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Introduction

1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

This report sets out the work undertaken to inform and the approach taken to determine, the
preferred landfall and converter station sites which form part of the Viking Link UK Onshore
Scheme (hereafter referred to as the ‘UK Onshore Scheme’). Its purpose is to explain how
National Grid Viking Link Limited (NGVL) has identified the preferred landfall and converter
station sites taking into account the results of technical and environmental assessments as well
as feedback received from the local community and other stakeholders in response to the UK
1

Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation (hereafter referred to as ‘Phase 1 Consultation’).
1.1.2

In identifying the preferred landfall and converter station sites, feedback from the Phase 1
Consultation has been considered alongside the findings of environmental and technical
assessments. This approach has allowed for community and stakeholder feedback to be taken
into account in the decision making process and has ensured that selection of the preferred
landfall and converter stations sites has given appropriate weight to the key issues raised in the
Phase 1 Consultation.

1.1.3

The report should be read in conjunction with the UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation
Feedback Report (Document ref. VKL-08-06-G500-003) 2 which provides more details of the
feedback received in response to the Phase 1 Consultation, and the UK Onshore Scheme Site
Selection Report3 (SSR) (Document ref. EBD-VIK-ONS-DOC-0002), which sets out how NGVL
determined which sites to take forward to Phase 1 Consultation.

1.2

Background
Approach to Site Selection

1.2.1

The first step in the development of the UK Onshore Scheme was to identify and assess potential
sites for the landfall and converter station.

This section provides a summary of the siting

assessment which was undertaken. For more detailed information on the assessment of the
alternative landfall and converter station sites refer to the UK Onshore Scheme SSR (Document
Ref. EBD-VIK-ONS-DOC-0002).
1.2.2

The landfall siting assessment identified six potential landfall sites (illustrated in Figure 1.1). An
assessment of the potential impacts on the environment and local community, alongside

1

UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation – A six week period of consultation which also included a series of events held close to

the shortlisted landfall sites and converter station sites to introduce the proposed scheme and potential options to stakeholders and
the general public.
2

UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation Feedback Report available from http://www.viking-link.com/documents/

3

UK Onshore Scheme Site Selection Report available from http://www.viking-link.com/documents/
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preliminary technical and engineering factors including land take required and accessibility was
undertaken.
1.2.3

The assessment resulted in three of the landfall sites being discounted for technical and/or
environmental reasons. The three remaining potential landfall sites (LF1a, LF1 and LF2) were
considered to be feasible options and were shortlisted to be taken forward to the Phase 1
Consultation with the local community and other stakeholders.

Figure 1.1 Potential Landfall Sites

1.2.4

The converter station siting assessment included the identification and assessment of twenty one
potential converter station sites (illustrated in Figure 1.2). The assessment of sites considered
potential impacts on the environment and the local community alongside preliminary technical
and engineering factors including land take required and accessibility. The assessment resulted
in seventeen of the converter station sites being discounted for technical and/or environmental
reasons. The four remaining potential converter station sites (CS1, CS3, CS5 and CS9) were
considered to be feasible options and were shortlisted to be taken forward to the Phase 1
Consultation with the local community and other stakeholders.
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Figure 1.2 Potential Converter Station Sites

UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation
1.2.5

th

th

Phase 1 Consultation was held for six weeks from Monday 11 April until Friday 20 May 2016.
Six information events were held within the potentially affected parishes, three within the localities
of the shortlisted landfall site options (LF1a, LF1 and LF2) and three in the affected parishes of
the shortlisted converter station site options (CS1, CS3, CS5 and CS9).

The aims of this

consultation were to:
• Introduce Viking Link, in particular the UK Onshore Scheme to local communities and
other stakeholders.
• Identify the shortlisted landfall and converter station sites and explain how these were
arrived at.
• Seek feedback from local communities and other stakeholders on the potential sites and
particular issues NGVL should consider in selecting their preferred sites.
1.2.6

At the close of the six week consultation period a total of 588 pieces of correspondence were
received.

This number includes the responses received from statutory and non-statutory

consultees, as well as local residents, businesses and community groups. Further information on
the consultation process and all feedback received from the Phase 1 Consultation is contained in
August 2016
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the UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation Feedback Report (Document Ref. VKL-08-06G500-003)2.

EU Referendum Result
1.2.7

The European Union (EU) referendum took place in June 2016 after Phase 1 Consultation
concluded. The result of the vote to leave the EU does not influence the plans to build and
operate Viking Link. NGVL and Energinet.dk (ENDK) believe that there is a strong business case
for the development of the interconnector. NGVL remains fully committed to the project as it
serves to deliver significant benefits by ensuring a more secure, sustainable and affordable
source of electricity to consumers in Great Britain (GB).
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2

Landfall Siting

2.1

Shortlisted Landfall Options

2.1.1

Three shortlisted landfall sites were taken forward to Phase 1 Consultation taking into account
impacts on the environment and the local community as well as technical and engineering
feasibility. The locations of these landfall sites (from north to south) are summarised below and
are illustrated on Figure 2.1.

2.1.2

The locations of the shortlisted sites are as follows:
• Landfall 1a (LF1a) is located on a strip of coastline approximately 450 metre (m) long,
located 0.5 kilometre (km) south of the village of Sandilands. Roman Bank road runs 50 –
120 m inland parallel to the beach. This road is crossed by a large drain (Boygrift Drain)
which runs perpendicular to the coast and has an outfall to the sea within LF1a. There is
no public access to the beach however the strip of land immediately adjacent to the coast
is part of Sandilands Golf Course. The closest settlements are Sandilands and Sutton-onSea which lie approximately 800m and 2km to the north of the landfall respectively,
however some individual properties are closer. The landfall site is the most northern of the
3 shortlisted options and lies 1.1 km to the north of LF1.
• LF1 is located on a strip of coastline approximately 2 km in length, 3.5 km north east of
the village of Huttoft. For the Phase 1 Consultation LF1 was reduced in size and the
northern part of the site was taken forward to consultation. LF1 is approximately 450 m in
length. Roman Bank road runs 300 – 400 m inland parallel to the beach. Public access to
the beach and parking is available from Sea Lane crossroads at the northern end of the
strip of coastline (Huttoft Car Terrace) and from a lane near Bank Farm Cottages (Marsh
Yard). Key population centres nearby include the settlements of Sandilands to the north,
Anderby Creek/ Anderby to the south, and Huttoft to the west. There are a small number
of individual isolated residential properties interspersed between larger settlements along
the coastline; several caravan sites and linear settlements along minor roads to the north
and south of the site; and several isolated farmsteads to the east of the A52. LF1 is
located in between LF1a (to the north) and LF2 (to the south).
• LF2 is located on a strip of coastline approximately 950 m long and lies to the south of
LF1. Roman Bank road runs adjacent to LF2 approximately 240 – 340 m inland from the
beach. LF2 is located immediately south east of Anderby Creek where a number of
caravan parks and houses are located adjacent to the beach and where there is also a
public access to the beach. A large drain (Anderby Main Drain) runs perpendicular to the
coast and has an outfall to the sea at the northern extent of LF2. Key population centres
nearby include the settlements of Anderby Creek/ Anderby immediately to the north and
north-west respectively, Mumby to the west and Chapel St. Leonards to the south.
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Figure 2.1 Shortlisted Landfall Sites presented at Phase 1 Consultation

2.1.3

The key environmental and technical factors for the three shortlisted sites are summarised in
section 2.2 below. More detail on the environmental and technical constraints can be found in
the SSR (Document Ref. EBD-VIK-ONS-DOC-0002).

2.2

Summary of Landfall Siting Assessment
Landfall Site Option 1a (LF1a)

2.2.1

The location of Landfall Site Option LF1a is provided in Figure 2.2 below.
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Figure 2.2 Shortlisted Landfall Site LF1a

2.2.2

The following provides a summary of the key technical and environmental factors identified for
LF1a:
• Relatively distant from settlements, although proximity to Sandilands potentially results in
temporary and short term impacts on the local community and tourism during landfall
construction. The timing of the installation will need to be considered to ensure impacts
(i.e. traffic, noise and visual impacts) on the community, tourism and recreation (such as
Sandilands Golf Course) are kept to a minimum. The impact on tourism was highlighted
during the Phase 1 Consultation events and in the feedback received. The main point
raised was concern that there would be a direct impact on the golf course as a result of
installation works.
• Existing public road access to LF1a from the A52 would require the use of narrow roads
which would require improvement to accommodate construction traffic which would
potentially go through residential areas. An alternative would be the construction of a
1.6 km long temporary haul road to the A52. A key concern of the local community that
came out of the Phase 1 Consultation related to the increase in traffic through Sandilands
caused by the construction works and the capacity of the roads to cope with the increased
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traffic. The disruption which could be experienced by residents and visitors as a result of
an increase in traffic was also a key area of concern.
• Onshore access to the beach is limited by the sea wall and the dunes and the need to
protect the integrity of the sea defences. A potential access is available via an access
point through Sandilands Golf Course but this will only accommodate some types of
construction vehicles. The larger construction equipment would have to gain access to
the beach using similar arrangements to those used by the Lincshore scheme. Concerns
were raised during Phase 1 Consultation about the level of disruption that would be
caused to users of the golf course such as access restrictions or noise.
• The Environment Agency’s (EA) beach re-nourishment scheme (Lincshore) is currently
operational along this stretch of coastline and there is therefore an assumption that
trenchless installation techniques would need to extend approximately 300 m offshore in
order to avoid Lincshore activities. Whilst this was identified as an important technical and
environment consideration, feedback received from the Phase 1 Consultation did not
highlight it as a key concern. Consultation with the EA regarding the Lincshore
programme has highlighted that there is no guarantee that it will continue in the long term.
• Requirement to cross a flood defence sea wall – there is uncertainty with regards to the
exact depth of that structure. Feedback from the Phase 1 Consultation was consistent
with this, highlighting that a key concern for stakeholders and the local community was
ensuring landfall construction did not affect the integrity of the flood defences.
Geophysical surveys are being undertaken at the three shortlisted landfall sites in order to
establish an understanding of the extents of the flood defences.
• There is a recommended Marine Conservation Zone (rMCZ) offshore from LF1a, (Lincs
Belt rMCZ) which is not currently designated but may be taken forward for designation
during the project programme. Whilst Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) acknowledged
the rMCZ, it was not highlighted as a concern by any of the other consultees.
• LF1a and the area inland falls within the northern part of Lincolnshire Coastal Country
Park (LCCP). A number of consultees highlighted the LCCP in their responses to the
Phase 1 Consultation.
• The Anderby/Huttoft Lincolnshire Coastal Grazing Marsh (LCGM) does not cover the full
extent of land landward of LF1a and the landfall works would potentially be able to avoid
LCGM at LF1a. This would bring construction works within 200 m of Boygrift Drain. The
LCGM was highlighted as a key consideration by a number of consultees during the
Phase 1 Consultation.
• There is a potential engineering limitation as to the length over which trenchless
installation techniques are feasible (i.e. for Horizontal Direction Drilling (HDD) this is
assumed to be 800 m). The northern part of LF1a offers the potential to avoid the LCGM
in its entirety and by using a trenchless installation method such as HDD also offers the
potential to cross under Sandilands Golf Course (and Local Wildlife Site (LWS)), the sea
defences and extend 300 m offshore avoiding the Lincshore activities. The feasibility of
using trenchless methods will require further detailed consideration informed by ground
investigation.
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Landfall Site Option 1 (LF1)
2.2.3

The location of Landfall Site Option LF1 is provided in Figure 2.3 below.

Figure 2.3 Shortlisted Landfall Site LF1

2.2.4

The following provides a summary of the key technical and environmental factors identified for
LF1:
• Proximity to Huttoft/ Anderby Creek could potentially result in temporary impacts on the
local community and tourism during landfall construction. The timing of the installation of
the landfall will need to be considered to ensure that impacts (i.e. traffic, noise and visual
impact) on these two settlements are kept to a minimum.
• The SSR identified existing public road access to LF1 from the A52. This would require
the use of narrow roads which would require improvement to accommodate construction
traffic and would potentially involve traffic movements through residential areas. An
alternative would be the construction of a 2.2 km long temporary haul road to the A52. A
key concern of the local community that came out of the Phase 1 Consultation related to
the increase in traffic which would be caused by the construction works and the capacity
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of the roads to cope with the increased traffic. The disruption which could be experienced
by residents and visitors as a result of an increase in traffic was also a key area of
concern.
• Onshore access to the beach is limited by the sea wall and the dunes and the need to
protect the integrity of the sea defences. Access is available via existing public access
points.
• The EA’s Lincshore beach re-nourishment scheme is currently operational along this
stretch of coastline and there is therefore an assumption that trenchless landfall
installation techniques would need to extend approximately 300 m offshore in order to
avoid the Lincshore activities.
Whilst Lincshore was identified as an important
consideration, feedback received from Phase 1 Consultation did not highlight this as a key
concern.
• The sea defence comprises a flood defence wall however there is uncertainty with regards
to the depth of that structure. Feedback from the Phase 1 Consultation was consistent
with this, highlighting that a key concern for stakeholders and the local community was
ensuring installation did not affect the integrity of the flood defences. Geophysical surveys
are being undertaken at the three shortlisted landfall sites in order to establish an
understanding of the extents of the flood defences.
• There is a rMCZ at the northern extent of LF1 (Lincs Belt rMCZ), which is not currently
designated but may be taken forward for designation during the project programme.
Whilst LCC acknowledged the proximity to the rMCZ, it was not highlighted as a concern
by any of the other consultees.
• The coastal waters to the south of LF1 are bathing waters designated under the Bathing
Water Directive (2006/7/EC, BWD). The EA noted that the project will need to ensure that
the works do not impact the current ‘excellent’ status of the area. The importance of
bathing water status as an attraction to visitors to the area has been highlighted as a
consideration.
• There is a Regionally Important Geological (RIG) site along the foreshore and a number of
LWS inland from LF1, including the sand dunes, the marsh and wet grassland
immediately adjacent to the dunes with the potential to support wintering birds.
• LF1 and the area inland falls within the LCCP. A number of consultees highlighted the
LCCP in their responses to the UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation.
• The Anderby/Huttoft LCGM encompasses an area extending 1.5 km inland from the
dunes. The area is narrower (approximately 500 m) inland of LF1 but much more
extensive to the north and south. The LCGM and the potential impact on them were
raised as a key concern by a number of consultees during Phase 1 Consultation.
• There is a potential engineering limitation as to the length over which trenchless
installation techniques are feasible (i.e. for HDD this is assumed to be 800 m). Using a
trenchless installation method in the northern part of LF1 would minimise impacts on the
LCGM, avoid LWS and sea defences as well as extending 300 m offshore in order to
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avoid Lincshore activities. The feasibility of using trenchless methods will require further
detailed consideration informed by ground investigation.

Landfall Site Option 2 (LF2)
2.2.5

The location of Landfall Site Option LF2 is provided in Figure 2.4 below.

Figure 2.4 Shortlisted Landfall Site LF2

2.2.6

The following provides a summary of the key technical and environmental factors identified for
LF2:
• LF2 is in close proximity to Anderby Creek which could result in temporary impacts on the
local community and tourism during landfall construction for a short period. The timing of
the installation of the landfall will need to be considered to ensure that impacts (i.e. traffic,
noise and visual) on these two groups are kept to a minimum. A key concern of the local
community that came out of the Phase 1 Consultation related to the increase in traffic
which would be caused by the construction works and the capacity of the roads to cope
with the increased traffic. The disruption which could be experienced by residents and
visitors as a result of an increase in traffic was also a key area of concern.
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• Existing public road access to LF2 from the A52 would require the use of narrow roads
which would require improvement to accommodate construction traffic and would also
potentially involve traffic movements through residential areas. An alternative would be
the construction of a 4 km long temporary haul road to the A52. The increase in traffic,
the capacity of the roads and the effect of vibration from Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs)
on houses close to potential access routes were key concerns raised by the local
community.
• Onshore access to the beach is limited by the need to protect the dunes and the integrity
of the sea defences. Access is available to the north and south of LF2 via existing public
access points but they may not be able to accommodate all types of construction vehicles.
Due consideration will have to be given to the access at Anderby Creek which is used by
the emergency services and work may be restricted to minimise impact on the local
businesses..
• Lincshore beach re-nourishment scheme is currently operational along this stretch of
coastline and therefore the assumption that HDD would need to extend 300 m offshore in
order to avoid Lincshore activities also applies to LF2. Whilst Lincshore was identified as
an important consideration, feedback received from the Phase 1 Consultation did not
highlight this as a key concern.
• There would be a requirement to maintain the integrity of the sand dunes which form the
main sea flood defence by using a trenchless installation method. During the Phase 1
Consultation event attendees provided anecdotal evidence of the sea defences and
photographic evidence has subsequently been provided.
• There is a requirement to cross a narrower area of LCGM, which extends approximately
350 m inshore of site LF2. The LCGM was highlighted as a key consideration by a
number of consultees during Phase 1 Consultation.
• The coastal waters within the northern part of LF2 are bathing waters designated under
the BWD. The EA noted that the project will need to ensure that the works do not impact
the current ‘excellent’ status of the area. The importance of bathing water status as an
attraction to visitors to the area has been highlighted as a consideration.
• There is a RIG site in the foreshore area and a number of LWS inland from LF2 including
the sand dunes, the marsh and wet grassland immediately adjacent to the dunes with
potential to support wintering birds.
• LF2 and the area inland falls within the LCCP. A number of consultees highlighted the
LCCP in their responses to the Phase 1 Consultation.
• There is a potential engineering limitation as to the length of trenchless crossing that is
feasible (i.e. HDD is assumed to be 800 m), LF2 would offer the potential for a HDD
crossing that would minimise impacts on the LCGM, avoid LWS, protect the integrity of the
flood defences and extend 300 m offshore in order to avoid Lincshore activities. The
feasibility of using trenchless methods will require further detailed consideration informed
by ground investigation.
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2.3

Review of UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation Feedback
Overview

2.3.1

In April and May 2016 NGVL undertook public consultation on the shortlisted landfall sites. Full
details of the consultation exercise and responses are available in the UK Onshore Scheme
Phase 1 Consultation Feedback Report (Document ref. VKL-08-06-G500-003) 2. In summary:
• Three landfall consultation events were held, attended by 215 people;
• In total 45 pieces of feedback were received from the local community on the shortlisted
landfall site options; and
• Eight stakeholder responses from councils and other statutory consultees were received.

2.3.2

A review of the feedback received in response to the consultation was undertaken. This section
highlights the key themes and site specific issues that were raised during the consultation, both
from stakeholders and local communities and seeks to address some of the key issues raised
that have influenced the selection of the preferred landfall. For a more comprehensive summary
of all the feedback received and responses to the comments, refer to the UK Onshore Scheme
Phase 1 Consultation Feedback Report.

2.3.3

The following presents an overview of the consultation responses for each of the three shortlisted
landfall options that have been taken into account in the selection of the preferred landfall site.

Landfall Site Option 1a (LF1a)
Statutory Consultees
• Historic England noted that there is potential for archaeological remains along the
foreshore in the region of LF1a with the presence of possible salterns at Huttoft adjacent
to Sandilands Golf Course on the seaward site of Roman Bank and isolated findspots of
Neolithic and Roman date. It was also highlighted that LF1a is located within an area with
a substantial prehistoric peat and submerged forest resource.
• Of the three shortlisted landfall sites, Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust’s (LWT) preferred option
would be LF1a since it does not involve crossing any nature reserves (Huttoft Marsh or
Anderby Marsh). LWT acknowledged NGVL’s intention to use trenchless methods to
install the cables under the nature reserves (see comments for LF1 and LF2).
• LWT would support trenchless installation techniques under Sandilands Golf Course
which is a LWS for its dune and grassland habitat.
• The EA highlighted that there is a deregulated abstraction for Sandilands Golf Club for
irrigation and eight boreholes in the vicinity of LF1a which would require consultation with
the golf course if the works are going near the locations.
• LCC commented that based on Environmental Services (understood to encompass
ecology and recreation) their preferred option is LF1a.
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Other Stakeholders
• A key concern of the local community related to the increase in traffic through Sandilands
and the impact this would have on the local economy. The traffic flows that will be
generated through Sandilands would be estimated and assessed as part of the planning
application, should this landfall be preferred. It is, however, anticipated that disruption due
to traffic can be reduced, for example by giving consideration to the timing of the work and
access arrangements.
• Another concern raised related to breaching/ damaging the existing sea defence wall and
the impact on flood risk this may have. To avoid a breach of the sea defence, NGVL has
committed to using trenchless installation methods to ensure that the works do not impact
on the integrity of the flood defence.
• Potential for disruption to golfers and loss of income to the golf course were also raised as
concerns. NGVL has, however, committed to using trenchless landfall construction
methods to avoid disturbing the golf course, so disruption to the golf course users will be
minimal.
• One comment received was concerned about the impact that vibration from HGV’s could
have on nearby houses. To quantify the impact of traffic during construction, the traffic
flows that will be generated by construction works would be estimated and assessed as
part of the planning application, should this landfall be preferred. It is, however,
anticipated that disruption due to traffic can be reduced, for example by giving
consideration to the timing of the work and access arrangements. Where vibration is
considered to be a risk, an appropriate assessment will be undertaken and mitigation
measures implemented (if necessary).
• A number of comments in favour of LF1a felt that this was the least populated of the three
shortlisted sites and would have the least amount of disruption to local residents.

Landfall Site Option 1 (LF1)
Statutory Consultees
• Historic England noted that there is potential for archaeological remains along the
foreshore in the region of LF1 with the presence of possible salterns at Huttoft adjacent to
Sandilands Golf Course on the seaward site of Roman Bank and isolated findspots of
Neolithic and Roman date. It was also highlighted that LF1 is located within an area with a
substantial prehistoric peat and submerged forest resource.
• The EA highlighted that LF1 lies within an area with bathing waters designated under
BWD and that the project must ensure it does not impact on the current ‘excellent’ status.
• The EA also highlighted that there is a deregulated abstraction for Sandilands Golf Club
for irrigation. There are eight boreholes which may be in proximity to LF1, although the
accurate location of these is unknown. The EA recommend that the golf club should be
contacted for further information on the location of the boreholes.
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• Natural England suggested that “LF1 would be the most straightforward site to manage, in
ecological terms, out of the three shortlisted landfall sites as it is a reasonable distance
away from the Sea Banks Clay Pits Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)”.
• LCC commented that “[LF1] should be discounted due to the potential negative impacts
on the nature conservation value contained within [the site]”.
• LWT commented that there are potential impacts on site hydrology, resulting in disruption
and leading to the site becoming drier which is inconsistent with the aims of the LCGM.
• LWT commented that this landfall site crosses the nature reserve at Huttoft Marsh. They
were concerned that there is a risk that using trenchless techniques in this area may not
be technically feasible, resulting in the transition joint pit being located within the nature
reserve potentially damaging habitats and site hydrology.

Other Stakeholders
• A key concern of the local community related to the increase in traffic which would be
caused by the construction works, the capacity of the roads to cope with the increase and
the disruption that an increase in traffic would cause to residents and visitors, particularly
during the peak summer season. To quantify the impact of traffic during construction, the
traffic flows that will be generated by construction will be estimated and assessed as part
of the planning application, should this landfall be preferred. It is, however, anticipated
that disruption due to traffic can be reduced, for example by giving consideration to the
timing of the work and access arrangements.
• Another concern raised related to breaching/ damaging the existing sea defence wall and
the impact on flood risk this may have. NGVL has committed to using trenchless landfall
construction methods to ensure that the works do not impact on the integrity of the flood
defences.
• It was felt that locating the landfall at this site would have an adverse impact on the local
wildlife and the submerged ancient forest that can be seen at low tide.
• A number of responses favoured this site because of the direct access to the A52 via Sea
Lane and because fewer properties would be affected. Comments received suggested
that locating the landfall at this site would spread the disruption across the community
from Viking Link and Triton Knoll.

Landfall Site Option 2 (LF2)
Statutory Consultees
• Historic England noted that there is potential for archaeological remains along the
foreshore in the region of LF2 with the presence of possible salterns at Huttoft adjacent to
Sandilands Golf Course on the seaward site of Roman Bank and isolated findspots of
Neolithic and Roman date. At Anderby Creek, isolated findspots of Palaeolithic and
Roman date are noted. It is possible that more substantial archaeological remains may be
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encountered during the works. It was also highlighted that LF2 is located within an area
with a substantial prehistoric peat and submerged forest resource.
• Historic England noted that at LF2 in particular, there is potential for a “substantial impact
upon coastal peat exposure and elements of the submerged prehistoric forest at Anderby
Creek… In addition, the lack of access points at LF2 may mean haulage along the
foreshore from Anderby Creek Sea Road which would increase the potential impact on
heritage assets”.
• The EA highlighted that LF2 lies within an area with bathing waters designated under
BWD, and that the project must ensure it does not impact on the current ‘excellent’ status.
• Natural England suggested that out of the three shortlisted sites there would be more
ecological and geological issues to consider at LF2 because of the proximity to Sea Banks
Clay Pits SSSI.
• LCC commented that “[LF2] should be discounted due to the potential negative impacts
on the nature conservation value contained within [the site].”
• LWT have also highlighted the potential impacts on the site hydrology which may result in
disruption and leading the site becoming drier which is against the aims of the LCGM.
• LWT also commented that this landfall site crosses the nature reserve at Anderby Marsh
and were concerned that there is a risk that using trenchless techniques in this area may
not be technically feasible resulting in the transition joint pit required between the offshore
and onshore cables being located within the nature reserve damaging habitats and site
hydrology.

Other Stakeholders
• A key concern of the local community related to the increase in traffic, the capacity of the
roads to cope with the increase and the effect of vibration from HGV’s on houses along
the road. To quantify the impact of traffic during construction, the traffic flows that will be
generated by construction will be estimated and assessed as part of the planning
application, should this landfall be preferred. It is, however, anticipated that disruption due
to traffic can be reduced, for example by giving consideration to the timing of the work and
access arrangements. Where vibration is considered to be a risk an appropriate
assessment will be undertaken and mitigation measure implemented (if necessary) to
ensure that vibration levels do not adversely impact nearby properties.
• Comments in favour of LF2 highlighted that there are no sea defences at this site, and that
there are less beach users to be impacted.

2.4

Identification of Preferred Landfall Site

2.4.1

In order to determine a preferred landfall site, a comparison of all the key factors that most
influence landfall site selection was undertaken for the three shortlisted sites. The key factors
considered are:
• Visual impact;
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• Noise impact;
• Impact on tourism and recreation;
• Traffic and access;
• Sea defences; and
• Ecology (protected and designated sites).
2.4.2

Table 2.1 below sets out the results of a comparative assessment of these factors. For each of
the shortlisted landfall sites the assessment takes into consideration the results of technical and
environmental assessments which have been undertaken as well as the feedback received from
the Phase 1 Consultation and concludes by identifying whether a particular option is considered
to be more or less favourable. It also identifies where no clear preference emerged. It should be
noted that there is an element of overlap between some of the factors, for example visual/ noise
and tourism, where visual and noise impacts can have an effect on the tourism.
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Table 2.1 Assessment of Shortlisted Landfall Sites
Factor

Visual impact

Noise impact

Tourism impact

Landfall 1a
(LF1a)

No clear
preference

No clear
preference

No clear
preference

Landfall 1
(LF1)

No clear
preference

No clear
preference

Less
preferable

Landfall 2
(LF2)

Summary of Assessment

No clear
preference

Temporary visual impacts will occur at all of the landfall options, however, the number and type
of receptors potentially affected will vary. LF1a is furthest from settlement but has the potential
to affect individual properties and users of Sandilands golf course as well as visitors to the
LCCP. LF1 is also relatively distant from settlement, however, there are properties present on
Roman Bank overlooking the landfall. LF2 is the closest to settlement lying south east of
Anderby with the potential to affect residents and visitors to the beach.

Less
preferable

Whilst noise impacts would be temporary they were raised as an area of concern during Phase
1 Consultation. LF2 is closer to settlement at Anderby than at the alternative options. Noise
has the potential to have an impact on a larger number of people and visitors during the
construction phase making the LF2 less preferable than LF1a or LF1. There is no clear
preference between LF1a and LF1.

Less
preferable

The impact of construction works was key area of concern raised during Phase 1 Consultation.
LF1a is considered to be more preferable as the use of trenchless installation methods will
prevent any direct impact on the golf course and reduce disruption. Whilst trenchless methods
would also be used for LF1 and LF2 these are considered to be less preferable. These landfalls
are adjacent to designated bathing waters and close to car parks/access points to the beach
increasing the potential to impact on tourists and visitors.

Traffic and access

More
preferable

Less
preferable

Less
preferable

Phase 1 Consultation highlighted concerns regarding the use of local roads to access potential
landfall sites. LF1a is considered preferable as there is scope to develop a short, direct
temporary haul road (1.2km) to the landfall area. Access to LF1 and LF2 is considered less
preferable as these options would require longer haul roads (2.2km and 4km respectively) if the
use of local roads was to be avoided.

Sea defences

No clear
preference

No clear
preference

More
preferable

All of the landfalls fall within the boundaries of the Lincshore scheme, however, it is expected
that any impacts or conflicts with this can be avoided. LF2 is considered slightly more
preferable as the sea defences in this location comprise sand dunes whilst further north the sea
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Table 2.1 Assessment of Shortlisted Landfall Sites
Factor

Landfall 1a
(LF1a)

Landfall 1
(LF1)

Landfall 2
(LF2)

Summary of Assessment
defences at LF1a and LF1 comprise manmade structures. At all landfalls the use of trenchless
installation methods such as HDD will prevent any direct impacts, however, survey would be
required at LF1a and LF1 to confirm the below ground extent of the sea defences.

Ecology (protected
and designated
sites)
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More
preferable

More
preferable

Less
preferable

There are ecological interests present at all of the landfall sites including SSSIs (LF1a LF2) as
well as non-statutory sites including Nature Reserves, the Anderby/Huttoft LCGMP and
Sandilands Golf Course LWS. However, by using trenchless installation techniques direct
impacts on these sites are considered to be avoidable. In Phase 1 Consultation Natural
England confirmed that there would be more ecological and geological issues to consider at
LF2. Overall due to the constraints which are present the opportunities to avoid them LF1a and
LF1 are considered more preferable.

19

2.5

The Preferred Landfall Site

2.5.1

Taking into account the findings of the technical and environmental assessments of the
shortlisted sites as well as the feedback received in response to Phase 1 Consultation, NGVL
have identified LF1a as the preferred the landfall site, subject to survey. This site meets the
requirements of NGVL and provides the opportunity to reduce the potential impact on nearby
communities and coastal environmental constraints such as the LCGM.

2.5.2

The reasons for the selection of LF1a as the preferred landfall site include:
• Due to the relative remoteness of LF1a from residential properties/ the local community, it
is considered that of the three shortlisted sites, this landfall would have the least
temporary impact during construction. In order to reduce disruption due to construction
traffic, the site could be accessed via a new temporary haul road from the A52, as this
would avoid construction traffic having to go down Roman Bank road and past residential
properties.
• There is only a small area of LCGM to the south of the site which can be avoided in
developing a detailed route alignment and also provides more flexibility over construction
techniques which can be used without having an impact on the LCGM.
• It would have the least impact on tourism, as the other two sites have public beach access
and car parks which would potentially be disrupted during construction and are closer to
designated bathing waters, whereas at LF1a the site has no car park that could be
impacted and is located further away from designated bathing waters.
• The use of trenchless landfall construction techniques would ensure no direct impacts on
Sandilands Golf Course and would limit disruption. This would also ensure that the
landfall does not impact on Lincshore activities.
• LF1a received positive feedback from LWT as this option completely avoids their nature
reserves and the LCGM.
• LCC also had a preference for LF1a because it would have the least impact on
Environmental Services interests and had the narrowest section of land between the
Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) and Roman Bank road.
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3

Converter Station Siting

3.1

Shortlisted Converter Station Options

3.1.1

Four shortlisted converter station sites were taken forward to Phase 1 Consultation taking into
account impacts on the environment and the local community as well as technical and
engineering feasibility. These are summarised below and illustrated in Figure 3.1.
• Converter Station 1 (CS1) – as a result of the initial assessment and reported in the SSR
the CS1 site was moved east to the adjacent field in order to avoid an area of higher flood
risk. The revised site location benefits from being larger and is located closer to existing
main road whilst slightly further away from residential properties. This site lies
approximately 1.2 km to the south/ south-west of the Bicker Fen 400 kilo Volt (kV)
substation and is located within South Holland District Council’s (SHDC) area. It occupies
an approximate area of 28.1 hectares (ha) over one field. It is bound to the north, east and
west by existing drains. North Ing Drove lies to the immediate south and provides local
access to a property at the western end of the road approximately 600 m to the west of
CS1. The nearest main road is the A52 which lies approximately 1.7 km to the south of
the site.
• CS3 – as a result of the initial assessment it was decided to reduce the size of CS3
removing the western part of the site which is located immediately adjacent to the South
Forty Foot Drain and in which the access road and cables for the proposed Triton Knoll
Substation and the proposed route of an overhead electricity line from the proposed
Heckington Wind Farm would be located. The site lies approximately 2 km to the north of
the Bicker Fen 400 kV substation and is located within Boston Borough Council’s (BBC)
area. It occupies an approximate area of 8.8 ha split over two fields. Drains are located
on the north, east and west of the site including South Forty Foot Drain which is located
within 200 m at its closest point. There is currently no direct access to the site. The
nearest local road is Timm’s Drove which terminates to the north-east of the site, whilst
the nearest main road is the A17 approximately 2.6 km to the north-east. There are
isolated properties in proximity to CS3 but the site is remote from larger settlements.
• CS5 lies approximately 2.9 km north-east of the Bicker Fen 400 kV substation and is
located within BBC’s administration. It lies within the east/north-east part of the study
area. The site occupies an approximate area of 47.2 ha. It has an irregular shape and is
split into two parts (east and west) separated by Park Lane which runs north-south. The
western component (approximately 32.1 ha) comprises three fields and is bounded to the
east by Park Lane. The eastern component (approximately 15.1 ha) comprises five to six
fields. Field drains are adjacent to and within both parts of the site. The most significant
watercourse is Hammond Beck which forms the western boundary of the site. The
nearest main road to the site is the A17 which is 30 m to the east of the site. There is an
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individual residential property approximately 200 m to the east of the site and the
settlement of Swineshead is approximately 250 m to the east.
• CS9 lies immediately adjacent to the Bicker Fen 400 kV substation and is located within
BBC’s administration. It occupies an area of approximately 11 ha comprising one field.
The boundaries of the site follow the existing field boundaries. Vicarage Drove drain and
Hammond Beck form the western and eastern boundaries of the site respectively. Field
drains are also present to the north and south. Local access to the area is provided by
Vicarage Drove to the west with the nearest main road, the A52, located approximately
2.3 km to the south-east. There are isolated properties in proximity to CS9 but the site is
remote from larger settlements.

Figure 3.1 Shortlisted Converter Station Sites presented at Phase 1 Consultation

3.2

Summary of Converter Station Siting Assessment
Converter Station Site Option 1 (CS1)

3.2.1

The location of Converter Station option CS1 is provided in Figure 3.2 below. As reported in the
SSR the site was re-located from field immediately to the west in order to reduce the extent of the
site considered to be at higher risk of flooding.
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Figure 3.2 Shortlisted Converter Station Site CS1

3.2.2

The following provides a summary of the key technical and environmental factors identified for
CS1:
• CS1 would accommodate the basic converter station footprint (4.2ha) without any
constraints to the layout or orientation.
• Given the potential to micro-site a converter station within the site, avoidance of areas of
higher flood risk should be possible subject to other factors. In the event that avoidance is
not possible mitigation measures may involve land raising of all or parts of the site and/or
raising of equipment and/or provision of a protective bund arrangement, these would be
subject to a flood risk assessment.
• The site is accessible from the main road (A52) via local public roads; however, existing
roads are unlikely to be suitable both in terms of improvements that would be required and
potential for disturbance which would be experienced by the local community. There is
the potential to develop a new access road (approximately 2.1 km in length). Access was
raised during the Phase 1 Consultation; some views considered that access from the A52
would be better than other proposed converter station sites which would require access
from the A17.
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• There are no significant technical constraints to routeing the high voltage Alternating
Current (AC) cables from CS1 to the connection point at Bicker Fen 400 kV substation.
The site is relatively close (approximately 1.2 km) reducing ecological, archaeological and
agricultural disturbance during construction. Feedback from the Phase 1 Consultation
highlighted that CS1 is the most southerly site option and therefore would require longer
high voltage Direct Current (DC) cables than the alternatives.
• The site is relatively remote from larger settlements and communities reducing potential
disturbance including noise or visual impacts, however, individual properties are present
the nearest being within 250-300 m. The Phase 1 Consultation highlighted that this option
is further away from larger settlements and therefore the impact of construction traffic and
the visual impact of the converter station could be less than some of the alternatives
considered.
• Noise impacts are considered to be mitigable but were raised as a key concern through
the Phase 1 Consultation. An indicative noise assessment has been carried out which
demonstrates that noise levels would be within the 35 decibel (dB) noise rating threshold
applied to other developments in the vicinity of Bicker Fen 400 kV substation.
• Landscape and visual impacts are unavoidable due to the scale of the converter station
but the site offers some potential to reduce these to some extent through mitigation
including boundary planting. The landscape and visual impacts were a key concern
raised through the Phase 1 Consultation.
• Permanent land take for the converter station (excluding access/ cable) is limited to a
single field reducing impact on land use. A number of responses to Phase 1 Consultation
noted this fact. However, it should be noted that the basic footprint of the converter
station is the same regardless of which potential site is chosen.

Converter Station Site Option 3 (CS3)
3.2.3

The location of Converter Station Site Option CS3 is provided in Figure 3.3 below.
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Figure 3.3 Shortlisted Converter Station Site CS3

3.2.4

The following provides a summary of the key technical and environmental factors identified for
CS3:
• CS3 would accommodate the basic converter station footprint (4.2ha) with limited flexibility
for the layout or orientation within the site. There is limited space within the site for
landscape or other forms mitigation as well as temporary construction facilities, however,
additional suitable land is available adjacent to the site if required.
• Permanent land take for the converter station (excluding access/ and the AC and DC
cable) would be contained within one to two fields subject to design reducing impact on
land use. A number of feedback responses also highlighted this. It should however be
noted that the basic footprint of the converter station is the same regardless of which site
is selected.
• The site is remote from existing main and local roads, and existing roads would require
improvements over an extensive distance to make them suitable for converter station
construction and large operational maintenance traffic. There is the potential to develop a
new access road (approximately 3.4 km in length). A number of the Phase 1 Consultation
feedback responses noted the possibility for Viking Link and Triton Knoll to use the same
access roads. A decision on the Triton Knoll Development Consent Order (DCO) is
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currently pending. Although the SSR acknowledged the potential for NGVL to share an
access with Triton Knoll should CS3 be selected as the preferred converter station site the
assessment has been made on the basis that NGVL would develop the access for CS3.
• There are no significant technical constraints to routeing the AC cables from CS3 to Bicker
Fen 400 kV substation. The site is in relatively close proximity (approximately 2.4 km)
reducing ecological, archaeological and agricultural disturbance during construction,
however this is a greater distance than both CS1 and CS9. Unlike alternative sites an AC
cable route from CS3 would be in closer proximity to cables routes proposed by Triton
Knoll.
• The site is relatively remote from larger settlements and communities as well as individual
properties reducing potential disturbance including noise or visual impacts. A number of
the feedback responses highlighted the fact that CS3 is remote from residential properties,
although it is also noted that it is in proximity to properties on Timms Drove..
• There may be some scope to consider positioning the converter station to make best use
of screening provided by South Forty Foot Drain. Feedback from the Phase 1
Consultation also highlighted the possibility of making best use of the screening provided
by South Forty Foot Drain.
• Noise impacts are considered to be mitigable based on the results of an indicative noise
assessment described in the SSR. No comments were made about noise specifically with
regards to CS3, however, general concerns were raised however over the noise emitted
from a converter station.
• The site is considered to be at low risk of flooding. As a result, flood protection measures
requirements may be limited.
• There are no significant environmental constraints such as designations present within the
site; however, it is adjacent to South Forty Foot Drain LWS. A number of the feedback
forms refer to the wildlife of the South Forty Foot Drain and how that linear route is used
by many dog walkers and visitors.

Converter Station Site Option 5 (CS5)
3.2.5

The location of Converter Station Site Option CS5 is provided in Figure 3.4 below.
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Figure 3.4 Shortlisted Converter Station Site CS5

3.2.6

The following provides a summary of the key technical and environmental factors identified for
CS5:
• CS5 would accommodate the basic converter station footprint (4.2ha) with minimal
constraints to the layout or orientation.
• The site currently comprises eight to nine fields, although the permanent land take for the
converter station (excluding access/ cable) would be less. Subject to design there may be
opportunities to minimise disturbance to and the impact on land use. A number of
feedback responses noted the fact that CS5 is much larger in size than some of the other
shortlisted converter station sites. It should be noted that the footprint of the converter
station is the same regardless of which potential site is chosen and therefore not all this
land will be required.
• CS5 is relatively close to an existing main road (A17). The site is accessible from the A17
via a local public road but this would require improvement over a very short distance (less
than 500 m long) to make it suitable for converter station traffic. The degree of public road
improvements to facilitate access would be less than for the other sites. The use of the
A17 to provide access to the converter station site was a key concern raised in Phase 1
Consultation feedback with local residents highlighting that this particular stretch of road
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has a high accident rate. Alternatively, this site also provides the opportunity for a short,
direct new access road (approximately 500 m long) to be developed from the A17.
• There are no significant technical constraints to routeing the AC cables from CS5 to Bicker
Fen 400 kV substation, however, the cable route would be longer (in the order of 3 km)
resulting in more disturbance during construction (ecological, archaeological and
agricultural) and encountering more obstacles which require negotiation including local
roads and drains. Feedback from the Phase 1 Consultation highlighted the distance from
CS5 to the Bicker Fen 400 kV substation is longer than the alternatives resulting in a
longer AC cable route.
• In addition to a small number of individual properties, the site is in closer proximity to
Swineshead increasing the number of potential receptors affected by disturbance
including noise and/or visual impacts. As a result, the site is potentially more sensitive
and/ or requiring increased mitigation. A key concern highlighted within Phase 1
Consultation feedback is the proximity of CS5 to the larger settlement of Swineshead. It
was also noted that a housing allocation is proposed in the emerging South East
Lincolnshire Local Plan which is opposite CS5 on the eastern side of A17.
• Noise impacts are considered to be mitigable but were raised as a key concern through
the Phase 1 Consultation. An indicative noise assessment has been carried out which
demonstrates that noise levels would be within the 35 dB noise rating threshold applied to
other development in the vicinity of Bicker Fen 400kV substation.
• Development at this location may be seen as extending the spread of industrial-type
development in the local landscape. A number of feedback forms highlighted the fact that
CS5 has the potential to extend the spread of industrial-type development and indicated a
preference for the converter station to be located closer to similar development such as
the wind farm and existing substations.
• The size of the site provides extensive scope for landscape and visual mitigation. This
includes mitigation through siting and design of the converter station within the site and
boundary planting to screen/filter views from the east of the site. The scale of the
converter station is such that this will not entirely screen views.
• The site is considered to be at low to medium risk of flooding and as a result, some flood
protection measures may be required, however, there are no significant environmental
constraints such as designations present within or adjacent to the site.

Converter Station Site Option 9 (CS9)
3.2.7

The location of Converter Station Site Option CS9 is provided in Figure 3.5.
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Figure 3.5 Shortlisted Converter Station Site CS9

3.2.8

The following provides a summary of the key technical and environmental factors identified for
CS9:
• The site would accommodate the basic converter station footprint (4.2ha) with minimal
constraints to the layout or orientation. There is sufficient space to accommodate potential
landscape and drainage mitigation as well as temporary construction facilities.
• Site can be accessed directly via existing local roads, however, given the relative
remoteness from the existing main road (A52) and to avoid residential areas, alternative
access could be developed using an existing access road. In order to avoid using local
roads this would need to be extended which would require crossing drains and existing
local roads. A key concern raised by the feedback is construction vehicles using
Cowbridge Road, however, an extension to the access road would prevent this.
• There are no significant technical constraints to routeing the AC cables from CS9 to Bicker
Fen 400 kV substation. The close proximity to the Bicker Fen 400 kV substation means
the AC cable route for this option would be shortest resulting in the least disturbance
during construction (ecological, archaeological and agricultural) and encountering fewer
obstacles which require crossing such as drains.
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• The site is considered to be a high risk of flooding. As a result some flood protection
measures would be required.
• The site is distant to larger settlements with a smaller number of individual properties in
the vicinity which could be affected by disturbance including noise and/ or visual impacts.
As a result the site is potentially less sensitive than alternatives in closer proximity to local
communities. The feedback from the Phase 1 Consultation highlights that CS9 is further
away from the larger settlement of Swineshead but is much closer to the smaller village of
Bicker.
• Noise impacts are considered to be mitigable but were raised as a key concern through
the Phase 1 Consultation. An indicative noise assessment has been carried out which
demonstrates that noise levels would be within the 35 dB noise rating threshold applied to
other development in the vicinity of Bicker Fen 400kV substation.
• Proximity to the existing Bicker Fen 400 kV substation and other similar infrastructure
provides more effective opportunity to integrate into the landscape. Existing boundary
planting to the south and west could be utilised to help screen development. A number of
feedback forms have highlighted that the converter station would ‘fit’ in well with the more
industrialised landscape in this area due to the presence of the wind farm and substations.
• There are no significant environmental constraints such as designations present within or
adjacent to the site.

3.3

Review of UK Onshore Scheme Phase 1 Consultation Feedback
Overview

3.3.1

In April and May 2016 NGVL undertook public consultation on the shortlisted converter station
sites. Full details of the consultation exercise and responses are available in the UK Onshore
Scheme Phase 1 Consultation Feedback Report (Document ref. and/or provision of a protective
bund arrangement). In summary:
• Three converter station consultation events were held, attended by 290 people;
• In total 533 pieces of feedback were received from the local community on the shortlisted
converter station site options; and
• Eight stakeholder responses from councils and other statutory consultees were received.

3.3.2

A review of the feedback received in response to the consultation was undertaken. This section
highlights the key themes and site specific issues that were raised during consultation, both from
stakeholders and the local communities and seeks to address some of the key issues raised that
have influenced selection of the preferred converter station site. For a more comprehensive
summary of all the feedback received and responses to the comments, refer to the UK Onshore
Scheme Phase 1 Consultation Feedback Report.

3.3.3

The following presents an overview of the consultation responses for each of the four shortlisted
converter station site options that have been taken into account in the selection of the preferred
converter station site.
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Converter Station Site Option 1 (CS1)
Statutory Consultees
• Historic England highlighted that the potential for impacts on the Grade I listed churches of
St Swithin in Bicker, St Mary and the Holy Rood in Donington and the Conservation Areas
need to be considered in detail, but gave no preference on the shortlisted sites.
• Natural England commented on the potential for ecological enhancements, but gave no
preference or steer on the shortlisted sites.
• LCC noted that there are two entries on the Historic Environment Records (HER) within
the site boundary, identified as Prehistoric or Romano-British settlement cropmarks, and
recommend that archaeological evaluation be undertaken to assess the impact on these
assets. In relation to transport/highways, LCC suggested that the proposed new access
road from the A52 Donington by-pass would be more suited to access mid-way along the
bypass between Church Street and Station Road roundabout. They also recommend that
depending upon the number of turning movements, a dedicated right-turn facility may be
required to minimise interruption to normal traffic flows. LCC also highlight that the
agricultural land classification at the site is Grade 2, and noted that there will be difficulty
connecting the site with the public highway.
• SHDC made no specific comment about CS1.

Other Stakeholders
• A significant concern of the local community was the visual impact that the converter
station would have, particularly on Northorpe, Donington, Bicker and users of the A17.
• Conversely, some of the feedback received thought that the site was far enough away
from villages and therefore there would be less people affected by visual and noise
impacts. It was also felt that CS1 was far enough away from the A52 that it would be less
unsightly for road users.
• Another concern was the noise that the converter station would generate.
• A number of comments noted that CS1 was too far south of the point of connection to the
electricity network at the Bicker Fen 400 kV substation and having to route the AC cables
back north seemed unnecessary. Whilst CS1 is south of Bicker Fen 400kV substation
and would require a longer DC cable route it was considered that the site was feasible
taking into account technical and environmental factors. As a result CS1 was shortlisted
and taken forward to Phase 1 Consultation. In identifying potential converter station sites
locations up to 5 km away from the Bicker Fen 400kV substation were considered.
Beyond this distance any converter station site would require additional specialist
equipment to make up for power losses incurred during the transmission of electricity.
CS1 is within that 5 km radius and therefore has been considered.
• The loss of agricultural land was also a cited as a reason against siting the converter
station at CS1. All the converter station site options will result in loss of ‘best and most
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versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land. The Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) at CS1 is
classed as Grade 2 (very good quality).
• CS1 is close to Bicker Wind Farm and overhead lines which help to provide some context
within the landscape.

Converter Station Site Option 3 (CS3)
Statutory Consultees
• Historic England highlighted that the potential for impacts on the Grade I listed churches of
St Swithin in Bicker and St Mary in Swineshead and the Conservation Area in both
villages as well as the scheduled monument of the Manwar Ings motte and baily castle
need to be considered in detail.
• Natural England commented that CS3 falls within a landscape character type of moderate
to high landscape sensitivity, but gave no preference or steer on the shortlisted sites.
• LCC identified CS3 as their preferred site, due to its location adjacent to the Triton Knoll
project (it was considered to be advantageous to locate two large industrial buildings
together and to share infrastructure such as access roads to the A17) and also because
CS3 is further away from the residents of Swineshead and Bicker. It was also noted that
detailed investigation of the impacts of the site have already been considered as part of
the Triton Knoll project. A decision on the Triton Knoll DCO is currently pending.
Although the SSR acknowledged the potential for the Viking Link project to share an
access with Triton Knoll, should CS3 be selected as the preferred converter station site,
the assessment has been made on the basis that NGVL would develop the access for
CS3. NGVL does acknowledge LCC’s comment that there are some synergies between
the two schemes.
• BBC also highlighted the potential benefits arising from synergies between Triton Knoll
and CS3 noting that a decision on the Triton Knoll DCO is due in September. Based on
the information available to date BBC expressed a preference for CS3.

Other Stakeholders
• Feedback highlighted concerns about the proximity to South Forty Foot Drain and the
negative impact the converter station could have on people who use this area for
recreation and the wildlife associated with the drain.
• It was also felt that the proximity to the A17 would have a negative visual impact on those
travelling to the area, which may affect tourism in the area.
• It was felt that CS3 would have the least adverse impact on people if construction traffic
went via a new access road and not through Bicker village or along Cowbridge Road. The
potential access routes considered as part of the SSR did not propose access via
Cowbridge Road or through Bicker for site CS3.
• It was also noted that keeping the Triton Knoll substation and Viking Link converter station
close together would reduce the visual impact as it keeps the ‘industrial-type’ development
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together. It was also highlighted that CS3 could benefit from sharing the access with
Triton Knoll, thus reducing the number of people impacted. As noted above a decision on
the Triton Knoll DCO is currently pending. Although the SSR acknowledged the potential
for the Viking Link project to share an access with Triton Knoll should CS3 be selected as
the preferred converter station site, the assessment has been made on the basis that
NGVL would develop the access for CS3.

Converter Station Site Option 5 (CS5)
Statutory Consultees
• Historic England highlighted that the potential for impacts on the Grade I listed churches of
St Swithin in Bicker, St Mary in Swineshead and St Mary and the Holy Rood in Donington,
the conservation areas in all those villages as well as the scheduled monuments of the
Manwar Ings motte and bailey castle and Swineshead Abbey with its Grade II listed house
to be considered in detail, but gave no preference on the shortlisted sites.
• Natural England commented that the site falls within Grade 1 land which is classified as
BMV and highlighted that in “order to retain the long term potential of this land and to
safeguard soil resources as part of the overall sustainability of the whole development, it is
important that the soil is able to retain as many of its many important functions and
services (ecosystem services) as possible through careful soil management”.
• LCC has asked that CS5 be discounted due to the high archaeological potential and the
high agricultural land classification. They also highlighted that the emerging South-East
Lincolnshire Local Plan has identified that Swineshead will accommodate a further 400
dwellings over the next 20 years which could bring residential properties closer to CS5.
• BBC in their response also makes reference to the emerging South East Lincolnshire
Local Plan, the January 2016 Draft for Public Consultation indicates potential housing
sites. There are three potential housing allocations between the current Swineshead
settlement and the A17.

Other Stakeholders
• Feedback received highlighted concerns about noise being emitted from the converter
station. It was felt that the site was too close to Swineshead and would have a significant
visual impact on the village.
• Increase of traffic along the A17, which is already a dangerous road although this would
be minimised once the converter station is operational.
• House prices would be adversely impacted by CS5.
• CS5 is located on BMV agricultural land.
• There is an area of housing allocated on land adjacent to CS5.
• People exercise in a Park Lane and on Mill Hill Lane circuit.
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Converter Station Site Option 9 (CS9)
Statutory Consultees
• Historic England highlighted that the potential for impacts on the Grade I listed churches of
St Swithin in Bicker, St Mary in Swineshead and St Mary and the Holy Rood in Donington,
the conservation areas in all those villages as well as the scheduled monuments of The
Manwar Ings motte and bailey castle and Swineshead Abbey with its Grade II listed house
to be considered in detail, but gave no preference on the shortlisted sites.
• LCC commented that there were no significant constraints which would prevent
development of CS9, but that the site would be opposed by the residents of Bicker due to
its proximity to the village and the problems that were encountered with site construction
traffic using local public roads for the wind farm development which is close to the CS9
site.
• Natural England acknowledged that there are wintering bird issues associated with this
site, but provided no further comment.
• BBC’s response highlighted that they expected the local community would make
“strenuous objections” should CS9 be selected as the preferred site highlighting other
infrastructure projects which have been developed within Bicker area. The response also
noted that based on the information available to date that BBC did not anticipate any
officer recommendation would support CS9.

Other Stakeholders
• It was felt by a number of people that CS9 was too close to a number of houses and the
village of Bicker and that visually the site can still be seen at Swineshead.
• A number of comments noted that there would be a significant impact on residents of
Cowbridge Road.
• Concerns were raised regarding access to the site from the A17 which is a busy and
dangerous road. The potential access routes considered as part of the SSR did not
propose access from the A17 for site CS9.
• Conversely, a number of comments felt that CS9 was a suitable site because there were
fewer properties in proximity to the site so less people would be impacted.
• One community member highlighted disruption to livestock that are grazed in the area that
CS9 would cause.
• Comments in favour of CS9 felt that the site’s close proximity to Bicker Fen 400 kV
substation would allow the converter station to blend into the existing landscape and that
there would be less distance for the cables thus reducing the impact during construction.
• It was highlighted that residents in this area have already had to put up with a lot of
development, with further development planned (Triton Knoll and Heckington Fen Wind
Farm) and therefore the converter station should be sited elsewhere.
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3.4

Identification of Preferred Converter Station Site

3.4.1

In order to determine a preferred converter station site, a comparison of all the key factors that
most influence site selection was undertaken for the four shortlisted sites.

The key factors

considered are :
• Landscape and visual impact;
• Noise impact;
• Access arrangements;
• Construction traffic
• Loss of agricultural land;
• Flood risk;
• Ecology; and
• Archaeology.
3.4.2

Table 3.1 below sets out the results of a comparative assessment of these factors. For each of
the shortlisted converter station sites the assessment takes into consideration the results of
technical and environmental assessments which have been undertaken as well as the feedback
received from the Phase 1 Consultation and concludes by identifying whether a particular option
is considered to be more or less favourable.

It also identifies where no clear preference

emerged. It should be noted that there is an element of overlap between some of the factors, for
example visual/ noise and tourism, where visual and noise impacts can have an effect on the
tourism.
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Table 3.1 Assessment of Shortlisted Converter Station Sites
Factor

Landscape
and visual

Converter Station
1 (CS1)

More preferable

Noise

Access
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No clear
preference

No clear
preference

Converter Station
3 (CS3)

More preferable

No clear
preference

No clear
preference

Converter Station
5 (CS5)

Less preferable

No clear
preference

Less preferable

Converter Station
9 (CS9)

Summary of Assessment

More preferable

CS1, 3 and 9 are considered to be more preferable as they
benefit from being located closer to similar types of
development and/or being seen in the context of similar
types of development. They are also typically more distant
to visual receptors. CS5 is considered to be less
preferable as it is remote to existing similar development
and in closer proximity to visual receptors.

No clear
preference

Noise is considered to be mitigable through the design of
the converter station, for example the use of acoustic
enclosures around equipment. As a result it is considered
that whilst some sites may be closer to Noise Sensitive
Receptors, impacts could be effectively mitigated
regardless of location and therefore no clear preference
emerges for a particular site.

No clear
preference

The proximity of CS5 to the A17 was initially considered to
provide some benefits as it would facilitate more direct
access, however following the Phase 1 Consultation and
taking account of concerns relating to the use of A17 it is
now considered to be less preferable. No clear preference
emerges for a particular site when considering potential
accesses to CS1, 3 and 9 as it considered that each is
feasible and meet would key objective of keeping traffic off
of smaller local roads and away from settlement. The
length of access track varies: CS1 (2.2km), CS3 (3.4km)
and CS9 (1.4km – extension to existing road).
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Table 3.1 Assessment of Shortlisted Converter Station Sites
Factor

Converter Station
1 (CS1)

Construction
Traffic

Agricultural
land

Flood risk

No clear
preference

More preferable

Converter Station
3 (CS3)

No clear
preference

Less preferable

Converter Station
5 (CS5)

No clear
preference

Less preferable

Converter Station
9 (CS9)

No clear
preference

The volume of construction traffic would be largely the
same for each of the shortlisted sites. There would be
some increases in vehicle movements for those sites which
require longer access roads/cable routes to be developed.
Overall there is no clear preference.

More preferable

CS5 is considered to be less preferable as it is only site
which would result in the permanent loss of Grade 1
agricultural land. CS3 was identified as less preferable as
it would require the permanent loss of and disturbance of a
greater amount of agricultural land when considering
access and AC cable route. CS1 and CS9 are considered
to be more preferable as they result in the loss or
disturbance of comparatively less agricultural land, (in
particular CS9).
Whilst flood risk is considered to be mitigable through the
design process it is preferable to site the converter station
outside of areas of higher flood risk as much as possible.
As a result CS5 which avoids flood risk zones is
considered to be more preferable. The other sites are at
risk of flooding to varying degrees, however, of these CS1
provides more opportunity to micro-site outside of flood risk
areas due to the availability of land. As a result CS1 is
considered more preferable.

More preferable

Less preferable

More preferable

Less preferable

No clear
preference

Less preferable

Less preferable

No clear
preference

Ecology
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VKL-08-06-G500-002

Summary of Assessment

All of the sites have some potential to impact on ecology
either as a result of the impact of the converter station or
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Table 3.1 Assessment of Shortlisted Converter Station Sites
Factor

Converter Station
1 (CS1)

Converter Station
3 (CS3)

Converter Station
5 (CS5)

Converter Station
9 (CS9)

Summary of Assessment
the disturbance resulting from the AC cable connection.
CS3 is considered to be less preferable due to its proximity
to South Forty Foot Drain and the potential to affect wildlife
using it. CS5 is also considered to be less preferable due
to the distance of the AC cable connection required. There
is no clear preference between CS1 and CS9, however, it
was noted that CS9 had the potential for bat roosts to be
present.

Archaeology

Less preferable
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No clear
preference

Less preferable

No clear
preference

CS1 (crop marks) and CS5 (high archaeological potential)
are considered to be less preferable as a result of the
potential archaeological constraints present, however,
impacts are considered to be mitigable through
investigation and recording as appropriate. There is no
clear preference for CS3 or CS9, whilst no known
archaeology constraints are present both have the potential
for unknown archaeology to be present
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3.5

The Preferred Converter Station Site

3.5.1

The results of technical and environmental assessments of the shortlisted converter station sites
as well as feedback received in the Phase 1 Consultation highlight that each of the sites has
positive and negative factors with no clearly preferred site emerging overall. In order to identify a
preferred site NGVL has sought to balance the positive and negative factors of each and select a
preferred site which meets technical requirements as well as providing opportunities to mitigate
impacts on the environment and the local community.

3.5.2

On balance of the different factors NGVL has identified CS1 as the preferred converter station
site, subject to survey. Whilst CS1 would require an overall longer DC cable route it meets the
requirements of NGVL and, importantly, also provides opportunities to mitigate the potential
impacts of the converter station on the environment and local community through its planning and
design. The key reasons for the selection of CS1 include:
• CS1 is relatively remote from larger settlements and whilst there are a small number of
residential properties within 250 to 300m of the site there are opportunities to prevent and
reduce potential noise and visual impacts respectively.
• In order to reduce disruption due to traffic, there is the potential for the site to be accessed
via a new access road from the A52. The use of a new road to access the converter
station site would provide some benefits by diverting construction traffic away from the
local community including Northorpe.
• Whilst landscape and visual impacts are unavoidable (and are for all sites) the location
and size of the site at CS1 provide opportunities to mitigate impacts through the siting,
layout and design of the converter station as well as the development of boundary
planting to screen and filter views. In key views CS1 will also be seen in the context of
existing developments at Bicker Fen which are similar in character.
• Noise impacts are considered to be mitigable and can be further reduced through the
siting and layout of the converter station as well as the inclusion of specific design
measures if they are considered necessary.
• There is potential for unknown archaeology across all of the converter station sites.
Further investigation will be required at CS1 in relation to cropmarks which are present
within the site, however, impacts are considered to be mitigable.
• There are no significant ecological or agricultural constraints related to CS1. Whilst there
would be some disturbance associated with the site access and AC cable route to Bicker
Fen 400kV substation this is considered, on balance, to be less than the alternative sites.
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4

Conclusions & Next Steps

4.1

Conclusions
Preferred Landfall Site

4.1.1

Landfall LF1a at Sandilands in East Lindsey has been selected as the preferred landfall site,
subject to survey. This site meets the requirements of NGVL providing the opportunity to develop
a feasible landfall whilst also reducing the potential impact on the local community and coastal
environmental constraints.

In combination, the selection of this site and proposal to use

trenchless installation methods ensures that disturbance to the local community, including on the
beach, is limited and that direct impacts on constraints including the flood defences, golf course
and Lincolnshire Coastal Grazing Marsh can be avoided.

Figure 4.1 Preferred Landfall Site
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Preferred Converter Station Site
4.1.2

Converter station CS1 at North Ing Drove in South Holland has been selected as the preferred
converter station site, subject to survey.

Of the shortlisted sites being considered, it was

concluded that on balance CS1 meets the requirements of NGVL and, importantly, also provides
opportunities to mitigate the potential impacts of the converter station on the environment and the
local community (including addressing issues raised in the Phase 1 Consultation) through the
planning and design of the converter station. This includes development of a separate dedicated
access road from the A52 eliminating traffic on local roads and making use of available land
within the site to develop a landscape scheme which helps to mitigate visual impacts and
enhance local biodiversity.

Figure 4.2 Preferred Converter Station Site

4.2

Next Steps

4.2.1

Figure 4.3 illustrates the approach to the development of the UK Onshore Scheme. The first step
in this process has now been completed with the identification of the preferred landfall site (LF1a)
at Sandilands in East Lindsey and the preferred converter station site (CS1) at North Ing Drove in
South Holland. A Cable Route Search Area has been identified and route corridor options are
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being developed to take account of the identification of the preferred sites and once completed
will be taken forward to Phase 2 Consultation in September 2016.
4.2.2

More detailed survey work will be undertaken at the preferred landfall and converter station sites,
including ground investigations and geophysical surveys. The results of these surveys as well as
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) will be used to inform the design of the UK Onshore
Scheme including the alignment of the landfall, its interaction with offshore cable installation and
how and when it could be constructed, as well as the layout and appearance of the converter
station including more detailed proposals for access, landscaping and drainage.

Figure 4.3 Approach to the development of the UK Onshore Scheme
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List of Abbreviations
AC

Alternating Current

AES

Agri-Environmental Schemes

ALC

Agricultural Land Classification

BBC

Boston Borough Council

BFWF

Bicker Fen Wind Farm

BMV

Best and Most Versatile

BWD

Bathing Waters Directive

CS

Converter Station

DC

Direct Current

DCO

Development Consent Order

EA

Environment Agency

ENDK

Energinet.dk

Ha

Hectare

HDD

Horizontal Directional Drilling

HGV

Heavy Goods Vehicles

Km

Kilometre

kV

kilo Volt (i.e. 1000 volts)

LCC

Lincolnshire County Council

LCGM

Lincolnshire Coastal Grazing Marsh

LCCP

Lincolnshire Coastal Country Park

LF

Landfall

LWS

Local Wildlife Sites

LWT

Lincolnshire Wildlife Trust

M

metres

m

2

metres squared

MHWS

Mean High Water Spring

NGVL

National Grid Viking Link Ltd

RIG

Regionally Important Geological site

rMCZ

Recommended Marine Conservation Zone

SHDC

South Holland District Council

SSR

Site Selection Report

SSSI

Sites of Special Scientific Interest

The Project

Viking Link

UK Onshore Scheme

Viking Link UK Onshore Scheme
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