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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
1.1 This Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) has been prepared in support of an application for full planning 

permission submitted to Breckland Council under the provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
(as amended) on behalf of Statkraft UK LTD (the “Applicant”).  
 

1.2 The SCI outlines the pre-application public consultation activity undertaken by the Applicant regarding Necton 
Greener Grid Park prior to the submission of a planning application, seeking: 

 
“Construction and operation of a Greener Grid Park comprising synchronous compensators, transformers, 
ancillary plant, underground electricity ducting and cabling to connect to the existing substation, formation of 
temporary construction access and associated hard and soft landscaping”  
 

1.3 The Applicant conducted a programme of public consultation and stakeholder engagement for the proposal. In 
person and digital consultation events were held to ensure that the engagement process was comprehensive, 
meaningful and accessible. This included providing a dedicated project website, 
https://www.statkraft.com/necton/, where members of the public could submit feedback and contact the 
project team. An in-person Public Exhibition to present the plans and a virtual exhibition was held in March 
2023. 

 
1.4 The Applicant also contacted local stakeholders, including ward members and the local parish council, to inform 

them of the plans, invite them to engage in the pre-application consultation and provide detailed briefings.  
 

1.5 The comments received during public consultation are detailed in the feedback section of this report. A number 
of the issues raised during stakeholder engagement have informed amendments to the initial proposal, 
including a significant increase in the depth of the triangular landscape buffer. At its narrowest point the buffer 
depth has nearly doubled from 7m to 13m deep and at its deepest point it has more than trebled from 12m to 
42m deep. We have also improved our drainage design.  
 

1.6 The SCI has been written in line with Breckland Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (2022), the 
Revised National Planning Policy Framework (2021) and the Localism Act (2011). 
 

1.7 This statement forms part of a portfolio of documents submitted as part of the planning application for the 
scheme.  
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2. CONSULTATION POLICY CONTEXT 

 
2.1 The consultation programme was undertaken at the pre-application stage in accordance with Section 122 of 
the Localism Act 2011. The act requires developers to carry out pre-application consultation with local communities. 
 
2.2 The consultation programme was also carried out in accordance with the Revised National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) 2021, which encourages proactive community engagement. Paragraph 132 of the NPPF 2021 states 
that: 
 
“Applicants should work closely with those affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views 
of the community. Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the community 
should be looked on more favourably than those that cannot.” 
 
2.3 Additionally, it followed the guidelines of Breckland Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (2022), 
which sets out the importance of involving statutory bodies and the community in pre-application consultations and 
planning applications. Section 4.3 of the SCI states: 
 
“Applicants are encouraged to involve the community, including the Town or Parish Council, or meeting neighbours and 
ward councillors before a formal application is submitted as this will help to address issues and may help to avoid 
unnecessary objections being made at a later stage.”  
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3. CONSULTATION ACTIVITY 

 
3.1 The Applicant has undertaken the process of pre-application consultation in line with national and local 
guidance and requirements. This provided an important opportunity to engage with the Council, key stakeholders and 
the local community to gather feedback and enable issues and concerns to be addressed prior to the submission of the 
planning application, where reasonably possible. 
 
3.2 The proposal has benefitted from extensive pre-app discussions with the Council.  Pre-app meetings were held 
on 9th March 2023 and 12th May 2023 where technical departments attended and provided input into the project.   
 
CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS 
 
3.3 On 22nd February 2023, a letter (Appendix 1) was issued to local stakeholders including members of Breckland 
Council to introduce the plans, inform representatives of the upcoming public consultation and provide an offer to meet 
for a detailed briefing on the proposals. 
 
3.4 Prior to this, The Applicant met with Necton Parish Council on 13th February to present the proposals, introduce 
the project team to members and gather feedback. We approached the parish council to  introduce them to the plans 
via telephone in January 2023. The Applicant also met with the local ward member and a member of Breckland Council’s 
planning and building control department ahead of the public consultation on 9th March to share the early proposals 
and gather feedback. The Applicant ensured that local representatives were kept up to date on the progress of the plans, 
including sharing a summary of the communities key feedback following the public consultation and proposed design 
changes as the plans evolved. 
 
COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 
 
3.5 The Applicant undertook a hybrid consultation which included  an in-person Public Exhibition for people to 
meet the team and view plans in detail and a virtual exhibition. The virtual exhibition was hosted on a project website 
which provided the same information as the in person exhibition and the ability to feed back and ask questions. .  
 
3.6 On 22nd February 2023, the Applicant issued a consultation invitation (Appendix 2) to 1,204 addresses within 
an agreed consultation zone (Appendix 3). The invitation introduced the proposals and provided details of the  project 
website and the upcoming Public and virtual exhibitions .  
 
3.7 An email address was also included so that residents could contact the project team to find out more about the 
proposals (UKProjects@statkraft.com). A total of nine emails were received over the consultation period (22nd February 
to 31st March 2023) (Appendix 4).  
 
3.8 Members of the public could also contact the project team on 0800 772 0668 or visit the website to request a 
call back. No calls were received during the consultation period. 
 
3.9 A bespoke webpage (https://www.statkraft.com/necton/) (Appendix 5) was created and enabled residents to 
learn more about the proposals and the Applicant. The webpage also allowed them to submit feedback and detailed 
how to get in contact with the project team. The consultation website received a total of 379 unique visitors between 
22nd of February and 31st May. This time period includes Statkraft having issued their project update and as such is longer 
than the stated ‘consultation period’. 
 
3.10 The Applicant also bought advertising space in the local newspaper, The Eastern Daily Press, which advertised 
the Public Exhibition event. This advert appeared in the print edition of the Eastern Daily Press (Appendix 6) on 4th March 
2023 and on the newspaper’s website from 3rd to 9th March 2023. 
 
3.11 The public Exhibition event took place on 9th March 2023 at Necton Community Centre (Appendix 7) where the 
local community were able to find out more about the proposals. This event provided details on the site, introduced the 
Applicant and provided members of the project team a chance to meet the public and gather feedback on the proposals. 

mailto:UKProjects@statkraft.com
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A total of 76 people attended the Public Exhibition. 
 
3.12 The Applicant hosted a Virtual Exhibition web page from   9th to 16th March, which featured information from 
the in-person consultation. This included a copy of the exhibition brochure (Appendix 8), initial site layout (Appendix 9), 
and a feedback form (Appendix 10), as well as opportunities for local people to ask questions of the project team and 
provide feedback on the proposals. The virtual exhibition page was visited 77 times over the virtual exhibition period.   
 
3.13 The Applicant provided an update on changes to the proposals for representatives and members of the local 
community who asked to be kept informed on 5th May 2023 (Appendix 11). The update described changes to the plans, 
including the removal of battery storage, a significant increase in landscaping and improved drainage measures. This 
was added to the Necton Greener Grid Park website. New visualisations of the proposed Greener Grid Park (Appendix 
12) were also included and uploaded to the project website.   
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4. FEEDBACK 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
4.1 Local residents were given the opportunity to submit feedback either by filling out a survey on the dedicated 
project website, at the Public Exhibition, or by email. 
 
4.2 The website survey included three multiple choice questions which covered clarity of the proposals, feelings 
about increased renewable energy generation in the UK and feelings about the proposed development. Below this was 
space for written feedback and further comments or questions. One digital response to the survey was received 
throughout the consultation period. The survey is available to view in Appendix 10 and the comments of responders are 
available in Appendix 14, along with written feedback from the Public Exhibition. 
 
4.3 The Public Exhibition survey gave attendees space to provide written feedback on their reply card (Appendix 
14). A total of 24 reply cards were completed at the Public Exhibition and verbatim feedback is available in Appendix 14.  
 
 
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
4.4 Below is a quantitative analysis of the response to the survey which was related to feelings about the proposed 
development. Of the 25 people who answered the survey, both online and on the reply cards from the public exhibition, 
18 chose to give an answer to the question ‘Do you support this Greener Grid Park proposal?’. 12 respondents stated 
that they do support the project whilst 6 stated that they do not support the project.  
 

 Do you support this Greener Grid Park proposal? 
Yes 12 
No 6 

 
QUALITITAVE ANALYSIS 
 
4.5 At the Public Exhibition and on the website survey, consultees were asked to submit written feedback. As well 
as this, residents emailed their comments and questions. 
 
4.6 23 of the 24 consultees submitted written feedback through the reply card at the Public Exhibition (Appendix 
14). Further to this, a total of nine emails were received (Appendix 4). The single response to the online survey also 
included written feedback and questions in the comments and questions box which is available in Appendix 14. 
 
4.7 A number of residents left comments that were supportive of the proposals, such as: 
 

• “Very informative & helpful. All my questions were answered. I am reassured that this is the way forward.” 
• “I view this development as essential to maintaining national energy stability. The company obviously needs to 

ensure all community concerns are dealt with openly and honestly to ensure minimal disruption by the planning 
process. Good work.” 

• “The presentation was very informative, the individuals from Statkraft being very knowledgeable and helpful. I 
think it is a wasted opportunity that it has taken so long for renewables to come to the fore.” 

• “This is a necessary addition to the resources of the National Grid. The impact on the environment is important 
and the effect on the area is minimal.” 

• “A very informative evening. Next generations I feel will receive much from project live there.” 
• “Looks to be quite impressive” 
• “Make it happen ASAP!” 

 
4.8 Residents left comments which were less supportive or neutral about the project: 
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• “We have concerns about additional roads on A47 with an already extremely busy and dangerous road and an
impossible junction at Necton. Yet more traffic, more big heavy lorries to slow down the flow. “

• your planting of trees strategy is laughable - as we have seen from the A47 planting, the trees take many
years to grow to any decent height, and last year in the hot weather and drought, they were left to die.  15
years??

• The height of the building is going to be very visible and ugly - this is a rural area not an industrial site.
• We  have concerns about the noise and construction - I run a quiet country holiday let - I DON'T want

additional extraneous noise from your site, I don't want construction noise during the day.
• Our perspective (which will not change) is that the National Grid need this, Dudgeon and Vanguard and

Boreas all need it.
The people of Necton do not need it.

4.9 The analysis has identified some additional themes. The topics that were cited most often are outlined below.

Traffic: 
• Site access
• Road safety on A47 

Community impact: 
• Cumulative impact of infrastructure projects in the area
• Opportunities for visual screening and noise mitigation
• Commitment to continuing community consultation
• Drainage
• Light pollution

Safety 
• Fire safety measures including lightning risk
• Concern over attacks on local infrastructure

Other 
• Site selection
• Opportunities for community benefit
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5. RESPONSE TO FEEDBACK 

 
5.1 The feedback in section 4 shows that residents are interested in safety and community impact, as well as 
operation of the Greener Grid Park. 
 
5.2  The Applicant has provided a response to issues raised through feedback in the points below. 
 

Issue  Response 

Site Access and Road 
Safety on A47 

As part of the planning submission to Breckland Council, Statkraft will submit an 
integrated Transport Statement and Construction Traffic Management Plan. The 
plan includes traffic management procedures, which would ensure the safe 
operation of the approach route to the site during construction.  
 
  
We have listened to the local feedback and if consented, the construction phase of 
the development will be accessed by a temporary Left In/Left Out junction which 
will improve safety for all construction activities occurring near to Necton 
Substation and remove the potential for traffic impinging on the safe operation of 
the A47. This information was not available at the time of our residents update but 
has since been added to the FAQ’s section of the website.  
 
Once construction is complete, this temporary access junction would be removed. 
The proposed permanent site access would be via the existing substation access 
junction.  
  

Cumulative Impact of 
infrastructure projects in 
the area 

Statkraft has commissioned a Landscape and Visual Appraisal, which will be 
included within the planning submission to Breckland Council.  
  
This has considered the cumulative visual impact of the proposed Greener Grid Park 
in the context of the other development works taking place around Necton 
Substation. No major cumulative visual impact was identified in the assessment. 
  

Opportunities for visual 
screening and noise 
mitigation 

The proposed design for the Greener Grid Park includes an area of planting to the 
south of the site. At its narrowest point, the landscape buffer is 12m deep and, at 
its deepest point, it is 42m deep. This area will help to screen the development from 
the village of Necton. This was a significant improvement on what was presented 
at the public exhibition event in March 2023. We highlighted this in our Stakeholder 
update (Appendix 11) More information about this landscaping will be included in 
the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment submitted as part of Statkraft’s 
planning application to Breckland Council. 
  
Statkraft will submit a Noise Impact Assessment as part of the planning application 
to Breckland Council. The development will not exceed noise limits set by the 
Council, in order to prevent negative impacts on residential properties in the area. 
Noise attenuation features will also be integrated into the design of the site, 
including housing the synchronous compensators in noise attenuating buildings.  
  
During construction, noise levels from the site will be kept to a minimum, and will 
follow all conditions imposed on construction activities, if our application is 
successful.  

Commitment to 
continued community 
consultation 

The Necton Greener Grid Park project website is regularly updated and can be 
found here: https://www.statkraft.com/necton/ 
  

https://www.statkraft.com/necton/
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Statkraft will also periodically send out updates to those that have asked to kept 
informed of the development’s progress.  
  
If any specific queries arise, the project team can be contacted directly through the 
website or at the following e-mail address: UKProjects@statkraft.com  
  
When the planning application for the Necton Greener Grid Park is submitted to 
Breckland Council, the local community will also have the opportunity to comment 
on the application.  
  

Drainage Statkraft has commissioned an integrated Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage 
Strategy, to be included in the planning submission to Breckland Council. The report 
assessed that the site is considered to be low risk of flooding. 
 
We have improved the drainage design to include a “attenuation basin”, covering 
an area of 582m2 at a depth of 1m, in the south-east corner of the site which, if 
consented, will safely store excess rain and storm water. Further information on 
the improved drainage measures can be found in the resident update (Appendix 
11) and further detailed in the FAQ’s section of the website.   
 

Light pollution  As the site will typically be operated remotely, external lighting will be installed with 
motion sensors and will not be in constant illumination, in order to prevent light 
pollution. At the Greener Grid Park, the lights will be hooded and facing 
downwards, which will further prevent light pollution. Once operational, the site is 
expected to be attended occasionally by a service technician for essential 
maintenance.  
  

Fire safety measures Concerns raised were in relation to the batteries proposed at the public exhibition 
event. The design has evolved to a point where the needs of NGESO’s grid 
stabilisation requirements can be met with two synchronous compensators alone. 
As a result, we are now progressing Necton Greener Grid Park without battery 
storage.  This was addressed in the project update from 05 May 2023 (Appendix 
11). 
 

Concern over attacks on 
local infrastructure 

The security of Statkraft’s site is taken extremely seriously. The proposed Greener 
Grid Park site will be securely fenced, with 24/7 CCTV monitoring.  
  

Site selection Statkraft’s preferred site location is situated to the south of the existing Necton 
substation. The site has been selected following careful discussions with Breckland 
Council, taking account of technical requirements and landscape. It is vital to locate 
the Greener Grid Park adjacent to the substation, and Statkraft’s chosen location 
also takes account of other constraints such as cable routes and other construction 
in the area. This was outlined in the project update from 05 May 2023 (Appendix 
11). 
  
As part of the planning process, Statkraft has also conducted an Alternative Site 
Assessment (ASA), which will be submitted as part of the planning application to 
Breckland Council and uploaded on the project website.  
  
This is a detailed exercise, which demonstrates that Statkraft has carefully 
considered the benefits and constraints associated with the proposed site and that 
it has been chosen with proper consideration of identified assessment criteria. The 
assessment criteria for the short-list within the ASA included:  

• Availability of land  
• Favourable topography  

mailto:UKProjects@statkraft.com
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• Shape and size suitable for the purpose of the proposed development  
• Distance from the potential point of connection  
• Above-ground obstacles within the site, such as overhead lines or their 

towers  
• Footpaths or bridleways crossing the site  
• Flood risk areas  
• Highway access for construction and operation  

  
Opportunities for 
community benefit 

Statkraft is the first developer to offer a Community Benefit Fund for this kind of 
development. The Fund comprises £20,000 per annum for the lifetime of the 
project, with the first payment made at the start of construction. We are grateful 
for suggestions received as to how the community benefit fund could be used. The 
purpose of this benefit scheme is to provide a regular stream of funding dedicated 
to projects that help accelerate the transition to a low carbon society.  
 
Below are a some of the suggestions we received from the public exhibition 
feedback.  
 
“Path from the community hall to the school with solar lighting. would reduce 
traffic congestion  - this has been proposed before but no funding found” 
 
“Wildflower projects” 
 
We appreciate the feedback received to date and we would welcome any further 
ideas.  
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6. CONCLUSION & NEXT STEPS 

 
6.1 This SCI demonstrates the pre-application consultation undertaken with local residents and stakeholders for 
the development of Necton Greener Grid Park. 
 
6.2 The initial proposals were designed in response to a thorough analysis of the Necton site, Breckland, and the 
surrounding area. 
 
6.3 The consultation process allowed the Applicant to further understand local views on the proposals, prior to 
submitting a planning application to Breckland Council.  
 
6.4 The feedback indicates that residents have concerns about community impact including visual impact and 
noise, as well as safety. Some are supportive of the plans and are keen to work with the project team to improve local 
sustainability. 
 
6.5 The project team has reviewed all feedback received during the consultation and, where possible, has 
responded to this in the final plans. 
 
6.6 The development team will continue its discussions and engagement with local residents and stakeholders as 
the application progresses. 
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7. APPENDICES 

 
APPENDIX 1: LETTER TO LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS  
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APPENDIX 2: CONSULTATION INVITATION 
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APPENDIX 3: CONSULTATION INVITATION DISTRIBUTION AREA (1,204 addresses) 
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APPENDIX 4: EMAILS (Personal information redacted) 
 
Good evening 
  
I have just viewed your virtual exhibition and am concerned as to safety and more importantly the health 
risks associated with this amount of storage. 
If you could advise me as to this i would be grateful. 
  
Would be interested to know as to what is advised to be safe distance from both humans and residential 
areas as to the amount/level of storage that will be at Necton. 
  
Am not bothered as to aesthetics - just possible health hazard to public. 

Dear REDACTED 
  
You may recall that we met in the Necton exhibition on March 9th. You kindly explained some of the 
proposals you are working up and answered a lot of my questions! You invited me to come back to you 
with any further issues... 
  
Can I just ask that you review the summary below of what I recall / wrote down to ensure I've not 
misrepresented / misunderstood: where I have a follow up question it's in italics. 
  
We spoke of Norfolk Fire and Rescue Service (NFR&S) - in case you have yet to see this, I've attached a 
copy of their standard requirements issued last summer I mentioned - I'm sure you'll be wanting to go 
over these before you put in your application to Breckland DC. It is possible these have been modified 
since the issue I have which has been submitted to a number of BESS planning applications in South 
Norfolk. I understand the National Fire Service Chiefs are in the process of finalising a similar national 
document. 
  
1. The plan of the site and the cubes 
1.1 The 40 blue 'battery' blocks on your site plan (p12) are actually likely to be made up of separate 2m x 
2m x 2m 'cubes' which stand independently and are each linked into the monitoring system on site - and 
thence back to your base at Rydale in Cheshire. Each of the 40 blue 'blocks' is made up of 12 (6 x 2) 2 
cubic metre cubes  stacked 2 high (the plan suggests a total height of 4m) 
1.2 Each cell within each block will be separately monitored 24/7.  
1.3 Each cube has internal suppressant which can be deployed at cell level in case of over heating or 
other malfunction.Some containers to other designs have air conditioning in each unit - I don't recall 
asking whether this would be so for your cubes?  
1.4 I failed to ask what the 'capacity' of each of the cubes would be - the maximum Mw it could hold and 
what its would be capable of discharging in MWh  
1.5 Were a battery/ies in the cubes to need to be replaced the plan would be to remove the whole cube 
unopened to do this off-site, craning it out of its position.  
1.6 Because of the proven safety of these new design cubes the distance between them is small (<0.6m) 
and the distance between each block of cubes is 1.6m (not sure I have these measurements right - please 
amend if not. 
1.7 Might you be able to point me to publicly accessible evidence of the testing the likely cubes have 
been through? 
1.7 We spoke of your other Greener Grid Park (GGP) sites - is the one on your map (booklet p7) up in NE 
Scotland shown as operational (Baillie?) a good case example of what Necton GGP would be like?   
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2. Water on site 
2.1 Run off from the site for rainfall - will there be a holding tank with filtration - we could not find such a 
tank on the site plan  
2.2 Are you planning for hydrants and sufficient pressure and supply for use by NFR&S in a worst case 
scenario (WCS) of a thermal runaway type incident? 
2.3 What are your plans for containing and disposing of the potentially significant run-off from any 
NF&RS intervention? Will there be a bund around the site to contain this?   
2.4 Access for fire appliances in a WCS is clearly critical - has your design factored this in? 
  
3. Links  to NG  
3.1 Your plan is to cross the proposed Vattenfall cable/s running down the corridor on the north of your 
proposed site at right angles - this has been agreed with Vattenfall 
3.2 The link to the NG for power into the LiBESS and out can be automatically shut down if there is a 
malfunction to protect the rest of the site.  Equally NG will be able to ensure no sudden input to the 
Necton LiBess causing sudden peak overload in your battery units. Will this functionality be regularly 
tested once the site is operational? 
  
4. Purpose of stand-alone LiBESSs such as Necton within national energy plans 
4.1 Covering NG needs for instant supplies in case of sudden drop in available electricity on the Grid 
(basically an 'insurance 'function now they have few resources where power can be accessed in seconds 
as would have been possible with older power generation). (I failed to note the technical term for this - 
can you help?). NGF pays a sort of 'retainer' fee ongoing. 
4.2 Temporary storage of power bought from NG at a low cost (e,g, a sunny windy day) and exported to 
NG at a higher price (e.g when other supplies are low but demand high - a still winter evening?!) 
4.3 Overall probably 1/3 of the revenue value of a stand alone LiBESS is in in 4.2 and 2/3rds in 4.1 
4.4.It is not usual for LiBess batteries to be at full charge - half more likely 
  
5.Lightning risk  
5.1. We spoke of this - your South African experience is very pertinent! I believe other sites nearby have 
committed to installation of suitable risk mitigation given the area's proneness to lightning events. Will 
this be in your plan for Necton NGGP? 
  
6. Battery safety management plan and risk mitigation analysis 
6.1 Is it possible to let me have a copy of these plans in use at your operational NE Scottish site (?Baillie). 
  
7. Decommissioning 
7.1 The cube model means there is no need for, or means of, manual intervention inside any cube on 
site. Any defective cube can easily be transported off site by craning onto a transporter   
7.2 Obviously it is difficult to pre-determine what would happen to any damaged cube elsewhere without 
a detailed analysis of what remedial action was needed. Does Stakraft already have / have access to a UK 
site where such a cube can be safely repaired or fully decommissioned? If so, might you let me have 
details of the location of this site. If not, what are Statkraft's  plans on this? 
7.3 End of the LiBESS plans for decommissioning. Will you put these into your application? - even if this 
were 30+ years down the line. It is an issue for the LPA to consider in setting planning conditions, as it 
does with solar panel arrays,  
  
8. Capital costs of elements of the site 
We spoke of these -  I have a note that you suggested that the battery element could cost some £60-70m 
with further costs for other elements taking the total project construction costs to  around £110-120m 
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9. Timescale  
You hoped to have the site operational in mid 2026 - with your planning application being likely to be 
with BDC by April-June this year? 
  
Thank you in advance for taking time on this. I'd be very grateful for confirmation of my notes and any 
answers Statkraft can supply to the questions in italics. 

Dear Statkraft  
I am sending back mine and my husbands' responses to your display at Necton last week. We took forms 
but were given no envelopes to send back to you.  
  
 Your questions and comments:- 
-We have concerns about additional roads on A47 with an already extremely busy and dangerous road 
and an impossible junction at Necton. Yet more traffic, more big heavy lorries to slow down the flow.  
-When will the additions to the Necton substation area ever end? 
Already we have had to have on our doorstep the monstrosity of the substation itself, then the two 
additional Vattenfall areas as big as football stadiums and now another one. It's like an open door to 
anyone and everyone to just plonk on another building, another grid, another...../ 
-DON'T CALL IT NECTON SUBSTATION, OR NECTON GREENER GRID PARK PLEASE!!  our house prices are 
suffering! If you look up Necton on a web search immediately the substation comes up as a choice. 
Please change the name - we will all be happier!!! Call it something NOT associated with our nice village. 
-We  have concerns about the noise and construction - I run a quiet country holiday let - I DON'T want 
additional extraneous noise from your site, I don't want construction noise during the day. My business 
will be affected. Noise carries across the fields here really easily.  
-We are concerned about fire risks with so much electricity flowing through - what guarantees can you 
give to say there won't be a fire risk and who, as it is unmanned will be watching for such things? 
-We are concerned about electromagnetic fields and the risk to health 
-Vattenfall are going ahead with 2 major projects here and have given very little to the community, and 
what they are offering has endless restrictions on it. What are you offering to our community in 
compensation.? 
Should we not be entitled to some sort of proper compensation for you ruining our village and our house 
prices? We have two football sized, ugly constructions on our doorstep. Don't you think free energy or 
reduced energy costs would be a start! 
-your planting of trees strategy is laughable - as we have seen from the A47 planting, the trees take many 
years to grow to any decent height, and last year in the hot weather an drought, they were left to die.  15 
years?? 
-The height of the building is going to be very visible and ugly - this is a rural area not an industrial site. 
-Light pollution and flooding 
-From past experience of Vattenfall's consultations, you need a lawyer to understand all the complicated 
processes and to have any chance of having decent representations. As usual, we just feel railroaded 
over by large companies with lots of money and clout.  
  
-We would like to receive project updates by email please. 
-NO WE DON'T SUPPORT THE PLANS - DO IT SOMEWHERE ELSE 
-Yes please respond to our comments and advise when the project is submitted 
  
FORGIVE US FOR SOUNDING JADED, BUT  OUR PAST EXPERIENCE,OF DEALING WITH VATTENFALL LEADS 
US TO BELIEVE THAT WE WILL HAVE LITTLE EXPECTATION THAT OUR VIEWS WILL BE CONSIDERED AND 
THAT THIS WILL GO AHEAD AS YOU HAVE ALREADY PLANNED. 
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 YOUR CONSULTATION IS A PR. EXERCISE, TO PLACATE THE GOVERNMENT THAT YOU HAVE 'DONE YOUR 
BIT' FOR THE VILLAGE, BUT TO US IT IS QUITE FRANKLY MEANINGLESS. 
 YOU ONLY CARE FOR YOUR PROJECT AND NOT FOR THOSE THAT ARE IMPACTED BY IT. 
  

Dear REDACTED 
  
We attended your public exhibition on March 9th at Necton Community Centre for the Necton Greener 
Grid Park with my family.  
  
We came away very disheartened and disappointed by the lack of respect shown to us by one of your 
representatives. REDACTED laughed and smirked in our faces and found our suggestions and questions 
amusing. As a representative of Statkraft, it is clear that he and subsequently Statkraft clearly do not care 
for our concerns or opinions. Evidently the exhibition was pointless with our views being dismissed and 
not listened to; the opposite of what the exhibition was there to achieve. A formal apology from 
REDACTED for his unprofessional, rude and disrespectful behaviour would not go a miss! 
  
We also asked questions which were left unanswered. We and many others took the time to attend with 
questions we expected to be answered. We have listed the questions below which we feel did not have a 
satisfactory answer, can you please detail your answers to these in writing? 
• Site Selection - the answers provided for the below did not explain how the site had been selected 
based upon all cumulative environmental impacts, it appears that only commercial impacts have been 
taken into consideration when selecting a site 
o Why and how was the site selected?  
o What other sites were looked at and how did you reach the conclusion on your selected site?  
o Does the site have to be near an existing substation? How far from a substation can you physically 
cable?  
• Why can't the existing access road be used? 
• Visual Mitigation 
o Can you bund the whole site with the soil you have to remove from your excavations and then plant 
trees on the bund like the Dudgeon project did? Surely as a company you want to try and reduce the 
cumulative impacts? The answer provided was that bunding is worse than screening via trees, which 
contradicts a lot of other local developments which use bunding to screen. Please explain the logic and 
evidence of this way of thinking. 
o Can you minimise visual impacts from the northern view points with either bunding or trees? The 
answer provided was "No, because the land adjacent to the north was reserved for Vattenfall". A 
followup question was asked to reduce the redline boundary so a bund and or trees can be put to the 
north, the answer was no with no further explanation. Another suggestion was to move the development 
a few metres further from the reserved Vattenfall land allowing for a bund and/or trees. Please explain 
why this can't be done.  
• Why wasn't this project included in the Vanguard or Boreas projects since it is a direct impact of those 
projects required to manage the influx of offshore power generated?  
We also have one further question which wasn't asked but we would appreciate if it could be answered 
please, it relates to the associated risks highlighted by national grid with regards to the spare bay at 
Necton substation:  
• There are currently no existing spare bays in Necton Substation, what is your plan to connect to the 
substation? 
We would once again like to reiterate the frustrations and feeling of belittlement we received from your 
representatives.  
Kind regards, 
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Dear REDACTED 
  
Thank you for your generic answers, which really don’t address 99% of our concerns, are very unspecific, 
and don’t answers any but a few of our actual questions. 
We look forward to more specific answers. 
  
However, as your answers do nothing to ease the concerns of residents, especially those, who despite 
your assurances and the ‘journey’ you went on, will clearly see your project and also hear it, during the 
construction phase and beyond, we have begun further investigations and actions. Your ‘journey’ is 
extremely flawed and a quick visit to the area, with a knowledgeable person would show you that your 
chosen site is an appalling disaster when it comes to visual effects. It should be obvious to any developer 
that a desk based decision, which yours clearly was, would not be an accurate reflection of the situation 
on the ground.  
  
We have arranged consultations with an expert in the field and ground visits, as a start to our 
preparations for challenging any application and certainly any permission at your proposed site. 
  
Our perspective (which will not change) is that the National Grid need this, Dudgeon and Vanguard and 
Boreas all need it.  
  
The people of Necton do not need it. 
  
Therefore the burden of inconvenience rests with those that need it.  
  
Our contention is that instead of breaking ground in a clean field, so close to multiple residents, (around 
44 or more will likely see it there) you should look to the other side of the National Grid, and co-operate 
together (Statkraft, NG, Vattenfall and Dudgeon) to fit the project in on the other side of NG, away from 
Necton village and the residents there. 
  
Vattenfall own a 186 acre farm on that side, NG and Dudgeon own other pockets on that side. Slopes 
have not been an issue for Dudgeon, Vattenfall, or NG, so if your company can’t deal with a slope, you 
have no business being in the business. 
  
As for pylon and extension work being carried out on that side, a quick visit on the ground would show 
multiple places that would not interfere with that. We know this because we were knowledgeable of Top 
Farm and the surrounding fields for many years before any of you appeared on the scene, and visited it 
all again during Vattenfall’s consultation. 
  
You mention vehicular access, and your conclusions on that are totally wild of target. Your access road 
(temporary or not) will create the 15th exit/entrance off the A47 within about 2 km. It will create the 4th 
Exit within half a mile of our village junction, which has already seen 2 fatalities, due to drivers’ confusion 
as to what indicating vehicles intend to do, and where they intend to turn. You will not be allowed to 
turn into or out of this junction you create, towards the right. With Equinor, ALL traffic wanting to turn 
right were compelled (after many complaints) to drive into Dereham to turn around and come back to 
make the entrance to the site come on the left. Likewise ALL traffic wishing to turn right out of the site 
were compelled to turn left, go to the next roundabout, turn back on themselves and continue in that 
direction back past the site. The solution is very obvious. If you built on the other side of the National 
Grid you could use Vattenfall’s access road, which would take you past the 1/2 mile (as it will be) of a line 
of NG infrastructure (along with the Vattenfall traffic) and to the site we have selected. You could turn 
right into the road, because Vattenfall have devised a turning system they say will enable traffic to turn 
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right without crossing the carriageway. They did this because they knew that otherwise their traffic 
would have to make the 16 mile trip into Dereham and back. Local people, had you consulted with them, 
could have told you what a dangerous stretch of road this is.  
  
I could go on mentioning money saving at our chosen site, with shortened cabling, saving on mitigation, 
saving on road building, with no residences at all in line of site, wind reduction (should there be a plume), 
created by the shelter of the escarpment and existing trees...etc 
  
No matter what precautions you take you cannot guarantee 100% safety, in the same way you cannot 
guarantee a person 100% safety in any car, but the car is their choice, whereas this is being imposed on 
us.  
  
It’s our opinion that you should co-operate with local people and accept that your desk based ‘journey’ 
came up at the wrong destination, and co-operate with the substation owners and NG, who are your 
clients, to come up with the right destination, or we will have no choice but to continue to work against 
you at every opportunity. There is a massive appetite in Necton to stop you breaking out of our ‘project 
envelope’ and breaking new ground, which we know will turn more prime arable land into a brown field 
site – open to all and any industrial applications.  
  
We cannot make more land, and you are guilty of wasting some, so calling this a ‘greener’ project is 
laughable. 
  
This project could have been smooth sailing had you consulted with us or the Parish Council for free, 
because we know the project is necessary and with the right site choice we would have made no 
objections.  
  
Regards 
  

Dear REDACTED 
We have been given a brochure from Statkraft laying out the time line for your proposed project here. 
Unfortunately the timeline is most confusing. 
It says on the inside back cover: 
  
Pre-application consult 2023  
Submit Application Spring 2022  
Planning Decision Summer 2022 
Construction Summer 2024 
Operation Spring 2026 
  
So it seems you applied for permission and got it before you did the Pre-Application Consult.... 
  
Also we are confused as to where your first preferred site was – (near the Vattenfall convertor halls) this 
is crucial as if that is your preferred site it may well be accepted. 
Whereas the site to the south of Dudgeon (where your other brochure says) would be vociferously 
objected to. 
  
Thank you for your help. 
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Dear Sirs, 
I wish to protest in the strongest possible terms about your plans to locate a BESS system in the location 
you have shown at Necton!! 
I live in [REDACTED] 
Why are you proposing to build so close to residential properties?? Given the situation in Liverpool and 
the 3km advisory zone of taking cover, etc which I am sure you are very well aware of. Plus the 
worldwide fires breaking out in similar facilities. It must be blatantly obvious you are too close. 
Why can you not locate this facility on the far side of the existing Dudgeon/National Grid substations? 
There is land over there that is now inaccessible for farming. It is 'sterilised'. Why can't you build there? 
  
I estimate your southern boundary could be as close as one third of a mile. Maybe even as close as one 
quarter of a mile.  
How many buildings will there be? What size? 
How many battery containers will there be? Size of a container? 
What noise will be generated at each stage of an operational cycle? What noise abatement do you 
propose? 
What visual mitigation do you plan? Earth bund and/or trees? 
  
I think it would be advantageous if your senior project manager/engineer were to visit me and see for 
yourselves what I am talking about. 
  
I look forward to your positive response. 

A quick read, I am now raising eyebrows in confusion as to HOW stabilisation will be effected, if it no 
longer requires batteries… please send me a link or copy and paste a summary from another document…  
… and, sorry, but due to being late to the ‘party’, is there a sentence or two that can explain why a site 
was chosen that did not utilise the ‘empty’ land between the Necton National Grid and the Vattenfall 
feed in substation… or the lower land at Top Farm.. recently bought by Vattenfall in it’s entirety and 
through which they are putting their access road… where I understand your location is closer to Necton 
Village than the current Substation.?  
  
The reason behind the question, is that it gives the appearance of creating a boundary of developments, 
in an effort to create opportunity for ‘infill’… 12 years ago, this was a small local substation, then 
dudgeon came along, then Vattenfall.. now yourselves.. fear is that many hectares will become 
industrialised.  
  

Here are the questions asked of Statkraft by NSAG - answers required in a maximum of 2 weeks to 
REDACTED. After that time we will assume you can't/won't answer and we will escalate the situation, 
including preparing evidence for a Judicial Review should Breckland approve your application.  

  
NSAG really hopes Statkraft and Breckland Planning can see the sense in moving this project closer to 
Boreas and Vanguard. If they don't then we will have to fight this. Vattenfall will tell you that we can 
fight. We were awarded a Judicial Review against them, and costs, and in total fought them and delayed 
them for over 6 years. The new Sos overruled the judge's decision eventually, but we still won an 
Independent Design Review, which we understand is causing Vattenfall more problems. 

  
1. What was your original preferred location for the site? If you look at map 2 attached, you 

will see a red line representing our 'line in the sand'. We always agreed that we would 
not allow any industrial projects to be built any closer to Necton than that. Vattenfall's 
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first proposal was exactly where yours is. They were forced to move it to its current 
position. You have also now crossed that line. If we allow one project to cross that line, 
they may be other companies who think they can do the same. It will never be 
acceptable. 

2. What reasoning did REDACTED give you for suggesting a different site? 
3. Was it that in your preferred site the plant would be a stand-alone eye-sore until the 

Vattenfall substations were built to hide it? 
4. Was it that your project would be built before Vattenfall's? Because if so that would 

appear to be untrue. Vattenfall's site build would overlap with yours. 
5. Did you consider that an eye-sore is an eye-sore wherever it goes, so why not consult 

with Necton PC to decide where residents might prefer to have it? 
6. Did READACTED e show you the area on a map, and if so did you notice: 

a. The new development of 22 houses at the end of St Andrew's Lane. 
b. The closeness of the church and the school to the suggested site. 
c. The fact that this would bring the development very close to the curtilage of 

Necton Village - close to being within the actual confines of the village itself. See 
map 1. 

d. Did you realise that there are over 30 homes in St Andrew's Lane that will have 
view of the development. 

7. We estimate your southern boundary could be as close as one third of a mile to the 
village boundary. Maybe even as close as one quarter of a mile, depending on the size of 
the site, to the nearest residence. There is no justifiable cause to place it that close when 
there are other sites that would be considerably better and safer. Have you ever been to 
Necton until your presentation? 

8. Top Farm, which appears to be owned by Vattenfall, is overlooked by an escarpment, 
which is not easily seen on maps. This landform would provide both screening and 
possible fire/explosion protection in that direction. 

9. What type of site lighting will be used, including night-time security? Will it be standard 
industrial or environmentally friendly with no backward or upward light catter? Any 
lighting, even temporary, would be much worse at REDACTED proposed site. 

10. What noise will be produced during the different phases of an operational cycle?Noise of 
cooling fans? What noise suppression will be used? Any noise would be much worse at 
REDACTED site. 

11. What protocol will there be to warn local residents in case of fire? Siren, whistle, 
loudspeaker, mobile phones? Will they be in time? What about children out in the school 
playground? What about during a Saturday football match on the village playing field? 
What about during the afternoon during the Necton Village Festival?What about 
livestock? The further away the better. 

Complications: 
12. If you continue on the site REDACTED preferred how will you deal with Vattenfall's 400 

kv cables running through the same area? 
13. Where will your cables run in order to avoid theirs? 
14. Are you going to offer financial compensation to the homes close to your current site 

proposal? 
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Access 
15. What discussions/ commitments have you had with Norfolk Highways and Highways 

England on this key element of creating yet another entry/exit point on the A47 if you 
use REDACTED suggested site? 

16.     If you went back to your original preferred location, you could use Vattenfall's access 
road, which has just been started, could you not? 

17. This road goes right past the National Grid substations for 1/3 of a mile and would avoid 
costs of a new road, a lot of cabling costs, time costs, planning costs, costs of crossing 
cables with Vattenfall. Your plant could then be hidden from all directions, on the edges 
of Boreas and Vanguard and could be mitigated by the sheer size of them. It would also 
avoid you destroying tracts of the land that Dudgeon renewed after their build, with your 
cabling to the National Grid. Surely all these savings are worth making? 

  
Safety  

18. Can any member of your staff give an unconditional, unqualified 100% guarantee that 
your project will never catch fire nor explode? 

19.     Can any member of your staff give an unconditional, unqualified 100% guarantee that 
no-one person in Necton will ever be harmed by your project. 

20. Which insurance company has agreed to insure your project? 
21.     How will people be compensated for damage or harm to their properties, their 

livestock, pets or themselves if a fire or explosion takes place? 
22.     In 1996 an F16 from the Royal Danish Airforce crashed close to Necton. Incident 

General Dynamics F-168 ET-205, 11 Dec 1996 (aviation-safety.net) It crashed onto 
(what was at the time) empty arable fields, so thankfully no-one was killed. This was 
after it flew from RAF Marham, with no crew, on automatic pilot for 12 miles after the 
pilot ejected. What would happen to your battery plant if an aircraft crashed on it? Who 
would compensate Necton for the widespread damage that could occur? 

Sources: Lithium-Ion Battery Fires: Myth vs. Reality I TOV SOD {tuvsud.com) Battery Energy Storage 
Systems and the rising risk of thermal runaway {marsh.com) ESSFactSheet.ashx {nfpa.org)  

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Edmund-Fordham 
  
  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Edmund-Fordham
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APPENDIX 5: PROJECT WEBSITE - https://www.statkraft.co.uk/Necton/ 
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APPENDIX 6: EASTERN DAILY PRESS ADVERTISEMENT  
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APPENDIX 7: PUBLIC EXHIBITION IMAGES 
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APPENDIX 8: EXHIBITION BROCHURE  
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APPENDIX 9: SITE LAYOUT 

NB: Presented and correct at time of public exhibition  
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APPENDIX 10: ONLINE FEEDBACK FORM 
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APPENDIX 11: DESIGN UPDATE MAY 2023 
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APPENDIX 11 Continued: DESIGN UPDATE MAY 2023 
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APPENDIX 12: UPDATED VISUALISATIONS MAY 2023 – Note there have been minor changes to the visuals, in order to 
reflect the drainage report and the landscape assessment submitted as part of the planning application. These updated 
visuals will be submitted as part of the planning application and will be uploaded to the project website. 
 

 
Viewpoint A, Year 0 
 

 
Viewpoint A, Year 5 
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Viewpoint A, Year 15 
 
 

 
Viewpoint B, Year 0 
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Viewpoint B, Year 5 
 

 
Viewpoint B, Year 15 
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APPENDIX 13: PUBLIC EXHIBITION REPLY CARD  
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APPENDIX 14: WRITTEN FEEDBACK 

Building LH is very high at 11m (38.5 ft) please excavate the ground level 1.8m and use the resulting 
material to construct a substantial bund. 1) A 2.5m high bund with trees on top will make all the 
difference viewed from REDACTED. 2) It will contain any runoff water used to quench any fire in the 
batteries. 3) Contain noise generated by the spinning components  4) Why is a seperate entrance 
necessary?  
If there's a fire, how will the fire water run-off be contained as it may well be harmful to the 
environment. Also, will there be a source of water on site for fire management. If so how much? ldeas 
For Statkraft Questions Battery storage systems can catch fire (thermal runaway) and cause toxic smoke 
(including hydrogen fluoride). This happened in Liverpool in September 2020. Why is the battery storage 
system planned to be installed 1km from a primary school when there is a lot of space behind the 
Vanguard and Boreas sites which would be much further away from the school? In the event of a fire, 
toxic fumes are likely to travel much further than 1km. What arrangements will be put in place to warn 
residents and the school that they should stay indoors and close their windows if thermal runaway 
occurs? When batter storage systems catch fire, a vast amount of water (60,000 gallons) may be required 
to put them out. Where will the water come from and how will it be contained and disposed of safely 
afterwards (considering it will be harmful)? As a result of the Liverpool fire, the hazards of Battery 
storage systems has been recognised. The second reading in parliament of a bill to make battery storage 
systems part of the COMAH regulations is happening this month. Will this installation comply with the 
COMAH regulations, or is it being rushed through before the regulations come into effect? Have the Fire 
Brigade been consulted to make sure appropriate procedures and training are in place in advance of the 
installation? Necton is a lightning hot spot. Has that been factored into the design? How will fire spread 
be managed to ensure any fire is limited to one container eg. spacing and fire walls? What additional 
noise level will there be from the flywheels / air conditionin systems? Who will insure the installation? 
This type of fire can cause windows to be blown in nearby. What landscape mitigation is planned? What 
commercial rates payments will be due to Breckland if the installation is completed? Please move the 
BESS away from the school. These things catch fire and emit toxic gases when the thermal runaway 
occurs. AND IT DOES OCCUR 
No real questions as such, but I would ask that you work with this community. They have had to put up 
with a lot with Vattenfall etc. and after everything we have had put upon us, we are only a village that 
wants a green environment. We have issues with flooding that cause us great problems and we don't 
want anything else adding to this. 50/50 between support or object. 
Move it to a brown field site. 
Security concern: with existing substation, the new BESS and the new plant to receive energy from the 
new windfarm at Sheringham. 3 small targets make 1 big target for terrorism etc. Bacton gas terminal has 
armed police patrolling, what human presence will monitor Necton. Police presence needs to be 
consulted. 
Your site location is appalling. It takes no consideration of the fact the village is expanding in this 
direction. There is no mention of safety and how to ensure it is safe on any of the pathetic useless boards 
on display. We are the only village surrounding this substation with a school and if anything went wrong 
there could be serious injuries caused to the children. None of the images take into account the vattenfall 
sub station. 
Put it the other side of the sub station 
It is too high on the Necton side. Can the landscaping be modified to provide more height. I am very 
much against this project. Seriously concerned about the fire risk so near to the village. 
Very informative & helpful. All my questions were answered. I am reassured that this is the way forward. 
I view this development as essential to maintaining national energy stability. The company obviously 
needs to ensure all community concerns are dealt with openly and honestly to ensure minimal disruption 
by the planning process. Good work 
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The only aspect of the plans im concerned about is fire prevention from battery problems. 
None at this stage 
The presentation was very informative, the individuals from statkraft being very knowlegeable and 
helpful. I think it is a wasted opportunity that is has taken so long for renewables to come to the fore.  
This is a necessary addition to the resources of the National Grid. The impact on the environment is 
important and the effect on the area is minimal. 
Could you put some money to have a roundabout on the A47? 
A very informative evening. Next generations I feel will receive much from project live there. The safety 
of the whole community should be a priority 
Looks to be quite impressive 
I will be sending an email to you: Dear Sir/Madam, Many thanks for the Public Exhibition held at Necton 
Hall on  the 9th March 2023.  There are some questions I would  like some  clarification, as regards to any 
noise level that may be  generated and if so how is this going to be maintained in keeping the noise down 
to a minimum? As I am aware the Greener Grid will be using  Lithium Batteries and some concerns have 
been raised,  if they were to catch  fire. If so, how would the fire and the batteries  be  dealt with? The  
Fire Brigade has  no training in tackling Lithium Battery fires. What Safety Measures and plan will you be 
putting in place in the event of fire? Will there be more  trees planted in line with disguising the Greener 
Grid Park? Water and Flooding issues. As you may be aware, Necton has ongoing problems with flooding. 
The Greener Grid Park is being built on  a relatively large area. Incase of heavy rain and water retention 
what measures are going to be put in place in the event of surplus water run off. Will there be any land 
drainage put in place  around the site?  How will  water management  be monitored? The land that the 
Greener Grid is being built on  will it be in a recess. The reason I ask this is again down to water run off in 
heavy rain conditions, and also flooding which could have an impact on homes in the area of Necton 
itself. What measures are going to be in place as well and how is it going to be monitored? Thank you  
Why have no alternative locations been proposed further away from the village? 
Concerns - proximity to Necton village + school FIRE SAFETY Recycling. I approve of the idea but am not 
convinced that Necton is the appropriate site 
Why when we have already a sub station and now have vattenfals sub station being built have you 
decided to put your grid park on the village side! With all the arable land on the far side of the sub station 
this is where your grid park should be built. 
Make it happen ASAP! 
 
Is there likely to be vibration caused by the fly wheels? 
 How do you proposed this project will benefit the local community? 
 When you talk £20k per year for the life span of the project do you mean the from now to end of the 
construction phase (i.e c. 2 year) or the lifetime of the buildings (c. 60 years)? 
 How will this be distributed to the community? 
 What is the additional traffic load likely to be as a result of the green grid park once live? Does it require 
staffing? will there be local job opportunities post construction? 
 We have a particularly dangerous junction at the top of the village, will you be investing in safer options 
here to allow mitigate the risk of the additional traffic as a result of construction workers, deliveries, 
project team etc. 
 Also, it would be useful if you had the times of community liaison events easy to spot on your website. 
 

 


