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1 Glossary of Acronyms and Abbreviations 

AONB – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

ACL - Agricultural Land Classification 

AIL - Abnormal Indivisible Loads 

ANGSt - Accessible Natural Green Space Standards 

AW – Ancient Woodland 

BDC – Braintree District Council 

B&MSDC - Babergh District Council, Mid Suffolk District Council  

BEIS – Department of Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy 

BMV – Best and Most Versatile  

BNG – Biodiversity Net Gain 

BPM – Best Practicable Means  

B2T – Bramford to Twinstead 

CIT – Carbon Interface Tool 

CO2e – Carbon Dioxide Emissions 

CSE Compound – Cable Sealing End Compound 

CEMP – Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CFA - Climate Focus Area 

CoCP – Code of Construction Practice 

DEFRA - Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

DLUHC – Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities  



   

 

   

 

DCO – Development Consent Order 

dDCO – Draft Development Consent Order  

EA – Environment Agency 

ECAC - Essex Climate Action Commission 

ECC – Essex County Council 

EIA – Environmental Impact Assessment 

ES – Environmental Statement  

ECAC - Essex Climate Action Commission 

ExA – Examining Authority 

FRA – Flood Risk Assessment 

GLENRS - Greater Essex Local Nature Recovery Strategy  

GHG – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

GI – Green Infrastructure  

GSP – Grid Supply Point 

HA – Hectares 

IEMA – Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment 

IPC – Instructure Planning Commission 

LEMP – Landscape and Ecological Management Plan 

LIR – Local Impact Report 

LLFA – Lead Local Flood Authority 

LOD – Limits of Deviation 



   

 

   

 

LNP - Local Nature Partnership 

LPA – Local Planning Authority 

LWS - Local Wildlife Site 

LVIA – Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 

MAR – Minerals Assessment Reports 

MLP - Minerals Local Plan 

MRA – Minerals Resource Assessment 

MSA – Minerals Safeguarding Assessment 

MWPA – Minerals and Waste Planning Authority 

NG – National Grid  

NLS - National Library of Scotland 

NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework  

NPS – National Policy Statement 

NPSNN – National Policy Statement for National Networks 

NSR – Noise Sensitive Receptors  

OS - Ordnance Survey 

OWSI – Outline Written Scheme of Investigation 

PA – Planning Act 

PFRA - Essex Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment 

PINS – Planning Inspectorate 

PWS - Private Water Supplies 



   

 

   

 

PRoW – Public Right of Way 

REAC - Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments 

SCC – Suffolk County Council 

SoCG – Statement of Common Ground 

SoS - Secretary of State 

SSSI – Site of Special Scientific Interest 

SVPA - Stour Valley Project Area 

SuDS – Sustainable Drainage System 

SWMP – Surface Water Management Plan 

TA – Transport Assessment 

TCPA – Town and Country Planning Act 

 

2 Purpose Of Submission 

2.1 Introduction & Format 

2.1.1 The purpose of this report is to respond directly to the ExA’s questions 

directed to BDC and ECC as Host Authorities for the Bramford to Twinstead 

Project. 

2.1.2 For ease of use, questions which are not addressed to BDC or ECC have 

been greyed out. 

2.1.3 This response is jointly prepared by BDC and ECC and here forth will be 

referred to as ‘The Council’s’. Any differences of opinion between The 

Councils will be explicitly labelled as such.  

  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

3 Miscellaneous and general 

General and cross-topic 

MG1.0.1 The Applicant 
 

 

 

MG1.0.2 The Applicant   

MG1.0.3 The Applicant   

MG1.0.4 The Applicant   

MG1.0.5 

East of England 
Ambulance 
Services 
Trust 

 

 

MG1.0.6 Essex Police   

Legislation and policy 

MG1.0.7 
Local planning 

authorities 

The Planning Statement [APP-160] refers, for 
example in the Executive Summary, to the draft 
replacement NPS EN-1 and NPS EN-5 that were 
the subject of consultation in 2021. Having noted 
what the Applicant said on the matter in its cover 
letter [APP-001] should its Planning Statement be 
updated to reflect the versions issued for 
consultation in March 2023, given that the 
application was made after this? 

Section 104(2)(d) of the Planning Act 2008 sets out that 
in deciding the application the Secretary of State (SoS) 
must have regard to— any other matters which the 
[Secretary of State] thinks are both important and 
relevant to [the Secretary of State's] decision. 

The Council’s consider that relevant draft policy is a 
material consideration and important and relevant to 
the SoS decision. The applicant should therefore 
update the planning statement to cover the March 2023 
consultation version, or at the very least, provide a 
comparison of the 2021 version and the 2023 version to 
give an overview of what has changed if anything, and 
any potential implications for the development.   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

It is noted that in their covering letter, the Applicant 
states that they would be happy to provide a 
commentary on the implications of the draft NPS if 
requested.   

 

 

 

 

 

MG1.0.8 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities  

In the Applicant’s cover letter [APP-001], 
reference is made to the Government document 
Powering Up Britain, published by the Department 
for Energy Security and Net Zero, March 2023, 
explaining the reason for not referencing it. What 
weight should be given to this publication? 

SCC (Planning) has included reference to this 
document in its Local Impact Report [REP1-045] as it 
considered to be a high-level expression of 
Government policy and therefore is a material 
consideration. The Councils also recommend that the 
direction of travel as set out in the document should be 
accorded weight. 

MG1.0.9 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Neither the Planning Statement [APP-060] nor 
Chapter 2 of the ES [APP-070] appear to refer to 
A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the 
Environment published by the Department for the 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs in 2018. The 
Suffolk councils cite this in their LIR [REP1-045]. 
What weight should the Applicant give to this 
publication? 

SCC (Planning) has included reference to this document 
in its Local Impact Report [REP1-045] as it considered 
to be a high-level expression of Government policy and 
therefore is a material consideration. The Council’s 
agree with this approach. 

In terms of landscape specific guidance, A Green 
Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment 
recognises the need for nature and landscape 
recovery.  

Chapter 2: Recovering nature and enhancing the 
beauty of landscapes, Page 58, states ‘… we will 
develop a Nature Recovery Network … more effectively 
linking existing protected sites and landscapes…’  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

This project could help deliver on these objectives by 
delivering an effective landscape compensation 
scheme. 

 

MG1.0.10 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Neither the Planning Statement [APP-060] nor 
Chapter 2 of the ES [APP-070] appear to refer to 
The UK’s Industrial Strategy, included in the 
Suffolk councils’ LIR [REP1-045], that gave rise to 
the associated Build Back Better: our plan for 
growth that was published by HM Treasury in 
March 2021. Should the Applicant take account of 
it? 

SCC (Planning) has included reference to this 
document in its Local Impact Report [REP1-045] as it 
considered to be a high-level expression of 
Government policy and therefore is a material 
consideration. The Council’s agree with this statement. 

MG1.0.11 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.12 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

The Suffolk councils’ LIR [REP1-045] refers to the 
Government’s Community Benefits for Electricity 
Transmission Network Infrastructure, published in 
March 2003. Should the Applicant take account of 
it? 

SCC (Planning) has included reference to this document 
in its Local Impact Report [REP1-045] as it considered 
to be a high-level expression of Government policy and 
therefore is a material consideration. The Councils 
support this statement. 

MG1.0.13 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

The Suffolk councils’ LIR [REP1-045] refers to the 
National Planning Policy Framework, September 
2023. Given that its publication superseded 
submission of this application, what weight should 
the Applicant attach to it? 

SCC (Planning) believes that relevant National Planning 
Policy is the most recent version dated September 2023. 
The Council’s agree with this approach, and it is a matter 
of fact that Policies and Guidance will change throughout 
the life of an NSIP and the recommendation to be made 
by the ExA will be on the basis of the Policies and 
Guidance in place at the time of decision. 

 

MG1.0.14 
Local planning 

authorities 

Are the host local planning authorities content with 
the assessment and conclusions of the Applicant's 
analysis of the local planning policy context set out 

Commentary on Section 8 

Section 8.6 of the Planning Statement states that 
Section 1 of the Adopted Local Plan “not considered to 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

in Section 8 and Appendices D and E of the 
Planning Statement [APP-160] (noting it was 
written with a 'data-freeze date' of 31 January 
2023), Chapter 2 of the ES [APP-070] and ES 
Appendix 2.2 [APP-089]? 

be an important or relevant consideration to the project 
as it covers strategic issues”.  

 

BDC disagree with this statement; while indeed the 
policies are more strategic in nature there are a number 
of relevant policies for this development. The ExA are 
referred to Section 6.2 of the joint Councils LIR [REP1-
039]. In short, the relevant policies are: 

 

- Policy SP1 (Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development) 

- Policy SP2 (Recreational Disturbance 
Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy RAMS) 

- Policy SP3 (Spatial Strategy for North Essex) 

- Policy SP6 (Infrastructure and Connectivity)  

- Policy SP7 (Place Shaping Principles)  

 

And these policies are referred to in relevant sections of 
the LIR. 

 

Commentary on Table D.1 (appendix to Planning 
Statement [APP-160]) 

Overview 

This appendix contains an assessment against the Local 
Plan Policies which the Applicant considers relevant to 
the determination of the application. 

Compliance with each of these policies e.g LPP47 Built 
and Historic Environment, are covered within specific 
topic sections of the Councils’ LIR [REP1-039] and are 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

not repeated here. This commentary will focus on any 
other issues that are spotted e.g incorrect policy 
references, or policies which are not included in the list 
that should be. 

Detailed Comments 

Page A119, reference G/BLP2/LPP1 refers to Policy 
LPP76, which they say is in relation to Renewable 
Energy Schemes. This reference is incorrect as it is 
actually adopted Policy LPP73 which refers to renewable 
energy schemes. It is noted that Policy LPP73 is 
correctly referenced later in the Appendix on 
G/BLP/LPP73. 

The Councils did not refer to Policy LPP73 (renewable 
energy schemes) in their LIR [REP1-039] as strictly 
speaking, the scheme is not for renewable energy. That 
said, as set in Paragraph 6.4.2 of the Council’s LIR, we 
do not object to the principle of development, despite the 
conflict with Policy LPP1 (Development Boundaries).  

There are a number of Adopted Local Plan policies 
referred to in the Councils LIR [REP1-039] which are 
relevant to the project but are not listed. These are 

- Policy LPP42 (Sustainable Transport) – 
Paragraph 15.2.1 of the LIR 

- Policy LPP43 (Parking Provision) – Paragraph 
15.2.2 of the LIR 

- Policy LPP52 (Layout and Design of 
Development) – Paragraph 15.2.3 of the LIR 

- Policy LPP71 (Climate Change) – Paragraph 
6.2.5 of the LIR 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

- Policy LPP78 (Infrastructure Delivery and 
Impact Mitigation) – Paragraph 20.2.2 of the LIR 

Compliance with these policies are generally explored in 
each of the specific topic headings. Should the full policy 
wording be required by the ExA then BDC are happy to 
provide this. 

 

No further comments are made in relation to Chapter 2 
of the ES [APP-070] and ES Appendix 2.2 [APP-089]. 

MG1.0.15 
Local planning 

authorities 

Acknowledging the helpful local policy coverage 
set out in the LIRs [REP1-039] and [REP1-045], 
are the host local planning authorities content with 
the assessment and conclusions of the Applicant's 
analysis of committed developments overlapping 
with the proposed Order Limits for the Proposed 
Development, as set out in Appendix C of the 
Planning Statement [APP-160]? 

The Councils note that the majority of committed 
developments referred to are within Suffolk and 
therefore it falls to them to say whether this has been 
sufficient within their administrative area.  

What is less clear is the as proposed developments 
relationship with the as proposed Norwich to Tilbury 
NSIP proposals which have been out to 2 rounds of non-
statutory consultation at this time. The Joint Council’s 
are of the opinion that this NSIP is committed to by the 
applicants, National Grid. This is not within Appendix C 
of the Planning Statement at APP-160. The Planning 
Inspectorate also advised in ID 4.14.3 of the Scoping 
Opinion that the applicant should consider the potential 
for significant cumulative effects with Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) within 50km of 
the project, the as proposed Norwich to Tilbury (N2T) 
project is well within the as requested 50KM threshold. 
However, The Councils note that N2T is mentioned in 
the ES Appendix 15.3 at APP-142. 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

An update can be provided on the following applications 
from the list provided: 

- 22/01008/COUPA – Approved 

- 22/03142/FUL - Refused 

MG1.0.16 

The Applicant 

Mid Suffolk DC 

Babergh DC 

 

 

4 The Proposed Development 

MG1.0.17 The Applicant   

MG1.0.18 

The Applicant 

Natural England 

RSPB 

Local planning 
authorities 

ES chapter 4 [APP-072] (paragraph 4.6.6) 
includes an illustration (4.2) that shows how trees 
would be cut back where the 400kV line passes 
through woodland. On either side of the 20m 
swathe there is a 12.5m band of 'graduated 
cutting back'. Is this appropriate? It could, for 
example, lead to tall tree stumps that look 
unnatural and may not regrow. Might coppicing 
and regrowth management be more appropriate 
to achieve a more natural and biodiverse 
woodland edge ecocline?  

A graduated cut is not appropriate or good practice for 
mature trees within woodland as it would encourage 
growth where cut which could make them unstable in 
the future. It would be much better to coppice the full 
width and manage this appropriately. Although, not all 
trees will be suitable and works to each swathe should 
be identified and agreed pre-commencement and 
verified on site by a suitable arboriculturist / ecologist.  

Furthermore, according to Bat Roosts in Trees (BTHK, 
2018), the tops of woodland trees are likely to possess 
potential roost features (PRFs) which are used by bats 
for maternity roosts so a graduated swathe is not a low 
impact measure. 

 

 

MG1.0.19 The Applicant   

MG1.0.20 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

MG1.0.21 The Applicant   

MG1.0.22 The Applicant   

MG1.0.23 The Applicant   

MG1.0.24 The Applicant    

Alternatives 

MG1.0.25 The Applicant   

MG1.0.26 The Applicant   

MG1.0.27 The Applicant   

MG1.0.28 The Applicant   

MG1.0.29 The Applicant   

MG1.0.30 The Applicant   

MG1.0.31 The Applicant   

MG1.0.32 The Applicant   

MG1.0.33 
John Duncan Irvine 

Bennett 
 

 

The Funding Statement 

MG1.0.34 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.35 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.36 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.37 
The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

MG1.0.38 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.39 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.40 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.41 
The Applicant   

MG1.0.42 
The Applicant   

Socio-economics and other community matters: general 

MG1.0.43 
Local planning 

authorities 

Do you consider that the methodology used in the 
analysis of socio-economic impacts in Section 3 of 
the Socio-Economics and Tourism Report [APP-
066] is appropriate and that the analysis has been 
carried out correctly in the context of this 
methodology? 

3.1 - In general The Councils agree that this is correct. 

 

MG1.0.44 
Local planning 

authorities 

Do you agree with the conclusions drawn from the 
socio-economic analysis in the Socio-Economics 
and Tourism Report [APP-066]? Are there 
particular points at issue? 

The Council’s challenge the idea that there will no 
significant socio-economic and tourism impacts, and 
support the comments as raised and on tourism in 
particular as raised by SCC who have the majority of 
the potential tourism impact. 

  

4.3.5 – 4.3.13 The Council’s suggest that the applicant 
consider further impact on construction sector 
workforce numbers across Essex in culmination with 
other projects – with reference to the report that MACE 
produced for ECC in 2020 - Mace (2020) Construction 
Growth in Essex 2020-2040. 

  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

5.2.1 – Tourism baseline – we ask why the applicants 
are they not using more recent data? The submission 
seems to skew the data when you use 2019-2020 data 
given the impact of COVID and states that it is also 
unclear how recovery from the COVID-19 restrictions, 
will change patterns of tourist numbers and tourism 
revenue going forward. Surely this is no longer relevant 
and should not be used to suggest that tourism is low 
and therefore the impact is low. 

Socio-economics and other community matters: farming 

MG1.0.45 The Applicant   

MG1.0.46 The Applicant   

MG1.0.47 The Applicant   

MG1.0.48 The Applicant   

MG1.0.49 The Applicant   

MG1.0.50 The Applicant   

MG1.0.51 The Applicant   

MG1.0.52 The Applicant   

MG1.0.53 The Applicant   

MG1.0.54 
Local planning 

authorities 

Do you consider that impacts on agriculture 
businesses have been properly considered and 
assessed? 

4.3.16 – ‘The project could cause temporary direct 
effects to the operation of agricultural businesses 
through disruption or loss of agricultural land during 
construction. The vast majority of agricultural land 
would be reinstated following construction and existing 
agricultural operations would continue.“  This potentially 
underestimates the impact on agricultural businesses if 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

land is not accessible even for short time and could 
have potential long term significant knock-on impacts.  

 

In particular, BDC consider that the proposed haul 
route from the A131 to the Stour Valley West Cable 
Sealing End Compound will unduly impact on 
agricultural businesses (farming) during construction. 
The Councils concerns are set out in the LIR (REP1-
039), Section 14, and summarised in Paragraphs 
14.4.7 – 14.4.9 as well as paragraph 18.4.9. 

 

In addition, for operation post construction the 
undergrounded cables need to be positioned so 
agricultural use can return unaffected by the 
development proposed. 

 

 

Socio-economics and other community matters: tourism and local recreational users 

MG1.0.55 The Applicant 
 

 

 

MG1.0.56 
Local planning 

authorities 

Paragraph 5.2.7 (Effects During Construction) of 
the Socio-Economics and Tourism report [APP-
066] states, ‘With these [good practice] measures 
in place, it is unlikely that the project would result 
in significant effects on the tourism economy 
during construction’. Do you consider that the 
impacts on tourism been properly assessed, 
particularly with regard to Dedham Vale and the 
Stour Valley, footpaths, cycleways, bridleways, 

In terms of socio-economic comments, the measures 
are satisfactory but the Councils consider that the 
statement: ‘with these it is unlikely the project will result 
in significant effects to the tourism economy’ is 
inaccurate. There will inevitably be impacts on 
businesses that rely on tourism in the area. Should 
there/could there be monetary compensation for these 
businesses for the losses they experience? 

  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

and other leisure areas? Do you consider that the 
proposed good practice and mitigation measures 
would address the potential impacts? If not, what 
additional measures do you consider are 
required? 

The Council’s consider that there should be closer 
identification of which businesses that rely on tourism 
would/could be impacted by the development and 
measures to limit the impact should be put in place for 
them individually. 

 

In terms of potential impacts from footpaths, cycleways 
etc, there is little mention of how visual effects form part 
of visitor amenity at either the construction or 
operational stages. Visual effects form part of the 
amenity of the natural landscape and affect users 
experience of the landscape. 

Cross reference needs to be made to localised adverse 
visual effects, at both construction and operational 
stages and the cumulative effects, and appropriate 
compensation identified, being mindful that many 
residual adverse visual effects from pylons and 
overhead wires cannot be effectively mitigated with 
planting. 

 

Socio-economics and other community matters: employment 

MG1.0.57 The Applicant    

MG1.0.58 The Applicant   

Socio-economics and other community matters: businesses 

MG1.0.59 The Applicant    

MG1.0.60 
Local planning 

authorities 

Do you consider that the impact of the Proposed 
Development on businesses has been properly 
considered and assessed, particularly in relation 

The Council’s consider that there should be closer 
identification of which businesses that rely on tourism 
would/could be impacted by the development and 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

to the potential for disruption caused by the 
construction and dismantling process? 

measures to limit the impact should be put in place for 
them individually. 

Socio-economics and other community matters: local residents and community 

MG1.0.61 The Applicant   

MG1.0.62 
Local highway 

authorities 

Could you provide accurate, up-to-date and 
publicly accessible information on your websites 
relating to any walking, cycling and horse rider 
diversion routes that were agreed to facilitate the 
Proposed Development? 

ECC maintains an up to date footpath and rights of way 
map which is a publicly available document. It is noted 
that all diversions will however be temporary and the 
map is updated on an infrequent basis but signage will 
be provided on site for users. 

5 Air quality and emissions 

AQ1.1.1 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.2 The Applicant    

AQ1.1.3 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.4 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.5 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.6 The Applicant    

AQ1.1.7 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.8 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.9 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.10 The Applicant    

AQ1.1.11 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.12 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

AQ1.1.13 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.14 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.15 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.16 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.17 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.18 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.19 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.20 The Applicant   

AQ1.1.21 The Applicant   

6 Approach to the EIA and the ES, including cumulative effects 

EA1.2.1 The Applicant   

EA1.2.2 The Applicant   

EA1.2.3 The Applicant   

EA1.2.4 The Applicant   

EA1.2.5 

The Applicant  

Local planning 
authorities 

Section 4.10 of ES Chapter 4, the Project 
Description, [APP-072] assumes that the 
decommissioning impacts would be no worse than 
those assessed for construction. Is this a 
reasonable assumption in relation to all receptors 
for all topics, such as biodiversity and noise and 
vibration, bearing in mind the nature and amount 
of infrastructure to be broken up and removed?  

For the impacts of the work at decommissioning stage it 
is very difficult to predict what these will be on both the 
environment and amenity given the time periods 
proposed. 

 

As such, the Councils agree in principle to the 
proposed addition, and also request the addition of ‘or 
where the likely decommissioning impacts are 
materially different’ to the wording proposed. 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Would the following addition to Requirement 12 of 
the dDCO be beneficial?  

'The written scheme of decommissioning must 
include sufficient information to demonstrate the 
validity of the assumption made in the original 
Environmental Statement for the Proposed 
Development that decommissioning impacts 
would be no worse than those concluded for 
construction or provide new assessments for any 
types of impact for which this is not 
demonstrated.' 

 

Practically it may not always be possible to agree a 
better or worse option. There may be some instances 
where the decommissioning impacts are simply 
different from the impacts originally envisaged, in which 
case there should be a new assessment. 

 

 

EA1.2.6 The Applicant   

EA1.2.7 The Applicant   

EA1.2.8 
Local planning 

authorities 

Do the local planning authorities agree with the list 
of plans and projects included in the cumulative 
effects assessment (ES Chapter 15 [APP-083])? 

In broad terms, and in respect of the developments in 
the administrative areas of the Council’s, yes. 

It is noted that East Anglia Green (now known as 
Norwich to Tilbury) is here specifically mentioned in 
APP-083. At para 15.6.41 and 15.6.43 and it is 
concluded that the impacts of the two as proposed 
NSIP proposals would have a “significant cumulative 
effect to landscape and views immediately around 
Bramford Substation.”  

As such the Councils request that the applicant 
provides a specific reference within the submitted suite 
of documents as to where such “significant” effects are 
considered as it is not clear at this time. 

 

EA1.2.9 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

7 Biodiversity, ecology and nature conservation, including HRA matters 

EC1.3.1 
The Applicant  

Natural England 
 

 

EC1.3.2 The Applicant   

EC1.3.3 The Applicant   

EC1.3.4 The Applicant   

EC1.3.5 

The Applicant 

Natural England 

Local planning 
authorities 

The LEMP [APP-182] includes proposals for 
woodland establishment through natural 
regeneration, using the local seed bank already 
present. Does the LEMP include sufficient 
information on which to base the establishment 
and management of the larger areas that extend 
some distance from existing woodland on arable 
soils? Would soil fertility need to be reduced and 
is further detail needed on control of weeds? Is 
further detail required on the measures that would 
be taken if the establishment of naturally 
regenerated woodland is not occurring 
satisfactorily? Is the proposed monitoring and 
aftercare period sufficient? 

Soil fertility is helpful for woodland creation to get trees 
established but the distance from existing woodland will 
be a limiting factor in the early years. However, scrub 
will develop more quickly and this will support natural 
regeneration of woodland over time. By definition, 
natural regeneration should not need artificial weed 
control and limited aftercare other than fencing to keep 
deer out. Monitoring of the process will inform the need 
for any supplementary planting where necessary with 
seeds collected from the trees within nearby woodland 
areas as stated in Para 8.4.8.  Experience of re-wilding 
of arable land locally suggests natural regeneration can 
be quite quick depending on the specific environment of 
each field. 

 

The Councils recommend that the aftercare period 
should be aligned to the Biodiversity Metric timescale to 
reach the desired condition outcomes. In common with 
other NSIPs where the impact on the environment is 
significant, we would request that the aftercare period is 
extended to 10 – 15 years as stated in response to 
EC1.3.6 which follows. 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

  

These details should be finalised by the contractor and 
support discharge of Requirement 10 for the final LEMP 
and other control documents by the relevant LPA. 

 

 

 

EC1.3.6 

The Applicant 

Natural England 

Local planning 
authorities 

Section 9 of the LEMP [APP-182] appears to 
suggest that most areas of habitat (trees, 
woodlands, hedges, grasslands) created for 
mitigation, restoration, compensation and 
biodiversity net gain revert to the landowner after 
five years. Is this a correct understanding and do 
you believe that this is sufficient guarantee that 
the created habitat would provide its mitigation or 
compensation function in the longer term? 

Paragraph 9.1.4 and 9.2.1 amongst others imply a five-
year aftercare period is proposed. In places e.g., 9.3.1 
it is implied that the maintenance could be handed back 
to the landowner sooner than five years. 

 

This 5 year aftercare period for habitat creation is not 
sufficient for any guarantee and at least 10-15 years 
will be needed for management cycles to support the 
desired condition outcomes required by the Metric, 
especially light of the increasing periods of extended 
high temperatures and drought experienced in the East 
of England. 

 

This needs to be secured by long term monitoring so 
that remedial measures can be put in place where 
necessary. It is not considered reasonable for the 
landowner to bear the cost of long-term management to 
meet the applicant’s commitments without recompense. 

 

. 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

EC1.3.7 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 

EC1.3.8 Nick Miller   

EC1.3.9 Nick Miller   

EC1.3.10 The Applicant    

EC1.3.11 
The Applicant 

Natural England 
 

 

EC1.3.12 

The Applicant 

Natural England 

Local planning 
authorities 

The list of plans and projects where in-
combination effects could occur was fixed on the 
31 January 2023 to allow the HRA to be finalised 
for submission [APP-057]. Have any further 
relevant plans or projects come forward or 
become known since then that might affect the in-
combination assessment?   

The Councils have not been able to find any list of the 
plans and projects for the in-combination assessment in 
the HRA report unfortunately and would wish that the 
applicants provide a signpost to the same. 

 

However the criteria in section 2.7 to identify plans and 
projects which could, without mitigation, have a Likely 
Significant Effect on the Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA 
and Ramsar, should be sufficient for the applicant to 
refresh the list to support the in-combination part of the 
stage 2 HRA Appropriate Assessment.  

  

It should include any live projects and any that have 
been consented but not yet implemented which have 
been assessed and could have the same impact 
pathways - surface water quality and groundwater 
through pollution and sedimentation incidents on 
watercourses (some are crossed and subsequently 
discharge into the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA and 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Ramsar) and also habitat degradation and indirectly in 
reduction in species density.  

Norwich to Tilbury has currently been the subject of two 
rounds on non-statutory consultation and the Councils 
consider that this is a committed development. 
Therefore it is recommended that the in combination 
effect with Norwich to Tilbury are properly explained so 
the Councils can consider the true impact of in-
combination effects.  

 

 

EC1.3.13 The Applicant   

8 Compulsory Acquisition, Temporary Possession and other land or rights considerations 

CA1.4.1 

 
Any Affected Person 

 

 

 

CA1.4.2 Any Affected Person 

 

 

 

CA1.4.3 

Land Partners LLP on 
behalf of 
Robert 
Shelley 

 

 

CA1.4.4 

Foot Anstey LLP on 
behalf of 
Pivoted 
Power LLP  

 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CA1.4.5 Any Affected Person   

CA1.4.6 The Applicant   

CA1.4.7 The Applicant 
  

CA1.4.8 The Applicant   

CA1.4.9 The Applicant   

CA1.4.10 The Applicant 
  

CA1.4.11 

Local planning 

authorities 

Local highway 

authorities 

Are any of the Councils in their roles as the local 
planning authority and the highway authority 
aware of:  

a) Any reasonable alternatives to the CA or the 
TP which is sought by the Applicant? 

b) Any areas of land or rights that the Applicant is 
seeking the powers to acquire that you consider 
would not be needed? 

A) No. 

B) Not that the Councils are aware of. 

CA1.4.12 The Applicant   

CA1.4.13 The Applicant   

CA1.4.14 The Applicant   

CA1.4.15 The Applicant   

CA1.4.16 

The Applicant 

 

 
 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CA1.4.17 

The Applicant 

 

 
 

CA1.4.18 

The Applicant 

 

 
 

CA1.4.19 
The Applicant   

CA1.4.20 The Applicant 
  

CA1.4.21 The Applicant 
  

CA1.4.22 
The Applicant   

CA1.4.23 The Applicant 
  

CA1.4.24 
Mead Farms   

CA1.4.25 
Malcolm Frost   

CA1.4.26 Linda Keenan 
  

CA1.4.27 
Land Partners LLP on 

behalf of 
Peter Nott 

 

 

CA1.4.28 

Foot Anstey LLP on 
behalf of 
Pivoted 
Power LLP 

 

 

CA1.4.29 Royal Mail 
  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CA1.4.30 
The Applicant   

CA1.4.31 
The Applicant   

CA1.4.32 
The Applicant   

CA1.4.33 
The Applicant   

CA1.4.34 
Babergh DC   

CA1.4.35 

The Applicant 

Babergh DC 

Assington PC 

 

 

9 Construction matters 

General construction matters 

CM1.5.1 The Applicant   

CM1.5.2 The Applicant   

CM1.5.3 The Applicant   

CM1.5.4 The Applicant   

CM1.5.5 The Applicant   

CM1.5.6 The Applicant   

CM1.5.7 The Applicant   

CM1.5.8 The Applicant   

CM1.5.9 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CM1.5.10 

East Anglia Three 
Limited c/o 
Scottish 
Power 
Renewables 

 

 

CM1.5.11 The Applicant   

CM1.5.12 

The Applicant 

Suffolk CC 

Essex CC 

The Applicant’s written summary of oral 
representations to Issue Specific Hearing 1 
[REP1-024] notes that the provisional programme 
has been prepared using ‘standard industry 
working hours’. Can you provide any evidence to 
demonstrate that Sundays and bank holidays are 
or are not standard industry working hours? 

Table E.1 (Page 119) in BS 5228- :2009+A1:2014 
Code of practice for noise and vibration control on 
construction and open sites – Part 1: Noise provides 
noise limits for construction activities at different 
times/days of the week. This BS 5228 document can be 
found in Appendix 2 to this response. 

 

The following noise limits are provided as follows for 
Category A in BS 5228;  

- Night-time (23.00−07.00) – 45dB(A) 

- Evenings and weekends - 19.00–23.00 

weekdays, 13.00–23.00 Saturdays and 07.00–

23.00 Sundays. - 55dB(A) 

- Daytime (07.00−19.00) and Saturdays 

(07.00−13.00) - 65dB(A). 

 

Furthermore, Section 60.4 of Control of Pollution Act  
1974 states in acting under this section (that being 
section 60 of the Act in controlling noise from 
construction sites) the local authority shall have 
regard— 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

(a)to the relevant provisions of any code of practice 
issued under this Part of this Act;  (that would be 
BS5228) 

(d) to the need to protect any persons in the locality in 
which the premises in question are situated from the 
effects of noise. 

 

The lower noise limit for the ‘Evening and Weekends’ 
therefore evidences a higher sensitivity for these times. 
To allow construction to continue into these more 
sensitive times is therefore not prohibited per se in BS 
5228, but greater controls are inevitably required in 
order to keep within the stated noise limits.  

 

If the construction phase of the development were to go 
ahead with the proposed working hours by the 
Applicant (including the start up times and nighttime 
working), it is not clear how this would be contained to 
these lower, more reasonable noise levels at the 
weekends/evenings/bank holidays to protect neighbour 
amenity.  
 
Even if an additional/amended Requirement to restrict 
noise levels at these times were introduced, it would be 
very difficult to monitor and enforce. The impacts are 
not limited just to those Noise Sensitive Receptors 
(NSR) near the site, but also those along the as 
proposed HGV routes to the same in the predominantly 
rural highway network. 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Owing to the above, and the fact that the accepted 
levels of noise are much lower on weekends and night 
times (and therefore harder to stay within), as well as 
the plethora of National and Local Policy which seeks 
to protect the amenity of residents, it is the established 
standard of both Council’s to limit the operation of 
works to implement permitted schemes to Monday to 
Friday and Saturday morning only, with no workings on 
Saturday afternoons, Sundays or Bank Holidays. With 
this Condition attached to any consent during 
construction, it therefore protects neighbouring amenity 
at the most sensitive times.  

 

Furthermore, it is understood that SCC will be providing 
evidence of working hours on other NSIP projects 
which demonstrate that that Sundays/Bank Holidays 
are not ‘standard’ industry working hours in their 
Deadline 3 response. 

 

In summary, the Councils consider that there is 
evidence which supports the restriction of working on 
these times/days. The Councils would therefore urge 
the ExA to carefully consider the allowed working 
hours/days of the project. The Councils deliberations on 
this are set out in the LIR [REP1-039] Paragraphs 
17.4.4 – 17.4.9, as well as our Deadline 2 response 
[REP2-009] Paragraph 4.9.1.  

 

CM1.5.13 The Applicant   

CM1.5.14 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CM1.5.15 The Applicant   

CM1.5.16 The Applicant   

CM1.5.17 The Applicant   

CM1.5.18 The Applicant   

CM1.5.19 The Applicant   

CM1.5.20 The Applicant   

CM1.5.21 The Applicant   

CM1.5.22 The Applicant   

CM1.5.23 The Applicant   

CM1.5.24 The Applicant    

CM1.5.25 The Applicant   

CM1.5.26 The Applicant   

CM1.5.27 The Applicant   

CM1.5.28 The Applicant   

CM1.5.29 The Applicant   

CM1.5.30 The Applicant   

CM1.5.31 The Applicant   

CoCP and control documents 

CM1.5.32 The Applicant   

CM1.5.33 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CM1.5.34 The Applicant   

CM1.5.35 The Applicant 
  

CM1.5.36 The Applicant 
  

CM1.5.37 The Applicant 
  

CM1.5.38 The Applicant 
  

CM1.5.39 The Applicant   

CM1.5.40 The Applicant   

CM1.5.41 The Applicant   

CM1.5.42 The Applicant   

CM1.5.43 The Applicant   

CM1.5.44 The Applicant   

CM1.5.45 The Applicant   

CM1.5.46 The Applicant   

CM1.5.47 The Applicant   

CM1.5.48 The Applicant   

CM1.5.49 The Applicant   

CM1.5.50 The Applicant   

CM1.5.51 The Applicant   

CM1.5.52 The Applicant   

CM1.5.53 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CM1.5.54 The Applicant   

CM1.5.55 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.56 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.57 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.58 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.59 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.60 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.61 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.62 

Braintree DC 

Mid-Suffolk DC 

Babergh DC 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC  

Environment Agency 

Natural England 

The CEMP [APP-177], CTMP [APP-180], MWMP 
[APP-181] and LEMP [APP-182] appear to be 
submitted as final documents, without a 
requirement to submit and approve detailed 
versions in the dDCO [APP-034]. Could you: 

• comment on the Applicant’s proposed 
approach; 

• identify any outstanding concerns with the 
content of the plans; 

• describe the steps considered necessary 
to resolve outstanding concerns by close of 
Examination; and 

• provide comments on the Applicant’s 
proposed approach to manging future change of 
these management plans, i.e., that the Applicant 
would provide details of the change together with 
evidence of stakeholder engagement, and request 

Comments on applicants approach 

The Councils have previously commented on this at 
Para 21.2.5 [REP 1-039] and Para 21.3.4: 

Comment on the Applicant’s proposed approach; 

The Councils  consider that; (i) relevant authorities 
must be given the chance to review and approve 
changes to the control plans (e.g CEMP) especially 
where the plans are likely to be firmed up following 
appointment of the main works contractor; (ii) the 
Applicants’ proposal (CM1.5.62) to provide details of 
changes to plans to relevant stakeholder for approval is 
welcome in principle. However It is considered that 28 
days is not sufficient and we request that 56 days is 
given to this process. Further information may 
reasonably be required to enable different/new 
environmental impacts to be considered; there should 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

that the relevant planning authority endeavours to 
respond to confirm its consent to the change or 
reasons for not accepting within 28 days? 

be a mechanism to deal with circumstances where the 
LPA (acting reasonably) is unable to approve within the 
given timeframe. 

 

Identify any outstanding concerns with the plans 

The Councils have previously noted a few concerns / 
questions on this in the LIR. These are listed below; 
paragraph references are to the LIR (REP1-039): 

- Para 13.4.1 and 13.4.2, in relation to protection of 
private groundwater supplies. 

- Para 13.6.1 and 13.6.2, in relation to unexpected 
contamination. 

- Para 13.7.1 in relation to the post-consent 
assessment of the effects of directional drilling on 
groundwater. 

 

Furthermore, Para 8.2.1 of the LEMP [APP-182] refers 
to the Vegetation Reinstatement Plan in Appendix B 
(application document 7.8.2) as being a combination of 
proposed embedded planting at the GSP substation 
and around the CSE compounds, reinstatement 
planting, landscape softening, habitat compensation 
and additional planting required to mitigate an 
environmental effect. In the Environmental Gain Report 
APP-176, para 6.2.1 refers only to landscape mitigation 
and biodiversity enhancements not landscape 
enhancements or mitigation. 

As there are likely many residual landscape and visual 
effects, significant or otherwise, clarity is needed on 
how and where landscape enhancement and 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

compensation has been or will be strategically 
addressed as opposed to biodiversity net gain, or 
details of an approach including the scope and extent 
of compensation agreed with The Councils and 
appropriate environmental bodies 

 

Steps before end of Examination 

 

- Provide clarification and/or update the relevant control 
documents.  

- Add additional/updated requirements to the DCO for 
submission of finalised details of control documents 

 

CM1.5.63 
The Applicant   

CM1.5.64 
The Applicant   

10 Draft Development Consent Order 

DC1.6.1 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.2 The Applicant   

DC1.6.3 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Paragraph 21 of PINS Advice Note 15: Drafting 
Development Consent Orders deals with the issue 
of defining ‘commencement’ - advance works and 
environmental protection and suggests they are 
generally unlikely to find favour with the SoS. The 
Applicant’s associated submission is noted at 
paragraphs 3.6.14 and 3.6.15 of the Explanatory 
Memorandum (EM) [APP-035]. Nevertheless, can 

The Councils have commented previously on the scope 
of the proposed pre-commencement works - Para 
21.2.3 and Para 21.2.4 [REP 1-039]. This point is re-
iterated in paragraph 4.10.3 of the Councils Deadline 2 
response [REP2-009]. 

 

The Council’s do not consider that the works which are 
said to amount to pre-commencement, and in particular 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

the range of potential ‘pre-commencement 
operations’ in Article 2 of the dDCO reasonably be 
described as either de minimis or having minimal 
potential for adverse impact? 

engineering operations to construct site compounds, 
cannot be considered at this time as having no effect 
and cannot be proven to have “minimal potential for 
adverse impacts” (para 3.6.15 of APP-035), thus are 
not de-minimis. It is noted that such pre-
commencement works would be outside the provisions 
of the DCO which would not come in until the 
development is “commenced” and therefore not be the 
subject of limits or controls within the DCO should 
Consent be given and be subject to necessary prior 
approval. 

 

Notwithstanding this, is there an assessment of each of 
these pre-commencement works available to support 
the Applicants’ position that such works are de 
minimis? 

DC1.6.4 The Applicant   

DC1.6.5 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Is the definition of ‘pre-commencement 
operations’ in Article 2 sufficiently clear and 
unambiguous? For example, ‘demolition of 
existing buildings’ could be read a7s meaning 
either the surveys required for the demolition of 
existing buildings or the actual demolition of 
existing buildings. Is amendment required in this 
or other respects? 

Subject to reservations expressed by SCC in relation to 
ambiguity around the word temporary para 12.19 [ Rep 
1-045] The Councils have no particular concerns re 
clarity of wording, save that this clause is widely drafted 
to carve a very broad range of potentially impactful 
operations out of the definition of commencement, see 
comments on this above.  

DC1.6.6 The Applicant   

DC1.6.7 The Applicant   

DC1.6.8 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.9 
Braintree DC 

Essex CC 

Looking at the final sentence of paragraph 21.2.7 
of your LIR [REP1-039], how should the dDCO be 
amended to address your specific concern about 
‘trigger timings’. 

[REP1-039] The Councils state that consideration [of 
operational use] is still however required in the context 
of trigger timings. ‘Operational use’ is relevant to the 
following;- 

Requirement 5 drainage management plan - no stage 
of the authorised development maybe brought into 
operational use until a drainage management plan 
(DMP) for surface water treatment has been approved 
by the LPA; operational use must be carried out as per 
the approved DMP. 

Requirement 9 and 10 reinstatement planting no stage 
of the authorised development may be brought into 
operational use until a reinstatement plan has been 
approved by the LPA. Planting to be undertaken as per 
approved plan in first available opportunity and no later 
than the first planting season after the operational use 
of the relevant part of the authorised development. 

No reference in CoCP/CEMP/LEMP/MWMP to 
operational use except that LEMP refers to 
reinstatement planting. 

DC1.6.10 The Applicant   

DC1.6.11 The Applicant   

DC1.6.12 The Applicant   

DC1.6.13 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.14 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.15 
The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.16 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

In exercising rights conferred by Article 5, is it 
sufficiently clear on the face of the dDCO, without 
recourse to supporting documents, where 
construction activity should and should not take 
place, e.g., to avoid certain features or 
environmentally sensitive areas? 

On its face there is a one size fits all approach; different 
rules apply for linear works and non-linear works but 
there is no restriction on the LoD limits in respect of any 
environmentally sensitive areas; 

The Councils referred to this in [REP 1-039] para 21.3.3 
Article 5 –Limits of Deviation. 

Furthermore, SCC state in para 17.9 [REP 1-045] has 
highlighted that no role is afforded to the local planning 
authorities (via the LEMP) in micro siting any final 
alignment of overhead lines and call for (i) the final 
alignment to be in locations agreed with the 
County/Historic England for certain sensitive areas and 
(ii) in other areas the LEMP should be amended to 
allow for consultation by relevant authorities and 
approval by the LPA. 

The Joint Councils defer to the views of SCC/BMSDC 
on the impact of this on their local area (e.g 
Hintlesham).  

DC1.6.17 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.18 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.19 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.20 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.21 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.22 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.23 
The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.24 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.25 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.26 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.27 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.28 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.29 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.30 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.31 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

Save for the disapplication provisions subject of 
the previous question, are the highway authorities 
content with the disapplication of the New Roads 
and Street Works Act 1991 that is sought by 
Articles 13 (3) and 13 (4) in relation to works 
executed under Article 12? If not, please explain 
why not and advise how those provisions might be 
changed to address your concerns. 

Art 12 allows for the operation of a permit scheme as to 
the authorisation of roadworks in the locality. 

Para 21.3.5 [REP1-039] stated in relation to Art 12 - 
that ECC reserve the right to comment further on the 
proposals relating to the Permit schemes. 

ECC notes and endorses the comments previously 
made by SCC in [REP1-045] in relation to Article 47 
Paragraph 17.34-17.37 “ 

DC1.6.32 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.33 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.34 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.35 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.36 
The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.37 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.38 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.39 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.40 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.41 
Statutory Undertakers 

Are you content with the extent of the powers 
sought under Article 20? If not, set out your 
reasons and any suggested amendments to the 
wording of this Article. 

These provisions relate to statutory undertakers rather 
than local authorities. See comments below. 

DC1.6.42 
Statutory Undertakers 

Have you any objection to: 

a) The powers sought in connection with 
your land, building, structure, apparatus and 
equipment? 
b) The powers sought outside of the Order 
Limits? 
c) The notice periods (Article 20 (5) and 
(6))? 
d) The definition of ‘protective works’ (Article 
20 (12))? 

[REP1-039] para 21.3.10 The Council’s previously 
highlighted that Article 20 allows the undertaker to carry 
out protective works (i.e., ground strengthening/ 
underpinning/remedial works after construction) to any 
land, building, structure, apparatus or equipment, lying 
within the Order limits or which may be affected by the 
‘authorised development’, as the undertaker considers 
necessary or expedient. Article 20 therefore refers to 
protective works outside of the Order Limits, however it 
is unclear whether such works would constitute 
development for which planning permission is required. 
Whilst there is no objection in principle to necessary or 
expedient works outside the Order limits, it would be 
useful to clarify in the Order whether such works 
require planning permission. 

DC1.6.43 
The Applicant 

 

 

 

DC1.6.44 
Any Affected Person   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.45 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.46 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.47 
Any Affected Person   

DC1.6.48 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.49 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.50 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.51 
Local planning 

authorities 

Are you satisfied that Articles 46 (2) and (3) 
provide a reasonable and proportionate defence 
to statutory nuisance. If not, why not? 

Art 46 (1) & (3) refers to CEMP being approved in 
Schedule 3 - there is no provision for this in Sched 3 
and the words ‘approved under Sched 3 
(Requirements) ‘should be deleted. 

[This appears to have been accepted by the Applicant 
REP2- 001] 

 

The words to the ‘reasonable satisfaction of [the 
relevant authority] be reasonably avoided’ should be 
added to Art 46(1)(iii) and (iv) in line with the approved 
wording in the local approved Sizewell DCO to enable 
enforcement action – if required. 

DC1.6.52 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.53 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.54 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.55 
The Applicant    
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DC1.6.56 

Braintree DC  

Essex CC 

At paragraph 21.3.13 of your LIR [REP1-039], you 
raised concerns about the implications for vessels 
moored upstream of proposed works on the River 
Stour. Do the Applicant’s Comments on Relevant 
Representations [REP1-025] on pages 81 and 
102 as they relate to the works, allay your 
concerns about Article 50. If not, how should it be 
redrafted to address them? 

It was unclear what action would be taken from the 
initial submission documents – now clarity has been 
provided and agreement sought with the Environment 
Agency, The Councils offer no further comment in this 
regard. 

DC1.6.57 
Environment Agency   

DC1.6.58 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Whose would be responsible for registering Article 
53’s provisions as a local land charge, including 
any associated cost, as Article 53 (6) seeks? 

Art 53(6) provides that the requirement to consult 
(safeguarding) is a local land charge. The Councils 
consider that if this provision is approved any costs of 
registering the order as a land charge should be borne 
by the Applicant. The safeguarding article is not based 
on any model clause; it has been used in the Thames 
Tideway Tunnel DCO. 

 

DC1.6.59 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

A proposal’s implications for the construction and 
operation of the Proposed Development would be 
capable of being a material consideration in 
determining any application for planning 
permission made wholly or partly within the Order 
Limits by virtue of Section 70 of the Town and 
County Planning Act 1990. In that context, is the 
Article 53 proposal to add to local planning 
authorities’ administrative burden proportionate 
and necessary? 

The Councils consider that it would be proportionate 
and necessary to have the duty to consult. Mapping 
should be able to be updated to route the project.  

DC1.6.60 
The Applicant 

The local planning authority is under a legal duty 
to determine applications for planning permission 
according to principles of administrative law. If this 

The Councils consider that the Applicants would have 
the opportunity to comment on any planning proposals 
within the Order limits without Art 53, but would need to 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Local planning 
authorities 

is not done, there is opportunity for challenge 
under existing legislation and public law 
principles. In relation to the proposed Article 53, 
do you consider the existing legal checks and 
balances to be insufficient to protect the 
Applicant’s interests? 

be vigilant in identifying and commenting on such 
applications. Art 53 will therefore be helpful for the 
Applicant, but to the extent there are increased 
costs/admin burden for local planning authorities, the 
costs of such should be underwritten by the Applicant. 

DC1.6.61 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities  

Article 53 (5) of the dDCO would require that the 
matters raised in the undertaker’s representations 
are ‘addressed’. This contrasts with Section 70 (2) 
(c) of Town and County Planning Act 1990 that 
requires a local planning authority to ‘have regard 
to’ the listed considerations. Would this facet of 
the Article’s wording arguably fetter a local 
planning authority’s implementation of the 
provision of Town and County Planning Act 1990 
by including the word ‘addressed’ as opposed to 
‘have regard to’? 

The use of the words ‘addressed’ seems to require a 
certain outcome which could arguably fetter the ability 
of LPAs to apply the principles of TCPA1990 in the 
usual way. ‘Have regard to’ is in the opinion of BDC 
preferable. 

Add ‘insofar as it is reasonable to do so’ to end of Art 
53(5). 

DC1.6.62 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

In relation to Article 53, the EM [APP-035] cites 
the Thames Tideway Tunnel Order as precedent 
but does not explain what it considers to be the 
factual similarities between the consented scheme 
and the Proposed Development? How are they 
considered to be comparable?  

Are the Thames Tideway Tunnel Order and the 
Proposed Development not distinguishable in 
terms of context with this being a predominantly 
rural area subject to comparatively less 
development pressure? 

Other than the Thames Tideway Tunnel Order DCO 
which is a different type of project in all ways to the 
current proposal, there appears to be limited (if any) 
precedent for a safeguarding provision of this nature on 
other DCOs (all of which relate to projects of national 
significance) ; it is difficult to understand why this 
provision is needed here when it has not been required 
in relation to other NSIPS. 

DC1.6.63 
The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.64 
Local planning 

authorities 

Do you have any observations on the Applicant’s 
response to Action Point 21 (AP21) arising from 
ISH1 that is set out on pages 14 and 15 of [REP1-
034]? 

No Comment – The Councils support the ExA in their 

continued examination of the DCO.  

DC1.6.65 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.66 
The Applicant    

DC1.6.67 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.68 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.69 
Local planning 

authorities 

Does the Applicant’s response to Action Point 22 
(AP22) arising from ISH1 address local planning 
authorities’ concerns that were raised in the 
preceding question? ([REP1-034], at page 15.) 

The Councils look forward to an updated CEMP at 
deadline three to ensure that our concerns are fully 
satisfied.  

DC1.6.70 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.71 
Local planning 

authorities 

Do you wish to respond to the Applicant’s remarks 
about ‘Associated Development’ in its comments 
on RRs [REP1-025] at page 80? 

Horlock Rule 9 requires that: ‘The design of access 
roads, perimeter fencing, earthshaping, planting and 
ancillary development should form an integral part of 
the site layout and design to fit in with the surroundings’ 
.  

In relation to the mitigation mounds, the one to the west 
of the proposed substation is identified in the 
Substation Design and Access statement as being 1:14 
slope which would be an acceptable angle in a largely 
flat to gently undulating landscape. However, the LEMP 
drawings do not show the extent of the mounding 
although shrub, and in some places tree-planting, is 
shown as between 10-40m in width. 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

A cross-section is required to show the extent as well 
as the height of the mounding. 

The mounding to the east of the substation, alongside 
the A131, is identified in the LEMP as being 1:4 slope 
which is harder to integrate with the natural landscape, 
particularly if it is assumed this will be placed hard up 
against the fence line and thus visible in part from the 
road until fully grown.  

It is proposed that as the shrub planting is shown as 
20m in width, if the inner edge of the mounding aligns 
with the inner edge of the planted area it would allow a 
1:10 planted slope to the road and a 1:4 planted slope 
to the substation (assuming maximum height of 1.5m) 
the latter not being on public view. 

The planting on the mound to the east will only screen 
the lower half of the installation at best when it is fully 
mature, so it is recommended that additional tree-
planting is provided to the east of the A131 where there 
are several PRoW as both mitigation and compensation 
to users for the effects of the installation. Alternatively, 
or additionally the H1 hedgerow mix along the A131 at 
this point could be replaced by H2 Hedgerow with 
Trees. 

It is considered with Essex both having a dry climate, 
and the complications for planting on newly bunded 
structures that this further emphasises the request for 
aftercare to be extended to a period 10-15 years to 
enable the growth of vegetation to be properly 
managed. 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.72 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.73 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.74 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.75 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Article 2 of the dDCO includes a definition of 
‘commence’ but neither it nor Requirement 1 
define ‘begin’ for the purposes of Requirement 2 
(1). For the sake of precision and enforceability, is 
such a definition required? 

The Council notes the rationale for inclusion of the dual 
commencement/begin wording at Art 2(1) and 2(2) as 
explained by the Applicant in the explanatory 
memorandum.  

 

In The Councils view it would be helpful to define 
‘begin’ so as to be able to distinguish it from 
commencement in a legal context for the sake of 
precision and enforceability. 

DC1.6.76 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.77 
Local planning 

authorities 

Is the distinction between the applicability of the 
time limits in Requirement 2 precise and 
enforceable? If not, how should it be changed? 

As Above. 

DC1.6.78 
Local planning 

authorities 

Notwithstanding how ‘stage’ is defined in 
Requirement 1 of the dDCO, is it sufficiently clear 
to you what it means in the context of 
Requirement 3? 

“stage” means a defined stage of the authorised 
development, the extent of which is shown in a scheme 
submitted to the relevant planning authority for 
approval pursuant to Requirement 3; 
It is not clear whether ‘stage' refers to physical location 
and/or place within a timeline but otherwise the 
definition is on its face clear. 

 

DC1.6.79 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Should the written scheme referred to in 
Requirement 3 (1) be subject to approval by the 

The Councils agree that amendments to Req 3(1) are 
required so that the staging plan should be subject to 
approval by the relevant planning authority in 
consultation with the relevant highway authority. This 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

relevant planning authority within a stated time 
period? If not, why not? 

document will effectively become a ‘control’ document 
as it sets the parameter for each stage of work and as 
such it is appropriate for the LPA to approve the original 
staging plan (and any amendment). This approach 
was followed in the Brechfa Forest Connection DCO. 
The Councils propose the following amendments:- 

 

3.—(1) The authorised development may not 
commence until a written scheme setting out all stages 
of the authorised development has been submitted to 
and approved by the relevant planning authority after 
consultation with the relevant highway authority. 

 

DC1.6.80 
Local planning 

authorities  

Should any amendments to the written scheme, 
referred to in Requirement 3 (2), be subject to 
approval by the relevant planning authority? If so, 
why? 

Requirement 3 (2) – staging plan. ECC/BDC agree that 
amendments to Req 3(2) are required so that the 
staging plan should be subject to approval by the 
relevant planning authority in consultation with the 
relevant highway authority. This document will 
effectively become a control documents as it sets the 
parameters for each stage of work and as such it is 
appropriate for the LPA to approve (the original staging 
plan and) any amendment. 

 

The Councils propose the following amendments|:- 

3 (2) Any revisions to the written scheme referred to in 
subparagraph (1) above must be submitted to the 
relevant planning authority for approval after 
consultation with the relevant highway authority in 
advance of the commencement of the stage of the 
authorised development to which the revisions relate…. 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

(4) The authorised development must be carried out in 
accordance with the written scheme submitted further 
to sub-paragraph (1) or (2). 

 

DC1.6.81 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.82 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 

DC1.6.83 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.84 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.85 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 

DC1.6.86 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Should Requirement 8 refer to the baseline 
information and assessment set out in the 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment [REP1-011]? If 
not, why not?  

Yes the Councils consider that it should.  

DC1.6.87 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Should the plan submitted under Requirement 
8(1) also include:  

• tree protection plans detailing temporary 
physical tree protection measures according to BS 
5837:2012;  

• a schedule of any proposed tree and 
hedgerow management to facilitate retention;  

• specifications for temporary physical 
protection for retained and vulnerable trees; and  

ExA suggestion appears sensible, the Joint Council’s 
have no issues with inclusion. 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

• details of an auditable system of 
compliance with the approved protection 
measures? 

If not, why not? 

DC1.6.88 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.89 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Should Requirement 9 also refer to the need to 
include details of ground cultivation for planting, 
five-year maintenance proposals, and 
arrangements for the identification and 
replacement of any failures? 

The Applicant is referred to the Yorkshire Green 
dDCO as an example. 

ExA suggestion appears sensible. 

In respect of ecology the Councils would support the 
ExA suggestion to secure this detail to support best 
practice methods for establishment and aftercare 
including replacements. 

 

DC1.6.90 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.91 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

In the interests of clarity, do you agree that the 
maintenance arrangements in Requirement 10 (3) 
would be better part of the reinstatement planting 
plan to be agreed by the relevant planning 
authority and thus should be included in that plan 
and referred to in Requirement 9? If not, please 
explain why not. 

The Councils agree with this. 

DC1.6.92 The Applicant  
 

 

DC1.6.93 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 

DC1.6.94 
The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.95 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.96 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.97 

Essex CC 

Braintree DC 

In paragraphs 21.5.10 and 23.3.2 of your LIR you 
refer to additional Requirements that you say 
should be considered. Can you provide draft 
wording of the additional Requirements that you 
consider need to be included in the DCO to 
deliver the project? 

The Councils refer the ExA to Appendix 3 of this 
response where suggested wording is set out. 

 

 

DC1.6.98 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.99 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.100 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.101 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.102 
Local planning 

authorities 

Can you respond to the Applicant’s submission on 
‘Timeframes for Determining Applications and 
Fees’ in its comments on RRs [REP1-025] at 
page 82? 

See Paragraph 4.10.12 of the Deadline 2 joint Councils 
response [REP1-009]. 

DC1.6.103 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 

DC1.6.104 
Local planning 

authorities 
What fee should be levied by paragraph 3 (1) (b) 
of Schedule 4 of the dDCO? 

£116 is proposed per request which is the standard fee. 

The Councils would have no issue with this if a PPA 
was in place where the costs could be recovered 
elsewhere, as this would simply not cover the costs of 
the project. 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.105 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 

DC1.6.106 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.107 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.108 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.109 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.110 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.111 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.112 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.113 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.114 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.115 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.116 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.117 
Natural England   

DC1.6.118 
The Applicant   

DC1.6.119 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

DC1.6.120 

The Applicant 

Environment Agency 
 

 

11 Good design 

GD1.7.1 

The Applicant 

Essex CC 

Braintree DC 

Does the design of the proposed mitigation 
mounds and planting at the proposed new grid 
supply point substation comply with Horlock 
Guideline 9 and the good design tests in NPS EN-
1 in terms of existing landscape character and 
landform? 

It is noted that the proposed GSP Substation went 
through an extensive design and mitigation process as 
part of the Town and Country Planning Act planning 
application, which was subsequently approved.  

  

This sought to include mounding at either side of the 
GSP substation (from A131 and from field on western 
side), while the two groups of Ancient Woodland, 
Butlers Wood and Waldergrave Wood, provide 
screening from the north and western angles.  

  

Horlock Rule 9 requires that: ‘The design of access 
roads, perimeter fencing, earthshaping, planting and 
ancillary development should form an integral part of 
the site layout and design to fit in with the surroundings’  

 

In relation to the mitigation mounds, the one to the west 
of the proposed substation is identified in the 
Substation Design and Access statement as being 1:14 
slope which would be an acceptable angle in a largely 
flat to gently undulating landscape. However, the LEMP 
drawings do not show the extent of the mounding 
although shrub, and in some places tree-planting, is 
shown as between 10-40m in width.  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

A cross-section is required to show the extent as well 
as the height of the mounding. 

The mounding to the east of the substation, alongside 
the A131, is identified in the LEMP as being 1:4 slope 
which is harder to integrate with the natural landscape, 
particularly if it is assumed this will be placed hard up 
against the fence line and thus visible in part from the 
road until fully grown.  

It is proposed that as the shrub planting is shown as 
20m in width, if the inner edge of the mounding aligns 
with the inner edge of the planted area it would allow a 
1:10 planted slope to the road and a 1:4 planted slope 
to the substation (assuming maximum height of 1.5m) 
the latter not being on public view. 

The planting on the mound to the east will only screen 
the lower half of the installation at best when it is fully 
mature, so it is recommended that additional tree-
planting is provided to the east of the A131 where there 
are several PRoW as both mitigation and compensation 
to users for the effects of the installation. Alternatively, 
or additionally the H1 hedgerow mix along the A131 at 
this point could be replaced by H2 Hedgerow with 
Trees. 

Overall, with the above additions/modifications, it is 
considered that the development would meet the 
Horlock Rules and good design tests in EN-1.  

GD1.7.2 The Applicant   

GD1.7.3 The Applicant   

GD1.7.4 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

12 Historic environment 

HE1.8.1 

Historic England 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

Suffolk CC 

 

 

HE1.8.2 

Historic England 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

Suffolk CC 

 

 

HE1.8.3 Historic England   

HE1.8.4 The Applicant   

HE1.8.5 
Braintree DC 

Essex CC 

In your LIR [REP1-039], you say that 'further work 
will need to be done to understand the full impact 
of the proposals once the route has been 
finalised, and limits of deviation agreed' 
(paragraph 11.4.1). Explain this comment in the 
context that the draft DCO sets the proposed 
Limits of Deviation for the route and that the 
Applicant says that the assessment has been 
carried out on the worst-case effect for each 
receptor. What further information and 
assessment would be required?  

Similarly, paragraph 11.6.2 suggests that, 'as this 
application progresses, further detail must be 
given regarding the heritage assets which have 
been identified as affected by the proposals...', 
and goes on to suggest that this must inform the 

Archaeology  

The assessment has been carried out on known or 
identified non-designated heritage assets (receptors), 
identified from information on the Essex Historic 
Environment Record, cropmark data and geophysical 
data. It can be demonstrated that these methods of 
assessment can only provide an indication of what 
archaeological remains may be present within an area 
and, by their non-intrusive nature, are unable to detect 
all potential archaeological features that may be 
present below ground. The Applicant acknowledges the 
limitations of assessment in paragraph 8.4.29 of ES 
Chapter 8 (Ref APP-076). Little archaeological 
investigation has taken place within the Order Limits 
and areas where no archaeological remains are 
recorded are not necessarily areas where archaeology 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

mitigation measures. Please explain what further 
information and assessment is considered to be 
required. 

is absent. An archaeological investigation through trial 
trench evaluation would enable a greater understanding 
on the nature, significance, complexity and extent of 
below ground archaeological remains which may be 
impacted upon by the groundworks associated with the 
proposal. This has been recommended from the start of 
the proposals.  

Archaeological sites of high significance are known 
within the area such as the scheduled monument of 
Alphamstone Roman villa and can be extensive in 
extent, as for example, the recently scheduled 
monument site of Wixoe Roman town which straddles 
the River Stour on the Essex/Suffolk border. Without 
intrusive archaeological investigation the significance 
and extent of any below ground archaeological remains 
cannot, with confidence, be fully assessed. Should any 
archaeological remains of high significance be revealed 
preservation in situ would be the most appropriate 
mitigation. Without archaeological evaluation it is 
unclear if the proposed Limits of Deviation would be 
adequate to facilitate preservation in situ of any highly 
significant remains. 

An element of archaeological intrusive evaluation has 
been completed on the substation and further 
archaeological intrusive evaluation is currently being 
undertaken in two areas where underground cabling is 
proposed. This will provide an appropriate level of 
assessment on which to determine the impact of the 
scheme on archaeological remains in these areas.  
However, where below ground cable or trenchless 
crossings are proposed and no intrusive evaluation has 
occurred the Applicant will need to demonstrate that 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

preservation in situ of any significant archaeological 
remains is attainable within the proposed Limits of 
Deviation. 

In addition, little assessment has taken place in areas 
of the river crossings. The ES Report states that there 
“is a high potential for deposits of geoarchaeological 
and palaeoenvironmental interest focused 
predominantly within the river valleys” (Vol.6 Doc 6.2.8 
Chapter 8 Para 8.5.18 (Ref APP-076)) as well as high 
potential for prehistoric ritual remains. Without some 
form of intrusive investigation, the potential and 
significance of any archaeological or geoarchaeological 
remains cannot be adequately assessed. 

Further information should be provided which includes 
an updated plan of all known heritage receptors 
(archaeological) within the Order Limits where 
underground cabling and any other extensive areas of 
groundworks will be required. This should include the 
results of the trial trenching investigations and would 
aim to provide a clear demonstration that there is 
potential for avoidance of any significant archaeological 
remains should they be revealed during the mitigation 
stage.  

As above, in respect of comments made in paragraph 
11.6.2,  the current stage of archaeological 
investigation has not been completed and little 
archaeological/geoarchaeological investigation has 
taken place in areas identified as potential high 
significance. It remains to be demonstrated that 
preservation in situ as a form of mitigation can be 
achieved through the measures listed in Section 3.1.1 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

(Document 7.10: Outline Written Scheme of 
Investigation (Ref: AS-001). 

Above Ground Heritage 

The LoD for the DCO is alarming, particularly as it can 
add another 4m to the height of the pylons. It is the 
Councils position that the LoD should not apply in 
sensitive areas. This is particularly needed as there will 
be some areas/assets which are more susceptible to 
change in their settings. 

As such, notwithstanding that the effects are based on 
a worst case scenario, the Councils are asking for 
further information to fix the positioning of the pylons in 
sensitive areas, and/or reduce / remove the LoD in 
sensitive areas (those in the setting of Listed Buildings). 
This is therefore designed to avoid the worst case 
scenario and minimise the harm on above ground 
heritage assets as far as possible.   

HE1.8.6 The Applicant   

HE1.8.7 The Applicant   

HE1.8.8 The Applicant    

HE1.8.9 

Historic England 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

Suffolk CC 

The Suffolk 
Preservation 
Society 

 

 

 

HE1.8.10 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Historic England 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

Suffolk CC 

The Suffolk 
Preservation 
Society 

HE1.8.11 The Applicant   

HE1.8.12 The Applicant   

HE1.8.13 The Applicant   

HE1.8.14 The Applicant   

HE1.8.15 
The Applicant 

Historic England 
 

 

13 Landscape and views, including trees and hedgerows 

AONB 

LV1.9.1 

Natural England 

Local planning 
authorities 

Dedham Vale AONB 
and Stour 
Valley 
Partnership 

The PCs of Assington, 
Bures St 
Mary, 

Having seen the information from the Applicant in 
ES Appendix 6.2 Annex A, Dedham Vale AONB 
Approach and Identification of Setting Study 
[APP-099], and its comments on RRs (e.g., 
section 2.12, section 2.13, page 64, section 3.9, 
page 113) [REP1-025], explain any outstanding 
concerns that you may have in relation to the 
Applicant’s definition of, and assessment of 
impacts on the setting of the Dedham Vale AONB. 

Refer to comments from the Dedham Vale and Stour 
Valley Partnership. 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Leavenheath, 
Little 
Cornard, 
Polstead and 
Stoke by 
Nayland 

LV1.9.2 

The PCs of Assington, 
Bures St 
Mary, 
Leavenheath, 
Little 
Cornard, 
Polstead and 
Stoke by 
Nayland 

 

 

LV1.9.3 

Dedham Vale AONB 
and Stour 
Valley 
Partnership 

 

 

LV1.9.4 

Natural England 

Local planning 
authorities 

Dedham Vale AONB 
and Stour 
Valley 
Partnership 

Having seen the Applicant’s comments on RRs 
[REP1-025] (e.g., page 113 ff) and its document, 
The Dedham Vale AONB Special Qualities and 
Statutory Purpose [REP1-032], do you believe 
that any further information is required to assess 
the Proposed Development's effects on the 
special qualities of the AONB? Do you agree with 
the Applicant’s conclusions in this regard, and, if 
not, why not? 

Refer to comments from the Dedham Vale and Stour 
Valley Partnership 

LV1.9.5 The Applicant    



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Dedham Vale AONB 
and Stour 
Valley 
Partnership 

LV1.9.6 

Natural England 

Local planning 
authorities 

Dedham Vale AONB 
and Stour 
Valley 
Partnership 

Do you consider that the information submitted by 
the Applicant in its comments on RRs [REP1-025] 
(e.g., page 92 and page 113 ff) is sufficient to 
conclude that the Applicant properly addressed its 
duty of regard to the purpose of the AONB as 
described in section 85 of the Countryside and 
Rights of Way Act (2000)? If not, why not? 

Refer to comments from the Dedham Vale and Stour 
Valley Partnership. 

Visual assessment 

LV1.9.7 The Applicant    

LV1.9.8 The Applicant   

LV1.9.9 The Applicant   

LV1.9.10 The Applicant   

LV1.9.11 The Applicant   

LV1.9.12 The Applicant   

LV1.9.13 The Applicant   

LV1.9.14 The Applicant   

LV1.9.15 The Applicant   

LV1.9.16 Suffolk CC   

LV1.9.17 
The Applicant  

Suffolk CC 
  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

LV1.9.18 The Applicant   

LV1.9.19 
Braintree DC 

Essex CC 

At paragraph 7.4.3 of your LIR [REP1-039], you 
suggest that there should be additional 
representative viewpoints and a visual 
assessment from public rights of way east of the 
A131 ('Twinstead 23, Twinstead 1 and Great 
Henny 18'). Can you specify the locations that you 
consider to be required, and what additional 
information this would add to the assessment? 

See attached Appendix 1 - Landscape Plan for 
proposed assessment location at the junction of 
Twinstead 23, Twinstead 1 and Great Henny 18 shown 
as a green spot on the extract plan. 

Such an assessment would better represent the effects 
on users of the PRoW system east of the A131 and the 
Single Circuit Sealing End compound, particularly at the 
start of the operational period, but likely demonstrating 
that even at Year 15, due to the height of the 
structures, additional mitigation planting to the east of 
the A131 is required and/or compensatory planting that 
strengthens local landscape character. 

LV1.9.20 The Applicant   

LV1.9.21 The Applicant   

LV1.9.22 
Braintree DC 

Essex CC 

At paragraph 7.5.8 of your LIR [REP1-039], you 
suggest that an additional, closer viewpoint is 
required to assess the impacts of the proposed 
grid supply point substation and sealing end 
compound at Waldegrave Wood. You consider VP 
H07 (from Rectory Lane on the edge of Wickham 
St Paul) to be too far away to assess year 15 
impacts. Can you confirm that the receptor of 
concern is users of the public rights of way 
network, explain why you do not believe that VPs 
H08 and H09 serve this function, and suggest a 
precise location where you consider the additional 
VP should be located? 

The Councils confirm that the receptors of concern are 
predominantly users of the PRoW system, primarily 
although not exclusively, Bridleway Bulmer 14. 

The Councils agree that VPs H08, H09 and H10 serve 
this function. However, suggest that a photomontage 
from H09 is required to demonstrate the adverse 
effects at Year 1, which we judge will remain Medium-
High (not reduce to Medium), and how by Year 15, the 
maturing embedded planting would obscure much of 
the new infrastructure as claimed. 

 

LV1.9.23 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

LV1.9.24 The Applicant   

LV1.9.25 The Applicant   

LV1.9.26 The Applicant   

LV1.9.27 The Applicant   

General LVIA matters 

LV1.9.28 Natural England   

LV1.9.29 

The Applicant 

Natural England 

Local planning 
authorities 

The assessment is said to be based on GLVIA3 
(ES Chapter 6 paragraph 6.4.11 [APP-074].) The 
Landscape Institute produced a consultation 
version of Draft Technical Guidance Note 05/23, 
Notes and Clarifications on aspects of the 3rd 
Edition Guidelines on Landscape and Visual 
Impact Assessment (GLVIA3), in July 2023. 
Noting this remains as a draft, do any of the 
contents have any relevance to, or change the 
outcome of the LVIA set out in the ES? 

As the Draft Technical Guidance Note 05/23 has been 
produced to be read in conjunction with GLIVIA3 it is all 
of potential relevance to the Examination in relation to 
landscape and visual issues but it is difficult to say 
whether it would change the outcome of the LVIA set 
out in the ES as the document mainly identifies 
clarifications not new guidance. 

LV1.9.30 The Applicant   

LV1.9.31 The Applicant   

LV1.9.32 The Applicant   

LV1.9.33 The Applicant  
 

 

LV1.9.34 The Applicant   

LV1.9.35 The Applicant   

LV1.9.36 The Applicant   

LV1.9.37 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

LV1.9.38 The Applicant   

LV1.9.39 The Applicant   

LV1.9.40 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

In the Planting Schedule [APP-185], do you 
consider the inclusion of Alnus glutinosa (alder) in 
the H2 species-rich hedgerow mix with trees 
appropriate? Is alder die-back prevalent in the 
area, and - if so - should the planting of new alder 
trees be restricted? 

Prunus spinosa (blackthorn) is included in planting 
mixes - this is so vigorous and spreading and could 
overwhelm slower growing species which are included 
in much smaller percentages.  

Furthermore, Common Alder in the H2 hedgerow 
mixture is out of keeping with this habitat type, being a 
wet woodland tree and found adjacent to watercourses.  

 

 

Hedgerows and trees 

LV1.9.41 The Applicant   

LV1.9.42 The Applicant   

LV1.9.43 The Applicant   

LV1.9.44 The Applicant    

LV1.9.45 The Applicant   

LV1.9.46 The Applicant   

LV1.9.47 The Applicant   

LV1.9.48 The Applicant    

LV1.9.49 The Applicant   
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14 Land use and soil 

Agriculture and other land use  

LU1.10.1 The Applicant   

LU1.10.2 The Applicant   

LU1.10.3 The Applicant   

LU1.10.4 The Applicant   

LU1.10.5 The Applicant   

LU1.10.6 The Applicant   

LU1.10.7 The Applicant   

LU1.10.8 The Applicant   

LU1.10.9 The Applicant   

LU1.10.10 The Applicant   

LU1.10.11 The Applicant   

LU1.10.12 The Applicant   

LU1.10.13 The Applicant 
 

 

LU1.10.14 

Local planning 
authorities 

Natural England 

Should a Soil Management Plan or Outline Soil 
Management Plan be produced and secured 
through Requirement 4 of the dDCO? 

For the best and beneficial re use of soils and subsoils 
this is suggested as being necessary and not left to the 
construction partners. 

LU1.10.15 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC  

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

LU1.10.16 The Applicant   

LU1.10.17 

Suffolk CC 

Babergh DC  

Mid Suffolk DC 

 

 

LU1.10.18 The Applicant   

LU1.10.19 The Applicant   

LU1.10.20 The Applicant   

Soils, geology and ground conditions 

LU1.10.21 The Applicant   

LU1.10.22 The Applicant   

LU1.10.23 The Applicant   

LU1.10.24 The Applicant   

LU1.10.25 The Applicant   

LU1.10.26 The Applicant   

LU1.10.27 The Applicant   

LU1.10.28 The Applicant   

LU1.10.29 The Applicant   

LU1.10.30 The Applicant   

LU1.10.31 The Applicant   

15 Noise and vibration 

NV1.11.1 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

NV1.11.2 The Applicant   

NV1.11.3 The Applicant   

NV1.11.4 The Applicant   

NV1.11.5 The Applicant   

NV1.11.6 The Applicant   

NV1.11.7 The Applicant   

NV1.11.8 

The Applicant 

Local planning 
authorities 

Would a Noise and Vibration Management Plan 
(NaVMP) be useful to bring together and secure 
all of the relevant controls and mitigation 
measures? If so, should it be secured through 
Requirement 4 of the dDCO? 

Yes, agreed. A Noise and Vibration Management Plan  
would be useful. 

NV1.11.9 The Applicant   

NV1.11.10 The Applicant   

NV1.11.11 The Applicant   

NV1.11.12 The Applicant   

NV1.11.13 The Applicant   

NV1.11.14 The Applicant   

NV1.11.15 The Applicant   

16 The water environment 

Flood Risk Assessment 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

WE1.12.1 

The Environment 
Agency 

River Stour Trust 

Lead Local Flood 
Authorities 

Can you briefly confirm your views on the 
applicant’s approach and method in the Flood 
Risk Assessment [APP-059]? 

Do you consider the Flood Risk Assessment to 
comply with NPS EN-1, the National Planning 
Policy Framework and Planning Practice 
Guidance? 

Does the Flood Risk Assessment represent an 
accurate assessment of the flood risks on site and 
is the assessment proportionate to the risk and 
appropriate to the scale and nature of the project? 

The Joint Council’s considers the applicant has taken a 
pragmatic approach to Flood Risk. Whilst it may not 
specifically comply with the wording in EN-1 the FRA 
does represent an accurate and proportionate 
assessment of Flood Risk. 

WE1.12.2 

The Environment 
Agency 

River Stour Trust 

Lead Local Flood 
Authorities 

Are you content with the Applicant’s approach to 
the operational phase risk assessment, as set out 
in paragraphs 4.3.13 and 4.3.14 of the Flood Risk 
Assessment [APP-059]? 

The Joint Councils are content with this approach. 

WE1.12.3 
Lead Local Flood 

Authority 

Does the Flood Risk Assessment [APP-059] 
adequately and appropriately cover the specific 
issues of concern to the Lead Local Flood 
Authority? 

The Joint Councils consider this is adequately covered. 

WE1.12.4 

The Environment 
Agency 

River Stour Trust 

Lead Local Flood 
Authorities 

Can you briefly confirm your views on the 
sufficiency and application of the sequential and 
exception tests set out in the Flood Risk 
Assessment [APP-059]? 

The Joint Council’s concur with the comments which 
are within the Mid Suffolk/Babergh to ExA questions 1; 
the sequential and exception tests have been 
inappropriately applied but nonetheless we consider 
that the tests have would be passed if correctly applied.  

WE1.12.5 The Applicant   

WE1.12.6 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

WE1.12.7 The Applicant   

WE1.12.8 The Applicant 
 

 

 

WE1.12.9 The Applicant   

WE1.12.10 
The Applicant 

 
 

 

Surface water management 

WE1.12.11 The Applicant   

Management measures 

WE1.12.12 

Environment Agency 

River Stour Trust 

Lead Local Flood 
Authorities 

What are your views on the management 
measures set out in Section 9.2 (Management 
Measures) of the CEMP [APP-177] regarding: (i) 
site planning and preparation; (ii) surface water 
abstraction and discharges; (iii) pollution and 
erosion management measures; and (iv) 
reinstatement?  

The Joint Council’s consider the methods as set out are 
commensurate to an active development site and 
comply with best practice. 

WE1.12.13 

Environment Agency 

River Stour Trust 

Lead Local Flood 
Authorities 

What are your views on the capacity of the control 
measures set out in CoCP [APP-178] and REAC 
[APP-179] to manage flood risk? 

See response to WE1.12.12 above. 

WE1.12.14 

Environment Agency 

River Stour Trust 

Lead Local Flood 
Authorities 

Would the dDCO [APP-034] and Section 9.2 
(Management Measures) of the CEMP [APP-177] 
adequately secure all measures required to 
mitigate flood risk? 

See response to WE1.12.12 above. 

WE1.12.15 Environment Agency   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

WE1.12.16 The Applicant   

WE1.12.17 The Applicant   

WE1.12.18 The Applicant   

WE1.12.19 Environment Agency   

WE1.12.20 The Applicant    

WE1.12.21 The Applicant   

WE1.12.22 The Applicant   

WE1.12.23 The Applicant   

WE1.12.24 The Applicant   

WE1.12.25 The Applicant   

WE1.12.26 The Applicant     

WE1.12.27 The Applicant   

WE1.12.28 The Applicant   

WE1.12.29 The Applicant   

WE1.12.30 The Applicant   

WE1.12.31 The Applicant   

WE1.12.32 The Applicant   

WE1.12.33 The Applicant   

WE1.12.34 The Applicant    

WE1.12.35 The Applicant   

WE1.12.36 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

WE1.12.37 The Applicant   

WE1.12.38 The Applicant   

WE1.12.39 The Applicant   

Temporary bridges and culverts 

WE1.12.40 Environment Agency   

WE1.12.41 
The Applicant 

Environment Agency 
 

 

WE1.12.42 The Applicant   

WE1.12.43 
The Applicant 

Environment Agency 
 

 

WE1.12.44 The Applicant   

Water resources 

WE1.12.45 The Applicant   

WE1.12.46 The Applicant   

17 Traffic and transport 

Transport assessment 

TT1.13.1 The Applicant   

TT1.13.2 The Applicant   

TT1.13.3 The Applicant   

TT1.13.4 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

TT1.13.5 The Applicant   

TT1.13.6 The Applicant   

TT1.13.7 The Applicant    

TT1.13.8 The Applicant   

TT1.13.9 The Applicant   

TT1.13.10 The Applicant   

TT1.13.11 The Applicant   

TT1.13.12 The Applicant   

TT1.13.13 The Applicant   

TT1.13.14 The Applicant   

TT1.13.15 

The Applicant 

National Highways 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

Does the Transport Assessment [APP-061] 
submitted with the application meet the criteria set 
out in NPS EN-1, Section 5.14 Traffic and 
Transport, in relation to the requirements of a 
Transport Assessment? If not, in what respects is 
it lacking?  

In general terms, the Transport Assessment [APP-061] 
does contain the information that might be expected in 
a Transport Assessment i.e. it looks at the existing 
transport network and the future transport network to 
assess the impacts of the development. However, it is 
the methodology for assessing those impacts which 
have created concerns. In general due to the ad-hoc 
nature of this project, as well as other NSIPs, numerous 
assumptions are included in the assessment method, 
and it is these assumptions that create concern when 
determining the impact of the development.  It is 
considered that concerns relating to many of these 
assumptions can be addressed through amendments to 
the CTMP [APP-180], which is discussed in our 
response to TT 1.13.21. The below represents a list of 
assumptions that mean the Council cannot conclude 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

that the development impacts have been assessed 
through the Transport Assessment: 

• Total staff numbers. 

• Peak construction vehicle numbers 

• Staff shifts patterns and as a result the 
assessment hour. 

• The use of the staff mini-bus 

• The assessed proportions of car sharers. 

These assumptions affect the location of junction 
assessments. 

As identified in our Local Impact Report [REP1-039], 
there is also an absence of information relating to the 
following that means that determining the extent of 
impacts on the local highway network is difficult: 

• Extent of use of the temporary accesses. 
• The makeup of the construction fleet that would 

use each access. 

• The design of the proposed site accesses. 

 

TT1.13.16 The Applicant   

TT1.13.17 The Applicant   

Construction traffic and construction route strategy 

TT1.13.18 The Applicant   

TT1.13.19 The Applicant   

TT1.13.20 The Applicant   



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

TT1.13.21 

The Applicant 

National Highways 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

Has agreement been reached with the highway 
authorities on a monitoring and enforcement 
strategy for construction and related traffic 
[sections 8.2 and 8.3 of the CTMP [APP-180] 
refer)?  

If not, what are the outstanding issues? 

Agreement has not been reached; however it is 
understood that the Applicant is preparing an updated 
CTMP, which will look to address the highway 
authorities concerns.  ECC welcome this commitment 
and will comment once submitted. The following 
summarise the areas of concern: 

• Surveying of the condition of the highway 
network for remediation.  

• That the local highway authorities should be 
the party responsible for discharging the CTMP 
and agreeing any changes to the CTMP 

• Absence of monitoring of construction and 
workforce traffic. 

• Absence of commitment to achieve staff modal 
share through commitment to minibus and car 
sharing. 

• Absence of commitments to survey staff 
movements. 

• Absence of reporting on CTMP monitoring and 
non-compliance to highway authorities.  

• Approval of construction traffic routes. 

TT1.13.22 The Applicant   

TT1.13.23 The Applicant   

TT1.13.24 The Applicant   

TT1.13.25 
Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

How often would local authority highway 
inspectors carry out statutory inspections of the 
highway network affected by the project? 

The Essex highway network hierarchy consists of 
County Road Priority 1 routes, County Road Priority 2 
Routes and Local Routes.  These can be viewed on the 
Essex Highways website, Highways Information Map 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

Highways Information Map | Essex County Council 
(essexhighways.org) 

  

The Inspection regime is set out with the Maintenance 
and Inspections Strategy, Carriageways Footways and 
Cycleways, April 2022 maintenance-inspections-
strategy-for-carriageways-footways-and-cycleways-
april-2022-update.pdf (essexhighways.org) is as 
follows: 

  

County Road PR1 Monthly 

County Road PR2 3 Monthly 

Local Route 12 Monthly 

 

TT1.13.26 The Applicant   

TT1.13.27 The Applicant   

TT1.13.28 The Applicant   

TT1.13.29 The Applicant   

TT1.13.30 The Applicant   

TT1.13.31 The Applicant   

TT1.13.32 The Applicant   

TT1.13.33 The Applicant   

TT1.13.34 The Applicant   

TT1.13.35 The Applicant   
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TT1.13.36 

Babergh DC 

Mid Suffolk DC 

Suffolk CC 

 

 

Temporary Traffic Regulation Orders 

TT1.13.37 

The Applicant 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

Has agreement been reached between the 
relevant highway authorities and the Applicant on 
the use of Temporary Traffic Regulation Orders 
(Schedule 11 of the dDCO [APP-034] refers)? 

If not, what are the outstanding issues? 

It is assumed that question TT1.13.37 relates to 
Schedule 12 of the dDCO not Schedule 11. 

  

Agreement has not been reached with Essex Council.  

  

To date there has been no detailed discussion 
regarding the requirement for the Temporary Traffic 
Regulation Orders set out in Schedule 12. 

 

TT1.13.38 

The Applicant 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

What length of road markings and how many 
associated signs would be required for 
compliance with the current Traffic Signs 
Regulations and General Directions and to bring 
the proposed temporary waiting restrictions into 
lawful effect? (See Schedule 11 of the dDCO 
[APP-034].) 

Essex County Council are unable to answer this 
question, it would be a matter for the applicant to 
confirm having first agreed the principle of the use of 
Temporary Traffic Regulation Orders. 

TT1.13.39 The Applicant   

TT1.13.40 The Applicant   

TT1.13.41 

The Applicant 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

In relation to the temporary stopping up of streets 
and the temporary restriction of vehicular 
movement dDCO [APP-034], Schedule 7, Parts 1 

No periods of closure are set out in the dDCO at this 
time, therefore detailed comments cannot be provided.  



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

and 2, and Schedule 11, Part 3) can the Applicant 
explain: 

i. for how long is it intended each restriction 
should operate?  

ii. what is the minimum and maximum period of 
closure sought for each location identified?  

iii. when would they be implemented?  

iv. how has the likely disruption to users of these 
streets been assessed in the Environmental 
Statement?  

v. what are the lengths of the proposed 
diversionary routes? 

vi. what mitigation measures would be used and 
how would these be secured in any DCO? 

Are the proposed periods of closure likely to be 
acceptable to the highway authorities? 

As stated this is for the applicant to address and should 
form part of ongoing discussion with the relevant 
Highway Authority. 

TT1.13.42 The Applicant   

TT1.13.43 The Applicant   

Temporary and permanent measures to access the works 

TT1.13.44 The Applicant   

TT1.13.45 The Applicant   

TT1.13.46 The Applicant   

TT1.13.47 The Applicant   

TT1.13.48 
Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

The Applicant proposes to gain authorisation to 
erect temporary signs on the highway using the 
permit scheme described in Section 2.4 of the 

Whilst some temporary signs might be authorised via 
the permit scheme it is more likely that temporary signs 
would be associated with Temporary Traffic Regulation 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

CTMP [APP-180]. Would you be satisfied to 
authorise consent to erect temporary signage 
under a permit scheme? 

Orders or traffic management agreed as part of Section 
278 Highway Works associated with the scheme. 

TT1.13.49 
Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

The Applicant proposes to gain authorisation to 
erect scaffolding over the highway using the 
permit scheme described in Section 2.4 of the 
CTMP [APP-180]. Would you be satisfied to issue 
a licence for scaffolding oversailing the public 
highway using a permit scheme? 

The permit scheme would not authorise oversailing of 
the public highway.  This would be subject to separate 
oversailing licence. 

TT1.13.50 The Applicant   

TT1.13.51 The Applicant   

TT1.13.52 The Applicant   

TT1.13.53 The Applicant   

Public rights of way 

TT1.13.54 

The Applicant 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

Would local authority Public Rights of Way 
Officers be involved in monitoring of: 

(i) temporary signage; 

(ii) the various forms of public rights of way 
closures; 

(iii) safety measures; 

(iv) condition surveys; and 

(v) the reinstatement and inspections of the public 
rights of way affected by the project? 

(i) temporary signage; No, Essex County Council do not 
have the resources to monitor temporary signage. ECC 
would expect the applicant to be responsible for 
temporary signage clearly sign but to also (as on other 
developments) to have contact numbers for them for 
the public to use in respect of closures or any other 
issues. 

 

(ii) the various forms of public rights of way closures; As 
above, the assumption is that the applicant would be 
closing PROW under the DCO and not an ECC TTRO. 
It would therefore be their responsibility (and liability) to 
ensure that the routes are closed as the order allows. 

 



   

 

   

 

Reference Question to: Question Local Authority Answer 

(iii) safety measures; Definitely not – if the applicant are 
proposing a safety measures then they are responsible 
for making sure they happen and are effective. ECC 
would like to have advance notice of what they are, but 
ultimately it is their responsibility to make sure they 
work and it would not be appropriate, nor achievable 
with resources as they are, for ECC PROW Officers to 
monitor the applicants safety measures. 

 

(iv) condition surveys; Potentially, athough ECC would 
expect the PROW Officer/s to be able to recover costs 
for time incurred in connection with before/after surveys 
if required to attend. These can be photographic/report-
based instead, but where the applicant proposes 
private vehicular use over or coincidental with 
significant sections of multiple PROW ECC PROW 
maintenance team may well want to monitor the 
situation more closely or require the applicant to do so. 

 

(v) the reinstatement and inspections of the public 
rights of way affected by the project? As above – for 
any permanent diversions required these would 
presumably be by means of the DCO and its powers 
and not through applying to ECC . If so there should 
still be some form of certification required on behalf of 
ECC for us to accept the revised routes as PROW 
before any changes actually become legal. If so the 
PROW Officers would need to certify the routes but 
their time would be chargeable. 
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TT1.13.55 The Applicant   

TT1.13.56 The Applicant   

TT1.13.57 The Applicant   

TT1.13.58 
The Applicant   

TT1.13.59 
The Applicant   

TT1.13.60 The Applicant 
  

TT1.13.61 The Applicant 
  

TT1.13.62 

The Applicant 

Essex CC 

Suffolk CC 

Has the scope of the survey work to would need 
to be carried out to ensure that final reinstatement 
would return public rights of way to their original 
condition on completion of the Proposed 
Development been agreed? (Section 4.7 of the 
CEMP [APP-177] and paragraph 6.2.3 of the 
CTMP [APP-180].)  

Essex County Council have not reached any  
agreement about this with the applicant. It would likely 
be different depending on the PROW (i.e. naturally 
surfaced or not etc.) and be a matter to be agreed with 
the PROW Maintenance team. 

 

Navigation 

TT1.13.63 The Applicant   

TT1.13.64 The Applicant   

TT1.13.65 The Applicant   

TT 1.13.66 The Applicant   
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Appendix 3 – Suggested Requirements 
 
Below are suggested condition wording to assist the ExA should they wish to impose 
Requirements relating to various topics as set out in Paragraph 21.5.10 of the 
Councils Local Impact Report (REP1-039). The wording of these requirements has 
partly been informed by The Hinkley Point C Development Consent Order.  
 
Lighting Condition: 
Following the appointment of a mains works contractor, a lighting design scheme to 

protect amenity, the night-time landscape and biodiversity shall be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  

The scheme shall identify those features on, or immediately adjoining the site, that 

are particularly sensitive for bats including those areas where lighting could cause 

disturbance along important routes used for foraging; and show how and where 

external lighting will be installed (through the provision of appropriate lighting contour 

plans, lsolux drawings and technical specifications) so that it can be clearly 

demonstrated that areas of the development that are to be lit will not disturb or 

prevent bats using their territory. All external lighting shall be installed in accordance 

with the specifications and locations set out in the approved scheme and retained 

thereafter in accordance with the scheme. 

The approved scheme for the management and mitigation of artificial light emissions 
must be implemented and maintained during the construction and operation of the 
development. 
 
HGV traffic 
Following the appointment of a mains works contractor - (1) Except in exceptional 
circumstances which must be justified on a case by case basis by the 
applicant/contactor, HGV movements associated with the construction phase of the 
development shall not be permitted on the local highway network at the following 
times— (Insert relevant times) (2) For the avoidance of doubt, these restrictions do 
not apply to the movement of HGVs on the strategic road (3) The authorised project 
shall be carried out in accordance with a scheme of marking for HGVs which shall be 
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authorities. The scheme shall be 
designed with the aim of enabling residents of the districts of Essex and Suffolk,  
wherever practicable, easily to identify if a vehicle is engaged on work on the 
authorised project. 
 
Residential amenity: information dissemination and complaints handling 
Following the appointment of a mains works contractor - (1) The authorised project 
shall not commence until a system for the provision of information to local residents 
and occupiers about the works and for the handling of complaints has, following 
consultation with Braintree District Council, been submitted to and approved by the 
relevant planning authority. The information to be disseminated shall include general 
provision of information in relation to the phasing and carrying out of construction 
works for the authorised project and specifically in relation to activities on-site that 
may lead to nuisance. (2) The approved information dissemination and complaints 



handling systems shall be implemented as approved throughout the construction of 
the authorised project, unless otherwise approved by the relevant planning authority. 
 
External appearance of structures  
Following the appointment of a mains works contractor and prior to their erection, 
details of the final design and appearance of relevant infrastructure (Pylons, 
Overhead Line Conductors, Cable Sealing End Compounds) shall be submitted to 
and approved by Braintree District Council. These final designs shall be within the 
confines of the parameter plans hereby approved [List plans]. Development shall 
only be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Other Requirements 
There are also other requirements which are suggested in Paragraph 21.5.10 which 
are not listed above. The Council are not able to offer suggested wording for these 
potential additional requirements but would encourage the ExA to carefully consider 
what additional requirements are necessary for this development to enable its 
impacts to be effectively mitigated and/or provide further information as necessary.  
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