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Application by National Grid Richborough Connection Project 
The Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information  
 

The following table sets out the Examining Authority’s (ExA’s) written questions and requests for information; responses to 
which are due on Thursday, 14 July 2016 at 11.59pm – Deadline 2.  

Questions are set out using an issue-based framework derived from the initial assessment of principal issues provided as 
Annex B to the ExA’s Rule 6 letter of 11 May 2016. There are additional topic headings which follow on sequentially. 

Column 1 of the table below provides a unique reference number which starts with a 1, then combines a section number 
and a question number. When you are answering a question, please start your answer by quoting the unique 
reference number. If you are answering a limited number of questions, responses in a letter format will suffice. If you are 
answering several questions, it will assist the ExA if you use a table based on that used below. An editable version of this 
table in Microsoft Word is available from the Planning Inspectorate. Please email your request to: 
Richborough@pins.gsi.gov.uk and include ‘Editable ExAQ1 Table’ in the subject line of your email. 

Column 2 indicates the party (or parties) that is (are) required to answer each question. The ExA requests that all parties 
named answer all questions directed at them, providing either a clear and substantive response, or providing reasons as to 
why the question is not relevant to them.     

The direction of questions in this way does not preclude an answer being provided by a party to whom it is not directed. 
Where questions can be fully addressed and answered within a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) or other submission, 
then a reference to the relevant section of a SoCG or submission, will be sufficient.  
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

1 Air quality including dust  
 

Q1.1.1 Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Do the relevant planning authorities agree that, as noted in Para 5.7.4 of the Environmental 
Statement (ES) [APP-029], all air quality effects are properly scoped out of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment? 
 

 CCC response The air quality impacts have been properly scoped out in the EIA. Construction dust issues can be 
dealt with via the measure in the DRA (which should be incorporated in to the CEMP). No further 
or more detailed assessment of impacts on ambient air quality is required 

Q1.1.2 Applicant  
Relevant Local 
Authorities 

The Dust Risk Assessment (DRA) [APP-110] at Table 12.A10 lists proposed environmental 
measures to reduce the risk of dust effects on air quality. Please demonstrate how these proposed 
measures are to be incorporated into the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 
[APP-064]? 
 

 CCC response For the applicant to demonstrate. Agree that the measures should be contained within the CEMP. 
Q1.1.3 Applicant  

Relevant Local 
Authorities 

The CEMP [APP-064] at Para 4.8.2 contains a list of dust mitigation measures to be “implemented 
where practicable” creating uncertainty as to what measures would be implemented. Which, if 
any, of these measures have been taken into account in the assessment of effects on air quality? 
Should there be a Dust Management Plan to ensure tight control of dust from construction and 
dismantling activities and if so, how should this be secured? 
Should this document follow the guidance given by the Institute of Air Quality Management? 
Should the daily inspections noted in environmental measures proposed in the Dust Risk 
Assessment (APP-110 Table 12.A.10) be included in the list of daily inspections set out in the 
CEMP (APP-064 Para 2.12.1)? 
 

 CCC response All measures in 4.8.2 of the CEMP should be implemented. The measure should be contained 
within a Dust Management Plan or incorporated into the CEMP. Agree that guidance from the 
IAQM should be adhered to. This should be secured by a DCO and agreement. Agree that the daily 
inspections as noted in the DRA (Table 12.A.10) should be added to the daily list of inspections 
contained in the CEMP and included in 4.8.4 daily inspections.  
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

 
2 Biodiversity and geological conservation  

 
  Habitat Regulations Assessment 
Q1.2.15 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities  
Natural England 
 

It is unclear how the approach to agreeing method statements for future maintenance works as 
described in the ES [APP-029, para 9.9.35], such that they would not cause disturbance to over-
wintering birds or adversely affect the integrity of the SPA with regards golden plover, is secured 
in the DCO. What mechanism should be used?  
 
Do NE and the relevant planning authorities expect to be involved in agreeing these method 
statements which would be required during the lifetime of the proposed development? If so, the 
Applicant is requested to indicate how this could be secured in the DCO. 
 

 CCC response CCC considers that this question would be best answered by Natural England. It should be noted 
that the City Council would expect to be consulted on any method statement prepared.  

Q1.2.19 Canterbury City 
Council, Dover 
District Council, 
Kent County Council, 
Thanet District 
Council 
Kent Wildlife Trust 
 

Are these Interested Parties satisfied that the Applicant has appropriately identified in Appendix H 
in the Applicant’s NSER [APP-119 and APP-120] all of the necessary mitigation measures required 
to reach the HRA conclusions? Are you content with the way they are secured in the DCO?  
 
If not, please describe your continuing areas of concern regarding the proposed mitigation set out 
in Appendix H of the Applicant’s NSER [APP-119 and APP-120] and explain how these might be 
addressed.  
 

 CCC response CCC is satisfied that all the measures set out in Appendix H are sufficient to justify the no likely 
significant effect conclusions. The detailed method statements as set out in the Biodiversity 
Mitigation Strategy form the means by which the necessary measures will be secured in the DCO.  
CCC is content that the measures within the BMS (APP-066) can be secured. 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

  Assessment methods used in the Environmental Statement 
Q1.2.23 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Environment Agency 
Natural England  
Other Interested 
Parties 

Do you consider the scope of impacts considered in the assessment set out in the ES Appendices 
[APP-086 to APP-088, Tables 9B.1 to 9C.1] to be adequate?  
 
Do you consider the scope of the receptors considered in the cumulative assessment set out in the 
ES [APP-030] to be adequate? 
 
If answered elsewhere eg in a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) or Written Representation 
(WR) a cross reference to the relevant part of that document will suffice in answer.  
 

 CCC response CCC considers that the receptors, potential impacts and zones of influence as set out in APP-086 
to APP-088 to be adequate based on the scope of the development and the baseline studies 
undertaken. CCC is satisfied that all potential impacts and receptors have been considered within 
the ES. CCC is in agreement with National Grid on the scope of the biodiversity assessment (see 
SoCG, Document 8.4.6 document, 4.6.7).  The scope of the cumulative assessment has been 
agreed together with a list of developments to be included in this assessment (see SoCG, 
Document 8.4.6 para 4.6.9). 

  Ancient woodland and veteran trees 
Q1.2.37 Applicant 

Woodland Trust 
Natural England 
Relevant Local 
Authorities  

Would there be any advantage to leaving mitigation area(s) adjacent to the ancient woodland to 
allow for natural regeneration rather than, or as well as some of the proposed reinforcement 
planting? Are there any special characteristics of planting in such a location that are required to 
complement the proximal ancient woodland? If so, would this be a location for which future 
approvals of planting details would be necessary? If so, by whom would approvals be made and 
how might this best be secured?  
 

 CCC response Natural regeneration should be encouraged as a way of extending woodland coverage of Ancient 
Woodland. This approach will help to maintain the genetic characteristic of the existing woodland. 
Control of grazing animals (including rabbits) may be required and the regeneration should be 
monitored to ensure that there is sufficient regrowth of desired species.  
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

 
Removal of undesirable species such as sycamore or excessive ruderal species (such as broad 
leaved Dock) which may impede the regeneration of desirable woodland species may be required. 
Some planting may be required where regeneration is not effective, but plants should be of locally 
native origin material only and reflect the desirable and distinctive species within the woodland.  
Planting belts of about 10m width on the outer edge of regeneration areas should also be 
considered where screening to mitigate adverse visual impacts is a primary objective, so that the 
screen is established as quickly as possible. This could be managed in the future to enhance its 
ecological interest, once appropriate trees and shrubs have established. 
 
It would be appropriate for the Relevant Local Authorities to approve detailed proposals including 
monitoring and management of the areas. Consultation with local authority ecologists and Natural 
England and other interested parties would be appropriate. 
 

  European and other protected species 
Q1.2.57 Applicant  

Relevant Local 
Authorities Natural 
England 

It is unclear what process would be followed to agree any changes to the method statement set 
out in the BMS should the verification surveys for badger indicate that changes to the approved 
method statements are required. Requirement 5 (CEMP) in the draft DCO [APP-006] does specify 
that the BMS must be adhered to “unless otherwise agreed within the relevant local authority”, 
which is how the method statements could be revised post consent. Would any changes to the 
method statements in the BMS need to be subject to agreement with Natural England? If so 
propose wording for the DCO.  
 

 CCC response Any changes to the method statements set out in the BMS for badgers, subject to a change in the 
baseline conditions, should be agreed with the relevant local authority and with Natural England, 
should a licence be required for works near to a sett or for closure of a sett. The wording for the 
draft DCO (APP-006) should be subject to further discussion between the relevant parties to agree 
a suitable form of words. 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

  Mitigation and enhancement 
Q1.2.60 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities  

Is the annotation on the BMS figures [APP-066, Appendix 3E, Annex 3E.3] stating “Construction 
detail indicative for assessment purposes only” too loosely drawn. These drawings secure 
mitigation, which should not be indicative, unless these drawings are to be approved at a later 
stage e.g. by the relevant planning authority and/ or NE. What certainty is there that the effects 
have been fully assessed on a worst case basis against the parameters specified in the draft DCO 
[APP-006] and that the ecological mitigation would achieve the intended objective. The Applicant 
to consider tighter wording for these drawings. Relevant Local Authorities to give a view in terms 
of future monitoring and enforcement. 
 

 CCC response Refer to SoCG (Document 8.4.6 paragraphs 4.6.9 to 4.6.12). The mitigation plans are 
comprehensive and sufficiently detailed and that they have agreed that monitoring will take place 
as appropriate for European Protected Species (EPS) under the terms of any EPS licence 
requirements. There are no outstanding concerns with respect to biodiversity. 
 
With respect to future monitoring of other receptors, given that both the ES and NSER [APP-119 
&120] conclude that there will be no significant effects on the ecological receptors identified; it is 
considered that monitoring is not deemed necessary. 
 

Q1.2.66 Applicant 
Relevant Local 
Authorities 

How is the contribution to the “management and cost effective improvements to existing 
woodlands of community value” as set out in the Embedded Environmental Measures Schedule for 
Pylon PC10 [APP-063, page 8] secured? Has this contribution been agreed with relevant parties? If 
not is the process in hand to do this? What does it comprise? When will it be agreed? Does this 
apply to other areas?  
 

 CCC response CCC would defer to the applicant in this matter 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

 
3 Broad Oak  

 
Q1.3.6 Applicant 

South East Water 
Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Is there likely to be more information available in respect of the proposed reservoir before the 
close of this Examination, which should be taken into account during the Examination. If so what 
is this likely to be?  

 CCC response CCC are not aware of additional information in respect of the reservoir that would be available 
before the close of this Examination 
 

 
5 Draft Development Consent Order 

 
  Preamble 
Q1.5.8 Applicant, Relevant 

Local Authorities, 
Other Statutory 
Parties 

Article 12  
i. 12(5) confers deemed consent for alterations if the street authority does not notify the 

undertaker of its decision within 28 days. A number of other provisions in the DCO do 
likewise.  

ii. Local Authorities and other Interested Parties who may be subject to this deemed consent 
time limit may wish to comment. 

 
iii. In Schedule 6 referenced in Article 12 should information about BM 39 (Westbere 

Compound), BM 40 (Vauxhall Road), BM41 (Richborough Road) and BM 42 (A256 Ramsgate 
Road) be included? 

 
 CCC response  CCC defers to KCC as highway authority 
Q1.5.9 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Article 13 
i. Article 13 relates to the temporary stopping up of streets and public rights of way and is 

very widely drawn in seeking such powers for “…any street or PRoW shown on the access 
and rights of way plans or within the Order limits…”. Should this power be restricted to  
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

….any street or PRoW shown on the access and rights of way plans as being subject to 
PRoW or street management…’ ?  

 
ii. The last line of Article 13(4)  should be amended  to read  ‘.. must provide the temporary 

diversion as specified…’ 
 
iii. In Schedule 7 referenced in Article 13 should the drawing reference for PRoW EE42 be to 

Plan B for both stopping up and diversion, not Plan A as given? 
 
iv. In Article 13(7) what justification is there for consent to be deemed after only 28 days? 

 
 CCC response  CCC defers to KCC as highway authority 
Q1.5.18 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Article 41 
41(1); Do Parties consider better definition of “near any part of” is required in describing trees 
which may be felled or lopped? 
 
This Article would provide wide powers in relation to the felling and lopping or the cutting back of 
the roots of trees or shrubs. Would the relevant requirements set out in Schedule 3, provide 
sufficient protection for important hedgerows? Is it intended that the relevant local authorities’ 
approval under the Hedgerows Regulations 1997 would still be needed?  
 
Should Article 41 be extended to include provision for the involvement of the relevant highway 
authority in decisions to fell or lop trees within or overhanging the public highway? 
 

 CCC response  CCC considers that it would be beneficial to make the wording more specific.  
 
CCC would defer to KCC as highway authority in relation to trees within or overhanging the public 
highway. 

  Schedule 3 - Requirements 
Q1.5.30 Applicant Requirement 1 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

Relevant Local 
Authorities  

Requirement 1(1) excludes from the meaning of “commence” various activities. The Applicant is 
requested to explain why such a restrictive meaning has been applied to this word. Does this 
approach permit operations to take place which should properly be within the scope of 
Requirements 5 and 6? 
 
The Applicants attention is also drawn to the advice in section 23 of PINS Advice Note 15 – 
Drafting Development Consent Orders which states: 
 
23. Defining “commencement” – advance works and environmental protection  
23.1 In some decisions on DCO applications the Secretary of State for Transport has removed 
definitions of “commence” and/or “preliminary works” which appeared to be intended to allow a 
range of site preparation works (such as demolition or de-vegetation) to take place before the 
relevant LPA had approved details of measures to protect the environment under the 
requirements.  

23.2 This was because the Secretary of State considered this to be inappropriate, particularly 
where such advance works were themselves likely to have significant environmental effects, for 
example, in terms of noise or impacts on protected species or archaeological remains. 
 

 CCC response One of the activities excluded from the meaning of ‘commence’ in the DCO is environmental 
investigation and monitoring, and environmental mitigation measures.   
 
This would appear to be in direct conflict with requirement 13 which does not allow for any stage 
of the development to commence until a written scheme to deal with ground conditions, including 
contamination of land has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority, as 
identified in para 7.1.3 of ES volume 5, 5.4.14A. There is no definition of environmental 
investigation, monitoring and mitigation and if it is intended that this includes contaminated land 
matters this would conflict with requirement 13.   
 
If the exclusions to the meaning of “commence” are to be agreed, it is suggested that they should 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

be defined for clarity.   
 
Pre-commencement work must not commence before conditions are approved and incorporated in 
the DCO.  
 

Q1.5.31 Applicant 
Relevant Local 
Authorities 
Natural England 

Requirement 1 
i. “Lighting Scheme” erroneously refers to Requirement 8 which is “Mitigation planting” not 

“control of artificial light emissions” – no such requirement exists. Is a lighting requirement 
needed or is Requirement 6, where a lighting scheme is required via the CEMP sufficient?  

 
ii. Should the reference be to the “Outline Waste Management Plan” in the definition of “Site 

Waste Management Plan”?  
 
iii. Are definitions needed for: Advance planting and Bird flight diverters 

 
 CCC response i. Yes 

ii. Under the Draft Development Consent Order Document 2.1“Site Waste Management 
Plan” means the detailed plan for the collection, segregation, treatment and disposal of 
waste prepared in accordance with the measures set out in the Waste Management Plan. 
In my opinion the Outline Waste Management Plan has already been referenced, 
however for clarity the definition may wish to state the document number for the Outline 
Waste Management Plan (5,4,3D). 

iii. a definition is not required for bird flight diverters and that it would be sufficient to add 
to this requirement ‘in accordance with paragraph 3.4.70 of the ES (APP-29)’. ‘Advance 
planting’ should be defined. 

Q1.5.33 Applicant 
Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Requirement 4 
i. Please provide further detail in relation to the definition of ‘stages’ and the approval process 

of these, including a plan describing the stages in spatial terms and showing the 
relationship between them and Work Numbers. 

10 
 



EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

 
ii. Should this requirement also include the following for clarity and to enable the planning 

authority to be kept informed:   4(2) Written notice of the commencement and completion 
of each stage of the authorised development and the operational use of that part of the 
authorised development must be given to the relevant planning authority within ten 
business days of the relevant event occurring.  

iii. How does the Indicative Construction Programme relate to Requirement 4 of the DCO? 
 
 

 CCC response ii. Yes 
iii. the stages of development need to be in accordance with the Indication Construction 
Programme 
 

Q1.5.34 Applicant 
Relevant Local 
Authorities  

Requirement 5 
i. 5(1), (3), (4) is the wording `unless otherwise agreed with the relevant planning authority 

…. ` necessary or appropriate? See the advice on tailpieces given in section 19 of PINS 
Advice Note 15 – Drafting Development Consent Orders.  As currently drafted the 
requirement could allow the relevant planning authority to give agreement to the 
construction works being carried out without compliance with the CEMP. 

 
ii. 5(2); If as stated in Canterbury City Council’s relevant representation [RR-068], and that of 

Dover District Council [RR-029] a Noise and Vibration Management Plan is to be agreed as a 
way of providing satisfactory mitigation, should this be secured as part of the CEMP in 
Requirement 5(2), rather than as a plan to be submitted for approval under Requirement 
6(1)? 

 
iii. 5(2)(a) Should the CEMP include the waste management plan as defined in Requirement 1?  

 
iv. 5(2) should the words: “accompanied by the following plans, scheme and strategy-” be 

changed to: “includes the following plans, scheme and strategy-”. 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

 
v. 5(3); The tailpiece could result in changes being made to the CEMP post consent which 

have not been assessed in the ES. Explain the need for the tailpiece.  
 

 CCC response  
i. This has been included so that the planning authority can give s 61 permission for work 

outside of agreed hours (subject to best practicable means) 
ii. This must be included. Submitting under 6.1 would address the fact that the 

surroundings are not uniform along the route and controls may vary. 
iii. A site waste management plan is referred to in 6.1. No preference to where it placed. 
iv. The change in wording may strengthen the requirement as if the plans aren’t included in 

the CEMP it can then be considered incomplete. 
v. The tailpiece can help address situations not known of at the time of the ES e.g.- 

unexpected contamination, unexploded ordinance, protected wildlife (newts etc). 
However CCC would prefer to minimise use of tailpieces overall. 

Q1.5.35 Applicant 
Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Requirement 6 
Requirement 6 (Construction and mitigation plans) does not specify that these plans must accord 
with the mitigation measures specified in the ES. Should it?  
 
Requirement 6(2) refers only to construction works. Should it also refer to mitigation works to 
minimise the impact of construction?  
 

 CCC response Yes, the construction and mitigation plans should accord with the mitigation measures in the ES. 
 
Yes, 6(2) should also refer to mitigation works to minimise the impacts of construction. 
 

Q1.5.36 Applicant 
Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Requirement 6  
i. A list of plans which would form part of the CEMP are listed in the ES [APP-029, para 

3.8.16] and the need to agree and secure these plans is secured in Requirement 6. Does 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

Interested Parties the Applicant intend to submit drafts of these plans into the Examination? If not, why not?  
 

ii. Should these plans be secured under Requirement 5 as part of the CEMP?  
 
iii. The Applicant to respond to Canterbury City Council’s and Dover District Council’s concern 

[RR-068 and RR-029] that there is no plan under Requirement 6 proposed to mitigate dust 
emissions, including traffic fumes, during dismantling and construction phases. 

 
iv. 6(2) is the wording “unless otherwise agreed with the relevant planning authority ….” 

necessary or appropriate? See the advice given in section 19 of PINS Advice Note 15 – 
Drafting Development Consent Orders. As currently drafted the requirement would allow the 
planning authority to give agreement to works being carried out without compliance with 
the plans etc. listed in this requirement. 

 
 CCC response These plans should be included as part of the requirements. Any consents or permissions given by 

the LPA to carry out works will require compliance with the plans etc listed. 
 
CCC would prefer to minimise use of tailpieces overall. 

 
Q1.5.37 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
Interested Parties 

Requirement 7 
i. Requirement 7 refers to construction hours. Are these hours agreed with the relevant 

planning authorities? 
 

ii. 7(1) and (2) is the wording “unless otherwise approved by the relevant planning authority 
….” necessary or appropriate? See the advice given in section 19 of PINS Advice Note 15 – 
Drafting Development Consent Orders. As currently drafted the requirement would allow the 
relevant planning authority to approve the carrying out of construction works taking place 
outside the hours/days in (1) and (2). 
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

iii. Is it intended that the definition of construction work is to include starting up and shutting 
down vehicles and plant, the servicing of vehicles and plant, and the delivery of materials, 
labour and plant to the work sites?  

 
 CCC response i. No CCC have stated that they are not in agreements with the general hours proposed by 

NG. Hours should be: 
• Monday to Friday 8am to 6pm 
• Saturday 8am to 1pm 
• No work Sundays or Bank Holidays 

 
These hours are standard hours across the UK in order to protect people in the area from 
disturbance associated with large construction projects. These hours have been used in major 
construction like the Channel Tunnel Rail Link, Arsenal on the Move, HS2, Thameslink and 
Crossrail 1 &2.  
CCC have made it clear that they will accept hours outside of these traditional construction hours 
where there are no noise sensitive receptors (within 500metres).  
 
The hours NG have proposed means that work could take place for at least 9 but more often 12 
hours a day for 19 consecutive days followed by only 1 day break. These hours are still in dispute 
with NG.  
 
CCC has agreed that within 500 metres of any sensitive receptor, the hours should be as stated 
above. Outside of 500m, NG’s proposed working hours can be used (i.e. 7am to 7pm Monday to 
Friday, 8am to 5pm Saturday/Sundays/Bank Holidays).  
 

ii. See i. above 
iii. It is not uncommon to allow one hour start up and close down on larger construction 

sites. This is to aid maximising the work that can take place within the specified working 
hours. However, this should not involve tasks that are audible beyond the boundary of 
the site. They can include the following: 
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Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

• Arrival & departure of workforce 
• Checks & examinations of plant & machinery and the carrying out of essential 

repairs/maintenance to plant & machinery 
• Re-fuelling of plant & machinery 
• Site inspections & safety checks 
• Site clean up 

 
Q1.5.38 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
 
 

Requirement 8 
i. At present, although titled “Mitigation planting”, this requirement only refers to replacement 

planting and not to other mitigation planting.  
 

ii. is the wording “unless otherwise agreed by the relevant planning authority ….” necessary or 
appropriate?  Appears to be a drafting error here as repeats the previous sentence. 

 
iii. Might 8(2)(d) be better worded by use of the term ‘advanced planting’ with a suitable 

definition in Requirement 1? The point is this should commence before not “after the 
implementation of the authorised development”? 

 
iv. Should there also be reference in 8(2) to: temporary planting, management plans (as set 

out in the arboricultural impact assessment (AIA)) and schemes for specific locations 
requiring relevant planning authority approval?  

 
 CCC response CCC agrees with the Examining Authority’s suggestions. CCC would prefer to minimise use of 

tailpieces overall. 
 

Q1.5.39 Applicant 
Relevant Local 
Authorities 
 

Requirement 10 
i. Should the content of the Tree and Hedgerow Protection Strategy (THPS) include a phasing 

plan to ensure that habitat removal “would be timed and phased to minimise potential 
effects” as stated in the ES [APP-029, para 9.6.6].  
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EN020017: Richborough Connection. Examining Authority’s first written questions and requests for information 

Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

ii. Should the description of the THPS in Requirement 10(2) refer to the Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment (AIA), where much more detail of what should be secured is set out, rather 
than the reference only occurring in 10(2)(a)? 

 
iii. 10(2)(c) would more accurately reflect the AIA if it stated specifications in the plural.  

 
 CCC response CCC agrees with the Examining Authority’s suggestions 
Q1.5.40 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
 

Requirement 11 
i. replace the word ‘shall’ with ‘must’. 

 
ii. Is the wording “unless otherwise agreed by the relevant planning authority ….” necessary or 

appropriate? This drafting would allow the planning authority to decide in consultation with 
NE whether the diverters should be fitted and retained. 

 
iii. Should reference be made to monitoring? 

 
 CCC response i. CCC would prefer to that the word ‘shall’ be replaced by ‘must’ 

ii. The use of tailpieces should be minimised 
iii. Reference should be made to monitoring 

  Additional Provisions 
Q1.5.52 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authority 
 

Explain further how the interface between the proposed development and the 400kV power station 
at Richborough will be managed. What are the implications, if any, for the DCO?   
 

 CCC response Defer to applicant & TDC 
Q1.5.53 Applicant  

Relevant Local 
Authorities 

There is reference at Para 14.15.6 of the ES [APP-030] to the monitoring of ground gases during 
construction. Please provide further detail of how this would be done and how it would be secured 
in the DCO. What threshold alert levels would be used for methane and carbon dioxide? 
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Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

 CCC response For the applicant to provide details. Useful guidance on levels of methane & carbon dioxide can be 
found in the following documents: 
• CIRIA C665 @assessing risks posed by hazardous ground gases to buildings’ (2007) 
• BS8576:2013 Guidance on investigations for ground gases – permanent gases & volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs) (2013) 
 

  Schedule 4 - Discharge of Requirements 
Q1.5.56 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
Natural England 
 

i. What are the views of the relevant local authorities on the detail of Schedule 4? 
 

ii. Respond to Natural England’s point in its relevant representation [RR-065] that it would 
expect to be named in Section 5 of Schedule 4, Discharge of Requirements. 

 
 CCC response This is a very tight timescale, the LAs have worked with National Grid to increase these 

timescales. A service level agreement with the relevant local authorities would need to be 
considered to resource this level of service. 

 
6 Historic environment 

 
  Heritage assets 
Q1.6.17 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Do you agree with the conclusions of the Applicant’s cumulative assessment in relation to the 
effects on heritage assets [APP-030, para 16.6.83]? 
 

 CCC response Yes 
 
7 Landscape and visual  

 
  Applicant’s landscape assessment 
Q1.7.1 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Natural England 

Provide any comments you wish to make on the Applicant’s landscape assessment methodology, 
clearly distinguishing between those on the actual methodology and those on its application as 
described in the ES and supporting documents [APP-029 and APP-074].  
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Respondent: 
 

Question: 

Woodland Trust  
 CCC response No comment 
Q1.7.9 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Interested Parties 
Applicant 

Are Interested Parties content with the conclusions of the cumulative landscape assessment which 
states that the proposed development would not comprise a ‘tipping point’ which would give rise 
to greater significance of adverse effects on the landscape cumulatively with other projects; and 
that the “assessment establishes that the cumulative changes do not exceed the tipping point that 
would fundamentally change the landscape character and exceed the limits of acceptable 
development defined by the development plans” [APP-030, para 16.4.95 to 16.4.97]. 
 

 CCC response Please refer to the SoCG, LIR and CCC’s Written Representation for comments on landscape. 
  Applicant’s visual assessment 
Q1.7.14 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Natural England 

Are you content that the viewpoints selected and agreed still represent worst case visual effects 
following the design changes to which the Applicant refers [APP-029, para 7.3.11 to 7.3 13]? 
(Bear in mind that additional photomontages have been requested by the ExA in the Rule 6 letter 
[PD-004]).  
 

 CCC response Yes 
Q1.7.15 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Natural England 
Interested Parties 
 

Provide any comments you wish to make on the Applicant’s visual assessment methodology, 
clearly distinguishing between those comments on the actual methodology and those on its 
application as described in the ES and supporting documents [APP-029 and APP-078].  
 

 CCC response No comment 
 
 

  Mitigation and enhancement (such as off-site landscape schemes) 
Q1.7.63 Applicant  

Relevant Local 
Authorities 

How is it proposed that the landscape and habitat enhancement scheme (LHES) would be 
secured?  
 
The Relevant Local Authorities are invited to give your opinion on the most appropriate 
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Ref No. 
 
Respondent: 
 

Question: 

mechanism(s) for securing the LHES.  
 

 CCC response Refer to SoCG 4.25.1 as this matter is subject to ongoing discussions. 
Q1.7.64 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Is there a proposed change approval process for the LHES? 
 
The Relevant Local Authorities are invited to give your opinion on whether an approval process is 
required if the enhancements to be delivered differ from that currently shown on plans in the 
LHES.  
 

 CCC response This matter is subject to ongoing discussions. An approval process should be required if the 
enhancements differ from those included within the LHES. 
 

Q1.7.65 Relevant Local 
Authorities 

Are the Relevant Local Authorities content that the mitigation replacement planting would be 
shown on one set of drawings and the LHES proposals (locations not guaranteed) are shown on a 
different set of drawings? If not what would be most useful for future approvals and use for 
monitoring and enforcement?  
 

 CCC response The plans would need to be cross-referenced 
Q1.7.66 Applicant Relevant 

Local Authorities 
There are a number of locations, where residual visual effects are assessed as adverse, where the 
Panel considers more certainty around delivery should be required than that which would currently 
be delivered through the replacement planting in new locations and/ or the LHES. There are a 
number of ways this could be achieved whilst potentially still allowing some flexibility of location.  
The Applicant and the Relevant Local Authorities are asked to comment on what they consider 
most appropriate from that below; or suggest another means of providing more certainty of 
functional visual enhancement. It could be achieved for replacement planting as follows: 

• The Applicant submits signed agreements, including a plan with landowners before the end 
of the Examination; 

• The Applicant submits a more detailed drawing, which is secured in the DCO, the detail of 
which is required to be agreed with the relevant planning authority before installation; 

• The area is described in the DCO as being subject to agreement for detailed planting 
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Question: 

/enhancement by the relevant planning authority. 
 
For LHES there might need to be future approvals required for specific areas set out in the LHES.  
 
The areas in question are listed below.  
(References in brackets are from Significance of Effects on Visual Receptors within 1km of the 
Proposed Development - During Operation [APP-045, Figures] and the Visual Impact Assessment 
Tables [APP-080]). 
 

• Travellers’ Site and Sea Cadet facility on Vauxhall Road (A1.C1); 
• East of properties near Broad Oak Level Crossing (A1.H14); 
• Vicinity (south and north west) of Broad Oak Lodge Farm (A1.H22 and A1.H23) and 

generally in the proposed Sturry and Broad Oak Development Site; 
• Nook Farm and adjacent properties in Broad Oak (A1.H37a and A1.H37b); 
• The vicinity of Foxhill House and Stables (A1.H46) 
• In the vicinity of Tile Lodge Farm (B1.H9, B1.10, B1.11); 
• In the vicinity of Chislet Business Park (B1.B5, B1.H7, B1.H8); 
• Nethergong Nurseries and Camp site (Is this B1.B7?); 
• Footpath along Sarre Penn (C1.F3); 
• Property called Cut End, south of Sarre (C1.H1); 
• From uses in the south of Monkton such as the playing field and the Foxhunter Mobile Home 

Park (D1.S1 and D1.S2); and 
• From the Saxon Shore Way (D1.F3), in particular cumulative impact with the Richborough 

substation site. 
 

 CCC response CCC agree that more certainty is provided around delivery and would be satisfied with any of the 
three proposed measures by the Examining Authority, with a preference for signed agreements 
with landowners. 
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Question: 

  Good design 
Q1.7.72 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Do you consider the Applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated how the proposed development 
would meet the national and local policy requirements for good design in its Planning Statement 
[APP-127]? If not what is missing? As discharging authorities, would you require any further 
supporting documents to be secured in the DCO to assist the post-consent approvals processes?  
 

 CCC response CCC is satisfied that the applicant has assessed design within the Planning Statement [APP-127]. 
No further documents to those proposed are anticipated to be required at this stage 

 
8 Noise and vibration, electric and magnetic fields 

 
Q1.8.1 Applicant  

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
 

What discussions have been held with relevant  planning  authorities regarding permissible levels 
of noise and vibration during construction and operation?  

 CCC response There have been number of preliminary discussions/meetings with the applicants and relevant 
local authorities where noise levels have been discussed and it has been accepted the guidance in 
BS5228-1:2009 Code of practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open sites – 
Part 1: Noise -  Annex E and the thresholds in Table E.1. have been applied. 
 
NG have used the guidance in BS 5228-2:2009 Code of practice for noise and vibration control on 
construction and open sites – Part 2: Vibration Annex B to assess construction vibration effects 
and based on this, are of the opinion that the potential effect of vibration is not significant 

Q1.8.7 Applicant  
Relevant Planning 
Authority 
 

Para 4.9.2 of the CEMP [APP-064] lists a number of control measures for construction noise and 
vibration including a note that “if necessary, consent will be sought by the contractor under 
Section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974;”. In what circumstances is it likely that such 
consents would be required?  
 
Why should any necessary consents not be obtained in a timely manner by the Applicant prior to 
the letting of a construction contract? 
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Question: 

 
 CCC response  

S 61 consents should be applied for in circumstances whereby work has to take place outside of 
agreed hours, e.g. in some circumstances works may only be able to take place when e.g. nearby 
roads are closed or overhead electricity on railways is turned off. Submitting a s61 with 
reasonable notice ensures they can be considered properly by the LA to ensure that any request 
are necessary, properly thought through and will not unduly impact on any sensitive receptors or 
cause undue disturbance. 
 
Whilst s 61 consents can be obtained prior to the letting of a contract, it is normally the 
responsibility of the main contractor to apply for these as working methods and equipment used 
would form part of the calculation on noise levels. 
 

Q1.8.11 Applicant  
Relevant Local 
Authorities 

What performance parameters would be specified for acoustic screening that would be effective 
for the types of mobile plant operations inherent in the construction and removal of bellmouths, 
access and haul roads? How would the performance of such screening be guaranteed against 
these parameters and subsequently monitored in use? 
 

 CCC response  
BS 5228 gives guidance on screening and acoustic barriers and is only required where noise limits 
are likely to be exceeded. 
 

Q1.8.20 Applicant / Relevant 
Local Authorities  

If piled foundations are to be used what assessments have been carried out of the noise and 
vibration effects of the various types of piling methods and piling equipment? What monitoring 
and mitigation measures are proposed in relation to the findings of any such assessment? 
 

 CCC response  
Early discussions should take place with the LA re piling proposals. It is accepted that piling is 
necessary however there is a preference to continuous flight augured piling as opposed to driven 
piling. 
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1.8.22 Applicant  

Relevant Local 
Authorities  

Are the environmental health officers satisfied that the CadnaA noise modelling software can 
produce an accurate and acceptable method of assessment of operational noise from overhead 
line conductors? Are they satisfied that it has done so in this case? 
 

 CCC response CadnaA –is  recognised modelling software, but the LA’s have no direct experience of its use in 
this scenario. None of the 3 LA’s has received any complaints relating to operational noise form 
overhead power lines/conductors. 
 

 
9 Socio-economic effects 

 
Q1.9.1 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Do the relevant planning authorities consider that the methodology used in the analysis of socio-
economic impacts in Chapter 15 of the ES [APP-030] is appropriate and that the analysis has been 
carried out correctly within this methodology?  

 CCC response Yes 
Q1.9.2 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Do the relevant planning authorities agree with the conclusions drawn from the socio-economic 
analysis in Chapter 15 of the ES [APP-030]? Are there particular points at issue?  
 

 CCC response Yes 
Q1.9.3 Local Planning 

Authorities 
Do the local planning authorities consider that the impact of the proposed development on 
businesses has been properly considered and assessed, particularly in relation to the potential for 
disruption caused by the construction and dismantling process?  
 

 CCC response Yes 
Q1.9.4 Local Planning 

Authorities 
Do the local planning authorities consider that impacts on tourism have been properly assessed, 
particularly with regard to camping, long distance footpaths, cycle-ways, and other leisure 
activities? 
 

 CCC response Canterbury City Council considers that it would be beneficial to try to increase the separation 
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Question: 

between the overhead line and Nethergong campsite 
Q1.9.5 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Do the local planning authorities consider that impacts on agriculture businesses have been 
properly considered and assessed? 
 

 CCC response Yes 
Q1.9.7 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
Interested Parties 

Chapter 15 Para 15.13.18 of the ES [APP-030] asserts that “…the construction of pylons on the 
land holding is not expected to materially affect economic activity…”. What account has been 
taken of the constraints of operating agricultural machinery beneath high voltage overhead 
conductors? Has full account been taken of the production methods currently used by agricultural 
businesses operating in the affected areas, such as those issues raised by the NFU and 
Richborough Agents [RR-043] and Savills for St John’s College [RR-072]?  
 
Do the local planning authorities and other Interested Parties agree with these conclusions? 
 

 CCC Response Defer to NFU 
Q1.9.8 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
 

Para 15.16.3 of the ES [APP-030] identifies an average of 10 and 6 local people per day potentially 
employed on the installation and removal of overhead lines.  How would this be secured?   
 

 CCC response Refer to the SoCG and Joint Councils Local Impact Report 
 
10 Traffic and transport  

 
Q1.10.23 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 
 

Have the contents of the Public Rights of Way Management Plan [APP-069] been discussed with 
and agreed by the relevant highway authority and local authorities as stated in the ES [App-029 
Table 10.11]?  

 CCC Response Defer to KCC  
Q1.10.25 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Has the scope of the survey work to be carried out to ensure that final reinstatement could return 
PRoWs to their original condition on completion of the proposed development been agreed?  
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Question: 

Authorities  
 

 CCC Response Defer to KCC  
 
 
 
12 

 
Other Matters 

  Construction effects 
Q1.12.11 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities 

The Indicative Construction Programme [APP-071] shows the installation of the site compounds at 
the commencement of the works and their removal and reinstatement at the end of the PX route 
demolition. This amounts to four years. Does this mean that the soil in the bunds surrounding and 
screening the compounds is not re-used for landscape implementation works on this project? 
Considering the length of time, would temporary planting as screening be justified? And/ or would 
all the laydown area be required for the PX removal works and could some of the replacement 
planting within the compound area therefore be undertaken after the 400kV line installation?  
 

 CCC Response Further consideration should be given to screening compounds. CCC would ask that the amount of 
laydown area used is minimised where possible. 

Q1.12.17 Applicant 
Interested Parties 

Have the cumulative effects of the proposed development on the living conditions of the occupants 
of dwellings and businesses in the vicinity of the works, both during construction and operation, 
been fully assessed? This would include the effects of noise and vibration, visual effects, lighting, 
traffic movements, dust, congestion etc arising from the construction works, construction 
compounds and their servicing and maintenance accesses where relevant. It would include factors 
such as the proximity, orientation, access and the periods of time in terms of calendar length and 
hours of the day during which effects would take place related to the proposed construction 
programme.  
If so where is this reported? If not, provide such an assessment for, at the minimum, all the 
receptors identified in the Construction Noise Calculations [APP-105, Table 11A.11] as lying 60m 
or less from the activities, and for receptors further away than 60m which would in your opinion 
be affected from any cumulative effects. It would be helpful if the receptors could be identified 
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Question: 

using the identifier codes from the Visual Receptor Drawings [APP-038] and Tables [APP-080]. 
 
Are there any other locations where cumulative effects should be assessed? 
 

Q1.12.17 CCC response To the best of the combined local authorities' knowledge, the cumulative effects have not been 
assessed. Many potentially disruptive facets e.g. noise and dust have been assessed in isolation 
and proposed measures put forward to reduce the impact on the area. This includes restrictions on 
working hours and days. 
 
We support the Examining Authority’s suggestion of a more in-depth assessment looking at 
combined factors especially in relation to properties in close proximity to the works. 

  Contaminated land 
Q1.12.18 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Do the local planning authorities agree with the methodology used in the analysis of contaminated 
land and ground gas issues and the conclusions reached in ES Chapter 14 [APP-030]? 
 

 CCC response The Planning Statement covers the policy framework. The Local Impact Report and SoCG also 
refer to this.  

Q1.12.22 Applicant 
Local Planning 
Authorities 

What would be the possible impacts of the potential ground contamination identified in Chapter 14 
of the ES [APP-030] on human health? What are the potential impacts on Controlled Water and 
aquatic ecosystems? 
 

 CCC response  
It is not possible to definitively list the contaminant types that may be present across all sites 
covered by this development area (ie. pylons through Thanet, Dover and Canterbury districts). 
Backfilled quarries in particular may contain a wide range of unknown compounds with differing 
risks to human health and groundwater receptors. This is reflected in Chapter 14 of the ES and 
the associated Desk Study document 5.4.14.A.  
 
Further information on potential contaminants associated with the Landfill, Quarrying  and Power 
Station land uses can be found in the DoE industry profiles at: 
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http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140328084622/http://www.environment-
agency.gov.uk/research/planning/33708.aspx 
 
The Power Station industry profile includes a potential contaminants Annex and a matrix 
highlighting probable locations of the main contaminants. 
 
From a review of the documents provided by the applicant, the following have been identified as 
potential contaminants of concern associated with the land uses below: 

o Backfilled Quarries: Toxic Metals/Metalloids, Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons, Fuel 
Hydrocarbons and Asbestos. Ground gas from organic matter. 

o Orchards/Agricultural land: Low risk from pesticides/herbicides. Specific pesticide 
usage has not been identified. 

o Animal Cemetery: Potential source of ground gases.  
o Recycling Centre: Ground gas generation from household waste. Carbon dioxide and 

methane may be generated. 
o Richborough Power Station: Hydrocarbons, asbestos, ash derived contaminants (e.g. 

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons, Metals) and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 
o Substations: Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), fuels/hydrocarbons and asbestos. 
o Agricultural Land: Pesticides/Herbicides, Heavy Metals, Polycyclic Aromatic 

Hydrocarbons. 
o Landfills: Multiple contaminant sources. Potential for ground gas migration (CH4 and 

CO2), Asbestos, Toxic Metals / Metalloids, Sulphates, Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons, Fuel Hydrocarbons.    

o Pollution Incident at Chislet Business Park: Release of inorganic chemicals. Nature 
and concentration of contaminants unknown. 

o Various Off-Site Sources: Ground gas migration. 
Please note, possible impacts to human health and groundwater would be concentration and 
pathway dependent and require detailed assessment based on intrusive investigations data 
to quantify risks as per further recommendations of Chapter 14 of the ES. 
Should significant exceedances of these contaminants of concern be observed and complete 
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Question: 

pollutant linkages be identified, possible impacts to receptors are presented below. The 
extent and severity of such risks can only be considered relevant based on suitable risk 
assessment. 
 

Potential Ground 
Contamination Identified 
in Chapter 14 of ES  

Possible Impacts on 
Human Health 

Potential Impacts on 
Controlled Water and 
Aquatic Ecosystems 

Toxic Metals/Metalloids Heavy metals can bind to 
vital cellular components, 
such as structural 
proteins, enzymes, and 
nucleic acids, and 
interfere with their 
functioning. Symptoms 
and effects can vary 
according to the metal or 
metal compound, and the 
dose involved. Broadly, 
long-term exposure to 
toxic heavy metals can 
have carcinogenic, 
central and peripheral 
nervous system and 
circulatory effects. For 
humans, typical 
conditions associated 
with exposure to any of 
the classical toxic heavy 
metals, or chromium 
(another toxic heavy 

Please see controlled 
waters comments below. 
Potential for impacts to 
aquatic ecosystems will 
be dependent on specific 
contaminant, its toxicity 
in water, its 
concentration and the 
speed of any pollution 
incident response. 
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Question: 

metal) or arsenic (a 
metalloid), are in the 
attached table (Ref. Afal 
A & Wiener SW 2014, 
Metal Toxicity). 

Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons 

These are compounds 
from a family of 
hundreds of different 
congeners containing 2 
or more fused aromatic 
rings. Testing is typically 
undertaken against US 
EPA 16 standards 
comprising a range of 16 
indicative PAH 
compounds usually 
present as mixtures that 
tend to be found in the 
environment as a result 
of incomplete combustion 
of fossil fuels. Some of 
these PAHs have 
carcinogenic / genotoxic 
effects in humans. 

Please see controlled 
waters comments below. 
Potential for impacts to 
aquatic ecosystems will 
be dependent on specific 
contaminant, its toxicity 
in water, its 
concentration and the 
speed of any pollution 
incident response. 

Fuel Hydrocarbons Mixture of aliphatic and 
aromatic hydrocarbons. 
Lower molecular weight 
hydrocarbons tend to be 
more volatile and 
possible impacts include 

Please see controlled 
waters comments below. 
Potential for impacts to 
aquatic ecosystems will 
be dependent on specific 
contaminant, its toxicity 
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Neurotoxicity, Liver 
Granulomas, 
Carcinogenicity.  

in water, its 
concentration and the 
speed of any pollution 
incident response. 

Asbestos If materials containing 
asbestos are disturbed or 
damaged, fibres are 
released into the air. If 
inhaled fibres can cause 
serious diseases in 
humans which may not 
show up for a number of 
years, including 
Mesothelioma, Asbestos-
related lung cancer and 
Asbestosis. 

No significant impacts on 
controlled waters or 
aquatic ecosystems. 

Methane - CH4(g) Where build up occurs 
(within explosive limits) 
in enclosed spaces CH4 is 
potentially explosive. 

No significant impacts on 
controlled waters or 
aquatic ecosystems. 

Carbon Dioxide - CO2(g) Where build up occurs in 
enclosed spaces CO2 is a 
potential asphyxiant (in 
high concentrations).  

No significant impacts on 
controlled waters or 
aquatic ecosystems. 

Polychlorinated biphenyls Potential choloracnogen. 
Dioxin-like toxicity. In 
2013, the IARC classified 
dioxin-like PCBs as 
human carcinogens. 
Potential dermal 

Please see controlled 
waters comments below. 
Potential for impacts to 
aquatic ecosystems will 
be dependent on specific 
contaminant, its toxicity 
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absorption pathway is 
present in addition to 
oral/inhalation 
highlighted in the desk 
study.  

in water, its 
concentration and the 
speed of any pollution 
incident response. 

Pesticides / Herbicides Toxicity dependent on 
specific 
compounds/daughter 
compounds. >200 
pesticides in common 
usage. Tend to rapidly 
degrade in the 
environment so impacts 
on human health will 
generally reduce over 
time. 
 
 

Please see controlled 
waters comments below. 
Potential for impacts to 
aquatic ecosystems will 
be dependent on specific 
contaminant, its toxicity 
in water, its 
concentration and the 
speed of any pollution 
incident response. 

Sulphates Minimal risk. Possible 
laxative effect, diarrhoea, 
dehydration via oral 
pathway. 

Please see controlled 
waters comments below. 
Potential for impacts to 
aquatic ecosystems will 
be dependent on specific 
contaminant, its toxicity 
in water, its 
concentration and the 
speed of any pollution 
incident response. 

Unknown Contaminants / 
Pollution Incident 

Unknown effects. Unknown effects. 
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Element Acute Exposure Chronic Exposure Condition 
Cadmium Cadmium 

Pneumonitis 
(lung 
inflammation) 
 

Lung cancer 
Osteomalacia (softening of 
bones) 
Proteinuria (excess protein 
in urine; 
possible kidney damage) 
 

Cadmium 
poisoning 

Mercury 
 

Diarrhoea 
Fever 
Vomiting 
 

Stomatitis (inflammation of 
gums and mouth) 
Nausea 
Nephrotic syndrome 
(nonspecific kidney 
disorder) 
Neurasthenia (neurotic 
disorder) 
Parageusia (metallic taste) 
Pink Disease 
(pain and pink discoloration 
of hands and feet) tremor 

Mercury 
poisoning 

Lead 
 

Encephalopathy 
(brain 

dysfunction) 
Nausea 

Vomiting 
 

Anaemia 
Encephalopathy 
Foot drop/wrist drop 
(palsy) 
Nephropathy (kidney 
disease) 
 

Lead 
poisoning 

Chromium 
 

Gastrointestinal 
haemorrhage 

Pulmonary fibrosis (lung 
scarring) 

Chromium 
toxicity 
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 (bleeding) 
Haemolyses (red 
blood cell 
destruction) 
Acute renal 
failure 

Lung cancer 
 

Arsenic 
 

Nausea 
Vomiting 
Diarrhoea 
Encephalopathy 
Multi-organ 
effects 
Arrhythmia 
Painful 
neuropathy 
 

Diabetes 
Hypopigmentation/Hyperke
ratosis 
Cancer 
 

Arsenic 
poisoning 

Afal A & Wiener SW 2014, Metal Toxicity 
 

IMPACTS ON CONTROLLED WATERS: 
 

The potential impact on controlled waters is that a source of contamination linked to historic 
activities may have caused, or continue to cause elevated concentrations of various substances 
when compared to the relevant quality standard (such as the Environmental Quality Standards 
(found via The River Basin Districts Typology, Standards and Groundwater threshold values 
(Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Directions 2010) or Drinking Water Standards). 

 
Should such exceedances be found there is a risk to the health of water-related ecosystems or to 
the lawful use of water receptors including rivers, lakes and groundwater. The extent and severity 
of such risks however can only be considered relevant based on suitable risk assessment.  
Confirmed exceedances as described above may also be a contributing factor to the failure of a 
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Question: 

groundwater body to meet “good” status within a River Basin District under the Water Framework 
Directive.  The reader must be aware this refers to historic pollution rather than pollution from the 
proposed end use. 

 
Provided the assessments and investigations recommended in Chapter 14 are undertaken in 
accordance with CLR11, the relevant British Standards and guidance Document Groundwater 
Protection: Principles and Practice (GP3), the risk of any impact from historic contamination will 
not be unacceptable. 
 

  Environmental Statement 
Q1.12.33 Relevant Local 

Authorities 
Interested Parties 
Applicant 

Do you consider that the proposed mitigation approach includes sufficient monitoring of the 
mitigation strategies to provide for early identification of any circumstances whereby the 
mitigation measures are not proving to be successful and the actions that would need to be taken 
to address this? This question refers to embedded mitigation as set out in the Embedded 
Environmental Measures Schedule [APP-063] and that contained in the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) [APP-064] and associated strategies, which form part of 
the CEMP.  
 

 CCC response Yes 
Q1.12.34 Applicant 

Relevant Local 
Authorities  

Discussions have taken place with the local authorities about the developments to be included in 
the cumulative impact assessment. Was agreement reached on what is a reasonably foreseeable 
development? If agreement has not been reached, what are those areas of disagreement?   
 

 CCC response This is covered within the Local Impact Report and Statement of Common Ground. 
  Planning policy 
Q1.12.38 Relevant Local 

Authorities  
Environment Agency 
Natural England 
Interested Parties 

Are parties satisfied that the application document Planning Statement [APP-127] covers the 
policy framework that the ExA should consider, bearing in mind the parameters of s104 of the 
Planning Act 2008 (as amended)?  
 
Does the policy context for the proposal described in the application documents need to be 
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Applicant modified or supplemented in any way to take account of all relevant and up to date policy 
documentation at the European, UK (National Planning Policy Framework), county, district and 
local levels? 
 

 CCC response The Planning Statement covers the policy framework. The Local Impact Report and SoCG also 
refer to this.  

Q1.12.39 Relevant Local 
Authorities  

The Planning Statement [APP-127, Table 7.1] provides an assessment of the proposed 
development against adopted and saved local planning policies considered to be of relevance. Do 
the relevant local authorities agree that the relevant policies have been set out in that table? Can 
they confirm that this represents the latest local planning policy framework and, for example, that 
there are no emerging policies that should be taken into account? 
 

 CCC response The Planning Statement covers the policy framework. The Local Impact Report and SoCG also 
refer to this.  
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