
From: Mark Chandler
To: Richborough
Subject: Information Requested by Deadline 4
Date: 02 August 2016 15:37:46

Dear Sir/Madam,
 
Further to the accompanied site visits, Open Floor Hearing and the Development Consent
Order Hearing I now have pleasure in attaching further information as outlined below:
 

1.     Summary of the points raised by Mark Chandler at the Open Floor Hearing
(session 2) 27/07/16.

 
2.     Written script used by Mr David Fuller to support his representation made at the

Open Floor Hearing (session 2) 27/07/16.
 

3.     Summary of the points made by Mr P Headley and Miss L Headley at the Open
Floor Hearing (session 2) 27/07/16, along with the plan/description of access at
Hersden, specifically requested by the panel.
 

In addition I can confirm that Finn’s acts for 14 owners and 6 occupiers along the route,
these figures do not differentiate between the precise ownerships, for example Messrs
Headley is included as one landowner, whereas in fact the land is owned/occupied under
several different guises. This also does not take into account those clients, who are only
affected by the dismantling of the old PX line and those who will be affected to a limited
extent i.e. Messrs Daw who own a small section of land within the Order but only affects
an access route.
 
I trust that this information is sufficient, however if further clarification/information is
required please do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Please confirm receipt.
 
Yours faithfully,
Mark Chandler  
 

 
Mark Chandler   MRICS  FAAV
Finn’s                    
1  King Street,  Sandwich, Kent CT13 9BY / Tel:01304 612147 / Mob: 07713 142197
 
www.finns.co.uk
 
This  email  and any accompanying documents contain confidential information belonging to the sender.  This  is
legally privileged and intended only for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not  the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or  action in reliance  on the contents is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this email  in error,  please notify  us by telephone to enable  us to arrange for the return of the
original document  to us
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Richborough Connection – Development Consent Order

Summary of issues outlined at the Open Floor Hearing – Conference Centre Canterbury 
Cathedral

Introduction

I have been involved with the project in a number of guises since late 2013, firstly in 
connection with the family farming business, Chandler & Dunn Ltd (affected by the scheme), 
agent to South East Water, whilst employed by Dalcour Maclaren and more latterly working 
for Finn’s as an agent representing a large number of PILS affected.

Summary of Issues Raised

These are made in addition to previous comments outlined within the written representations 
and seek to clarify more general issues from a land agency perspective.

1. Consultation – there is a distinct difference between effective consultation and one
party being informed by another of their intentions. Whilst a number of meetings have 
been held with PILS, the efforts made to take into account the views and changes 
requested by landowners and occupiers has been limited. Change request forms 
were submitted for almost all landowners/occupiers affected and only a small 
proportion of these changes have been made. In addition it is not considered that the 
Applicant has consulted on certain parts of the route whatsoever, an example being 
Section D through the Ash Levels.

2.  Land Rights Strategy (LRS) – the LRS proposed by the Applicant is inappropriate
and unfit for purpose. The LRS does not take into account the productive capacity of 
the land, its quality nor its location. Given the differing land types affected by this 
project a different approach is required. In addition the LRS does not take into 
account nor does it provide any additional payments in respect of access, unless the 
claimants land is being used to access pylons situated on land owned by another 
party. The payment made for access in any case is derisory.

3. Plans – generally plans are considered to be one of the most important tools in 
determining the impact of the proposed overhead line. There were a number of
meetings where a plan was presented by National Grid, but could not be kept by the
PIL, nor was the plan provided prior to the meeting. It is very difficult to provide 
effective feedback on the proposals, within a short time period. This again highlights 
insufficient consultation carried out by the Applicant.

4. Heads of Terms – these were sent to all landowners and occupiers on 22nd

December 2015 and contained insufficient detail. The Heads of Terms were also 
poorly constructed and sought to impose inappropriate conditions/restrictions on the 
landowners/occupiers. Neither the agents or the NFU had a chance to comment on 
the layout and form of the heads of terms prior to them being issued.



5. Option Agreement and Deed of Grant – this documentation was requested in the
early stages (quarter 4 of 2013), however the documentation was not received until 
4th March 2016 some years later. The content of the documentation is fundamental to
the negotiations, yet this was not disclosed by National Grid until very recently.

6. Land Drainage Plans – much of the land affected is extensively drained and land
drainage plans (showing the existing drainage) have been supplied to National Grid 
where available. Despite being informed that Jon Vince, a specialist land drainage 
advisor will be employed by National Grid, drainage designs are yet to be supplied in 
respect of the pylon locations or the haul road.

7. Environmental Survey Findings – some of the environmental surveys have effected
changes in the route alignment and pylon positioning. However despite it being 
requested the information and specific results from the surveys are yet to be 
provided. Whilst this information may be contained within the documentation 
published on the PINS website this is very difficult to navigate for some of the PILS 
and should have been provided prior to the application.

8. Irrigation – despite further information being requested concerning safe working
distances when irrigating crops, little information has been provided and this was only 
received on 10th June 2015.

9. Drainage and Soil Management Plans – these are yet to be provided, despite several
requests. These must be contained within the Development Consent Order.

10. Clearances – the use of agricultural structures such as poly tunnels along with
modern agricultural machinery causes some concern in respect of clearances 
between the machine/structure and the conductors. Safe working distances have 
been requested but the information provided has been limited in terms of its detail.

Mark Chandler         28.07.16



REPRESENTATION FOR RICHBOROUGH CONNECTION 

 

Firstly I would state that my comments relate solely to section D the Ash 

Levels.  

 

It is my assertion that National Grid has failed to properly consult and 

negotiate on the proposed pylon route. 

 

By early 2015 National Grid’s proposals had crystallised following a 

rather nebulous 1
st
 consultation in 2014, and in section D they had 

decided; 

 

i) The Pylon Route would run south of the existing 132 kv UKPN 

route – the southern alignment 

ii) They would use short lattice towers 

iii) The cross over would be under ground at the Richborough end 

of the line. 

 

Consultation was held in spring 2015,they met with me as a PIL and had 

road shows with montages of how the line would look. My comments 

about pylon positions and issues over access and construction were noted 

and National Grid said that they would revert in due course. 

 

Subsequent to this National Grid went to ground and refused to engage 

with my land agent. 

 

In November 2015 National Grid dropped the bombshell that they had 

moved the route alignment north of the existing 132 kv route . This had 

the consequence of ; 

 

i) Moving the line 200 metres closer to the villages of Minster and 

Monkton. 

ii) Altering the crossover point to above ground creating an 

unacceptable wirescape just 700 metres from Monkton village 

and in contravention of Holford rules 3&6. 

 

If you look on the Richborough Connection website today it has not been 

updated , the route is still shown as going south the southern alignment, 

the work access documents have not been updated and the site quotes; 

 

 

 



“ Following your feedback and our studies we have reconsidered the 

route in section D and now propose a route that is south of the UK Power 

Network existing line. This takes it further away from the residents of 

Minster and Monkton” 

 

I therefore ask - how can National Grid have properly consulted when the 

plans are not even in the public domain? The answer I suggest, is they 

have not, as they knew it would attract an adverse reaction. 

 

Indeed, the change to the northern alignment has not been consulted at 

all. Following the change of route I was informed bluntly by National 

Grid that there would be no consultation on either their dictated access 

arrangements, dictated pylon positions nor was I given an explanation as 

to why the route had changed. No updated screen shots for the northern 

alignment have been provided and the residents of Monkton are unaware 

of the pylon mess that they are to look out onto for generations to come. 

 

To provide some context,imagine, if you will you need a new dress for a 

special occasion, you go to the tailor and chose say a navy blue size 10 

and agree the fitting and asked for it to be sent on.  If when you open the 

package you were to find a lime green dress size 16, I ask you would you 

accept this as you had had a fitting or go back and ask what the situation 

was. 

 

As a PIL I feel,frankly,that we are being steam rolled. National Grid are 

not only merely paying lip service to due process but are in fact abusing 

the statutory powers conferred on them. 

 

I would urge you not to acquiesce with National Grid’s profit driven 

proposals but to instruct them to; 

 

i) Go back and consult properly on what is now proposed and 

engage and negotiate reasonable access arrangements with the 

landowners. In stark terms each metre run of the route costs 

over £10k, the compensation offered is less than £24/metre. 

There is ample scope here for proper considerate access 

arrangements to be negotiated. 

ii) Ask them to explain why the route has moved north to the 

detriment of all residents living in the Monkton area;and 

iii) Ask them to provide an underground scheme for the cross over 

that does not contravene the Holford rules. And does at least try 

to mitigate the visual impact . 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

To conclude, I would like to make it clear that I accept that the 

Richborough Connection is in the public interest and do not object per se. 

However, I do assert that National Grid have not carried out their duty to 

consult or negotiate and that corporate greed is riding roughshod over the 

sensibilities and concerns of the inhabitants who will be directly and 

adversely affected by this project for generations . Thank you. 

 



Explanatory Note – PB Headley – Land and Access at Hersden 

This explanatory note is to be viewed in connection with the plan PDD-21497-2-OHL-0857-
V2, which seeks to demonstrate why the existing access route is not acceptable.  

Currently there are several access routes which cross the field off the roundabout at 
Hersden (BM27), these are extensive and split the field into several parcels.  

The route should be amended so that from point A the access runs westwards along the 
southern boundary of the field, before then turning to the north (in line with a tramline) 
heading towards point B. From point B the access should run along the boundary to Chislet 
Business Park, GCN fencing can be used to mitigate any impact on GCN found within the 
pond identified at feature 2. It is worth noting that feature 1 is a pond within the field, but this 
seems to have been disregarded.  

Once the access reaches point C it should use the existing farm track on the northern side of 
the ditch, rather than running along the southern bank, which will occupy cropped land 
unnecessarily. The section of track running from C to D will have to be shared using 
banksmen. At point D the access should then cross into the field (culverts to be installed if 
need be) and around to PC 24 (point E). This will avoid feature 4 an old brick culvert as 
shown in picture 1 below, a narrow access track (3.5 metres wide) and an access track 
situated on top of a flood bund shown in picture 2 below.  

The section of access running through the line of mature poplar trees (feature 3 & picture 5) 
will not be necessary if the above access is adopted, thus removing the need for any further 
trees to be removed.  

Other Issues Raised 

 Undergrounding 11kV overhead lines – where possible the sections to be 
undergrounded need to extend back to the field boundary otherwise stays will have 
to be installed on the terminal pole, thus limiting the ability to pass around the 
electricity pole.  
 

 Dismantling access – this should run along the PX line, rather than utilising the farm 
track, as the current design shows a number of severed parcels.  
 

 Crossing points – a large number of crossing points will be required across the track 
to ensure that access to specific fields/parcels is not affected.  
 

 Separation – there needs to be separation where the haul road is to run adjacent to 
farm tracks. Farm machinery is wide and therefore needs sufficient operating space.  

 

 

 

 



Pictures  
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