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Summary
The written representation on noise comprises:
1. the expert report by prepared by Rupert Taylor dated 30 October 2020; and
2. the written representation prepared by SASES dated 3 September 2020 which
contains more general observations concerning noise impacts and therefore in
relation to technical acoustic issues the expert report is to be preferred.
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1. The project comprises 2 x 10 acre SPR substations, equipment up to 18m high + NGET
substation (similar size) + multiple sealing end compounds and a new pylon all very
close to a long-stablished village with a Grade 2* parish church and graveyard, and
some residential property within 250m of the substations themselves (Figure 1 below).
2. All these will cause noise pollution in what is otherwise an exceptionally quiet rural
location, and has been for hundreds of years, and this is a cause of huge concern to the
locality. SASES has an Acoustics expert witness who will be representing us at the
relevant ISH. The following comments, therefore, will be of a more general nature.
3. The substation design is understood (Ref. 6) to be a copy of the East Anglia One
substation at Bramford (which I hope the Examiners will visit and listen to – it’s on
SASES requested visit list). But SPR are suggesting that less demanding Impact criteria
should apply to the Friston site compared with the Bramford one. Why should Friston
residents be treated differently?
4. Substations hum (we know that from day to day experience) – and SPR accepted at EA1
DCO submission that the EA1 substation would hum (Ref 1 page 19 para 40), and it
does seem to. This is known as ‘Tonality’. And SPR accepted that Residential property
should be regarded as Highly Sensitive to noise from the substation (Ref 1 page 32).
Quite understandable given the level of irritation and associated health damage that
substation noise can cause to humans, and animals.
5. But the DCO documentation for EA1N and EA2 doesn’t accept either of these criteria.
SPR deny that their Friston substations will be ‘Tonal’ (Ref 2 paras 110 and 113) despite
being an enlarged version of the EA1 Design, and they regard Friston residents as
having only Medium Sensitivity (Ref 3) compared with those in the region of Bramford,
despite the presence of many elderly residents, a number of whom are housebound.
6. The impact of these criteria downgrades appears to allow SPR to state that there will be
Negligible Adverse Impact due to Noise from their EA1N and EA2 substations. But if the
EA1 criteria are substituted then using the same approach the Impact level appears to
no longer be Negligible in some locations.
7. In addition it is noted that the Night-Time Background Noise levels shown in the DCO
documentation (Ref 4) are significantly higher at several locations than those shown and
commented on in the PEIR documentation (Ref. 5), with SSR2 being substantially
higher. No justification has been found in the DCO documentation for these changes,
and had they not been made then additional other locations would be likely to be rated
as having Impacts greater than the Negligible Impact that SPR claim.
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8. Also it is noted from other DCO applications that the noise levels of equipment may not
be worst case, e.g. STATCOMS may only have been assessed at 50% load. It is
essential that all equipment noise levels and assessments quoted are complete, worst
case and properly authenticated, including the provision of “third octave” data which is
understood to be required to reach conclusions about ‘Tonality’. This does not currently
seem to be the case and should be grounds for refusing the application as in this case
the noise impacts cannot be relied on.
9. Therefore the Examiners are asked to closely scrutinise all the noise claims made by
SPR, as it is clear that even modest changes to, or omissions from, criteria can have a
disproportionate effect on any Adverse Impact results and therefore site acceptability.
And in any case, surely a conservative approach should be adopted, especially to a
community which is largely retired with many residents already in less than good health.
10. A further concern is the proposal in the DCO that a 34dBA rating level be used, despite
the site being a tranquil location, and that only at two locations (SSR2 and SSR5 NEW),
when ALL Friston residential properties should be entitled to the same protection, given
that sound levels may be highly localised due to reflections and ground contours. And
whatever criteria are chosen they must be fully tested before equipment is allowed to ‘go
live’ We are aware of another site (in Scotland) where noise was shown to have a
significant impact after commissioning but the transmission operator is understood to
have refused to allow the equipment to be powered down for remediation. This would be
unacceptable.
11. A final concern is that atmospheric effects, ground-borne noise, and equipment aging are
all known to seriously affect perceived noise levels at receptors. These represent yet
further concerns that the currently proposed noise emission levels are entirely
unacceptable and that the site chosen is unsuitable for the proposed development and
that Consent should therefore be refused.
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Figure 1
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REFERENCES

Ref 1 Page 19

EA1 Accepted Tonality

Ref 1 Page 32

EA1 Receptor Sensitivity
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Ref 2

EA1N Claimed lack of Tonality

Ref 3

EA1N Receptor Sensitivity
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Ref 4

DCO background Noise Levels – Night time
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Ref 5

PEIR Background Noise Levels – Night time

Ref. 6
Statement made by Ian McKay of SPR at public meeting held at Thorpeness Country
th
Club on 15 October 2018 at about 19:30.
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