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The Green House | Mayton Lane | Broad Oak | Canterbury | Kent | CT2 0QJ
01227 713871 | 07768 876017

bops@sturry.org

25 January 2016

The Planning Inspectorate
Temple Quay House
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Dear Sir/Madam

Planning Act 2008 - National Grid Electricity Transmission Plc
Development Consent Order Application for the Richborough Connection

INTRODUCTION

National Grid Electricity Transmission Plc (the Applicant or NG) is proposing to build a

new overhead very high voltage (400kV) AC transmission line from Richborough to

Canterbury, to connect the Nemo Link to the high voltage electricity network in

Canterbury (Richborough Connection). The Applicant has submitted an application to

the Planning Inspectorate for a development consent order to provide the necessary

consent for the Richborough Connection.

The Nemo Link is an undersea cable running from Zeebrugge in Belgium across the North

Sea, with a planned landfall near Sandwich approximately two miles from Richborough.

The development of the Nemo Link is being undertaken by a partnership comprising the

Applicant and ELIA, the Belgium transmission system operator.

The Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOPS) is a local community group representing the

interests of householders living in Broad Oak, a small village located to the north-east of

Canterbury.

This letter concerns the Applicant's consultation process for the proposed Richborough

Connection. It is BOPS's contention that the Applicant failed to properly consult with the

local community over the potential detrimental impacts which the Richborough

Connection will have on the environment and amenities surrounding Broad Oak, and has

failed to properly consider alternative options which would have avoided such detrimental

impacts.

IMPACT ON BROAD OAK

Broad Oak is a small village of around 360 households with just over a thousand

inhabitants located 3km north-east of Canterbury. It forms part of the administrative

parish of Sturry, but is distinct from the village of Sturry; the two communities have very

different characteristics and are separated by tracts of open countryside, orchards and

ancient woodland. Although the majority of properties in Broad Oak are of 20th century

origin, there is a long history of a settlement existing in this locality for many hundreds

-
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of years. The majority of properties in the village are clustered along two roads,

Sweechgate which runs west to east and Shalloak Road running north to south; the two

roads meet in the village centre close to the Golden Lion public house.

The route selected by the Applicant for its proposed power line runs from Thanet in the

east, crosses the A291 Herne Bay Road 750m to the north of our village, passes to the

north of houses in Sweechgate until it reaches Mayton Lane, when it swings to the south

to pass to the west of the village on its way to the National Grid facility on the eat of

Canterbury. If the line is built as National Grid intend, Broad Oak will be virtually

encircled by a string of steel pylons 50m tall, destroying the visual amenities of our

community in all directions. The whole village is within 750m of the proposed route; at

its nearest the line comes within 120m of houses at the northern and southern ends of

the village; over half the houses in our community are less than 500m from the route.

The pylons will dominate the visual landscape of the whole village; they will even be

visible from houses on the far side of their roads from the pylon route, above the

rooftops of the houses opposite. For a house located 140m from the route (of which

there are many) the top of the pylons will be seen at an elevation of 20o; for comparison

purposes, this is higher than the elevation reached by the midday Sun during December

and January.

We understand the planning principle that no one has a right to a view. Where a project

is of strategic importance, and no viable alternative exists, communities may have to

accept the imposition of developments which they would prefer not to have on their

doorstep. However in this case we submit that -

(a) the visual impact will be so great that the scheme as it stands should not be

allowed to go ahead;

(b) there are viable alternatives; and

(c) the requirement for the line has come about from the choice of Richborough as

the landfall site for the undersea connector, in which National Grid were

complicit, so the scheme should not be considered as of strategic importance.

NATIONAL GRID'S CONSULTATION DUTIES

An applicant such as National Grid for a significant infrastructure project has a duty

under s.50(3) of the Planning Act to follow guidance issued by the Secretary of State

regarding consultation with interested parties and affected communities prior to the

submission of an application under the Act. The guidance1 says (inter alia) -

53. Local people have a vital role to play at the pre application stage. People should have

as much influence as is realistic and possible over decisions which shape their lives

and communities. It is therefore critical that they are engaged with project proposals at

an early stage. Because they live, work and socialise in the affected area, local people

are particularly well placed to comment on what the impact of proposals on their local

community might be; or what mitigating measures might be appropriate; or what other

opportunities might exist for meeting the project’s objectives.

1
Guidance on the pre-application process issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government, March 2015
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54. In consulting on project proposals, an inclusive approach is needed to ensure that

different groups have the opportunity to participate and are not disadvantaged in the

process. Applicants should use a range of methods and techniques to ensure that

they access all sections of the community in question. Local authorities will be able to

provide advice on what works best in terms of consulting their local communities given

their experience of carrying out consultations in their area.

55. Applicants must set out clearly what is being consulted on. They must be careful to make it

clear to local communities what is settled and why, and what remains to be decided,

so that expectations of local communities are properly managed. Applicants could

prepare a short document specifically for local communities, summarising the project

proposals and outlining the matters on which the view of the local community is

sought. This can describe core elements of the project and explain what the potential

benefits and impacts may be.

68. To realise the benefits of consultation on a project, it must take place at a sufficiently early

stage to allow consultees a real opportunity to influence the proposals. At the same

time, consultees will need sufficient information on a project to be able to recognise

and understand the impacts.

NG cannot be faulted on the extent of their consultations. BOPS contends that the

consultations were carefully orchestrated to minimise the opportunities for local people

and statutory bodies to influence the outcome. These were not a genuine consultations,

but a public relations exercise designed to satisfy the requirements of the Planning Act,

while forcing through NG’s preferred option of an overhead line on its so-called Northern

Corridor route.

The Applicant held two rounds of public consultation, in Summer 2013 and in March/April

2015. On both occasions there was adequate advance publicity and extensive material

distributed locally. Public meetings were held in village halls and other premises in all

communities which might be affected. In addition National Grid met with the

management committee of BOPS on two occasions and had extensive exchanges of

emails. In our opinion the two phases of consultation were intended to reduce the scope

for local people to object to an overhead line solution, which with hindsight was obviously

NG’s intention all along.

The Applicant emphasised that the first phase of consultation was to decide on the route

the line would take, not what technology would be used. The display material exhibited in

the first phase gave equal weight to overhead and underground solutions, and it was

implied that both options were to be considered. There were charts and a model showing

how an underground line would be constructed. NG said their only objective at that time

was to select one of the two provisional routes proposed, the Northern Corridor or the

Southern Corridor. The selection of the technology to be used for the line would be made

later.

It was notable at the start of the first phase consultation that the Applicant appeared to

have no knowledge of any potential conflict with other schemes of strategic significance

in our local area. It was BOPS people who alerted NG to potential conflicts with

Canterbury City Council’s Draft Local Plan, which had just been published, and the

proposal by South East Water to build a reservoir on the northern edge of Broad Oak,

which was first mooted 40 years ago. It is not unreasonable to have expected a major
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infrastructure provider of national importance to have carried out more effective research

into other schemes in the area in which they have major proposals.

One aspect of the proposals with specific relevance to our locality was a proposal that if

the northern route was adopted, an existing 132kV overhead line running from

Canterbury to Thanet would become redundant and would be removed. This line, which

feeds power from the 400kV grid to towns in Thanet (Margate, Ramsgate, etc.), runs

through part of Broad Oak. On reflection it is strange that NG should have put this

forward; it is not a line operated by NG, and its removal would be an additional cost to

the Richborough Connection. Did NG see this as a sop to Broad Oak residents to mitigate

the impact of the final scheme which NG knew they wanted to impose?

In the event the Applicant announced that the Northern Corridor route had been selected

as being the best option, despite this route being the longer of the two. One of the

factors said to have determined the choice was the potential removal of the 132kV line

mentioned above. This was despite the fact that this line is redundant once a 400kV grid

connection is in place in Thanet, regardless of how that is provided. NG was also forced

to abandon its sub-option A within the Northern Corridor, a route from the A291 through

Dengrove Wood, which would have had less impact on Broad Oak as a whole; this came

about because of the conflict with the City Council’s Draft Local Plan. Hence we were left

with the route going around the north and west of Broad Oak.

At the start of the second phase of consultation (March 2015) NG announced its choice of

the Northern Corridor route, and its intention to construct the Richborough Connection as

an overhead 400kV line on pylons 50m tall. When the selection of an overhead solution

was challenged it was explained -

(a) an underground line would be too expensive; and

(b) too much development work had been done on the overhead line for it to be

realistic to consider an alternative solution.

This position has been maintained by National Grid throughout the second consultation

phase and in the intervening period, despite representations from ourselves, the relevant

parish councils, Canterbury City Council, Kent County Council and the MPs for the

constituencies through which the line would run. In the documents submitted to the

Inspectorate the Applicant strives to portray its consultation with local communities as a

dialogue in which an agreed outcome has been reached. In Broad Oak nothing could be

further from the truth; we have found NG to be intransigent and determined to defend its

initial scheme in the teeth of all opposition. The planned route around Broad Oak has not

been changed by a single centimetre as a result of representations by local people or

organisations. This cannot have been a genuine public consultation.

MITIGATING THE IMPACT OF THE RICHBOROUGH CONNECTION

We have put forward a number of options which, in our view, would mitigate the impact

of the Richborough Connection on our village. For example we have proposed that the
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overhead line route be moved to the north of the proposed reservoir site, and follow a

route into Canterbury further to the west. This would have resulted in the line no longer

being visible from Broad Oak, and would have resolved the conflict with South East

Water’s plans.

Another viable option we have proposed would be to underground the last 3km of the

route around Broad Oak following the existing pylon line. This option was rejected

without apparently receiving any serious study on the grounds of cost. As we said in our

submission to NG as part of the phase two consultations -

In dialogue with us the project team has emphasised that undergrounding is an expensive

option, the costs of which would fall upon all electricity consumers, and this was an unfair

burden to place on households. However we continue to maintain that only an underground

route so close to Broad Oak could be remotely acceptable. In response to the issue of the

additional cost, we say that the costs of the Richborough Connection should not fall on either

electricity consumers or public funds. This is an integral part of the whole Nemo project, and

its costs should form part of the Nemo investment. Only then will it be possible to assess the

economic viability of the whole Nemo project. With the costs of the Richborough Connection

isolated from the Nemo project, the latter appears to offer electricity at an artificially low cost.

The developers of the Nemo link are effectively subsidised at public expense.

Even if separating the costs of the Richborough Connection is justified, we would argue that

the costs should then be met by Government. It has been emphasised to us that the scheme

is of national importance to protect UK electricity supplies following the de-commissioning of

high polluting coal-fired power stations. If Nemo is genuinely of national importance, this

should be recognised by all its costs being met from general taxation as a long term

infrastructure investment.

Notwithstanding these arguments, if the costs of Richborough Connection are to be charged

to electricity consumers, how large would this burden be if 3km of the line were to be laid

underground? For the sake of argument, let us assume the additional cost of undergrounding

the last 3km of the route is £100m. This is a long term investment so it is reasonable to

amortise its cost over a 20 year period. Assuming the cost of capital to National Grid to be

5%pa., the total additional cost for undergrounding will be £150m. We think the total number

of electricity consumers (commercial and domestic) will be in excess of 40 million. The burden

then falling on the average consumer will be 18p per year for 20 years. If it is industry practice

for the costs of additional National Grid infrastructure and environmental improvements to

power lines to be recharged to electricity consumers, then consumers in Broad Oak will have

been contributing to such projects elsewhere in the UK for many years. It does not appear too

much to ask that when our local environment is threatened by a new power line, we in our turn

benefit from the mutual sharing of the cost burden.

We have also proposed other more radical alternatives, which would avoid the need for

the Richborough Connection. Since the selection of the former Richborough power station

as the site for the Nemo landfall and location of the converter station, a coal-fired power

station at Kingsnorth on the Isle of Grain has been closed down because of its

environmental risks. Kingsnorth sits on the coast, has buildings which could house a

converter station and has an immediate connection to the 400kV grid. It would be

feasible for the undersea connector to continue along the north Kent coast to Kingsnorth.

If this solution were adopted there would be no necessity for the Richborough Connection

to be built at all.
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An alternative option would be for the Nemo cable to continue as an underground high

voltage DC cable from the Kent coast to the Canterbury sub-station where there is space

for the converter station to be constructed. A landfall site on the north Kent coast e.g.

near to Reculver might be used instead of Pegwell Bay, thus shortening the length of the

underground cable required. A DC underground cable route is much narrower than an AC

underground line, thus reducing the environmental impact and cost of an underground

solution. To the best of our knowledge this option has not been gven serious

consideration by NG. However they are involved in just such a scheme elsewhere in the

UK. National Grid are in partnership with Scottish Power to develop the Western Link

Project. This is an undersea cable 350km long running from Hunterston in Ayrshire to the

Deeside in England; it will enable the transfer of power generated in Scotland to the

English national grid. The undersea cable makes landfall at the tip of the Wirral

peninsular, and then follows a 33km underground route (still as a high voltage DC

transmission cable) to Flintshire Bridge in Deeside, where the English converter station is

located. If such a scheme is viable between Scotland and England, we see no reason why

a similar solution could not be viable for the link between Belgium and England, where

the distances are shorter.

ABUSE OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

The Applicant has maintained throughout the consultation on their proposals that they

are under an obligation to provide a grid connection to anyone who establishes a new

generating station. While this is technically correct, it was never intended that potential

generators could come into being without any prior consideration of how the necessary

grid connection would be provided. In their own guidance on this circumstance, they

advise that -

A generator promoting a new power station of over 50 megawatts generation capacity would

seek consent under section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. Although such an application would

be separate from any associated transmission works, discussions between the generator and

National Grid normally take place at an early stage. Indeed, National Grid would encourage

prospective generators to consult it in advance of the consent process so that transmission

and consent implications of the project can be fully considered
2
.

The Nemo Link is of 1000 megawatts capacity, and should therefore have been

considered as a major strategic infrastructure project, with advance consideration of how

the necessary grid connection would be provided before the scheme could be allowed to

proceed. Because the undersea link requires only a converter station on land, this has

not been done. Instead only local planning applications have been made to the relevant

local planning authorities (Thanet and Dover District Councils) for planning consent for

the converter station and the short length of underground cable between the coast and

the converter station.

The above is complicated by the fact that the new generating capacity is being developed

by National Grid itself. The Nemo Project is a joint venture between NG and ELIA, the

Belgian electricity transmission undertaking. NG tries to maintain that the part of NG

2
Development near overhead lines – Guidance published by National Grid July 2008
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involved in Nemo is in some way quite separate from the part of NG responsible for the

electricity grid, but they are both parts of the overall plc which constitutes the NG Group.

The planning application regarding the converter station was actually submitted in the

name of NG3, and it was their prior ownership of the site of the former Richborough

power station which gave rise to the decision to use Richborough as the site for the

converter station.

By this artificial division of itself into two separate entities, NG has succeeded in avoiding

any consideration of the Nemo project by a single planning authority. Dover and Thanet

District Councils have given planning consent to the developments associated woith the

converter station, without consideration of the grid connection. NG now tries to present

the local community and the Planning Inspectorate with a fait accompli which requires

there must be a grid connection from Richborough to Canterbury.

The Applicant has been misguided by its ownership of the Richborough site into adopting

too narrow a focus on the overall Nemo scheme, which should have been considered as a

single project from end to end by the relevant strategic planning authority, from the

Belgian end at Zeebrugge to the UK end at a suitable power grid connection.

Conclusion

BOPS considers that the Applicant's consultation process does not comply with the

requirements of the Planning Act and the DCLG Guidance. It considers in particular that:

1. The Applicant has gone through the motions of a consultation process but it has

approached the consultation with a closed mind.

2. The Applicant did not give genuine consideration to any of the viable alternative

solutions proposed by BOPS, all of which were rejected out of hand without any

technical investigation or explanation of the reasons why the alternatives could

not be adopted.

3. The Applicant has abused the planning process by dividing the whole Nemo

project into two phases, thus ensuring that the whole scheme has not been

subjected to full consideration by any planning authority.

BOPS requests that the DCO Application is not accepted for examination to enable the

Applicant to give adequate consideration to alternative options and to allow the Applicant

to complete a genuine, compliant consultation process.

Yours faithfully

Alan Holden
Chairman, Broad Oak Preservation Society

3
The applications were made in the name of National Grid Nemo Links Ltd.
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From: Tom Ormesher [mailto:Tom.Ormesher@nfu.org.uk]  

Sent: 05 February 2016 16:05 
To: NI Enquiries 

Cc: Louise Staples 
Subject: Richborough Connection - Adequacy of Consultation 

 
Dear Sir/ Madam 
 
The attached letter is submitted in response to the application submitted on behalf of National Grid 
for a proposed 400kV electricity transmission connection between Richborough and Canterbury in 
Kent to connect the proposed new UK to Belgium interconnector. 
 
We hope that these views can be taken into consideration in deciding whether to accept the 
application. 
 
With kind regards 
 
Tom 
 
Tom Ormesher 
Regional Environment & Land Use Adviser 
 
NFU South East Region 
Unit 8 Rotherbrook Court 
Bedford Road 
Petersfield 
Hampshire  
GU32 3QG 

 
01730 711950 (office) 
01730 711953 (direct line) 
07721 430849 (mobile) 
 

 
Thank you for Backing British 
 
 

 
 
This e-mail is from the National Farmers' Union ("the NFU") or one of the organisations ("the Organisations") 
permitted by the NFU to use the NFU network. The information contained in this e-mail and in any 
attachments is intended for the named recipient and may be privileged or confidential. If you receive this e-
mail in error please notify the NFU immediately on 024 7685 8500. Do not copy it, distribute it or take any 
action based on the information contained in it. Delete it immediately from your computer. Neither the NFU 
nor the sender accepts any liability for any direct, indirect or consequential loss arising from any action taken 
in reliance on the information contained in this e-mail and gives no warranty or representation as to its 
accuracy or reliability. Nor does the NFU accept any liability for viruses which may be transmitted by it. It is 
your responsibility to scan the e-mail and its attachments (if any) for viruses. The NFU may monitor and read 
both incoming and outgoing e-mail communications to protect its legitimate interests.  
 
NFU, Registered in England No. 245E  

 

mailto:Tom.Ormesher@nfu.org.uk
http://www.nfuonline.com/news/videos/video-thank-you-for-backing-british-farming/
javascript:ClickThumbnail(72)


 
 
The Voice of British Farming 
 

www.nfuonline.com 
 

Registered in England No. 245E 

        
The Planning Inspectorate 
 Temple Quay House 
 Temple Quay 
 Bristol 
 BS1 6PN 

Your ref: Richborough Connection 
Project 

Our ref: 2016 003 Richborough 

Email: tom.ormesher@nfu.org.uk 

Direct line: 01730 711953 

Date: 05 February 2016 

 
Dear Sir/ Madam 

Richborough Connection Project: Adequacy of Consultation 

We write on behalf of approximately twenty two landowners and tenants affected by the proposed 
Richborough Connection DCO application, which was received by the Planning Inspectorate on 14 
January 2016. This letter is submitted jointly from the National Farmers Union and GW Finn, BtF 
Partnership, Strutt and Parker, Savills and Elgars Agents (henceforth Richborough agents) representing 
nearly all of the farming interests along the proposed overhead line. 

It is our understanding that in accordance with the Pre-Application Guidance1, the Secretary of State will 
receive “Adequacy of Consultation representations” within 14 days of the application submission date. It 
is our view that the final scheme design has not been made available for a sufficient level of public 
consultation and as a consequence the views of affected landowners have not been taken into account 
in developing the submission documents for this application. The design includes several locations 
where land management activities will become severely disrupted through the width of field sections 
left once the structure has been built, the height of the conductor lines in certain locations and the 
ability to irrigate land, which has been disrupted in some locations.  

Our concern specifically relates to the very large scale design changes that have been introduced into 
the scheme between the end of the statutory consultation in March 2015 and the DCO submission in 
January 2016. During this time the Environmental Statement indicates that approximately 75% of the 
scheme design has been altered, however affected landowners have had no substantive opportunity to 
enter into dialogue over the submitted design iteration.  

For completeness we enclose a summary overview of the consultation process as reported in the 
Environmental Statement, however the most significant point of concern relates to the large change in 
location for the whole of Section D of the route. 

In the light that landowners have not had any opportunity to provide a considered response to the most 
recent design iteration, we refer to Section 74 of the Pre-application Guidance that states: 

“Where a proposed application changes to such a large degree that the proposals could be considered a 
new application, the legitimacy of the consultation already carried out could be questioned. In such 
cases, applicants should undertake further re-consultation on the new proposals, and should supply 
consultees with sufficient information to enable them to understand the nature of the change and any 
likely significant impacts… and allow at least 28 days for consultees to respond.” 

                                                           
1
 www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/418009/150326_Pre-Application_Guidance.pdf 

National Farmers’ Union 
Unit 8 Ground Floor 
Rotherbrook Court 
Bedford Road 
Petersfield 
Hampshire  
GU32 3QG 

Telephone: 01730 711950 
Fax:  01730 711951 
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7685 8501 
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Our records indicate that the earliest that affected landowners were advised of the final route option, 
including locations of overhead towers was provided in late December 2015 alongside the initial offers 
of compensation and heads of terms, approximately fourteen days prior to the DCO submission date.  
We do not believe that this time period has enabled a sufficient level of dialogue to have taken place to 
reach an appropriate settlement with those that will have to live and work alongside the new 
infrastructure. 

In this context we also make reference to the Planning Act 2008 Guidance on Compulsory Acquisition2, 
which is also relevant to this application. Section 39 of the guidance encourages promoters to “seek to 
acquire land by negotiation wherever practicable. As a general rule, authority to acquire land 
compulsorily should only be sought as part of an order granting development consent if attempts to 
acquire by agreement fail.” 

As there has been no opportunity for affected landowners to enter into genuine negotiation over any of 
the design elements, heads of terms or compensation payments offered we are concerned that the 
promoter may have failed to meet with their obligations under both sets of guidance. 

We request that the DCO application is not accepted for submission until the requirements of genuine 
consultation and negotiation have been fulfilled by the promoter. 

 

With kind regards 

Tom Ormesher 
NFU SE Environment and Land Use Adviser 
For and on behalf of the Richborough Connection Agents 

                                                           
2 www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/236454/Planning_Act_2008_-
_Guidance_related_to_procedures_for_the_compulsory_acquisition_of_land.pdf 
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Broad Overview of Consultation and Design Iterations 
Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement provides the most up to date public summary of the 
consultation process, and resulting design iterations, which in very broad overview can be summarised 
as follows: 

 A Route Corridor Study was subject to a non-statutory consultation between June and August 
2013, with the outcomes of that consultation published in November 2013. This Study 
considered both Southern and Northern Corridor Options, with the latter comprising a series of 
sub-options for the western end of the route. 

 The Route Corridor Study proposed the Northern Corridor as the preferred option, including 
sub-option B which included the removal of a UK Power Networks 132kV line. 

 National Grid then developed five routes that were published for non-statutory consultation in 
May 2014 as part of the Connection Options Report. This consultation included a number of 
public information events and landowner meetings held during June and July that year. 

 As detailed in Section 2.4.107-130 of the Environmental Statement, the COR consultation lead to 
a number of design changes. There were five instances where changes were made to reduce the 
impact on agriculture (2.4.111, 2.4.114, 2.4.124, 2.4.125 and 2.4.130), whilst two requests based 
on improving agricultural operations could not be accommodated (2.4.126 & 127). 
Approximately ten changes were made to benefit residential amenity, sporting and wildlife 
interests. 

 The major change resulting from the 2014 consultation was, to move the overhead line to the 
south of the existing lower voltage 132kV overhead lines in Section D, where previously the 
route was to the north. In Section A, the selected option was also routed away from the 
proposed Broad Oak Reservoir. These changes were then taken forward for further consultation. 

 The Statutory Consultation on the proposed DCO Project completed between February and 
March 2015 subsequently accepted a change request to move Section D of the line back to a 
northern alignment above the retained 132 kV line to avoid effects on breeding and 
overwintering waders under HLS management.  

 As outlined in Table 2.6 there are thirteen towers where requested amendments to tower 
locations could not be accommodated to benefit agricultural operations3, the reason provided 
why these changes could not be made relate in most part to avoiding potential impacts on 
protected species. By contrast, minor changes to approximately ten towers were accepted in 
response to consultee requests. There is no indication within the ES as to whether these 
additional changes have made a meaningful difference to the problems highlighted by 
consultees. 

 In our estimation there are a total of 46 out of 60 tower locations that have been amended as a 
result of the statutory consultation (76% of the entire proposed route). This includes the very 
significant changes to 14 towers within Section D that have been moved approximately 250 
metres north of the retained 132 kV (PY) line. 

 National Grid’s agent undertook a series of one to one meetings with affected landowners 
during October and November 2015. This was the first time that landowners had been made 
aware of the significant changes proposed in comparison to the previous design iteration. Those 
affected landowners were not provided with documentary information enabling them to review 
and respond to these substantial changes.  

 Landowners were contacted in late December 2015 with a summary heads of terms, final route 
option and standard offer of compensation without having had any opportunity to proactively 
respond to the new changes.  

                                                           
3 Towers PC 11, 12-16, 24-30. 
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