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Broad Oak Preservation Society

Richborough Connection
Planning Inspectorate Examination of National Grid Draft DCO

Traffic Management Proposals and Travel Plans
Written Representations

These representations are submitted by Broad Oak Preservation Society in response to the

traffic and road management proposals included in the Applicant’s submission. These are

laid out in the Construction Traffic Management Plan (APP-068) and the proposals in the

DCO for temporary alteration and closure of roads and other traffic regulation powers

included in Articles 12, 13 & 40 and Schedules 6, 7 &12 of the draft DCO.

Our making these representations should not be construed as in any way accepting that the

proposed development will take place. Our view remains that there are better and more

viable alternatives for the Nemo Link to connect into the 400kV grid. Our purposes in

commenting are (a) to show that the Applicant’s proposals are ill-considered, draconian and

will be highly detrimental to our community, and therefore lend weight to our submission that

the Applicant should be required to find another solution for the Richborough Connection,

and (b) should the new OHL go forward despite our protests, our community is not blighted

by the construction process.

The traffic management proposals in the draft DCO have not been the subject of any public

consultation. The first that we knew of them was when they were included among the

material submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for approval. APP-068 says the proposals

have been discussed with KCC as the highway authority, and tries to imply that KCC has

approved them. We understand from our local County Councillor that Kent County Council

remains opposed to the Richborough Connection proposals.

During the general public consultation on the Richborough Connection we were told that

construction traffic would be confined to the designated work areas as outlined on the

various plans which now support the draft DCO, with access from only main roads such as

Herne Bay Road. We now find that is far from the case, with numerous temporary access

points being created off narrow rural lanes within our community, such as Barnets Lane,

Mayton Lane and Shalloak Road.

The traffic proposals include extensive road closures, some without a diversionary route

being possible, and other traffic management options such as speed restrictions, parking

restrictions and one way working. There is no indication how long these arrangements would

be in place; is it for hours, a few days, or for the whole of the construction programme? The

Applicant should not be given such wide-ranging powers; they should be required to provide

a much more detailed programme setting out exactly when each traffic management will be

in place and for how long.

We also note from APP-068 that the construction programme for the new OHL will run from

Q2 of 2017 to Q4/2018, with the removal of the old OHL starting in Q3 of 2019 and lasting
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until Q2 of 2021, thus imposing a second period of disruption. Why does the removal not

follow on immediately the new OHL is completed?

The plans say that the Applicant will make good all hedgerows etc. which have been taken

out to form access points. We think their obligation should go further. The condition of the

roads through our community is generally poor, and will be further degraded by the additional

HGV traffic generated by the proposed works. The Applicant should be required to resurface

all minor roads which they use for HGV access, or provide funds for the Highway Authority to

do so.

We would like to comment on specific components of the Applicant’s proposals:

Shalloak Road: The plans make extensive use of Shalloak Road for both the construction

and removal phases of the programme. Shalloak Road is a narrow, twisting road up a steep

hill, which has a weight limit of 7.5 tonnes. Two ordinary cars can only pass safely with

caution, and any larger vehicle can create real difficulty. There have been numerous

accidents along the southern section in recent years, two of which have been fatal. This road

is totally unsuited for the passage of HGVs to access points BM08 to BM12.

BM08 is located at a sharp bend in the road at the foot of the hill and HGV access and

egress would create a dangerous traffic hazard. BM09 is located at the entrance of a small

residential caravan park which has recently been given planning consent on appeal.

We do not see why both BM10 and BM11 are required. These locations are adjacent and

one access point should suffice. However having this access opposite the entrance to

Bluebell Woods caravan park will cause problems for the approx.150 elderly people who live

there and in the adjacent Dengrove Woods caravan park. Many of them are reliant on the

bus services which use the bus stop at this location.

To create access BM12 the Applicant appears to intend taking over the entrance of the

Bluebell Woods caravan park, causing access problems for residents of the park and taking

away much of the car parking on the site. This cannot be right.

We think the only way for the Applicant to proceed would be for all construction traffic to go

via the entrance to the waste management site (BM06/BM07) to gain access to works to the

west of Shalloak Road using temporary trackways. Removal of the old line on the east of

Shalloak Road should be undertaken from the Herne Bay Road, with temporary trackways

through Dengrove Wood.

Shalloak Road / Sweechgate: Schedule 7 and Sheet 3 of the Access and Rights of Way

Plans (ARWP) appear to show that the Applicant is seeking powers to close the whole of

these two roads, which are the backbone of our village. Schedule 7 only explicitly mentions

Shalloak Road, but identifies the limits of the closure (stopping up) by reference to the points

ST3.1 (Broad Oak Road/Vauxhall Road junction) to ST3.4 (Sweechgate / Herne Bay Road)

on the ARWP. This interpretation is confirmed by the listing of DV3.1 to DV3.4 as the

diversionary route.

The diversion is only meaningful for traffic travelling between Herne Bay and Canterbury, but

ignores the impact on the lives of residents in Broad Oak. For the whole of these two roads

to be closed at any time would be unbearable. We cannot see any reason why the
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Applicant’s proposed works would require the closure of any part of Sweechgate or the

northern part of Shalloak Road. It may be that what the Applicant is thinking of is the possible

closure of Shalloak Road where it is crossed by the old PX OHL which is to be removed. If

that is the case, it should be explicit in the DCO and supporting documents. It needs to be

remembered that the route through Broad Oak is the official diversion when there are works

by Network Rail at Sturry railway crossing and in the event of any serious road accident in

that area or along the Sturry Road. We would welcome an assurance from the Applicant that

periods of closure would be coordinated with Network Rail to ensure that there was no

complete severance of the route between Herne Bay, Thanet and Canterbury.

Barnets Lane: Two access points are proposed in Barnets Lane on opposite sides of the

lane. We seek assurances that these will only be used to provide a crossing point for works

traffic on their own trackway, and there will be no attempt to route any construction traffic of

any kind down Barnets Lane, which is a narrow rural road. There are houses further to the

north of this point so the crossing will need to be controlled so as not to impede local

residents.

There are also proposals to close Barnets Lane with no alternative access being provided. It

is unacceptable to do this except for very short periods (a few hours) with adequate notice

being given to affected residents. Access for emergency vehicles will be required at all times.

Mayton Lane: It is proposed to create an access point BM13 in Mayton Lane north of the

junction with Heel Lane. Table 3G.3.2 in APP-068 says this is only for the purposes of

scaffolding near pylon PC9. Why is this required? Mayton Lane is another narrow rural road,

in places only 2.8m wide, and unsuitable for HGVs of any kind. If the construction materials

for pylon PC9 are to be delivered via the trackway within the Applicant’s designated work

area from BM20 or BM21, why cannot the scaffolding also be delivered by this route? We

therefore seek to have this access point deleted from the proposals.

There are also proposals for the closure of Mayton Lane at its junction with Heel Lane. Why

is this required? There are about a dozen houses which would be affected by any such

closure and there is no alternative access available. As with Barnets Lane, it is unacceptable

to do this except for very short periods (a few hours) with adequate notice being given to

affected residents. Access for emergency vehicles will be required at all times. We seek

assurances from the Applicant that this is the case, and would wish to see any such

commitment written into the DCO


