including rectified option) or implement a new LFAC technology. The export route to
shore will need to carry the power a total of 190km, meaning standard HVAC technology will not be
suitable. During October 2016, Scottish Power renewables ruled out the possibility of a conventional
HVAC, as additional onshore infrastructure (such as reactive compensation equipment) would be
required, which carries extensive footprint that is not desirable for East Anglia Three

If HYDC technology is selected, then neither an offshore or onshore HVAC booster station will be required.
However, a HVDC scenario may result in the largest parameters of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation near
Norwich Main being required. Current market information suggests a HYDC scenario would require the larger
building height.

Given that a decision on HYDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission,
Hornsea Three has conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or
HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

Edward de Feyter

Converter - A HVDC convertor may be bigger than a HVAC substation, but it will prevent rural Norfolk
from being spoilt by Booster Stations.

If HYDC technology is selected, then neither an offshore or onshore HVAC booster station will be required.
However, as noted, a HVYDC scenario may result in the largest parameters of the HVDC converter/HVAC
substation near Norwich Main being required. Current market information suggests a HVDC scenario would
require the larger building height.

Given that a decision on HYDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission,
Hornsea Three has conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or
HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

Edward de Feyter

PEIR construction - If using HVDC, cable installation would be quicker and less disruptive

HVDC cable circuits are typically able to transport more power than HVAC cable circuits therefore if using HYDC
it is possible we may be able to use a reduced number of circuits (currently the maximum is six circuits) which
could result in a narrower corridor being required. However, as noted, a HVDC scenario may result in the largest
parameters of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation near Norwich Main being required. Given that a decision
on HVDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission, Hornsea Three has
conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology
depending on the receptor.

Edward de Feyter

Proposal - | support renewable energy but not its dirty footprint. If HYDC was used the cable route
would be narrower, easier to lay, quicker to reinstate, no booster stations, and the people of Norfolk
would suppport you in your project.

HVDC cable circuits are typically able to transport more power than HVAC cable circuits therefore if using HYDC
it is possible we may be able to use a reduced number of circuits (currently the maximum is six circuits) which
could result in a narrower corridor being required.

If HVDC technology is selected, then neither an offshore or onshore HVAC booster station will be required.
However, as noted, a HVDC scenario may result in the largest parameters of the HVDC converter/HVAC
substation near Norwich Main being required. Current market information suggests a HVDC scenario would
require the larger building height.

Given that a decision on HYDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission,
Hornsea Three has conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or
HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

Edward de Feyter

Further Comments - Please will DONG explain the problems with HVDC. It is not new technology.
Many HVDC connections, above and below ground, are being used around the world. It is that HYDC
convertor stations cannot hand power fluctuation from wind farms, or is it money? Please tell the
people of Norfolk the truth. What is the cost difference between HVAC, HVDC and LFAC?

Due to current uncertainty (see previous responses), a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC)
to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has
taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario,
which could be either HVDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

102




-

Hornsea 3
Offshore Wind Farm

Annex 15.1 — Phase 2 Responses
Consultation Report
May 2018

height should not exceed (circa 8m) that of the agricultural buildings in the surrounding buildings. Any
building should also be screened with appropriate native trees and vegetation, and should, at a future
date, the building or infrastructure become redundant, it should not be used as a precedent for future
use or development but restored to its original state.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Due to current uncertainty (see previous responses), a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC)
Information - Why will DONG not commit to HVDC until after planning permission is granted? Why is to adopt will not be made untlll post consent after extensive engagement with potent|a|_ systems suppliers hasl
Edward de Feyter low frequency alternating current transmission not beina exolored? | taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario,
quency g g exp ' which could be either HVDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor. Due to the distance from shore,
the project needs to utilise high voltage technology
During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
80m Refinement - | have no concerns regarding the corridor itself. However, | do have concerns reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration
regarding the proposed duration of the cable installation. Should the project run over three phases, for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
Roger Hughes presumably due to funding restrictions, it would be approaching 2030 before its completion. Laying all Y duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-
three cables together would shorten the period and minimise the disruption caused by years of heavy year gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the
vehicle and land disturbance. Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any
particular location.
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description sets out the maximum dimensions of the
HVAC booster station, which is 12.5 m (up to 17.5 with lightning protection).
It is acknowledged that if HYDC technology is selected, then neither an offshore or onshore HVAC booster
station will be required. However, a HVDC scenario may result in the largest parameters of the HYDC
HVAC - | have a number of concerns regarding the proposed HVAC booster station. A possible converter/HVAC substation near Norwich Main being required. Current market information suggests a HYDC
height of 25m or even 12m is in my view totally unacceptable. | understand that a DC cable system scenario would require the larger building height (up to a maximum of 25 m).
would obviate the need for a booster station, and failing totally unacceptable design, construction or
Roger Hughes cost constraints, this shown to be the prefered option. In the event that an AC system is imposed, the | Given that a decision on HVDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission,

Hornsea Three has conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or
HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance associated with the HVAC booster and HYDC
converter/HVAC subsatation are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and
Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be
avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise
impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management
Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

John Norman

HVAC - | am aware that environmental groups are concerned about the visual impact on the local
area and the light pollution spoling the dark Norfolk sky-line. The local community have already had
great success in stopping the building of wind turbines at Bodham and Selbrigg, so | suggest their
comments are taken very seriously.

We note your concerns regarding lighting close to the designated Dark Sky Discovery Sites. It is noted that
lighting during the onshore construction phase will be short term and temporary, used only when required (and
generally limited to certain working hours) and designed to avoid unnecessary illumination. Light spill during out
of hours working will be minimised through the use of task-orientated lighting, as set out in the outline CoCP
which accompanies the DCO application.

In terms of permanent onshore infrastructure, the cables within the AONB will be buried and there will be no
operational lighting. The closest part of Hornsea Three to the AONB, and thus the dark sky discovery sites, that
would have lighting during the operational phase is the potential HVAC booster station (as security lighting may
be required during operation to ensure a safe working environment), which is located over 6 km from the AONB.
The HVDC converter/HVAC substation also lies outside the AONB. Notwithstanding this, light spill from these
permanent elements would be minimised through design, in particular the use of directional lighting. Based on
the mitigation and management measures in place, no significant light spill is anticipated, particularly within the
AONB.

Ray Bennett

HVAC - As the North Norfolk coast is an AONB which will if be possible to burry the stations and
return the landscape back to here if was with a small access point?

Impacts relating to landscape and visual resources are assesed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter
4: Landscape and Visual resources. Particular consideration has been given to the AONB as a sensitive
receptor, and it is noted that Hornsea Three has consulted with the Norfolk Coast Partnership to agree
viewpoints to inform the assessment of impacts on the AONB.
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rural area. Measures should be put to place to keep noise levels as low as possible

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Ray Bennett Proposal i : pref er them at_sea as .Iong as where they come onshore the infrastructure is done | Noted. Both offshore and onshore HVAC boosters remain in the project envelope.
sympathetically into the national grid
Onshore Cable Corridor - Given the proposed location of the HVYDC Converter/HVAC substation it Information pertaining to the routing of the onshore cable corridor is provided in Environmental Statement
Matthew Martin makes every sense to locate the corridor next to the Norwich southern by-pass and not swing it out to | volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. This includes information on the
the South constraints that must be considered when designing the route for onshore cables.
The dimensions of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1,
chapter 3: Project Description. The maximum height would be up to 25 m.
Where there are impacts to sensitive receptors associated with the HYDC converter/[HVAC substation and/or
HVAC booster station, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement
(volume 3), for example noise during the operation of the permenant infratstructure is asseessed in
Matthew Martin HVAC - This should be as low as possible so as to be an inobstrusive as possible in what is a largely | Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration, with mitigation measures also identified in

this chapter where relevant.

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in
the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Maria Veronese

HVAC - We have been assured no form of station will be built near Weston Longville - thanks

The Main construction compound proposed near Weston Longyville has not been taken forward to the application.
The main construction compound for the project will be located at Oulton Airfield, accessed off the B1149.

George Francis - Swardeston
Village Hall

HVAC - Site B does not seem to be substantially more advantageous than Site A, but | could not
argue that it was significantly less advantageous

Hornsea Three has taken forward the HVDC converter/HVAC substation option located at Little Barningham
(Site B) based on a review of a range of factors incuding technical and engineering constraints. Further
information on site selection is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and
Conideration of Alternatives.

Landfall - The previous windfarm landfall zone had a huge area to the west of the car park at

All works required for Hornsea Three would be undertaken within the boundary shown on the plans which

lets, which will be very sensitive to noise disturbance (and other disruption). The peak holiday season
is May to the end of September, but runs April to the end of October.

Valerie Stubbs ?ISV?g:Zl;runis aflc;rnctzzt;‘leea/p_lpl)z é:(:lr;rtlescét;oir; ;L;ntr#g% ;a;g)(;\sg)althrﬁa%d?ge of the Muckleborough collection. Where I accompany the DCO application. This includes the laydown of ducting,
Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. Where there are impacts to residential
Onshore Cable - In Weybourne the route to the east of the village goes very close to a lot of homes receptors, thesg are asse§sed in the r.elev.ant topic spgcific chapters'of. the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
Pink-footed geese graze on the fields in that area. Many of the properties in the village are holiday ‘ Impacts on socio-economics and tourism in particular is assessed within Environmental Statement volume 3,
Valerie Stubbs ' I chapter 10: Socio-Economics.

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation considers potential impacts on
ecological receptors as a result of Hornsea Three. This includes potential impacts on species such as Pink-
footed Geese.
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as the destruction of wildlife habitats would not be temporary

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to local residential receptors, either through site selection/route
refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts to receptors,
these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3), for
HVAC - | do not believe that as this is the 3rd project that you cannot use the infrastructure you example visual impacts associated with the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is addressed in Environmental
already have or at least significantly reduce the amount of new building work necessary. 25m high St.altem.ent volume 3, cha.pttler 4: Landscape and Visual Resoqrces. Thi§ chapter al§o identifies appropriate
Christine Walton building - really? Serious green screening and noise reduction needs to be sorted out being dealing | Eltlgat!znénea;lljrez - This |h|CIuQes, for eﬁar:plﬁ,vt/rj\%rs storation gf:sglgts (|nclud|;1|_glyvh :ggergws).whlch gannpt
with the building of it. | do not believe there has been enough consideration given to the reality of the O€ avoided and fanascape p aptlng aroun .t © ooster and Five converter substation to minimise
disrution. noise an d. destruction of the countryside impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management
ption, y Plan which forms part of the DCO application. Impacts relating to noise during the operational phase is
assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration.
Substation - There has already been considerable land destruction/disruption/noise in East Anglia
due to unthought through building against local residetns wishes and through the building of the Further information on the site selection and refinement process for the HYDC converter/HVAC substation is
Christine Walton Northern bypass around Norwich and through Norfolk. Consideration to routes put in place for this | provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives. Hornsea Three has
would also apply to other building projects. More thinking needs to take place re minimising this sought to minimise distrubance through the identification of relevant mitigation measures which are outlined in
destruction and also honest feedback re how long it will take and how much disruption there would be. the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
[ do not think the occurrence of this project is worth losing our beautiful countryside.
i . , . Hornsea Three has sought to minimse impacts to sensitive receptors, either through site selection/route
m;:‘\’/ﬁac:::f aZZI:sI?h?ohuughe ge:avgﬁf lsigﬁludsﬁjzgggztésli(tjtllzrgztlogsts(i)k;ge éi?f:n?rtf r;enadr rtgoz:gd refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigiation measures. This includes for example, impacts from
Christine Walton o histica?e d noFiJse e ductiongtelchrf)i Ues necessary. Once the countrpsi de haé been mu?ulate dno | Hornsea Three have been avoided where possible through commitments to use trenchless technologies such as
arr?ount oa replanting will bring it ba(?k Y. y Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD). Where there are impacts to receptors (e.g. residential or ecological), these
grep 9 9 are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement (volume 3).
A number of secondary construction compounds, and a main construction compound are proposed during the
Christine Walton Temporary Construction - No 'temporary construction' should be done unless absolutely necessary | construction phase of Hornsea Three. These are required to enable the construction of the project. The location

of these, as well as a summary of their function, is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description.

Francis Farron

Export Cable Corridor - The main consideration in the MC2 Cromer reef even if avoided there could
be impact from suspended sediment from trenching operations nearby. What mitigation is in place? -
HDD/working at slack water. Again not enough detail seen.

The offshore cable corridor in the nearshore environment has now been rerouted to avoid direct impact from
cable installation on the Subtidal Chalk feature of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ (see Environmental
Statement volume 5, annex 2.3: MCZ Assessment). Consideration is also given to potential impacts associated
with suspended sediment.

Ruth Bullard

PEIR Construction Methods - | am pleased that cables will be underground. The coverter/substation
will need landscaping. It would be good to improve the locality from an environmental perspective -
more trees, more hedgegrows, ponds etc.

Noted.

Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in
the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

The replacement of hedgerows at the end of the construction phase to be undertaken will ensure there is no net
loss of hedgerow habitat as a result of Hornsea Project Three. Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows, currently
in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term benefits for the biodiversity associated with this
habitat type. Further details on hedgerow removal, retention and replacement can be found in Environmental
Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation as well as the Outline Ecological Management
Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan which form part of the DCO application.
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landscaping, building design and environmental impact, then | could support the development.
However, as local residents, we have been promised much before the developers prior to gaining
planning consent and then none of it has been stuck to once building commences.

Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/I/NA? Regard had to response (s49)
Noted.
Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
Proposal - | strongly support the development of wind power. As | live in Swardeston, | would prefer chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
that the substation was built somewhere else. It is an area under huge existing pressure for further hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
Ruth Bullard development - all of which will change the character of the locality. If care was genuinely taken over | converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in

the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Other potential impacts associated with Hornsea Three are assessed in the relevant topic chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3). Where appropriate, mitigation measures are identified in the topic specific
chapters, these are summarised in Environmental Statement volume 4, chapter 5.1: Enhancements, Mitigation
and Monitoring Commitments along with the mechanism by which they would be secured.

G. Dansey-Smith

Substation - Siting the HVDC converter and HVAC substation on the proposed site south of A47 and
north of Swardeston will pose difficulties with its position and construction. The building will be an
absolute eyesore if it is not bunkered to a large extent. It will be difficult to access with large heavy
items, such as turbines on large vehicles. The B1113 is totally unsuitable due to its width and tight
bends. The only access point by road could be the access road off the A140 to the A47 in a westerly
direction. The road could then run parallel to the A47 to the site

Impacts relating to access are addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport. Itis noted that a Construction Traffic Management Plan will be produced to manage access and
associated impacts during the construction phase; an outline of this document has been produced to set out the
principles of the CTMP and this forms part of the DCO application.

Elaine Parkinson

Proposal - Understand the need for renewable energy

Noted. The need for renewable energy is detailed in government policy which is summarised in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 2: Policy and Legislation.

Elaine Parkinson

Export Cable - Minimise impact and removal of debris. Reinstate public footpaths

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, Weybourne Cliffs and
Kelling Heath SSSI have been avoided and no direct impacts are predicted on these designated sites from
Hornsea Three. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic
specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).

A site waste management plan forms part of the DCO application and sets out Hornsea Three's approach to
waste management.

Where the onshore cable corridor crossed public rights of way, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid impacts
through the use of HDD technology. Where this has not been possible and thus open cut, or HDD with a haul
road over, is proposed, the routes will be temporarily diverted along existing tracks, for a maximum of one month
per cable. Following the completion of the construction works all areas of access land, recreational resources,
PRoWs and other linear routes affected by the onshore works would be re-instated to their current condition
and/or along their current alignments. There would be no physical effects on these resources arising from the
operation or maintenance of Hornsea Three. The measures to be taken to ensure the continued use of all linear
recreational resources during the construction phase of the project have been discussed with Norfolk County
Council and are set out in the Outline CoCP. This dialogue will continue during the detailed design process. The
assessment of impacts on individual public rights of way (where appropriate) are set out in Environmental
Statement, volume 3, chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Elaine Parkinson

Landfall Zone - Minimise impact and reinstate beaches etc

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, Weybourne Cliffs and
Kelling Heath SSSI have been avoided and no direct impacts are predicted on these designated sites from
Hornsea Three. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic
specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road
networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).

At the culmination of construction, Hornsea Three would reinstate the beach and landfall to baseline conditions.
Further details on impacts to recreational users at the beach is assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.

Elaine Parkinson

Local Matters Landfall Zone - Make it better when reinstated

At the culmination of construction, Hornsea Three would reinstate the beach and landfall to baseline conditions.
Further details on impacts to recreational users at the beach is assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3,
chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.

Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives sets out the

would be negated. A three phase construction approach is completely unacceptable. It would have
significant impacts on my community

Elaine Parkinson 80m Refinement - Refine it as much as you can Y process of site selection and route refinement. Through this design development process, Hornsea Three has
sought to minimise impacts on the natural environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors.

Elai . PEIR Construction Method - Good to put cables underground. Shame you cannot do the same with

aine Parkinson . N Noted.
local pylons (Swainsthorpe).

Neil Buxton Onshore Cable - Your proposals are vague in the Weybourne/Norfolk zone. | Elérstgﬁrr)tci:(l)e:]nf|cat|on on the landfall is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project
Appropriate mitigation measures have been design-in to Hornsea Three to minimise impacts on drainage and
flooding. Details are provided in volume 3, chapter 2: Hydrology and Flood Risk (see Table 2.17) as well as the
outline CoCP which forms part of the DCO application.

John Mangan LanFJfaII Zone Logal Matters - | would be concerned thaF whgn the sea defencg is breached for the | . . o .

corridor, the gap will allow the sea to flood through on a high tide and flood the hinterland A flood risk assessment is provided in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 2.1: Onshore Infrastructure
FRAs and identified historic flooding events relevant to Hornsea Three. This has been developed in accordance
with the NPS, NPPF, PPG ID7 and the SuDS Manual. The Flood Risk Assessment which has been undertaken
for the Project concludes that Hornsea Three meets the requirements of NPS EN-1 and the NPPF.
During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years.

PEIR - Construction MEthods - Using HDD for all road crossings would significantly reduce impacts.

Louisa Peaver No replacing of old hedgerows would be needed. Public access issue and traffic inconveniences v In respect to the construction methodology, impacts from Hornsea Three on the local road network, hydrological

features, designated sites and ecological features (including hedgerows) has been avoided where possible
through commitments to use trenchless technologies such as Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD). A full list of
crossings, along with the methdology proposed, is provided in Environmental Statement volume 4, annex 3.6:
Onshore Crossing Schedule.
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Consultee

Summary of response

Change Y/N/I/NA?

Regard had to response (s49)

Louisa Peaver

PEIR Surveys - PEIR volume 3 chapter 6 land use and recreation does not consider the indefinite
impact of the Booster Station. It only discusses the cable corridor. The booster station's visual/noise
presence will permanently reduce recreational use of the nearby PROWSs. The height of the flood light
lamp-posts does not seem to have been considered in te visual assessments

Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation provides an assessment of potential
impacts from Hornsea Three during construction, operation and maintanence and decomissioning. It considers
impacts from all onshore infrastructure, including the onshore cable corridor, the HVAC booster station, the
HVDC converter/HVAC substation, compounds, storage areas and access roads.

Any effects on the amenity of visitor resources, including PRoW arising from changes to the visual and acoustic
environment are addressed in Environmental Statement, volume 3 chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources
and chapter 8: Noise and Vibration respectively.

At the HVAC booster station site lighting will only operate when required and will be directional to avoid
unnecessary illumination. Given the rochdale envelope approach to assessement within the EIA, the landscape
and visual effects assessment considers the maximum design parameters, which the height of any lamp-posts
would site within. This approach is discussed in more detail in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 5:
EIA Methodology and Assessment as well as volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources.

Louisa Peaver

Proposal - Please have HVDC as you preferred method, not AC. DC would significantly reduce the
detriment effects of a booster station i.e. the industrialisation of countryside. Whilst it may be more
extensive, it is viable, has been used elsewhere and would ne national example of forward thinking,
environmentally sensitive development

HVDC cable circuits are typically able to transport more power than HVAC cable circuits therefore if using HYDC
it is possible we may be able to use a reduced number of circuits (currently the maximum is six circuits) which
could result in a narrower corridor being required. Furthermore, if HYDC technology is selected, then neither an
offshore or onshore HVAC booster station will be required. However, as noted, a HVDC scenario may result in
the largest parameters of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation near Norwich Main being required. Current
market information suggests a HVDC scenario would require the larger building height.

Given that a decision on HYDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission,
Hornsea Three has conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or
HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

Hornsea Three has sought to minimise direct impacts on sensitive receptors by reducing the onshore cable
corridor from 200 m to approximately 80 m. A number of factors have fed into this refinement process, including

Maureen Durrant Onshore Cable - 200m is completely unacceptable Y technical and environmental, as summarised in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection
and Consideration of Alternatives.
During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration
for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
PEIR Construction Methods - Can you say how long the excautions will be in place? That is, from duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-
Meriyn Bibb the commencement of the work adjacent to our property to free restoration of the terrain. | understand | year gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the
that this may be for a prolonged period, and if so, it is difficult to understand why the alternative route Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any
is being considered. It would be incredibly disruptive to our neighbours, and likely more so for us too. particular location.
Further details on the construction programme are available in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description.
Hornsea Three has sought to minimise direct impacts on sensitive receptors by reducing the onshore cable
corridor from 200 m to approximately 80 m. A number of factors have fed into this refinement process, including
Consultation - Generally very good but it was only the last consultation meeting that the true extent of technical and environmental, as summarised in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection
Merlyn Bibb the require excautions became apparent (three widely spaced cables, not one, and a much wider | and Consideration of Alternatives.
working corridor than initially conveyed)
The project parameters, including the number of cable circuits is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1,
chapter 3: Project Description. There would be up to a maximum of six cable circuits, in six trenches.
Sarah Griggs-Smith Offshore Array - No, | support wind generation of electricity N Noted.
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Sarah Griggs-Smith

Substation - This is in the field directly opposite my house. Why cannot this be next to the Main Grid
on a field just to the south of it. No uses there. Concerns about links to the Main Grid - electirc
magentic field. Please ensure tree planting prior to the building. Noise - views ruined. House value
slashed. Unable to move/se;; - compensation? Access and water supplies to Mangreen? Need to
know level of disruption/noise/safety. Cables (80m?) as far from house as possible e.g. in the next
field - put substation next to the main grid. Ancient hedges 400 years old. Sink substation unde ground
level. Embankment around it to reduce view/noise

Hornsea Three has sought to avoid residential areas, as well as sensitive historic receptors through site
selection and cable routing, this has included scheduled monuments, listed buildings, registered park and
gardens etc. Hornsea Three has also committed to the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise
impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. trees, hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers).

Compensation is paid for the freehold depreciation of the land directly affected by the easement and for all
reasonable and substantiated losses arising from construction of the project.

Impacts related to access, noise, disruption and hedgerows are all assessed in topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3).

Sarah Griggs-Smith

Temporary Construction - Tree planting around substation work for noise/fencing. Timescale for this.
Access on local lanes. Footpath access. Substation behind the existing trees and hedges which are
very old

The landscapes within the study areas of the onshore HVAC booster station and onshore HVDC
converter/HVAC substation are characterised by fields and local roads enclosed by dense hedgerows, hedgerow
trees, tree blocks and woodlands. This provides layers of vegetation that would help to screen and filter views of
Hornsea Three, and integrate the onshore HVAC booster station and onshore HVDC converter/HVAC substation
into the landscape. As such, Hornsea Three has sought to avoid directly impacting existing features (including
trees and hedgerows) through cable routing or the use of trenchless technologies. Any hedgerows which cannot
be avoided will be replaced at the end of the construction phase. Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows,
currently in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term benefits for the biodiversity associated
with this habitat type as well as gap up hedgerows providing landscape and visual mitigation. Further details on
hedgerow removal, retention and replacement can be found in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 3:
Ecology and Nature Conservation as well as the Outline Ecological Management Plan and the Outline
Landscape Management Plan which form part of the DCO application.

To supplement this existing landscape screening, proposals for mitigation planting have been identified to
provide further screening. Landscape proposals are detailed in the Outline LMP which forms part of the DCO
application.

Hornsea Three has committed to using trenchless technologies to cross all roads, to minimise impacts on the
local road network. Similarly, where the onshore cable corridor crossed public rights of way , Hornsea Three has
sought to avoid impacts through the use of HDD technology. Where this has not been possible and thus open
cut, or HDD with a haul road over, is proposed, the routes will be temporarily diverted along existing tracks, for a
maximum of one month per cable. Following the completion of the construction works all PRoWs and other
linear routes affected by the onshore works would be re-instated to their current condition and/or along their
current alignments. The assesment of impacts on individial public rights of way (where appropriate) are set out
in Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.

Sarah Griggs-Smith

PEIR Construction Methods - Safety of underground cables from substation to main grid. Why not
put the substation next to the main grid? Without need for cables next to homes. Why not put
substation on the existing gravel pit area?

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC subsattion station is provided in
Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum
dimensions are provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Sarah Griggs-Smith

PEIR Surveys - Not read details of this, but saw information at the meeting. High building, please dig
embankment and put it below level of ground. Hedges, woodland. Do not cut ancient trees of
perimeter

The parameters of the permenant infrastructure is set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description. Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from these features on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as
well as maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project
are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies (i.e. HDD) to avoid or
minimise impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows and woodland) and hydrological
features (e.g. main rivers).
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Sarah Griggs-Smith

Mitigation Methods - Protect woodland, housing. Archeology and historical 400 year old hedges and
Embankment and dig in the structure

We recognise that protection of hedgerows and woodland is important to minimise any negative impact on
biodiversity or landscape. Impacts from Hornsea Three on ecological features, including hedgerows and trees
(including woodlands) has been avoided where possible through commitments to use trenchless technologies
such as Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD). As a result of this, Hornsea Three has no direct impacts on
ancient woodland.

The replacement of hedgerows at the end of the construction phase to be undertaken will ensure there is no net
loss of hedgerow habitat as a result of Hornsea Project Three. Furthermore, restoration of hedgerows, currently
in poor condition, provides an opportunity to achieve long term benefits for the biodiversity associated with this
habitat type. Further details on hedgerow removal, retention and replacement can be found in Environmental
Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation as well as the Outline Ecological Management
Plan and the Outline Landscape Management Plan which form part of the DCO application.

Hornsea Three has also sought to avoid direct impacts on heritage assets through route refinement and site
selection (see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives).
Any remaining impacts on heritage assets are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 5:
Historic Environment.

Where properties are located in close proximity, the Project will ensure that sensitive construction management
measures, such as noise, dust and traffic control are considered. These are documented in an outline Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP), which accompanies the DCO application.

Sarah Griggs-Smith

Proposal - | support wind power but would like as much as possible to mitigate the negative effects
this will have on my home of 35 years. Please consider putting the substation nearer to mains - not in
the field behind my garden. My house will definitely not be selleable and will lose a lot of value. Please
can we arrange a face to face meeting with Mangreen residents/ Embankment around the site would
be very important

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives. The site selection process was
informed by a number of factors including community feedback, technical constraints and environmental
constraints.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from the HYDC
converter/HVAC substation. For example, Hornsea Three has proposed landscape planting around the HVDC
converter/HVAC substation to provide additional natural screening to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative
landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO
application.

Karl Feistner

EIA - Impossible to judge the Environmental impact of the HVAC booster station when at consultation
there was no information as to exactly how big it would be, how noisy, how screened etc.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided
in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from the HVAC
booster station on the natural environment, including landscapes and sensitive receptors. For example, the
orientation of the HVAC booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries
(hedgerows and trees) as well as maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been
designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to
avoid or minimise impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological
features (e.g. main rivers); and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVYDC converter/HVAC
substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline
Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.
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Karl Feistner

Mitigation Methods - Didn't find much mention of mitigation measures for HVAC booster station.
Most listings for the environmental impact of the booster station were 'Adverse' so best mitigation
would be to do away with it altogether by going down the HVDC route. As | understand it that would
also reduce cable requirements and thereby mitigate cable installation impacts as well.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided
in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description. Through the design development
process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from the HVAC booster station on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC booster
station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as
maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are
outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts
on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers); and
landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts.
Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which
forms part of the DCO application.

If HVDC technology is selected, then neither an offshore or onshore HVAC booster station will be required, and it
is possible we may be able to use a reduced number of circuits (currently the maximum is six circuits) which
could result in a narrower corridor being required. However, a HVDC scenario may result in the largest
parameters of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation near Norwich Main being required.

Given that a decision on HVYDC and HVAC technology will not be taken prior to the application submission,
Hornsea Three has conducted the EIA based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or
HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

Karl Feistner

Proposal - | strongly support development of renewable energy sources and believe that offshore
wind has a significant beneficial part to play. However | am opposed to the transmission technology
being proposed (HVAC). A technology exists (HVDC) that is more efficient and that would have
reduced environmental impact and it should therefore be chosen as part of properly 'green’ energy
provision.

Due to current uncertainty (see previous responses), a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC)
to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has
taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario,
which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

Karl Feistner

Further Comments - | couldn't find obvious mention of the predicted (or design) lifespan of the project
elements. There were assessments of decommissioning impacts but no information of when or why
decommissioning could be expected. | believe this should be viewed as a long term project, designed
and built with that in mind rather than as cheaply as possible to turn a quick profit. We shouldn't be
expecting to go through all this again in another 20 years or so time...

The operational life of Hornsea Three is 35 years, as set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
Project Description.

For onshore works, a Decommissioning Plan is secured by the draft Development Consent Order. For the EIA,
we ssume that all onshore infrastructure (except the onshore cables) is removed at the point of decommissioning
the project. However, the requirements for decommissioning will be revisited nearer to the point of
decommissioning of the project. There could be an opportunity to review the wind farm and seek an application
for repowering if this was viable. In the repowering scenario, the project would need to reapply.

Karl Feistner

Information - When will a decision on transmission technology will be taken, and what it will be based
on. What are the designed lifespans of the project elements.

Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision
on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. This will also be informed by a feasibility study.
As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be
either HVDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

The operating life of Hornsea Three are set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project
Description.
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Karl Feistner

Landfall - Any required beach access restrictions should limited to as short a period of time as
possible and there should be nothing visible once works are completed.

In respect to beach access, a Beach Access Management Plan will be developed in consultation with, and
agreed with Norfolk County Council. This Plan would include management measures to be put in place on the
beach at either side of the construction working areas to guide walkers along the diverted coastal path, and
would also set out the measures to be followed for the reinstatement of the coastal path following the completion
of construction works. Information on these temporary changes to the route of the coastal path would be posted
in the beach side car park to the north of Weybourne, together with general information of the construction
activities

Following the completion of the construction works all areas of access land, recreational resources, PRoWs and
other linear routes affected by the onshore works would be re-instated to their current condition and/or along
their current alignments. There would be no physical effects on these resources arising from the operation or
maintenance of Hornsea Three.

The assessment of impacts on individual public rights of way (where appropriate) and recreational access to the
beach are set out in Environmental Statement, volume 3, chapter 6: Land Use and Recreation.

Karl Feistner

Local Matters Landfall Zone - Any beach reshaping due to tidal / storm surges should not leave any
installation works exposed.

This comment is noted and such considerations are critical to the detailed design work associated with the cable
landfall.

Karl Feistner

HVAC - There would be no requirement of this booster station if HVYDC was implemented as the
transmission technology. HVDC has the advantage of being more efficient and would negate the need
to build a large noisy industrial installation (the booster station) in the middle of unspoilt countryside.
Contrary to some things that were said at the consultation, HYDC has been successfully used for
other North Sea wind farms (http://new.abb.com/news/detail/1689/ABB-delivers-DolWin2-wind-
connection) and should be seen as the technology of the future. | believe every effort should be made
to use HVDC transmission. IF there is a compelling case for HVAC (none was suggested at the
consultation) then every effort should be made to conceal the booster station from sight (high earth
bunds, tree planting etc., and to make sure that it does not cause any sound or light pollution by
enclosing machinery in soundproofed buildings as required.

Due to current uncertainty (see previous responses), a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC)
to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has
taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario,
which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology depending on the receptor.

In this regard, an assessment of potential impacts of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is provided in the
relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental Statement, volume 3. In respect to the three points
mentioned in the response, appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental
Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of
habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and
HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are
provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Noise during the operation of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is addressed in Environmental Statement
volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration, where mitigation is also proposed to minimise the potential for
signficant effects.

Lighting during the operational phase is likely to be required at the HVDC converter/HVAC substation (as
security lighting may be required during operation to ensure a safe working environment). Notwithstanding this,
light spill from these permanent elements would be minimised through design, in particular the use of directional
lighting. Based on the mitigation and management measures in place, no significant light spill is anticipated.

Karl Feistner

Construction - The cables should be sufficiently deeply buried.

The depth of the cable trenches are set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Geoff Fisher

Onshore Cable - Length of total time of land disturbance if cable laying is conducted over more than
one phase

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration
for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-
year gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the
Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any
particular location.
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Julia Peters

Landfall - The anticipated 'complete loss' of the small wetland by the beach should be averted by
placing the ECR some 200m to the west.

Since the PEIR, a refined landfall location has been identified (western re-route around Kelling) and the area
identified for landfall works has reduced. This was informed by a number of factors including community
feedback in the area of Kelling and Weybourne, avoidance of the Kelling Heath SSSI/CWS and Holiday Park as
well as engineering/technical considerations. Remaining impacts on the landfall area are assessed in topic
specific chapters of the Environmental Statement volume 3, with impacts on ecological habitats specifically
assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Ecology and Nature Conservation.

John Seymour

Onshore Cable - The issues relating to the possible phasing of the project over some 11 years is
unacceptable. The disturbance to the countryside will be significant anyway and to have to do it in
three phases would be a disaster for all those living on or near the route.

Following design refinement, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption during
construction, reducing the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years in a maximum of two
phases. Within this, the maximum duration for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5
years, this therefore means that the maximum duration over which construction of the onshore cable corridor
could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-year gap between the two phases).

Hornsea Three has designed the project to avoid or minimise impacts on residential receptors. Specific
measures are identified in the relevant topic chapters of the Environmental Statement.

John Seymour

80m Refinement - As above, phasing the project is unacceptable.

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total duration of the construction phase onshore to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration
for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately 2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum
duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5 years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-
year gap between the two phases). The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the
Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any
particular location. Further information on the proposed construction programme is provided in Environmental
Statement volume 1: Project Description.

John Seymour

HVAC - Put serious consideration of the DC alternative to the top go the agenda. It has been used
elsewhere and if used here would obviate the need for the booster station. If the booster station is to
be built then much more needs doing to mitigate the issues of screening, light pollution, noise and
vibration. Nothing in your documentation addresses these concerns adequately. The construction of
a scaffold tower of the proposed height would indicate what might be seen and from where in an
absolute method which no amount of visualisations can achieve.

HVDC cable circuits are typically able to transport more power than HVAC cable circuits therefore if using HYDC
it is possible we may be able to use a reduced number of circuits (currently the maximum is six circuits) which
could result in a narrower corridor. However, as noted, a HVDC scenario may result in the largest parameters of
the HVDC converter/HVAC substation near Norwich Main being required. The EIA therefore conducts the
assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology
depending on the receptor.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from the HVAC
booster station and HVDC converter/HVAC substation on the natural environment, including landscapes and
sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC booster station has been optimised to
minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as well as maximise natural screening.
Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific chapters,
and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise impacts on local road networks, ecological
receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main rivers).

Landscape and visual impacts are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and
Visual resources. Photographic panels along the cable corridor, as well as indicative visualisations have been
prepared to inform the assessment of impacts and are provided in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex
4.5: Photographic Panels, Wireframes and Photomontages. Lighting during the operational phase may be
required at the HVAC booster station (as security lighting may be required during operation to ensure a safe
working environment). Notwithstanding this, light spill from these permanent elements would be minimised
through design, in particular the use of directional lighting. Based on the mitigation and management measures
in place, no significant light spill is anticipated,
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John Seymour

Temporary Construction - Again, the possibility of phasing the project makes the whole argument
that 'temporary' compounds will be anything but temporary.

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total number of phases from three to two, and the total duration of the construction phase onshore
to eight years. Within this, the maximum duration for construction of the onshore cable corridor is approximately
2.5 years, this therefore means that the maximum duration over which construction could occur would be 5.5
years incorporating two phases (assuming a three-year gap between the two phases). The work associated with
each phase is expected to progress along the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor with a typical active
construction works duration of three months at any particular location. Further information on the proposed
construction programme is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1: Project Description.

Temporary construction compounds, storage areas and accesses will be cleared as work progresses and when
they are no longer required. On completion of construction work all plant, temporary buildings or vehicles will be
removed. If works are delivered in phases, temporary construction compounds and accesses will be removed
on completion of construction work associated with that phase unless otherwise approved by the Local Planning
Authority. Following completion of the onshore cable installation, the working area will be reinstated to a state
commensurate with condition prior to the commencement of works. Further details are provided in the outline
CoCP which forms part of the DCO application.

John Seymour

PEIR Construction Method - If phasing is inevitable the use of cable ducts to provide ducting for all
three phases should be installed in the first phase to minimise future disruption during phases 2 and
3. Under road and hedgerow horizontal boring is something that would assist in reducing the
damages to the environment.

During the design refinement Hornsea Three has sought to minimise the duration of any disruption, and has
reduced the total number of phases from three to two, and the total duration of the construction phase onshore
to eight years.

Mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific chapters of the
Environmental Statement (volume 3), and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise
impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers).

Brian Donovan

Local Matters Landfall Zone - Please don't damage the cliffs or beach. They are historical and have
been disrupted many times (above) .Your cable going out to sea from the land will need to be deep
under the beach to account for the significantly shifting shingle on the beach.The very low cliffs to the
west of the car park are very fragile and are eroding quickly. Please do not add to the damage of
them. Beach Lane is not wide enough for HGV vehicles delivering to the beach

Following design refinement, the area identified for landfall works has reduced and the beach lane car park is not
under consideration as a construction compound.  Further details on the proposed landfall, including access are
set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description and volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport.

Brian Donovan

Proposal - Your project staff at the Holt consultation do not seem to understand the importance of the
impact of decommision or the service support risks. How ever all the staff were friendly and tried to be
helpful . Some staff seemed to have more experience than others

For the EIA, impacts have been assessed on the basis that all onshore infrastructure (except the onshore
cables) is removed at the point of decommissioning the project. However, the requirements for decommissioning
will be revisited nearer to the point of decommissioning of the project. There could be an opportunity to review
the wind farm and seek an application for repowering if this was viable. In the repowering scenario, the project
would need to reapply.

Additional information on decomissioning is provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project
Description.

John Humberstone

EIA - Seems the route runs from countryside and therefore needs to demolish any type of building

The onshore cable route runs primarily through agricultural land. The final route that has been selected does not
require any buildings to be demolished.
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Robert Speck

Yes, disguise it. Make it quiet. Do not take ambient noise readings from next to roads which is what
you have done. This is one of the quietest counties in the SE. Keep it so [check end of this to make
sure info not missed off]

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts from permenant
infrastructure on the natural environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. Mitigation
measures which have been designed-into the project are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use
of trenchless technologies to maintain natural screening and ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) as well as
landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts.
Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management Plan which
forms part of the DCO application.

The results of the baseline noise surveys are presented in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 8.1:
Baseline Noise Surveys, and sets out how the project has ensured that a realistic worst case assessment has
been undertaken.

Simon Clarke

Offshore array area - Why is the array situated so far off the coast? Surely this is more expensive
and inefficient

Details are set out in the Environmental Statement Volume 1 Chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of
Alternatives explaining the history of the Hornsea Three array area.

Simon Willcox

HVAC Booster Station - Its proposed site will spoil forever a greenfield site in a special part of North
Norfolk. The site covers a large area and will have buildings of up to 15m (50 feet) high. This is
something that cannot be hidden by 'careful landscaping' and will spoil a very picturesque part of the
countryside

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided
in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as
well as maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project
are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise
impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers); and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise
impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management
Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

David Joice

| would be interested to kow if the power will be A/C or D/C

Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision
on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or HVDC technology
depending on the receptor.

Graham & Susan Mette

Landfall - Yes - The Rocket House is located immediately prior to the Beach Lane, Weybourne car
park. A proposed site for a works compound for up to 11 years! The car park area has been

vulnerable shingle bank which has been breached twice in the last few years and flooded our garden.

Very concerned about the activity and the effect it might have on the bank.

Following design refinement, the area identified for landfall works has reduced and the beach lane car park is not
under consideration as a construction compound.  Further details on the proposed landfall, including access are
set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description and volume 3, chapter 7: Traffic and
Transport.

Appropriate mitigation measures have been designed-in to Hornsea Three to minimise impacts on drainage and
flooding. Details are provided in volume 3, chapter 2: Hydrology and Flood Risk (see Table 2.17) as well as the
outline CoCP which forms part of the DCO application. A flood risk assessment is also provided in
Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 2.1: Onshore Infrastructure FRAs and identifies historic flooding
events relevant to Hornsea Three. This has been developed in accordance with the NPS, NPPF, PPG ID7 and
the SuDS Manual. The Flood Risk Assessment which has been undertaken for the Project concludes that
Hornsea Three meets the requirements of NPS EN-1 and the NPPF.
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Tina Hayward

HVAC Booster Station - | understand if you used a certain type of transmission you will need a
booster station at Little Barningham. Surely it is better for everyone involved to use the other type of
transmission. A booster station will take a significant piece of precious farmland and be a blot on the
landscape forever.

As noted in previous comments, there is a certain level of confidence in the UK wind industry that HYDC
technology will become more mature before Hornsea Project Three will connect, but there is currently no
certainty. Therefore, committing to solely HYDC now could restrict or even prevent the development of the
project in the future if we do not see the necessary developments in the market. We may well eventually choose
to opt for HVDC transmission technology; however, it is considered that to only seek a consent (planning
permission) for such a technology (and excluding HVAC) at this time could make the eventual Project
unbuildable and/or unprofitable.

Due to current uncertainty, a decision on which transmission system to adopt will not be made until post consent
after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. This will be informed by a
feasibility study.

Information pertaining to the site selection for the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives, whilst maximum dimensions are provided
in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive ecological receptors. For example, the orientation of the HVAC
booster station has been optimised to minimise impacts on nearby field boundaries (hedgerows and trees) as
well as maximise natural screening. Additional mitigation measures which have been designed-into the project
are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise
impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers); and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise
impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management
Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Tina Hayward

Construction methods - | was told at the last consultation that you will be doing short stretches at a
time and then 'making them good'. | hope this is right - last time we had a cable put though Heydon
the corridor lay open for 3 years.

The work associated with each phase is expected to progress along the Hornsea Three onshore cable corridor
with a typical active construction works duration of three months at any particular location. Further details on
programme are provided in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Section 48: Duty to publicise

Janet Holden

Yes - | agree that development of offshore arrays are the best way of delivering wind power to the UK.

Noted.

Janet Holden

HVAC - No comments, as long as the cables are buried

Noted, cables will be buried (as described in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 3: Project Description).

Douglas Walters (Norfolk
Geographical Association)

Cable corridor - It sounds a good idea to have the cabling underground. And should be built in a way
that doesn’t have too much impact on the coastal typography and local landmarks. Also be careful
with cabling under streets and on possible flood plains

Through the design development process, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts on the natural
environment, including landscapes and sensitive assets. Mitigation measures which have been designed-into the
project are outlined in topic specific chapters, and include the use of trenchless technologies to avoid or minimise
impacts on local road networks, ecological receptors (e.g. hedgerows) and hydrological features (e.g. main
rivers).

George Carman, Geodirect
Resources P/L

Landfall Zone - In view of the environmental sensitivity at Weybourne we do not understand why
DONG is considering two or three scenarios around the hamlet of Weybourne. We would prefer
DONG to use existing engineering capability to under-drill the fragile shingly beach and its fishing
infrastructure, the shoreline, the village and the busy Coastal Road with a ¢.1.75 km bore noting that
Table 3.4.4 of provided information indicates capability is to install 2.5im lengths of duct.

Through the design development process, the onshore cable corridor now follows the 'alternative route under
consideration’ and therefore the onshore cable corridor now avoids the designated sites in close proximity to the
landfall. Consideration of alternate landfall locations, as well as justification for the choice of landfall location is
set out in Environmental Statement, volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Alternatives.

The technology to be used at landfall will be decided during detailed design, as set out in Environmental
Statement volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

George Carman, Geodirect
Resources P/L

HVAC - We are concerned that the proposed onshore Shrubs Farm Booster Station will create a real
and significant risk of a significant adverse impact to our family amenity through

(i) long term visual impact from approach roads between our market town Holt and homes

(ii) long term increased background noise

(iii) Light pollution

The maximum parameters associated with the HVAC booster station is provided in Environmental Statement
volume 1, chapter 3: Project Description.

Generally, Hornsea Three has sought to minimise impacts to local residential receptors, either through site
selection/route refinement or through the identification of suitable mitigation measures. Where there are impacts
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Figure 1 shows the results of Viewshed modelling (in green) using the Google Earth Digital Terrain
Model and algorithm for a 12.5 m high structure at the proposed HVAC Shrubs Farm site indicating it
will be visible (at ground level) over

(i) 20 ha of land including houses at Edgefield (intersection of Ramsgate Street and Holt Road-
including popular 17th Century country pub -The Pigs.

(i) About 200 ha of land including houses around Little Barningham village and Corpusty Road being
3 km east of the site

(iii) 60 ha of land west of the proposed site. Whilst topography and trees provide a screen to the east
and south east it is noted that trees are not a permanent feature of the landscape and in fact
harvesting of some of the plantation has already commenced.

(iv) Some 30 ha of undeveloped land 5 km southwest of the proposed site south of the Corpusty-
Briston Road.

Figure 2 shows the increased viewshed for the proposed 17.5 metre above ground level lighting
proposed for the 2.5Ha site

Therefore, there is considerable risk the North Norfolk landscapes will be “industrialised” over more
than many hundreds of hectares by the 150 x 30 m buildings and the 17.5 m high lighting of the site.
Furthermore, we are concerned the final location of the HVAC booster station may change and move
closer to family property

In Conclusion with respect to the proposed HVAC Booster stations we wish (in order of priority)

(i) There be NO onshore HVAC booster station and that this is achieved by (a) constructing all booster
stations offshore and/or (b) use of DC current

(ii) Height of Booster station above ground level be reduced by excavating 3 to 5 metre and
construction of an appropriate waterproof cellar.

(iii) That the noise emission be reduced to the very highest of industry capability and exceeds current
Best Industry Practice (not ALARP4 and not the minimum of the Statutory Requirement). It is not
acceptable to say the project will meet the minimum regulatory requirements since TIME as shown
that previous standards are no longer appropriate e.g. highway driving speeds or the use of asbestos.
(iv) Sound mitigation be installed including cladding and berms (to a height equal to the height of the
building)

(v)  We question the need for any lighting — particularly at 17.5 m. above ground level. DONG is
respectfully requested to consider the use of infra-red technology for security which would obviate the
need for any lighting. Any other security lighting to be kept below 10 metres and installed with motion
sensors so that lights are not left on permanently

We are concerned that the proposed onshore Shrubs Farm Booster Station will create a real and
significant risk of a significant adverse impact to our family amenity through

(i) long term visual impact from approach roads between our market town Holt and homes

(i) long term increased background noise

(iii) Light pollution

Figure 1 shows the results of Viewshed modelling (in green) using the Google Earth Digital Terrain
Model and algorithm for a 12.5 m high structure at the proposed HVAC Shrubs Farm site indicating it
will be visible (at ground level) over

(i) 20 ha of land including houses at Edgefield (intersection of Ramsgate Street and Holt Road-
including popular 17th Century country pub -The Pigs.

(ii) About 200 ha of land including houses around Little Barningham village and Corpusty Road being
3 km east of the site

(iif) 60 ha of land west of the proposed site. Whilst topography and trees provide a screen to the east
and south east it is noted that trees are not a permanent feature of the landscape and in fact
harvesting of some of the plantation has already commenced.

(iv) Some 30 ha of undeveloped land 5 km southwest of the proposed site south of the Corpusty-
Briston Road.

Figure 2 shows the increased viewshed for the proposed 17.5 metre above ground level lighting
proposed for the 2.5Ha site

Therefore, there is considerable risk the North Norfolk landscapes will be “industrialised” over more
than many hundreds of hectares by the 150 x 30 m buildings and the 17.5 m high lighting of the site.

to residential receptors, these are assessed in the relevant topic specific chapters of the Environmental
Statement (volume 3), for example noise during the operation of the HVDC converter/HVAC substation is
addressed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 8: Noise and Vibration.

Impacts relating to landscape and visual resources are assessed in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter
4: Landscape and Visual resources. Photographic panels along the cable corridor, as well as indicative
visualisations have been prepared to inform the assessment of impacts and are provided in Environmental
Statement volume 6, annex 4.5: Photographic Panels, Wireframes and Photomontages. Appropriate mitigation
measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and
Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be
avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise
impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management
Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

Due to current uncertainty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration of Alternatives), a decision
on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or HVDC technology
depending on the receptor.
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Furthermore, we are concerned the final location of the HVAC booster station may change and move
closer to family property

In Conclusion with respect to the proposed HVAC Booster stations we wish (in order of priority)

(i) There be NO onshore HVAC booster station and that this is achieved by (a) constructing all booster
stations offshore and/or (b) use of DC current

(i) Height of Booster station above ground level be reduced by excavating 3 to 5 metre and
construction of an appropriate waterproof cellar.

(iii) That the noise emission be reduced to the very highest of industry capability and exceeds current
Best Industry Practice (not ALARP4 and not the minimum of the Statutory Requirement). It is not
acceptable to say the project will meet the minimum regulatory requirements since TIME as shown
that previous standards are no longer appropriate e.g. highway driving speeds or the use of asbestos.
(iv) Sound mitigation be installed including cladding and berms (to a height equal to the height of the
building)

(v)  We question the need for any lighting - particularly at 17.5 m. above ground level. DONG is
respectfully requested to consider the use of infra-red technology for security which would obviate the
need for any lighting. Any other security lighting to be kept below 10 metres and installed with motion
sensors so that lights are not left on permanently

George Carman, Geodirect
Resources P/L

PEIR Construction Methods - The PIERS report provides absolutely NO DETAILS on the proposed
crossing of the River Bure and adjacent sensitive water meadows. Family landowner (reference
682336) And family stakeholder REQUEST is that the River Bure is HDD under-drilled from a point
south of the disused/dismantled railway to go under (i) railway track site (i) Heath Road which is a
raised approach road to the railway bridge with an elevation of 1-c.4metres (iii) family property ref#
682336 including arable pasture/cropping land, preciously close drinking water well, water meadow,
two ponds and important bio-corridor (iv) River Bure and (v) Approximately 150 metre of water
meadow with drainage ditches and 3 types of native bat habitat in treed hedgerow north of the River
Bure. Total distance of HDD would be about 600 metres and the stakeholder minimum depth
requirement would be 10 metres to be 5 metres below base of house/domestic water well to preserve
land/property value, future land use and to obviate any disturbance at Ref# 682336/681157 during the
construction period. Furthermore, the stakeholders insist that the HDD drilling be completed for all
potential future cable by the drilling and placement of all six (6) cable ducts in one phase of
operations.

Through design refinement, Hornsea Three has committed to using trenchless technologies (e.g. HDD) beneath
the River Bure in order to minimise direct impacts on this sensitive receptor. Where possible HDDs have been
designed to avoid associated sensitive habitats, informed by the Hydrological Characterisation Note which is
provided in Environmental Statement volume 6, annex 2.4.

The extent of all HDDs is shown on the Crossing Schedule which forms part of the DCO application.

Richard Perry

80m Refinement - Heavy traffic re HVAC Booster Station location. This effects bridleways which are
used every day of the year esepcially Shrub Farm entrance road to the proposed station. Horses and
traffic of a heavy nature do not mix. Also bridelway from Pimlico Cottage towards Plumstead area.

Principles for construction traffic management, including interaction with other road or recreational users (e.g.
bridleways and pedestrians) are set out in the outline construction traffic management plan (CTMP) which forms
part of the DCO application. The CTMP will be developed in consultation with the local authorities during the
detailed design stage, in order to identify site specific measures, with separation of users prioritised wherever
possible.

Richard Perry

HVAC - Heavy traffic to booster station at New Covert, Old Covert, route from Shrub Farm. This is a
bridleway not a road. We use this path every day all year round with our horses. Horses and heavy
traffic do not mix. The path is narrow with no get off points if horses and traffic meet. This would be a
health and safety issue.

Principles for construction traffic management, including interaction with other road or recreational users (e.g.
bridleways and pedestrians) are set out in the outline construction traffic management plan (CTMP) which forms
part of the DCO application. The CTMP will be developed in consultation with the local authorities during the
detailed design stage, in order to identify site specific measures, with separation of users prioritised wherever
possible.
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Table 3.9: Summary of consultation responses received as part of the Statutory Consultation (Phase 2.B) relating to the Project Description.
Consultee Summary of response Change Y/N/1/NA8 Regard had to response (s49)
Section 42: Prescribed consultees (The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009: Schedule 1)
We note that AC technology involves a wider cable route, more cables and the use of a cable relay Due tq current upcgrtamty (see volume 1, chapter 4: Site Sglectlon and Consujerahon of Alternatives), a FjeCISIOH
. . o on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post consent after extensive
Estelle Hook, Norfolk Coast station. Thus we suggest the use of DC technology is preferable. We suggest that the criteria for . . . :
! . ‘ , , , engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we have conducted our
Partnership selection of AC or DC technology should be based on ‘best value for money’ rather than ‘least cost’, - . ; :
o X C . assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or HVDC technology
taking into a number of other factors including impact on the local area and community. .
depending on the receptor.
The nature of the onshore cabling laying activities are described in Enivronmental Statement volume 1, chapter
Map 3. There is a section missing in between maps 2 and 3, no doubt because there are no changes 3: Project Description. Mitigation measures have been identified to the creation of preferential pathways for
proposed for the cable corridor. The ‘missing’ section is centred on the Baconsthorpe Castle (Grade |, minimise the generation of silt and prevent runoff entering the watercourses. These measures are set out in
and a SAM) area. The headwaters of the Glaven are at Lower Bodham and Baconsthorpe Castle with Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 1: Geology and Ground Conditions. volume 3, chapter 2: Hydrology
CPRE Norfolk a spring feeding the moat before this tributary runs into the river near Selbrigg Pond. The larger part of and Flood Risk as well as in the Outline CoCP which forms part of the DCO application. Measures include a
the silt entering the Glaven comes from the upper reaches, and then over time moves down the whole commitment to prepare Pollution Prevention and Emergency Response Plans.
length of the river and into the SAC estuary. As such we consider that when crossing the tributary
HDD should be used rather than open trenching and diversion of the stream. Enivronmental Statement volume 3, chapter 2: Hydrology and Flood Risk and confirms that there would be no
effect on the hydrology of the moat at Baconsthorpe Castle.
Due to current uncertainty (see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration
Map 3 again. We continue to argue for the use of HVDC rather than HVAC for a number of reasons, of Alternatives), a degsmn on which trqnsmmsmn system (HVDC‘or HVAC) to adopt will not be made upt|l post
. . . . . . . s consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we
including there would be no requirement for a booster station at Little Barningham. If the final decision Y . . .
. . . have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HYDC or
is for HVAC, then we suggest that the screening area shown is not adequate. That shown on the map .
i ing f he Edaefield to Little Barninah d.atth ion facing the si HVDC technology depending on the receptor.
CPRE Norfolk provides some screening from the Edge iel to Little Barningham road, at the sephon acing t. e site
from Fuel Farm to the Barningham Plantation; and from Fuel Farm another section to the parishes’ . I . . L ,
. ; . ) ) Appropriate mitigation measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3,
boundary marked by a dotted line. This would offer some screening to Edgefield and Edgefield Street. , . o ) . . .
. . ) chapter 4: Landscape and Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including
We suggest that this length should be extended and continue to Shrub Farm. This would offer better . . X
X . i . hedgerows) which cannot be avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC
screening for Edgefield and The Street; and the B1149 Holt to Norwich, much used for a B road. . L . e . S
converter/HVAC substation to minimise impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in
the outline Landscape Management Plan which forms part of the DCO application.
CPRE Norfolk has also responded to the Vattenfall PEIR. In the two months separating the two
consultations we now better understand the use of the Rochdale Envelope; and for the onshore Due to current uncertainty (see Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 4: Site Selection and Consideration
cabling corridor the range of benefits for the use of HVDC rather HVAC. For both companies we feel of Alternatives), a decision on which transmission system (HVDC or HVAC) to adopt will not be made until post
CPRE Norfolk there is a lack of transparency and clarity in presenting the data, and this masks the fact that it is consent after extensive engagement with potential systems suppliers has taken place. As a result of this, we
HVAC which is the worst case scenario throughout for assessing impacts. We consider that this have conducted our assessments based on a realistic worst-case scenario, which could be either HVDC or
approach is not justified, and that HYDC should become an embedded mitigation alongside Horizontal HVDC technology depending on the receptor.
Direct Drilling.
In respect of the wind turbines, having assessed the new proposal for 325m tip heights, NATS has
NATS fjetermmed that these are sgfﬁmently Q|§tant offshorg NOT to have any undesired impact upon its N Hornsea Three acknowledges that NATS anticipates raising no objections. No further action was required.
infrastructure, as such it anticipates raising no objections when consulted by BEIS or other relevant
authority.
The dimensions of the HVAC booster station are set out in Environmental Statement volume 1, chapter 3:
We are concerned that you are asking us to comment on the further screening of the booster station in Project Description (and had previously been provided in the same chapter of the PEIR). Appropriate mitigation
Edaefield and Corousty & Little Barningham. It is impossible to comment on the screening of something when it has still not been measures for visual disturbance are outlined in Environmental Statement volume 3, chapter 4: Landscape and
Sagthor e Parish (plour):cils disclosed the size of the booster station you want to screen. Is it possible to confirm the proposed size N Visual Resources. This includes, for example, the restoration of habitats (including hedgerows) which cannot be
P of the booster station, and perhaps erect scaffolding on the site to the height it will be, so we can see avoided and landscape planting around the HVAC booster and HVDC converter/HVAC substation to minimise
how visible it will be from each direction? impacts. Details of the indicative landscaping proposals are provided in the outline Landscape Management
Plan which forms part of the DCO application.

8Y = Yes change made; N = No change made; | = Incorporated into or considered when producing the assessment or landowner voluntary agreement offer; N/A = Not applicable
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Natural England

Offshore cable corridor

The current consultation presents two potential re-route options for the offshore cable corridor seach
area. Natural England has the following comments:

Seaward potential re-route

- We support the proposed re-route in the seaward part of the corridor (closest to the array). The
proposed alternative would reduce the direct impact to the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef
(NNSSR) SAC due to the cable laying activities. It is our view that impacts to designated sites should
be avoided and while the re-route does not take the calbe fully outside the NNSSR SAC, it has a
potential to minimise the overall impact to the site.

- We also note that the site-specific benthic sampling was carried out for the proposed re-route as part
of the project benthic sampling programme. It is our view that there is sufficient data to adequately
characterise the baseline for that area.

The seaward re-route has been taken forwards for the final application for Development Consent. Details of the
Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor reroute in the offshore area are outlined in paragraph 2.6.1.4 of volume 2,
chapter 2: Benthic Ecology. All impacts, where relevant, on designated features of the North Norfolk Sandbanks
and Saturn Reef SAC are assessed in section 2.11 of volume 2, chapter 2; Benthic Ecology. Conclusions on the
effects of Hornsea Three on the conservation objectives of the North Norfolk Sandbanks and Saturn Reef SAC
are presented in full within the RIAA for Hornsea Three.

The baseline characterisation of benthic habitats and species in the offshore cable corridor, including those
within designated sites, is presented in section 2.7.1 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology.

Natural England

Near-shore potential re-route

- Natural England is pleased to note that Orsted is considering an alernative route in the near-shore
area, which has the potential to avoid most of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ. However, the
proposed re-route has a larger footprint within The Wash and Norfolk Norfolk Coast SAC. We note that
the Environmental Statement should include detailed consideration of the potential impacts on the
SAC.

- We note that no site- specific data collection has been done or is proposed for the section of the re-
route that deviates from the original cable corridor. The consultation document provides a list of
evidence sources available for characterisation of the baseline benthic environment. Natural England
provided comments in the Evidence Plan meeting on 4 December 2017, where we specified that we
have low confidence in the outputs of Sheringham Shoal and Dudgeon OWFs benthic surveys and
have not signed off their survey reports. The data from the OWFs and other surveys was collected in
2006-2013 and may not necessarily represent the most up to date picture of the benthic habitats in the
area. We therefore advise Hornsea Three to treat these data with caution and provide a detailed
confidence assessment of the evidence sources used for the baseline characterisation of the re-route.
Natural England recommends that Hornsea Three project specific data is used as the main source of
evidence where possible.

As discussed with Orsted on 4 December 2017, Natural England would be keen to review a 'side by
side' comparison of the habitats along each route and potential impacts, their magnitude and proposed
mitigation for the two near-shore route options prior to the formal application submission. The
information provided should include careful consideration of the pre-construction preparation activities
that may be required, different cable installation methods and their feasibility, confidence in achieving
the optimum cable burial depth, otential need for cable protection and sensitivity and recoverability of
the benthic features along the two routes.

Details of the Hornsea Three offshore cable corridor reroute in the nearshore area are outlined in paragraph
2.6.1.4 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology. All impacts, where relevant, on designated features of The
Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC and the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ are assessed in section 2.11 of
volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic Ecology.

With respect to the data used to characterise the baseline in the nearshore area, it was agreed with the Benthic
and Fish Ecology and Marine Processes Expert Working Group (EWG) at the meeting on 4 December 2017 that
the nearshore area, including the re-route (i.e. in the vicinity of the Cromer Shoal Chalk Beds MCZ), is
characterised by a combination of site specific and desktop data sources. These are fully discussed in volume 5,
annex 2.1: Benthic Ecology Technical Report and summarised in section 2.7.1 of volume 2, chapter 2: Benthic
Ecology.

Natural England’s concerns on the use of the Sheringham Shoal and Dudgeon OWFs data are assumed to
relate to the design of these surveys and aims of the monitoring, as opposed to sampling technique and
laboratory analyses. The data have been used to inform the Hornsea Three characterisation (i.. identification of
biotopes based on grab sa