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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose  

1.1.1 This document provides National Grid’s response to the Local Impact Report (LIR) submitted 
jointly to the Examination by the local authorities of Kent County Council (KCC), Canterbury 
City Council (CCC), Thanet District Council (TDC) and Dover District Council (DDC) (‘the 
Councils’). The joint LIR was issued to the Examination at ‘Deadline 2’ on 14 July 2016.   

1.1.2 It is noted that the Councils submitted individual Written Representations as part of Deadline 
2 (cited in paragraph 1.0.4 of the joint LIR). This document also provides National Grid’s 
comments in respect of the Written Representations provided by each Council. 

1.1.3 This document does not seek to respond to every element of the joint LIR and Written 
Representations but rather to focus on the pertinent points cited by the Councils and respond 
to any important and relevant matters raised.   

1.2 Structure 

1.2.1 For clarity, this document is structured to replicate that of the joint LIR: 

 Section 2: Consenting Regime – Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project.  

 Section 3: Pre-Application Process. 

 Section 4: Policy Context. 

 Section 5: Relevant Development Proposals. 

 Section 6: Needs and Benefits. 

 Section 7: The Likely Significant Effects of the Proposed Development. 

 Section 8: Conclusion. 

1.2.2 The Appendices to this document include the Briefing Notes provided to the Councils (and 
referred to in the joint LIR) by National Grid during Examination:  

 Appendix A: Response to Kent County Council: Closure of Saxon Shore Way (Footpath 
EE42) (Ref: LA04). 

 Appendix B: Response to Joint Councils: Noise and Vibration Management Plan (Ref: 
LA05).  

 Appendix C: Response to Joint Councils: Coverage of Dust Risk Assessment mitigation 
measures in Construction Environmental Management Plan (Ref: LA01). 

1.2.3 Matters raised in the Councils Written Representations are considered in the specific topics 
within Section 7 (The Likely Significant Effects of the Proposed Development) of this 
document. If the same point has been raised in the joint LIR and the Written Representation 
relevant references have both been cited with a single response provided.   

1.2.4 This document makes reference to matters which are already set out in the DCO application 
documents; documents submitted into Examination of the DCO application at Deadline 2 
and Deadline 3 (including National Grid’s Response to Examining Authority’s First Written 
Questions (Doc 8.2); and the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) between National Grid 
and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6)).  
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1.3 Specific Comments 

1.3.1 Reference to the planning permissions granted by DDC and TDC for the Nemo Link® in 2013 
(paragraph 1.2.2 of the joint LIR) is noted. 

1.3.2 There is an error in paragraph 1.3.3 of the joint LIR. National Grid announced its decision to 
take forward the north corridor option with sub option b as its preferred route corridor in 
November 2013 not November 2014 as stated.  

1.3.3 The consultation activities noted in the ‘Proposed Pylon Route Options’ (Section 1.3 of the 
joint LIR) and the ‘Detailed Design’ (Section 1.4 of the joint LIR) do not reference the 
Statutory Consultation undertaken by National Grid in February 2015.  

1.3.4 In February 2015, National Grid published its proposed route and held a formal consultation 
under Section 42 and 47 of the Planning Act 2008 which ran from 10 February until 27 March 
2015. The core documents that were consulted on were the Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report, an Overview Report, Pylon Design Options Report, the Draft 
Development Consent Order and associated plans. Section 10 and Section 12 of the 
Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) provide further detail on this. 

1.3.5 Apart from the points noted above (paragraph 1.3.2 and paragraph 1.3.3 of this response), 
National Grid considers that the detailed introduction of the joint LIR provides an accurate 
outline of the site description and surroundings; summary of the proposed development; 
proposed pylon route options; and detailed design. 
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2 CONSENTING REGIME – NATIONALLY SIGNIFICANT 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT  

2.1 Overview 

2.1.1 National Grid note the policy framework (paragraph 2.1.1 of the joint LIR) and the relevant 
National Policy Statements (NPS) that relate to the proposed development, namely NPS EN-
1 and NPS EN-5 (paragraph 2.1.2 of the joint LIR). This reflects the agreed policy framework 
cited in SoCG ID 4.24 of the SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) as 
submitted at Deadline 2. 

2.1.2 National Grid also note that paragraph 2.1.4 of the joint LIR considers the principle of the 
proposed development to be acceptable. This accords with the conclusions of the Planning 
Statement (Doc 7.1).  

2.2 Specific Comments 

2.2.1 In the review of Section 2 of the joint LIR (Consenting Regime – Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Project) the wording of paragraph 2.0.3 states:  

“The Secretary of State will then determine whether the application is in accordance with any 
relevant national policy statement unless, and among other matters, whether the adverse 
impact of the development would outweigh its benefits.”  

2.2.2 The use of “among other matters” could be considered somewhat unclear. Section 104 of 
the Planning Act 2008 is clear, it establishes that: 

 In deciding an application the Examining Authority must have regard to: 

o any national policy statement; 

o any local impact report; 

o any matters prescribed in relation to development of the description to which 
the application relates; and 

o any other matters which the Panel or Council thinks are both important and 
relevant to its decision. 

 The Examining Authority must decide the application in accordance with any relevant 
National Policy Statement (NPS), except where a limited number of specific 
circumstances apply. Section 104 provides that the duty would not apply where “the 
adverse impact of the proposed development would outweigh its benefits” (Section 104 
sub-section 7). 

2.2.3 Notwithstanding the points of clarification noted above, National Grid considers that the joint 
LIR provides an appropriate summary of the context for the assessment of a nationally 
significant infrastructure project (NSIP). 
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3 PRE-APPLICATION PROCESS 

3.1.1 National Grid note and agree with paragraph 3.0.1. of the joint LIR that:  

“The Joint Councils have engaged constructively with National Grid throughout the 
development of the project via a Planning Performance Agreement.”  

3.1.2 The Councils have responded to the informal and formal consultation process and have been 
involved in meetings with National Grid (from 2012 – ongoing) as detailed in Section 2 
(Consultation) of the SoCG (Doc 8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2. 

3.1.3 Paragraph 3.0.1. of the joint LIR further notes:  

“National Grid has made positive efforts throughout the process to endeavour to address any 
concerns raised by the Joint Councils and this has greatly assisted with reducing the residual 
impacts that would need to be addressed in order to make the proposal acceptable in 
planning terms.”  

3.1.4 National Grid will continue to actively engage with the Councils during the Examination of 
the DCO application. It is noted that where there are issues still outstanding they have been 
identified in the Council’s separate Written Representations. As aforementioned, points 
raised within a Written Representation by a Council for a particular topic have been 
responded to within Section 7 (The Likely Significant Effects of the Proposed 
Development) of this document. 

3.1 Statement of Common Ground 

3.1.1 As referred to in paragraph 3.1.1 of the joint LIR, the signed version of the SoCG (Doc 8.4.6) 
represents the position between National Grid and the Councils at Deadline 2 (14 July 2016). 
All parties are continuing to review the matters that are still subject to negotiation. The SoCG 
will be reviewed and updated during the Examination to reflect any additional agreement 
achieved and submitted to the Examining Authority (ExA) at the appropriate deadlines. 

3.2 Assessment of Cumulative Effects of Other Projects 

3.2.1 National Grid discussed and agreed a list of projects to be scoped in and out of the 
assessment of cumulative effects as noted in the joint LIR (paragraph 3.2.1). This reflects 
the agreed position cited in SoCG ID 4.31 of the SoCG between National Grid and the 
Councils (Doc 8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2. 

3.2.2 More detail on cumulative effects is provided in Section 7.14 (Cumulative Impacts) of this 
document.  

3.2.3 National Grid has continued to monitor major applications that have been submitted since 
the application for a DCO was submitted to PINS and is aware of the applications listed in 
paragraph 3.2.2 of the joint LIR. 

3.2.4 More detail on major applications is provided in Section 5 (Relevant Development 
Proposals) of this document.  
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4 POLICY CONTEXT 

4.1 National Policy 

4.1.1 As mentioned in paragraph 2.1.1 of this document National Grid and the Councils are 
agreed on the appropriate policy framework, which is confirmed in SoCG ID 4.24 of the 
SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2. 

4.1.2 National Grid agree with paragraph 4.1.2 of the joint LIR that the National Planning Policy 
Framework and Planning Practice Guidance are relevant considerations for the 
assessment of the DCO. This is in line with Section 5.4 and Section 6.4 of the Planning 
Statement (Doc 7.1). 

4.2 Local Planning Policy 

4.2.1 National Grid note the Councils concur with National Grid’s assessment of the proposed 
development against relevant adopted and saved local planning policies as set out in 
Section 7 and Appendix C of the Planning Statement (Doc 7.1). Again, this is confirmed 
in SoCG ID 4.24 of the SoCG (Doc 8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2. 

4.2.2 National Grid considers that Section 4 (read in conjunction with Section 2) of the joint LIR 
provides an appropriate summary of the policy context.  
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5 RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

5.1 Overview 

5.1.1 Section 5 of the joint LIR lists a number of ‘Relevant Development Proposals’ by local 
authority area: 

 DDC: 

o Vigilant Global; and 

o New Line Networks. 

 TDC: 

o Nemo Link; and 

o Manston Airport. 

 CCC: 

o Canterbury North Substation. 

5.2 Specific Comments 

5.2.1 National Grid continues to monitor major applications that have been submitted since the 
DCO was submitted and is aware of the applications listed in Section 5 of the joint LIR: 

 Vigilant Global: This mast application was included in the assessment of cumulative 
effects (Doc 5.2) as noted in paragraph 5.1.2 of the joint LIR. As outlined in paragraph 
5.1.5 of the joint LIR, National Grid submitted a holding objection to this application to 
DDC.  National Grid is in discussion with Vigilant Global and is reviewing the additional 
information requested by and provided to DDC.   

 New Line Networks: National Grid note the Communication Mast application site 
proposes to use an access track to connect the proposed development with Richborough 
Road. This access track is included within the Order limits of the Richborough Connection 
project to facilitate access to construct and remove a temporary bridge over the River 
Stour, approximately 1km north of the Communication Mast application site, and for the 
maintenance of the overhead line. On review of the Communication Mast application 
material and following discussions with New Line Networks, National Grid does not 
envisage that the proposed works and/or use of the access track by either party would 
prevent access during the construction and operational phases of either project.  This 
mast application was not included in the assessment of cumulative effects. Information 
relating to the proposals was not in the public domain at the time the cumulative 
assessment was undertaken. 

 Nemo Link: The new 400kV substation and converter station was included in the 
assessment of cumulative effects (Doc 5.2).  

 Manston Airport: The position set out in the joint LIR is that which is agreed with TDC 
with regards to the former Manston Airport. As cited in paragraph 5.2.8 of the joint LIR: 
“National Grid and TDC agree that the Richborough Connection project would have no 
impact on the potential future use of the former Manston Airport site.” This is a matter 
agreed (SoCG ID 4.29.1) in the SoCG (Doc 8.4.6).  This application was not included in 
the assessment of cumulative effects.  

 Canterbury North Substation: The lawful development certificate for substation 
infrastructure, electrical reinforcement works and associated upgrades to secure 
operational areas was submitted on 16 June 2016.  This was included in the assessment 
of cumulative effects (Doc 5.2). 

5.2.2 As outlined above, due consideration has been given to other major developments in the 
wider area of the Richborough Connection project.  
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6 NEEDS AND BENEFITS 

6.1.1 As noted in paragraph 2.1.3 of the joint LIR:  

“EN-5 is the technology-specific NPS for electricity networks and overhead lines, and sets 
out that PINS should start its assessment of applications for DCOs covered by EN-5 on the 
basis that need has been demonstrated.” 

6.1.2 The Councils and National Grid are in agreement on this matter.  

6.1.3 Paragraph 6.0.4 states that : 

“The proposed Richborough Connection project will provide the necessary infrastructure and 
connect to the Nemo Link to facilitate the onward transmission of electricity across the wider 
network.” 

6.1.4 As detailed in the Need Case (Doc 7.3) there is no National Grid high voltage transmission 
network in the Richborough area. Therefore in order to provide a transmission connection, 
new transmission infrastructure is required between Richborough and the existing National 
Grid high voltage transmission network. 
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7 THE LIKELY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT 

7.1 Overview 

7.1.1 The Councils in the preparation of the joint LIR considered the following topics, which largely 
correspond with the structure of the Environmental Statement (Doc 5.2): 

 Landscape and Visual Impacts; 

 Historic Environment; 

 Archaeology; 

 Biodiversity; 

 Highway Impacts; 

 Public Rights of Way; 

 Noise and Vibration; 

 Air Quality; 

 Water Environment; 

 Waste Management; 

 Geology, Soils and agricultural land; 

 Socio-economic impacts; and 

 Cumulative Effects. 

7.1.2 This section of the document will consider any points raised against the topics referred to in 
both the LIR and the Written Representations. For each topic where there is a need for a 
detailed response to issues raised, a table has been provided to capture: 

 Reference for the joint LIR / Written Representation;  

 Specific issue raised;  

 Text from the joint LIR / Written Representation; and  

 National Grid’s response.  
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7.2 Landscape and Visual Impacts 

Overview  

7.2.1 There are a number of landscape and visual matters agreed between the Councils and 
National Grid. This is set out in the SoCG at Table 4.1 (Doc 8.4.6).  Some principal matters 
remain outstanding and they are set out at Table 5.1 within the SoCG.   

Specific Comments  

7.2.2 A number of specific issues have been identified within the joint LIR, Written Representations 
and within the Councils responses to written questions, submitted at Deadline 2.   

7.2.3 Kent County Council’s response to the first set of written questions for Q1.7.1 sets out a 
number of issues in detail relating to Landscape and Visual Impacts.  National Grid has 
prepared a separate response on the KCC response to Q1.7.1, and this is submitted 
alongside this document at Deadline 3 (Doc 8.15).  Cross references to relevant responses 
and submission documents are provided where appropriate.  

7.2.4 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 1 Landscape and Visual 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.1.1 Loss of hedgerows and 
woodland 

There would be direct loss of hedgerows and woodland 
(including the loss of an area of ancient woodland at 
Kemberland Wood). 

The effects on woodlands, in particular ancient 
woodlands, have been important considerations in the 
development and refinement of the Richborough 
Connection project. Wherever possible the proposed 
development has sought to minimise landscape effects 
including vegetation removal. An assessment of the 
impacts on the woodlands is presented in Chapter 6 of 
the ES (Doc 5.2) and the Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment (AIA) (Doc 5.4.3I).  

It is not correct to say that there would be a direct loss 
of ancient woodland at Kemberland Wood. There will 
be no loss of ancient woodland and no reduction in the 
amount or change in the distribution of ancient 
woodland as a result of the proposed development. No 
ancient woodland will cease to be woodland and no 
ancient woodland will be affected in such a way that it 
would no longer be classed as ancient.  

Kemberland Wood is one of two locations where new 
overhead line conductors (wires) would oversail ancient 
woodland. To allow for these works, areas of woodland 
would be managed as outlined in the AIA (Doc 5.4.3I). 
This would ensure that National Grid’s statutory safety 
clearance for overhead lines is achieved, whilst 
connectivity would be maintained throughout, with no 
overall loss of the woodland habitat, fragmentation, or 
significant effects on qualifying interest species. This 
has been described further in National Grid’s response 
to Written Question 1.2.31 (Doc 8.2). 

LIR 7.1.2 Visual Impact There would be adverse visual impacts on the Saxon 
Shore Way long distance footpath particularly where 
the proposed overhead line crosses over the footpath 

The landscape and visual assessment (Doc 5.2) 
acknowledges that there would be adverse visual 
effects on the Saxon Shore Way, particularly where the 
proposed overhead line crosses over the footpath. 

The Saxon Shore Way is a long distance footpath which 
passes along the boundary of Sections B and C and 
through Section D of the proposed development. The 
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Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

assessment of visual effects on the Saxon Shore Way 
is described in Chapter 7 of the ES (Doc 5.2) and in the 
visual impact assessment tables (Doc 5.2.7C(A)).  

It is acknowledged that the greatest level of effects will 
arise where the proposed overhead line oversails the 
footpath as described at paragraph 7.12.14 (within 
Section B/C) and at paragraph 7.12.26 (within Section 
D) where the visual effects are identified as being 
moderately adverse and significant.   

LIR 7.1.2 Landscape and Visual 
Impact 

The Ash Levels is also the location where a section of 
the PY route would run parallel with the 400kV 
overhead line creating a wider corridor of adverse 
visual and landscape impact. 

The proposed 400kV overhead line would be 
introduced into Section D on an alignment parallel with 
the retained 132kV PY route thus minimising effects on 
the landscape character by being aligned on the most 
direct route across the Ash Level and avoiding the 
introduction of an overhead line into a different area of 
the landscape. 

The distance between the existing PX and PY routes is 
approximately 30m. The distance between the 400kV 
overhead line and the PY (existing 132kV line to be 
retained) route would be approximately 70m. This is the 
minimum safe distance between these overhead lines. 
Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposed 
development will occupy a wider corridor in the 
landscape, in the context of it being a wide open 
landscape this greater separation is not considered to 
be a significant change.  

The proposed 400kV low height lattice pylons are 
approximately 10m taller than the 132kV pylons and the 
extent of visibility therefore will be slightly greater. The 
assessment of visual effects has taken account of this 
height difference.  It has also taken into account the 
greater span length between pylons which results in 
fewer 400kV pylons being required across the Ash 
Level than for the existing 132kV overhead line. 
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Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.1.3 Landscape and Visual 
Impact 

Landscape and visual impact matters, that are 
considered to be still outstanding and agreed, are set 
out in a SoCG between National Grid and the Councils 
(Document 8.4.6) and will be further clarified in the 
Written Representations. 

As set out in the SoCG between National Grid and the 
Councils, SoCG ID 5.2.1 (Doc 8.4.6) states that:  

National Grid acknowledges KCC’s opposition to the 
RCP and acknowledges that the Council wishes to see 
underground cables rather than pylons along the route 
to minimise the visual impact of the scheme.  KCC 
maintains its objection and this matter is not agreed.   

As set out in the SoCG between National Grid and the 
Councils, SoCG ID 5.2.2 (Doc 8.4.6) states that:  

National Grid acknowledges DDC’s request for visual 
assessment from Sandwich Church Tower - Refer to 
DCC Written Representation Item 1.6, within this Table. 

KCC Written 
Representation 

Landscape and Visual 
Impact 

The County Council raises concerns regarding the 
accuracy of National Grid’s Landscape and visual 
impact assessment.  Whilst the methodology has been 
agreed it has not been applied in a transparent manner 
and the underlying reasoning and professional 
judgement behind the assessment is often unclear. 

As the adverse landscape and visual effects have been 
under-reported and cannot be effectively mitigated, it is 
recommended that further consideration is given to the 
undergrounding of the connection. 

These issues are raised in further detail in KCC’s 
response to PINS first round written questions, 
particularly at Q1.7.1. National Grid has prepared a 
detailed response to all of KCC concerns, which is 
submitted at Deadline 3 (Doc 8.15).   

DDC Written 
Representation 
Item 1.4 and 
Item 1.5 

Landscape and Visual 
Impact 

DDC is concerned regarding the visual effects arising 
from the ‘Diamond Crossing’ south of Monkton.  DDC 
refers to the unfortunate massing of structures when 
viewed from the Saxon Shore Way, 1km to the south.  
DDC refers to draft photomontage VP33 (March 2016) 
and considers that the significance of effect has been 
underestimated and should be major adverse during 
the construction period, due to construction activities 
and vehicular movements. 

The view from the Saxon Shore Way south of Monkton 
has been assessed in accordance with the 
methodology and is presented in the visual impact 
assessment tables (receptor ref C1.F6 and D1.F3, Doc 
5.4.7C(A) submitted at Deadline 2).  

The additional photomontage VP33 submitted at 
Deadline 2 (and which remained unchanged from the 
draft photomontage discussed with the Councils in 
March 2016) is taken from a point on the footpath, as 
requested by the Council.  At this point the footpath is 
1km south of the proposed development.  The 
proposed 400kV overhead line can be seen crossing 
the view and the standard height lattice pylons are 
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Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

visible, predominantly against the sky. The lower parts 
are backgrounded by the Thanet Ridge. The permanent 
diversion of the PY route on low height lattice pylons 
and the temporary diversion of the PX route on wooden 
poles whilst evident, would not be visually prominent 
due to backgrounding and the distance of the view. The 
movement of construction vehicles along haul roads 
would be evident but again not prominent activities in 
the view.  

National Grid concluded that due to the distance of 
view, the relatively small proportion of the view altered, 
predominantly by the presence of larger pylons in a 
landscape where pylons are already a feature, the 
magnitude of effect would be low and the overall 
significance would be minor and adverse. National Grid 
considers this assessment is valid and that the view 
shown in Photomontage VP33 concurs with this 
assessment. 

DCC Written 
Representation 
Item 1.6 

Landscape and Visual 
Impact 

DDC has requested that Applicant provides a further 
potential viewpoint for assessment, from the top of 
Sandwich Church Tower (see SoCG, Document 8.4.6, 
Section 5.2.2).  

National Grid has agreed with DDC that once access to 
the church tower is possible (i.e. once the access work 
is complete, most likely in August 2016), the view will 
be assessed and further discussion will take place 
between DDC and National Grid as to whether a 
photomontage would be valuable.   

This is set out in the SoCG between National Grid and 
the Councils, SoCG ID 5.2.2 (Doc 8.4.6). 

Canterbury City 
Council Written 
Representation 
Item 1.2 

Landscape CCC makes reference to the loss of a small area of 
ancient woodland through Kemberland Wood. 

Please see National Grid’s response to LIR 7.1.1 in 
Table 1 of this document. 
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7.3 Historic Environment 

Overview  

7.3.1 There are no matters outstanding between National Grid and the Councils relating to the 
Historic Environment, confirmed in the SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 
8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2. 

Specific Comments  

7.3.2 National Grid notes the Councils agreement of the assessment of indirect effects on the 
Canterbury World Heritage Site.  

7.3.3 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 2 Historic Environment 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.2.2 Change to settings of 
designated heritage 
assets 

KCC and CCC consider that whilst the provision of new 
pylons would not have a significant impact on the World 
Heritage Site, the impact on other heritage assets must 
be more fully assessed against the verified 
photomontage surveys accompanying the ES 
(Document 5.2 [APP-029] and [APP-030]) and the Draft 
DCO (Document 2.1 [APP-006]) and any future 
photomontages requested by the Examination Panel. 

The Councils agreement to the assessment of effects 
on the Canterbury World Heritage Site is noted. 

Visualisations were submitted within the Environmental 
Statement (ES), and are contained in Doc 5.3.7 
Subsequently, additional photomontages requested by 
the Examining Authority (ExA) were submitted as Doc 
8.9 at Deadline 2. 

Historic England guidance (Historic England 2015, 
GPA3 The Setting of Heritage Assets) and the NPS do 
not support the assessment of visual change alone, but 
require the perceptual change in setting to be 
considered in terms of how that change affects the 
heritage interests and significance of the asset. 
Consequently, visibility of the proposed development 
illustrated in these photomontages must be understood 
in the context of the discussion of the contribution of the 
setting of the relevant heritage assets to their heritage 
significance. 

The photomontage visualisations submitted can be 
divided into a number of categories: 

 those which are illustrative of views to or from 
a heritage asset and which are directly relevant 
to the assessment of effects arising from 
change in the settings of heritage assets – this 
category can also include visualisations which 
illustrate the absence of visibility of a heritage 
asset or the proposed development; 

 those which are illustrative of views from close 
to a heritage asset and have some relevance 
to the assessment if used with care; and 

 those which are not pertinent to the 
assessment of change in the setting of heritage 
assets.  
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Photomontage visualisations which are directly 
relevant to the assessment comprise: 

 VPA2 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.2) illustrates 
distant visibility of pylons from a peripheral part 
of Fordwich conservation area (asset scoped 
out at scoping: Doc 5.4.8C, Table 2.1 p. 34) in 
view in which buildings which contribute to the 
character and significance of the conservation 
area cannot be readily observed and in which 
pylons are already visible. This visibility does 
not affect the significance or character of the 
conservation area. 

 VPA3 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.3) is illustrative of 
visibility of pylons from a peripheral part of the 
Sturry conservation area (asset considered in 
ES: Doc 5.2, paragraphs 8.10.21-39) in which 
buildings which contribute to the character and 
significance of the conservation area cannot be 
readily observed and in which pylons are 
already visible. The proposed pylons would be 
discernibly closer and larger than existing. This 
effect is discussed in the ES at Doc 5.2, 
paragraph 8.10.30. 

 VPA4 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.4) is illustrative of 
views to the north from Pope’s Lane, Sturry. 
The roof and chimneys of Sweech Farmhouse 
(asset scoped out of the assessment following 
publication of the Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report: Doc 5.4.8C, Table 2.1 
p.32) are barely visible above the screening 
planting to the south. Any beneficial effect of 
the removal of the PX overhead line would be 
marginal.  

 VPA10 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.10) is illustrative 
of visibility of the proposed PC overhead line in 
views north from Hoath Road towards Tile 
Lodge (assets considered in the ES at Doc 5.2, 



  Richborough Connection Project 

  21  

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

paragraphs 8.10.40-62). In the absence of 
foliage, Tile Lodge Farmhouse and the Oast 
House are visible below the horizon as part of 
a larger group of farm buildings. This visibility 
would, however, be all but precluded when 
trees are in leaf and would be significantly 
reduced when the proposed mitigation planting 
is in place. This viewpoint and its contribution 
to the overall effect on the significance of the 
asset was discussed in the ES at Doc 5.2, 
paragraph 8.10.56. 

 VPB3 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.13) looks towards 
Chislet Park (asset considered in the ES at 
Doc 5.2, paragraphs 8.10.63-76) which is 
entirely screened by intervening trees.  

 VPB5 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.15), VP41 (Doc 
8.9) and VP42 (Doc 8.9) illustrate views north 
towards Chislet (assets considered in the ES at 
Doc 5.2, paragraphs 8.10.77-102). The 
proposed pylons would be present in the view 
with slightly greater prominence than the 
existing PX overhead line, but would not 
appear in views in which the existing line is not 
present. The distant visibility of St Mary’s, 
Chislet and its contribution to the significance 
of the asset is discussed at Doc 5.2, 
paragraph 8.10.93 and in the response to 
Written Question 1.6.12. 

 VPB8 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.18) looks toward 
Wall End Farmhouse (asset considered in the 
ES at Doc 5.2, paragraphs 8.10.103-114) 
which is entirely screened by trees. 

 VPC3 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.21) and VPC4 
(Doc 5.3, Figure 7.9.22) are representative of 
glimpsed and variously filtered distant views of 
Sarre Mill (asset considered in the ES at Doc 
5.2, paragraphs 8.10.115-135) from the 
marshes. These views and their contribution to 
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the overall magnitude of change in the setting 
of the asset are discussed at Doc 5.2 
paragraph 8.10.130. 

 VPC5 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.23) is illustrative 
of views from Sarre Anglo-Saxon Cemetery 
and Tollgate Cottage to the south. These views 
and their contribution to the overall magnitude 
of change in the setting of the assets are 
discussed at Doc 5.2 paragraph 8.10.129 
(Tollgate Cottage) and Doc 5.2, paragraph 
8.10.144 (Sarre Anglo-Saxon Cemetery) 

 VPC6 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.24) illustrates a 
view towards the listed buildings at Gore Street 
(assets considered in the ES at Doc 5.2, 
paragraphs 8.10.150-166). The west elevation 
of Gore Street Cottages is visible, but heavily 
filtered by the shelter planting. Other 
designated structures at Gore Street are 
entirely screened by adjacent buildings and 
planting.  The proposed PC overhead line 
pylons visible in this view are at a sufficient 
separation from Gore Street Cottages for no 
adverse change to arise in the significance of 
these assets. 

 VPD2 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.27) illustrates 
views on the approach to Monkton (assets 
considered in the ES at Doc 5.2, paragraphs 
8.10.182-195) from the north along Willetts Hill, 
in which pylons are visible against the horizon 
behind the distinctive roofline of Parsonage 
Oast. This viewpoint and its contribution toward 
the overall magnitude of change in the setting 
of Parsonage Oasts is discussed at Doc 5.2, 
paragraph 8.10.190. 

 VPD4 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.29) and VP46 
(Doc 8.9) are illustrative of views along the 
proposed overhead line across the Ash Level. 
Richborough Castle (asset considered in the 
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ES at Doc 5.2, paragraphs 210-226) is barely 
visible as a distant background element, low on 
the horizon and partly screened by intervening 
planting. Views to Richborough Castle in this 
view are through the existing PX and PY 132kV 
overhead lines, and the replacement of the PX 
line with larger, but fewer pylons would not give 
rise to any change to the significance of the 
asset. 

 VPD5 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.30) is illustrative 
of views across the Ash Level from 
Richborough. The spire of St Mary, Minster 
(asset considered in the ES at Doc 5.2, 
paragraphs 196-209) is barely visible as a 
very distant background feature and does not 
break the horizon. The proposed low-height 
pylons would appear with equivalent 
prominence to the existing 132kV pylons. 
These views and their contribution to the 
overall magnitude of change in the setting of 
the Church of St Mary are discussed at Doc 
5.2, paragraph 8.10.202. 

 VPD6 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.31) is illustrative 
of views from Richborough Castle (asset 
considered in the ES assessment at Doc 5.2, 
paragraphs 210-226). These views and their 
contribution to the overall magnitude of change 
in the setting of Richborough Castle are 
discussed in the ES at Doc 5.2, paragraphs 
8.10.220-223. 

 VP39 (Doc 8.9) is illustrative of passing views 
of Tile Lodge Farm (assets considered in the 
ES at Doc 5.2, paragraphs 8.10.40-62) from 
Hoath Road. This view and its effect on the 
overall magnitude of change in the setting of 
these assets is discussed in the ES at Doc 5.2, 
paragraphs 8.10.43 and 8.10.50. 
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 VP40 (Doc 8.9) is illustrative of views south 
and east from the churchyard of St Mary, 
Chislet. These views and their effect on the 
overall magnitude of change in the setting of 
these assets is discussed at Doc 5.2, 
paragraph 8.10.88. 

Photomontages which are representative of views 
close to designated heritage assets considered within 
the assessment comprise:  

 VPA5 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.5), VPA6 (Doc 
5.3.7, Figure 7.9.6), VP37 (Doc 8.9) and VP38 
(Doc 8.9) are representative of views to the 
west, north west and north of Broad Oak. 
These views are taken from outwith the 
settlement and do not represent the screening 
provided by buildings, garden and hedgerow 
planting that are present in views from within 
the settlement.  

 VPA9 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.9) is illustrative of 
views along the proposed PC overhead line 
from Hoath Road south of Tile Lodge. 

 VPB2 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.12) is illustrative 
of view from north of Chislet Park, but is taken 
from a point approximately 200m closer to the 
proposed overhead line and beyond the area 
screened by intervening buildings and planting 
so is not representative of the views from the 
asset which would be precluded by planting 
and intervening farm buildings (Doc 5.2, 
paragraph 8.10.71). 

 VPB6 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.16) is illustrative 
of views along the proposed PC overhead line 
south of Hollow Street conservation area. 

 VPB7 (Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.17) and VPC1 
(Doc 5.3.7, Figure 7.9.19) are illustrative of 
views from outside the Chislet and Chitty 
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conservation area looking south towards the 
proposed PC overhead line. These views do 
not represent the screening from hedgerow 
planting and buildings within the conservation 
area and are discussed in the ES at Doc 5.2, 
paragraphs 8.10.91 and 8.10.92. 

Other photomontage visualisations submitted with the 
ES or at the request of the ExA are not pertinent to the 
assessment and have not been considered further. 
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7.4 Archaeology 

Overview  

7.4.1 There are no matters outstanding between National Grid and the Councils relating to 
Archaeology, as confirmed in the SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) 
submitted for Deadline 2. 

7.4.2 National Grid note the Councils agreement with the conclusions of the assessment of direct 
effects on archaeological heritage assets.  

Specific Comments  

7.4.3 The Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation (Doc 5.4.3F(A)) is agreed with the 
Councils and was submitted to the Examination at Deadline 2. 

7.4.4 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 3 Archaeology 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.3.2 Archaeological Matters The proposed development is located within a rich 
archaeological landscape. The scheme does have 
archaeological impacts arising from pylon foundations, 
work areas and access roads, as well as a potential to 
impact on unknown archaeological remains, however 
these are of a nature that can be dealt with through 
either slight adjustment during detailed design or 
through programmes of archaeological investigation 
and monitoring. 

Procedures for mitigation of disturbance to 
archaeological features are set out in the 
Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation 
(Doc 5.3.4F(A)) in line with Requirement 5(2) of the 
Draft DCO.  

The rationale for the specific mitigation proposed for 
particular locations and operations is set out at Section 
4.1 of the Archaeological Written Scheme of 
Investigation (Doc 5.4.3F(A)) 

LIR 7.3.3 Archaeological mitigation An outline Written Scheme of Investigation was 
included in the ES submission (Document 5.2 [APP-
029]). KCC and CCC’s archaeologists have been 
involved in the development of this document and the 
approach to mitigating the archaeology on the scheme. 
The final version of the WSI has been agreed by KCC 
and CCC’s archaeologists as of June 2016. 

The Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation 
(Doc 5.4.3F(A)) was submitted at Deadline 2. The 
Archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation is 
agreed with the Councils.  
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7.5 Biodiversity 

Overview  

7.5.1 This section of the document considers responses received in the joint LIR and Written 
Representations submitted by the Councils relating to biodiversity.  

7.5.2 There is only one matter relating to biodiversity that is outstanding in the SoCG between 
National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2. 

Specific Comments 

7.5.3 Responses received in relation to biodiversity represent a small number of additional queries 
on specific points of detail.  

7.5.4 The specific points raised in relation to biodiversity can be summarised as follows:  

 Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment; 

 Cumulative impacts; 

 Short term impacts and consideration of water voles; 

 Culverts and impact on water vole habitat; 

 Long-term methods of maintenance of safety clearance zones; 

 Sharing of survey data with Kent and Medway Biological Records Centre and  
ecological monitoring reports with the County Ecologist; and  

 Landscape Habitat and Enhancement Scheme.  

7.5.5 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 4 Biodiversity 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

7.4.1, bullet 1 Guidelines for Ecological 
Impact Assessment 

It is reported in paragraph 9.8.1 within the submitted 
Evaluation of Receptors (Volume 5, Document 5.4.9A 
[APP-086]) that the ecological assessment method is 
based on the ‘industry standard’ Guidelines for 
Ecological Impact Assessment (2006). These have now 
been superseded with a second edition, published in 
January 2016. Whilst the Joint Councils consider that 
the second edition is not likely to result in significant 
changes to the submitted assessment, it is 
recommended that assurance is sought regarding the 
review of the method and outcomes of the assessment 
with reference to the Guidelines for Ecological Impact 
Assessment, 2nd edition (2016). 

Please see response to ExA question Written Question 
1.2.25. See summary below. 

Both versions of the CIEEM guidance provide an 
evidence-based assessment of the potential likely 
significant effects on receptors. This is a core tenet of 
the guidance(s) (and also of the assessment provided 
in Doc 5.2, Chapter 9), as the alternative is a 
prescriptive template and methodology that could steer 
assessment conclusions towards subjective value-
based judgements.  

It is National Grid’s view that the evidence-based 
assessment of effects on biodiversity provided within 
the Environmental Statement (ES) remains valid, with 
no changes in conclusions following the issue of CIEEM 
2016. 

7.4.1, bullet 2 Cumulative impacts With regard to the consideration of cumulative impacts, 
the assessment, taking into account the Sturry Broad 
Oak Masterplan, concludes no cumulative effect on 
West Blean and Thornden Woods Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI). The assessment does not 
appear to have considered whether the proposed works 
associated with the Richborough Connection project 
could provide greater opportunities for public access 
(whether official or unofficial) that with the increase in 
residential development planned for the Sturry Broad 
Oak area could be detrimental to the SSSI. 

There is no official public access in the area of Lynne 
Wood affected by the Richborough Connection project. 
Some evidence of trespass was seen during the 
baseline surveys, however, any notable detrimental 
effects on the condition of the woodland are considered 
to be due to lack of management above other factors 
(Doc 5.2, Chapter 9, paragraph 9.12.5).  As described 
in the CEMP (Doc 5.4.3C(A) paragraph 3.5.1) and 
secured through the DCO Doc 2.1(A), requirement 5, 
the public would be excluded from areas of works 
during the construction phase and during any periods 
of maintenance and refurbishment for reasons of health 
and safety.   

The current woodland structure, with a dominance of 
high canopy allows for the public to (unofficially) access 
at present. The coppicing works proposed to allow the 
works to take place and for operational safety clearance 
thereafter, would result in a denser understorey, and 
along with the proposed boundary planting, it is 
considered that such unofficial accessibility would be 
decreased to the public, thus allowing for a more 
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secluded area for the constituent flora and fauna. 
Consequently, since there was no official public access 
to assess, the greater opportunity for (unofficial) public 
access was not assessed as a likely impact in the 
cumulative assessment as there were no grounds to 
consider it any more likely than at present, and if 
anything, those impacts would lessen due to the 
change in woodland structure in the areas affected by 
the proposed development. 

7.4.1, bullet 3 Short term impacts / water 
voles 

The timescales for construction are not clearly 
considered, with conclusions of ‘short-term’ impacts 
provided throughout much of the assessment. While 
justification for short-term impacts being assessed as 
not significant is provided, it is questioned whether 
there has been sufficient consideration of this in relation 
to the potential impacts to water voles, particularly 
within the Ash Level and Richborough Pasture Local 
Wildlife Site. 

The construction period is short term, and since most 
of the changes in baseline for receptors are associated 
with that phase and do not go beyond it, they are 
consequently concluded as such. As recognised in the 
query, a full justification is provided as to why those 
effects are not significant. This justification is based on 
the guidelines for assessment of change magnitude, 
detailed in the biodiversity assessment (Doc 5.2, 
Chapter 9, Section 9.8.7-9.8.13).  In this section it 
describes the terms ‘integrity’ and ‘conservation status’. 
For habitat areas and species (populations), an effect 
is assessed as being significant if the favourable 
conservation status of a receptor would be changed by 
the proposed development in the long term; where we 
have concluded non-significant effects, it is as the level 
of those changes are assessed as being short term for 
that receptor.   

In the case of water voles, as recognised in the query, 
and as per the ES section 9.35, changes to the 
baseline and thus effects on water voles are short term 
and linked directly to the construction phase.  

As detailed in paragraph 9.35.11 of the ES, the 
greatest effects on water vole populations would be 
from construction and removal of accesses where they 
cross watercourses. All water course crossings 
installed for construction are temporary and would be 
removed by the end of the construction phase.  
Additionally where water vole have been confirmed in 
ditches a short span bridge is to be installed at that 
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location avoiding any in channel and bankside works in 
habitat known to support water vole. Culverts would 
only be installed where water vole have not been 
confirmed but would include a mammal ledge or pipe 
for connectivity. 

On completion of works, all culverts and bridges (apart 
from those that were present prior to the start of the 
development) would be removed and ditches would be 
reinstated allowing all in-channel vegetation to fully re-
establish, in order to aid regeneration any damaged 
habitat would be over seeded with an appropriate 
native riparian species mix.  

As culverting would be avoided in water vole habitat 
and bridges are temporary, there would be no medium 
to long term water vole habitat loss and impacts are 
assessed as short term. 

7.4.2 Culverts / water vole 
habitat 

The Joint Councils support the approach to avoiding 
culverts at locations in which water vole activity is 
recorded during the pre-commencement surveys. 
However, while this approach will avoid direct impacts, 
and the use of mammal ledges within the culverts will 
ensure connectivity during operation, the assessment 
does not appear to consider the extent to which the use 
of culverts could reduce the amount of potential water 
vole habitat available in the local area (whether for 
foraging or burrowing). Therefore, further details of the 
timing and duration of the works, would help to inform 
these conclusions. 

As detailed in paragraph 9.35.12 of the ES, prior to 
works commencing at a water course crossing location, 
a pre-works verification water vole survey would be 
carried out in order to identify any signs of water vole 
activity.  Any signs of water vole within the proposed 
works footprint would require a short span bridge to be 
installed at that location avoiding any in channel works 
in habitat known to support water vole. Therefore no 
culverts would be installed in confirmed water vole 
habitat, resulting in no loss of confirmed water vole 
foraging or burrowing habitat.  

Water course crossings are proposed in 38 ditches with 
‘potential’ to support water vole. The final schedule of 
whether a crossing will be a bridge or a culvert would 
be decided prior to construction, as a worst case 
scenario if all 38 crossings were culverted a total of 
418m of ‘potential’ water vole habitat would be 
temporarily unavailable for foraging or burrowing 
(indicative culvert designs detail the total culvert 
footprint (culvert and header walls) would vary between 
7-11m in length, a worst case assessment of 11m has 
been taken for this calculation).  
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An approximate total of 5871m of ditch habitat has been 
identified with the ‘potential’ to support water vole and 
3453m with confirmed water vole presence within the 
Order Limits. Large areas of suitable connected ditch 
habitat is also available outside the Order limits, 
therefore the temporary loss of 418m (spread out over 
38 crossing locations) of ditch habitat where water vole 
are not currently present is not assessed to be 
significant with regard to a reduction in foraging or 
burrowing habitat for water vole. 

7.4.3 Ecological mitigation The Joint Councils are satisfied with the approach to 
ecological mitigation, with embedded environmental 
measures delivered through method statements, 
alongside bespoke measures according to the potential 
for ecological impacts to arise in relation to each pylon 
and associated works. This provides clarity to 
contractors and ensures that ecological expertise is 
appropriately used. 

Noted. 

7.4.6 Long-term methods of 
maintenance of safety 
clearance zones  

In terms of woodland areas, it is questioned whether the 
submission incorporates a means through which the 
long-term methods of maintenance of safety clearance 
zones during operation of the proposed development 
can be adequately informed by the ecological survey 
and monitoring data. 

The Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS) (Doc 
5.4.3E(A)) submitted at Deadline 3, Paragraph 1.4.5, 
secured through the DCO (Doc 2.1(A)) requirement 5, 
details that it has been produced to support relevant 
activities associated with construction and where 
relevant, operation. All maintenance works would be 
subject to pre verification surveys if required and 
embedded environmental measures appropriate to the 
receptors, legislation and best practice prevalent at the 
time of works to ensure that no significant effects or 
legal breaches occur.   

Where those maintenance works affect the SSSI 
(Lynne Wood), the necessary consent would be 
required from Natural England to carry out required 
maintenance works in areas of the SSSI where 
appropriate; this is an agreed matter with Natural 
England, Doc 8.4.3, SoCG ID 3.5.7. The Details of 
Other Consents and Licences (Doc 7.2(A)) was 
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updated in respect of this matter and submitted at 
Deadline 2. 

7.4.7 Kent and Medway 
Biological Records Centre 

It is noted that the ecological survey work has been 
undertaken and/or overseen by ecologists who are 
members of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 
Environmental Management. In accordance with good 
practice for members, and the guidelines under which 
the surveys have been undertaken, the Joint Councils 
expect that all of the ecological survey and monitoring 
data will be provided to the Kent and Medway Biological 
Records Centre to improve ecological understanding 
within Kent 

Data gathered during the baseline surveys for the 
project has been submitted to the Kent and Medway 
Biological Records Centre (March 2016).   

Data gathered as a result of surveys during the 
construction phase would also be submitted at 
appropriate junctures during the development (e.g. 
following the survey season for that year where they 
have been undertaken). 

7.4.8 Ecological monitoring 
reports 

It would also be beneficial for the County Ecologist to 
be provided with ecological monitoring reports as this 
information will help to inform future decision-making. 

As per SoCG ID 4.6.11 (Doc 8.4.6) and as a 
requirement of the EPS licences, monitoring will be 
undertaken and those reports may be provided to the 
County Ecologist.   

As per National Grid’s Response to Examining 
Authority’s First Written Questions (Doc 8.2) as set out 
in the response to Written Question 1.2.57, the LPAs 
would also be provided with updated data when a 
baseline change has occurred that warrants an update 
to a method statement. 

7.4.9 Landscape Habitat and 
Enhancement Scheme 

The submission includes a Landscape Habitat and 
Enhancement Scheme (Document 5.8 [APP-123]) that 
contains measures additional to the proposed 
ecological mitigation approaches. It is stated that these 
are not guaranteed as they rely on landowner 
agreement and so do not form an integral part of the 
DCO. It is questioned whether these agreements are 
actively being sought. 

As outlined in National Grid’s response to Written 
Question 1.7.66 (Doc 8.2) as part of the first round of 
written questions, National Grid will seek to deliver the 
measures outlined in the LHES (Doc 5.8) where 
voluntary landowner agreements can be secured. 
National Grid is currently undertaking discussions with 
landowners in respect of the LHES.  

It is National Grid’s aim to secure a signed agreement 
with each landowner before the end of the Examination. 
National Grid would be obliged to use reasonable 
endeavours to implement the LHES through a ‘Delivery 
Scheme’ to be submitted to and approved by the 
relevant local authorities. 
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7.6 Highway Impacts  

Overview  

7.6.1 As noted in the joint LIR (paragraph 7.5.1) there are no matters outstanding relating to 
Highway Impacts as detailed in the Highways and Public Rights of Way (PRoW) SoCG 
between National Grid and KCC (Doc 8.4.5) as submitted at Deadline 2. 

Specific Comments  

7.6.2 In relation to the ‘Sturry Link Road’ (paragraph 7.5.2 of the joint LIR) National Grid note the 
comment provided by KCC (paragraph 7.5.3 of the joint LIR):  

“National Grid and KCC have engaged on an active and constructive basis to ensure that 
the Richborough Connection has no material impact on the design and construction of the 
Relief Road. The SoCG states the final position of KCC, as Local Highway Authority and 
National Grid. In so far as is related to the proposed Richborough Connection, there are no 
outstanding matters which would adversely impact upon the deliverability of the Sturry Relief 
Road.”  

7.6.3 National Grid concur with the statement above.  

7.6.4 National Grid note that KCC is satisfied with the ‘Impact on the Existing Highway Network’ 
(paragraph 7.5.4 of the joint LIR). 
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7.7 Public Rights of Way 

Overview  

7.7.1 Responses received in relation to public rights of way (PRoW) reflect the nature of the 
potential effects as described in the Environmental Statement (Doc 5.2) and the Public 
Rights of Way Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3H(A)).  

7.7.2 No comments were received in relation to the overarching approach taken to the assessment 
of effects on PRoW or the approach to mitigating impacts and paragraph 7.6.1 of the joint 
LIR states: 

“The Joint Councils concur with the impacts and severity levels that have been identified 
within the submitted documents, which in summary, for PRoW are relatively low”.  

Specific Comments  

7.7.3 The responses therefore focus on a number of specific points around the closure and/or 
temporary diversion of certain PRoW to enable construction of the proposed development.  

7.7.4 The specific points raised in the responses can be summarised as follows:  

 Proposed temporary closure of the Saxon Shore Way (PRoW EE42);  

 Potential effects on the condition of the PRoW network; and  

 PRoW management.  

7.7.5 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 5 Public Rights of Way 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.6.2 - 7.6.4 

 

KCC Written 
Representation 

Saxon Shore Way  LIR 7.6.2 – 7.6.4 

The closure that is of greatest concern is the long term 
closure of PRoW EE42. It is argued by KCC and DCC 
that the potential impact is greater than identified in the 
ES.  

PROW EE42 which is part of a national route, falls 
within part of the proposed Order limits and during 
construction part of this route is identified for closures / 
diversions potentially extending up to 12 weeks (see 
table 3H.3.1 in the Public Rights of Way Management 
Plan, Document 5.4.3H [APP-069]). The table identifies 
the route of the diversions, and the Draft DCO 
(Document 2.1 [APP-006]) Plan submitted in Volume 4 
(Document 4.7 Access, Rights of Way and Public 
Rights of Way) includes the details of the proposed 
diversions and schedule 7 of the Draft DCO (Document 
2.1) identifies the extent of the temporary stopping up 
and the temporary diversion. There is concern that the 
proposed temporary diversion would result in some 
harm to the enjoyment of the PROW network by virtue 
of the potential duration of the temporary diversion of 
the diverted route. 

A briefing note prepared by National Grid clarifies the 
position with regard to the duration of any potential 
closure. In summary, KCC has agreed a ‘hierarchy of 
intervention’ which seeks the minimum impact in the 
first instance during construction and comprises the 
following: signage regarding keeping routes open; 
using local management to hold PROW users for short 
period (e.g. to allow vehicles to pass); using scaffold 
protection over PROW; creating very short diversions 
immediately around works and the temporary closure 
and temp diversion where there is no other option. 
National Grid has identified the likely duration of these 
closures for the majority are only 2 day closures. 

KCC Written Representation 

Paragraph 7.6.4 of the joint LIR makes reference to the 
Briefing Note provided to the Councils by National Grid 
(Ref: LA04, copy provided in Appendix A of this 
document) which sought to clarify the likely duration of 
closures along PRoW EE42 and the proposed 
management of the closures when needed.  

LA04 confirmed that closure of EE42 in the locations 
identified is required for access road construction, 
temporary bridge construction and protective 
scaffolding installation. The section of PRoW will be 
closed for two one-week periods for construction and 
removal. One-day closures will also be needed within 
the 10-12 week construction period for netting erection 
and removal between scaffolding.  

Outside of these closures National Grid’s preferred 
approach is for managed closure, retaining access and 
safety for users.  

During periods of closure, signage will be in place in 
order to allow for continued local use for ‘out and back’ 
trips which will be able to continue along PRoW EE42 
up to the point of closure.  

The proposed diversion route for EE42 utilises the 
nearest available adopted PRoW and is actually shorter 
than the section of the Saxon Shore Way that it 
replaces.  

While National Grid recognise that the proposed 
diversion differs in experience to the Saxon Shore Way, 
it is considered that the short-term nature of the 
closures and the advance warning, working with KCC, 
will not result in a significant effect on users of the 
PRoW network and any perceived harm would be 
limited. 
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KCC considers that the impacts and severity levels for 
Public Rights of Way (PROW) are low. The main impact 
of the project would be the closure and/or temporary 
diversion of PROW during construction. There will be 
the long term closure of PROW EE42 which is part of 
the Saxon Shore Way. Following engagement with 
National Grid, KCC has agreed a ‘hierarchy of 
intervention’ which seeks the minimum impact in the 
first instance during construction. In its Briefing Note 
dated 15 June 2016 National Grid has identified that the 
duration of the majority of closures will not exceed 2 
days. Nonetheless, National Grid’s Environmental 
Statement (Document 5.2 [APP-029 and APP-030]) 
identifies that there will be ‘significant adverse visual 
effects’ from ‘some Public Rights of Way’ along the 
whole route. 

LIR 7.6.6 Impacts on PRoW 
condition 

Any impacts on the surface of the PROW during 
construction should be rectified following construction 
to restore the surface back to the same condition; 
resulting in no long term impacts. However, short term 
impacts may arise during construction, where surfaces 
become damaged through, for example, shared use 
with construction traffic. The ES does not include any 
mitigation measures that will be in place to address 
such situation during construction and therefore it is 
expected that there will be a direct impact on users 
which has not been addressed. As no information has 
been forthcoming from National Grid about how these 
closures will be publicised in advanced and further 
clarification is required from National Grid on this 
important matter. 

The PRoW Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3H(A)) at 
Sections 3.8 and 3.9 includes details of planned pre-
commencement condition surveys and the 
reinstatement of PRoWs following construction.  

All PRoW directly affected by the proposed 
development will be subject to a pre-commencement 
condition survey which will be shared with KCC within 
28 days of its completion (as agreed through Doc 8.4.5 
SoCG KCC Highways/PRoW).  

Schedule 3, Requirement 12 of the Draft DCO (Doc 
2.1(A)) provides for affected PRoWs to be reinstated, 
as a minimum to the same condition as was recorded 
prior to the commencement of construction.  

In the majority of cases, PRoW which are proposed to 
be shared with construction traffic are currently utilised 
by farm or other vehicular traffic and therefore National 
Grid does not envisage any short term effects to an 
extent that would significantly alter the experience of a 
PRoW user. Regular inspections of such PRoW will be 
undertaken and short term damage repaired where 
necessary. During construction National Grid will also 
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operate a Community Relations team and contact 
details will be provided on any signs located along the 
PRoW network (see Section 3.2 of Doc 5.4.3H(A)). 
Concerns around footpath condition can be flagged 
through this facility and National Grid will explore any 
short term reinstatement work where necessary.  

DCC Written 
Representation 
(paragraph 1.7) 

Saxon Shore Way From DDCs perspective, we have already expressed 
our concerns to Applicant about the length of the two 
Saxon Shore Way Public Rights of Way (PROW) 
diversions (Richborough Castle to RWD 75 and Plucks 
Gutter to Grove Ferry) which is illustrated in Document 
4.7 (Access, Rights of Way & Public Navigation Plans - 
Plan B, APP-019). Whilst Officers do fully understand 
that this diversion has followed an existing PROW and 
there is scarcity of potential routes in the immediate 
area, Officers do feel that the length of the route of this 
diversion is still of concern. The PROW diversions will 
also dramatically change the experience of the long 
distance footpath users as they will have to walk along 
Whitehouse Drove and footpaths through pasture, 
arable and orchards which is a totally different 
experience to the Saxon Shore Way. Whilst we 
understand that Kent County Council PROW have 
agreed to the ‘Response to Kent Country Council: 
Closure of Saxon Shore Way (Footpath EE42) (Ref: 
LA04) dated 15th June 2016’, Officers from DDC main 
concern is that whilst it may be a pleasant walking 
environment it will be a totally different experience. 

The Briefing Note (LA04) (copy provided in Appendix 
A of this document) provided to the Councils, included 
further detail in relation to the planned duration of the 
closure and therefore implementation of the proposed 
diversion.  

Closure will be limited to two one-week periods for 
construction and removal and a number of one-day 
closures within the 10-12 week construction period for 
netting erection and removal between scaffolding. 

The proposed diversion utilises the nearest available 
adopted PRoW and is actually shorter that the section 
of the Saxon Shore Way that it replaces.  

Whilst National Grid acknowledges that the experience 
of the proposed diversion will differ from that of PRoW 
EE42 it is not considered that the overall experience of 
the PRoW network will be significantly affected given 
the short duration of closures and advanced warning 
which is planned.  

DCC Written 
Representation 
(Paragraph 1.8) 

PRoW Management Further clarification is also required from the Applicant 
as to how these PROW diversions will be publicised in 
advance of any closures so that potential users of the 
Saxon Shore Way will be made fully aware that they will 
be walking a significant distance from Richborough 
Castle to Pluck Gutter not on Saxon Shore way. It would 
be expected that notification of such closures would 
need to include measures to provide suitable and 
frequent information regarding closures throughout the 
duration of the project so that members of the public are 
kept informed of when routes are closed/diverted and 

Section 3.2 of the PRoW Management Plan (Doc 
5.4.3H(A)) provides details of the proposed approach 
to signage and information where PRoW are 
temporarily closed or subject to diversion.  

The approach proposed has been agreed through the 
SoCG with KCC Highways/PRoW (see SoCG ID 3.1 in 
Doc 8.4.5) and includes a commitment to work with 
KCC to include up to date information on the ‘Explore 
Kent’ website.  
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can plan their journey accordingly. Whilst National Grid 
intend to publish their own information on such 
closures, DDC Officers, together with Kent County 
Council Officers would like to ensure that a mechanism 
that would secure the update of the Kent County 
Council website (including public rights of way 
mapping) and Explore Kent for the duration of the 
project is agreed. It would seem appropriate for such 
measures to be secured through the S106 agreement, 
and is hoped that discussion can continue with the 
Applicant to progress this. 
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7.8 Noise & Vibration  

Overview  

7.8.1 As reflected in the SoCG (Doc 8.4.6), there are a number of noise and vibration topics in the 
joint LIR and Written Representations that are subject to ongoing negotiation with the 
Councils.  

7.8.2 It was agreed with the Councils that a Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP) (Doc 
8.8) would be prepared, secured through the DCO Requirements and submitted during the 
Examination.  

7.8.3 A draft of the NVMP was issued to the Councils on 7 March 2016. A meeting was held on 15 
March 2016 to discuss the draft NVMP following which National Grid updated the draft NVMP 
to address the issues raised. 

7.8.4 A further draft NVMP was issued to the Councils on 13 May 2016 and comments sought 
prior to submission of the NVMP to the Examining Authority. On 23 June 2016 National Grid 
provided a Briefing Note – Response to Council Comments: Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan (Ref: LA05). A copy of this Briefing Note is provided at Appendix B of 
this document.  

Specific Comments  

7.8.5 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 6 Noise & Vibration 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

7.7.1. and 7.7.2 Core Working Hours Concern has been previously raised with National Grid 
in the period leading up to the submission of the project 
about the Core Working hours that have been included 
in the Draft DCO (Document 2.1, Schedule 3, Section 7 
[APP-006]). National Grid have subsequently, 
submitted a draft Noise and Vibration Management 
Plan which has been reviewed by DDC, CCC and TDC 
Environmental Health Officers. 

Whilst the Environmental Health Officers at DDC, CCC 
and TDC do fully appreciate that the project stretches 
over a long distance and there are environmental 
constraints in terms of when construction can take 
place on certain stretches of the route, concerns have 
been expressed regarding the proposed blanket 
working hours. It is generally accepted across the UK 
that the standard hours for noisy works are 8am to 6pm 
Monday – Friday, 8am to 1pm Sat and at no time at all 
on Sundays or Bank Holidays. These hours are 
followed in major projects like HS2 and it is considered 
that the Richborough Connection project should adopt 
a similar approach. 

The Core Working Hours that National Grid is seeking 
for the project are required to deliver the proposed 
development to programme in an efficient and safe 
manner.  The Core Hours that National Grid is seeking 
are as follows: 

 Between 0700 to 1900 Monday to Friday; and  

 Between 0800 and 1700 on Saturdays, 
Sundays and Bank Holidays. 

These are referred to as the “Core Working Hours” for 
this project as per the draft DCO Requirement 7 (Doc 
2.1(A)) and consistent across the draft DCO, NVMP 
(Doc 8.8) and as assessed within the Noise and 
Vibration chapter in the Environmental Statement (ES) 
(Doc 5.2). 

National Grid believes the Core Working Hours are 
required to deliver the project as outlined below: 

 National Grid (as licenced under the Electricity 
Act) has signed a connection agreement with 
Nemo Link which requires the Richborough 
Connection project to be completed and 
operational by Autumn 2018. Engineering 
design work and construction phase 
programming has been undertaken to take on 
board likely seasonal restrictions (adverse 
weather, ground conditions and ecological 
constraints etc.) which will apply in some parts 
of the route. As a result of this there is a need 
to carry out construction activities outside of the 
hours proposed by the Councils Environmental 
Health Officers (EHOs), including Saturday 
afternoons and Sundays in order to meet the 
connection date. 

 It is standard practice across National Grid’s 
overhead transmission line projects to work a 
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six day week (i.e. 12 days on; two days off) so 
generally only every other weekend is worked.  
This then allows the operatives to have a full 
weekend off which gives them time to travel 
home, as some may be from overseas / other 
parts of the country. This would not be 
achievable if they only had one full day off a 
week (e.g. Sunday).  

 The proposed approach is consistent with other 
National Grid Overhead Line DCO projects 
granted to date by the Secretary of State. 

 Due to the nature of the work being outside and 
highly weather dependent, working evenings 
and weekends allows for flexibility and safer 
programming of the work if there is inclement 
weather forecast at other times. Typical 
weather dependant operations such as pylon 
erection with mobile cranes (high winds) or 
piling (ground conditions), pylon erection or 
conductor (wires) installation works (lightning) 
can then be reprogrammed to other times in the 
week when it is safer to undertake them.  

 Also due to the presence of protected species 
that have been identified along certain sections 
of the route (Golden Plover at Richborough or 
Dormice at Canterbury for example) being able 
to work in this manner means that work can be 
finished sooner in these sections reducing the 
impact on these species and avoiding seasonal 
restrictions. This therefore means work can be 
done over a shorter duration thus impacting 
less on these and other protected species 
throughout construction of the project. 

 The Core Working Hours as proposed will allow 
National Grid to minimise the indirect disruption 
to the general public. For example where it is 
necessary to limit road parking due to a 
construction activity, if this can be completed in 
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a shorter amount of time (1 long day for 
example), then the knock on effect is also 
removed. 

 As with all major construction projects there is 
a trade-off between the number of hours that 
can be worked in any one week and the length 
of the construction period. Working outside the 
hours proposed by the LA EHOs in areas with 
no sensitive receptors, will help ensure the 
construction period in any one location is kept 
to a minimum (and therefore minimise the 
period of potential disturbance). 

Due to the location of the majority of works (rural 
agricultural fields), the distance to receptors (Doc 5.4, 
Appendix 11A, Table 11A. 11.1 sets out the distances 
between pylon locations and receptor locations) and 
the transient nature of the works (a linear scheme with 
brief periods of activity at each pylon location i.e. a few 
weeks on around five occasions over the entire 
construction/ removal period) it is not considered that 
there is a need to restrict working hours more generally 
across the project.  Noisier works such as piling during 
construction of the pylons and concrete break-out 
during dismantling of the PX 132 kV overhead line will 
be of relatively short duration.  This is supported by the 
noise assessment undertaken in the ES (Doc 5.2).  

The separation distance between construction 
locations and receptor locations means that vibration 
impacts will be negligible.   

As indicated above it is National Grid’s intention that 
construction works will be carried out on alternate 
weekends to ensure that residents are not exposed to 
construction noise for more than 12 continuous days 
rather than to work 19 consecutive days.  The intention 
is to ensure National Grid only work two weekends out 
of every four. 
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7.7.3 Core Working Hours In the interest of moving this project forward, the 
Environmental Health Officers suggest that a potential 
way forward would be where there are no noise 
sensitive receptors within 500 metres of any 
construction operation, that the hours suggested by 
National Grid are acceptable. Where there are noise 
sensitive receptors within 500 metres of any 
construction operation, the standard (COPA) hours 
must be adhered to. If National Grid wanted to work 
outside of the hours of operation as detailed above, 
these instances can be dealt with via the submission of 
a section 61 application. However, detailed justification 
should be given in advance of such works in order to 
avoid disturbance to the surrounding area and the need 
for enforcement action on behalf of the Joint Councils. 

Table 11.15 in Chapter 11 Noise and Vibration (Doc 
5.2) indicates that at beyond 60m all construction 
activities will be within the daytime noise limit of 
70dB(A). 

Within 170m from any construction works the noise limit 
of 60dB(A) for weekends (Saturday 13:00-19:00 and 
Sunday 07:00-19:00) would be exceeded.  

The predictions in Table 11.15 do not consider any 
mitigation. 

The NVMP (Doc 8.8) places an obligation on the 
contractor to adopt Best Practicable Means (BPM), to 
implement the noise control measures in Section 1.5 of 
the NVMP and to meet the noise limits set out in Table 
1.1 of the NVMP. 

Table 1.3 of the NVMP presents the locations where 
receptors are in close proximity (within 40m) to the 
works and the activities proposed have the potential to 
cause disruption. Table 1.3 presents a worst case by 
considering unmitigated noise levels.   

On the basis of the above National Grid considers that 
there would be no merit for restricting work hours to 
standard Control of Pollution Act hours where 
residential properties are within 500m of construction 
works. 

7.7.4 Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan 

Notwithstanding the above comments, the draft Noise 
and Vibration Management Plan (paragraph 1.5.6 and 
Table 1.3) has identified a number of specific sensitive 
locations in the administration area of CCC where there 
would be restricted working hours. DDC, CCC and TDC 
would like specific reference in the Draft DCO 
(Schedule 3, Section 7, paragraph 7 [APP-006]) to 
explicitly refer to the restricted working hours that are 
contained in the Noise and Vibration Management Plan 
which would go some way to address their concerns 
regarding their concerns regarding blanket construction 
hours as otherwise, in the opinion of DDC, CCC and 

Following the noise assessment undertaken as part of 
the EIA and consultation with the relevant EHOs a 
number of specific sensitive locations have been 
identified where additional restrictions will apply.  These 
locations are where receptors are in close proximity to 
the works and the activities proposed have the potential 
to cause disruption.  Due to the location specific nature 
of these works they cannot be located elsewhere i.e. 
removal of existing PX pylons and access roads to the 
existing public highway.   

Table 1.3 of the NVMP (Doc 8.8) provides a list of these 
activities, relevant receptor, distance from the activity 
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TDC the Draft DCO is ambiguous in terms of the 
construction hours. It is considered that properties in 
the CCC administration area would be most affected 
and this should be an area that the Inspector’s should 
visit. 

and predicted unmitigated noise impact.  In these 
locations these specific works will be confined to the 
Restricted Working Hours (i.e. Monday to Friday 07.00 
to 19.00).  

Where the noise limits set out in Table 1.1 of the NVMP 
are exceeded despite the implementation of BPM the 
specified construction activity will only be undertaken 
within the Restricted Working Hours (i.e. Monday to 
Friday 07.00 to 19.00). 

DDC Written 
Representation  

Paragraph 1.13 

Vibration The Draft Noise and Vibration Management Plan, which 
is currently under discussion, identifies that appropriate 
measures of mitigation are intended to be implemented 
where vibration levels exceed identified levels. Matters 
relating to mitigation have not yet been identified, and it 
is expected that such measures should include 
establishing baseline conditions against which any post 
dismantling/construction stage buildings conditions 
surveys can be undertaken. 

National Grid believes baseline vibration surveys 
(measurements) will serve little or no purpose in 
assessing and considering the vibration impacts from 
construction works, particularly piling. The ES 
assessment suggests significant impacts as a result of 
vibration are unlikely due to the distance between piling 
locations and receptors. In any case, should vibration 
effects arise (or be reported to arise) as a result of 
construction activities they would be considered as 
absolute values (levels defined in the NVMP (Doc 8.8)) 
and would not be considered against baseline vibration 
levels. 

Based on the assessment undertaken as part of the ES, 
ambient vibration is only considered relevant on sites 
adjacent to major roads carrying heavy commercial 
traffic, major rail routes or underground rail systems 
and large industrial machinery. Vibration impacts are 
however considered as absolute values and would not 
be considered against baseline vibration levels. 

The piling locations tend to be distant from any obvious 
vibration sources such as roads and rail. It is also highly 
unlikely that vibrations from road and rail sources would 
mask vibrations from piling. The ES (Doc 5.2) 
paragraph 11.5.5 indicated that no baseline vibration 
surveys have been carried out as there are no obvious 
sources of vibration likely to be significant and that the 
only potential baseline vibration sources may be in 
close proximity to railway lines or on occasion from 
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HGVs where there are notable irregularities in the road 
surface. Construction vibration effects will be managed 
through provisions in the (Doc 5.4.3C(A)) and 
provisions in the Noise and Vibration Management Plan 
(NVMP).The contractor is obliged, by provisions in the 
Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP) to 
implement Best Practicable Means (BPM) to achieve 
the vibration limits set out in Section 1.9, Table 1.5 of 
the NVMP.  The ES has indicated that vibration levels 
are not expected to be significant.   

The construction activities with the greatest potential to 
result in perceived vibration effects at nearby residential 
properties will relate to piling works (pylon 
construction). The ES has assumed worst case and 
considered noise and vibration from impact/ hammer 
piling. In reality, where site conditions allow, continuous 
flight auger (CFA) piles will be the preferred option.  
CFA piling is a method that produces negligible levels 
of vibration. Steel piles will only be installed where this 
is dictated by groundwater and site conditions.  

Table 1.5 of the NVMP sets vibration action levels 
based upon guidance provided in BS 5228- 
2:2009+A1:2014.  Section 1.7 of the NVMP sets out 
the procedures for public notifications and 
communications.  Where complaints are made relating 
to vibration, monitoring will be carried out to establish 
whether vibration levels exceed the criteria in Table 1.5.  
Where vibration levels exceed the action level of 10 
mm.s-1 appropriate mitigation measures will be 
implemented.  The mitigation measures will depend on 
the construction method and plant to be used by the 
contractor. Table 1.2 of the NVMP sets out typical 
mitigation options that will be considered by the 
contractor, depending on the plant and construction 
method used. 
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7.9 Air Quality 

Overview  

7.9.1 There are no matters outstanding relating to air quality in the SoCG between National Grid 
and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2.   

Specific Comments 

7.9.2 Concerns were raised initially by the Councils with regards to the dust mitigation measures 
outlined in the Dust Risk Assessment (Doc 5.4.12A) and where in the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (Doc 5.4.3C(A)) such measures would be 
secured.   

7.9.3 A Briefing Note was issued in response to the local authorities concerns on 9 May 2016 (ref. 
LA01) (copy included at Appendix C of this document) which demonstrates where the 
measures outlined in the Dust Risk Assessment are secured in the CEMP. The CEMP was 
subsequently updated and submitted for Deadline 2 (Doc 5.4.3C(A)). 

7.9.4 The Briefing Note (LA01) has been reviewed and accepted by the Councils (paragraph 7.8.1 
of the joint LIR); the Councils Response to Examining Authority’s First Written Questions; 
and as such this matter is now agreed as confirmed in SoCG ID 4.8.5 (Doc 8.4.6). 
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7.10 Water Environment 

Overview  

7.10.1 There are no matters outstanding relating to the Water Environment in the SoCG between 
National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) as submitted for Deadline 2.  

7.10.2 As set out in paragraph 7.9.4 of the joint LIR from a flood risk management perspective there 
is no objection from the Councils to the proposed route of the network.   

7.10.3 In the Written Representation from KCC it states: “As Lead Local Flood Authority, KCC has 
no objection to the proposed route of the network.”   

Specific Comments  

7.10.4 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 7 Water Environment 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.9.1 Implications for 
watercourses 

It is likely that both the permanent and associated 
temporary works required for the installation of the 
infrastructure will have implications for various 
watercourses along the route. 

Both the permanent and associated temporary works 
required for the installation of the infrastructure, and the 
potential to affect the water environment, have been 
assessed in the ES (Chapter 13, Doc 5.2).   

The environmental measures set out in Table 13.10 of 
the ES and the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3C(A)) would ensure no 
adverse impacts to the various watercourses along the 
route.   

LIR 7.9.2 Consent from the 
Environment Agency 

Any works that will (or has the potential to) affect a 
designated ‘main river’ will require the prior formal 
written Consent of the Environment Agency (EA). This 
requirement also covers any works that fall within any 
main river’s byelaw margins. In this area, the byelaw 
margins extend to 8m from the banks of any non-tidal 
main river, and 15m where a watercourse is tidally 
influenced. 

The approach to flood risk activity permits is a matter 
agreed in the SoCG with the Environment Agency (Doc 
8.4.1).   

An updated ‘Details of other Consents and Licences 
(Doc 7.2(A)), has been submitted at Deadline 2, which 
lists (at item f): flood risk activity permit(s) from the 
Environment Agency for erecting structures in, under or 
over a main river and for carrying out activities within a 
prescribed distance of a main river or main river flood 
defence structure pursuant to Regulation 12 of the 
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2010, as amended by the Environmental 
Permitting (England and Wales) (Amendment) (No. 2) 
Regulations 2016. 

LIR 7.9.3  

KCC Written 
representation 

Consent from the IDB and 
KCC 

Any works to any non-main river watercourse that lies 
within River Stour (Kent) Internal Drainage Board’s 
administrative boundaries will require their formal 
written Consent. ‘Ordinary watercourses’ are the 
watercourses which are not maintained by the EA or by 
an Internal Drainage Board. In the absence of any 
express agreement to the contrary, maintenance will be 
the responsibility of the riparian owners.   

Irrespective of any planning permission granted, any 
diversion, culvert, weir, dam, or like obstruction to the 
flow of any such watercourse will also require the 
explicit consent of the Lead Local Flood Authority 

As stated in SoCG ID 4.16.1 of the Statement of 
Common Ground with the Councils (Doc 8.4.6), 
National Grid and the Councils are in agreement on this 
matter. 

An updated Details of other Consents and Licences 
(Doc 7.2(A)), has been submitted at Deadline 2.  This 
lists (at item g) consent(s) from the relevant drainage 
board and Kent County Council to alter ordinary 
watercourses pursuant to section 23 of the Land 
Drainage Act 1991.   
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(KCC) under the Land Drainage Act 1991, as amended 
by regulations of the Flood and Water Management Act 
2010. This requirement also covers potential temporary 
works. 

To clarify the point made in the second part of the 
paragraph, for non ‘main river’, i.e. ‘ordinary  
watercourses’, National Grid would only be required to 
obtain consent from either Kent County Council or The 
River Stour IDB.  This will be dictated by the location of 
the watercourse – if it is located within the IDB district – 
consent would be required from the IDB; and if it is 
located outside of the IDB district – consent would be 
required from KCC.  In no instances would consent be 
required from both. 

CCC Written 
representation 

KCC Written 
representation 

Broad Oak reservoir 
proposals 

Canterbury City Council 

Canterbury City Council wishes to ensure that there is 
no unacceptable conflict between National Grid and 
South East Waters proposals.  Canterbury City Council 
is aware that South East Water continues to raise 
objection and we would urge the Examining Authority 
to take account of these objections to ensure that there 
is no unacceptable conflict between the two 
organisation’s proposals.  

Kent County Council 

KCC is concerned with the potential impact of the pylon 
route on the South East Water (SEW) proposal for a 
reservoir at Broad Oak, as identified in its Water 
Resource Management Plan (WRMP) June 2014. The 
WRMP has the approval of the Secretary of State for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. The reservoir at 
Broad Oak is the largest of just two new SEW water 
supply schemes in East Kent and is therefore a key 
component of the company’s WRMP. SEW’s previous 
WRMP (January 2010) also provided significant 
support for a reservoir at Broad Oak. 

As such, the County Council wishes to ensure that that 
there is no unacceptable conflict between the proposed 
Richborough Connection project and SEW’s proposal 
for a reservoir at Broad Oak. KCC is aware that SEW 
continues to raise objections to the proposal and would 
urge the Examining Authority to take account of these 

It was agreed with the Councils that the proposed 
reservoir was scoped out of the cumulative effects 
assessment.  Further explanation was provided in the 
ES at Table 5.2 (Doc 5.2). 

In response to the ExA’s first set of Written Questions 
(Doc 8.2, Q 1.3.1-1.3.3) relating to the proposed Broad 
Oak Reservoir, National Grid has provided further 
information in its responses to explain the extent of 
dialogue which has taken place with SEW since 2013.   

In addition, National Grid commissioned a report from 
Mott MacDonald titled ‘Interaction between RCP and 
the proposed Broad Oak Reservoir’ to further consider 
this in detail.   

Mott MacDonald’s report is attached in Appendix F of 
Doc 8.2.1 (Response to Examining Authority’s First 
Written Questions Appendices (A to S)) submitted at 
Deadline 2. The detailed study draws on the outputs of 
the preceding studies (explained in Written Question 
1.3.1) and demonstrates that acceptable solutions are 
available which enable the two schemes to co-exist.   

National Grid considers that both schemes can be 
delivered successfully.  The interaction between the 
two projects was the subject of an Issue Specific 
Hearing on 29 July 2016. Discussions between 
National Grid and SEW will continue during the 
Examination. 
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Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

objections to ensure that there is no unacceptable 
conflict between the two proposals. 
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7.11 Waste Management 

7.11.1 The joint LIR notes that the DCO (Doc 2.1(A)) will secure an Outline Waste Management 
Plan and that a Site Waste Management Plan for each phase of the proposed development 
will follow. No other comments are raised.  

7.11.2 The Outline Waste Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3D) will be secured as an accompanying 
document to the CEMP (Doc 5.4.3C(A)) under Requirement 5 of the draft DCO (Doc 
2.1(A)). 

7.11.3 Site Waste Management Plans for each phase of the proposed development will be secured 
under Requirement 6 of the draft DCO.   

7.11.4 There are no matters outstanding in the SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 
5.8.6) relating to Waste Management. 
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7.12 Geology, Soils and Agricultural Land 

Overview  

7.12.1 The Councils note in the joint LIR that small, sporadic safeguarded mineral deposits are 
present within the Order limits. The mineral sterilisation effects of the proposed development 
have been assessed in Chapter 14 of the ES (Doc 5.2), which is supported by a Mineral 
Planning Report (Doc 5.4.14B). The sterilisation would not be significant, as the deposits 
that would be sterilised are not practicably workable. Prior extraction of such deposits would 
not be feasible.  The SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) reflects this 
position at SoCG ID 4.9.8. 

Specific Comments 

7.12.2 The joint LIR notes that construction of the proposed development will result in potential 
temporary and permanent restrictions to agricultural use, and that the activities may result in 
damage to soil quality which may need to be addressed through appropriate methods. The 
restrictions were minimised by design and the potential effects on the quality of reinstated 
land will be addressed through the use of good practice soil management methods. The 
Councils expressed their agreement with the way impact on soils and agricultural land has 
been addressed in Chapter 14 and Chapter 15 of the ES (Doc 5.2). 

7.12.3 Only CCC made a Written Representation pertaining to soils and agricultural land. The points 
made in the CCC Written Representation relating to soils and agricultural land are repeated 
in the joint LIR. 

7.12.4 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 8 Geology, Soils and Agricultural Land 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.11.1. Protection of safeguarded 
minerals 

The Joint Councils note that, as set out in the Mineral 
Planning Report (Document 5.4.14B [APP-114), 
approximately 6km of the total length of the proposed 
overhead line/Order Limits is located on [Head] 
deposits (and alluvium in part), which are designated as 
a Mineral Safeguarding Area under the emerging Kent 
Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-2030 (May 2016). 
Whilst the deposits affected are small and sporadic by 
nature, prior extraction should be actively considered, 
unless physical evidence demonstrates that the 
presumption of safeguarding can be exempt, as set out 
in emerging Policy DM7: Safeguarding Mineral 
Resources. 

Table 4.1 of the SoCG between National Grid and the 
Councils (Doc 8.4.6) sets out the specific matters of 
agreement. SoCG ID 4.9.8, within that table, states: 

“KCC agree that the proposed development falls within 
circumstances where non-mineral development in a 
Mineral Safeguarding Area is permissible, as the need 
for non-mineral development overrides the 
presumption for mineral safeguarding and prior 
extraction is not viable or practicable.” 

Therefore, it has been agreed that prior extraction is not 
viable or practicable. 

This agreement is based on the conclusions of the 
Mineral Planning Report.  Details of the various 
technical and policy factors considered in arriving at the 
conclusions are provided in the report, but in summary 
the safeguarded brickearth deposits within the Order 
limits do not constitute “an economic mineral resource” 
as they are so small and sporadic that they would not 
be practicably workable, and are insignificant in the 
context of the laterally extensive occurrence of Head 
deposits locally. 

LIR 7.11.2. 

CCC 9.1 

Restriction of agricultural 
use, need to maintain 
quality of the land returned 
back to agricultural use 

It is likely that the use of land around the pylon locations 
will be restricted during pylon construction. The 
excavation and compaction of ground resulting from 
construction activity will potentially require 
reinstatement work. 

Text from the CCC written representation is the same. 

The restrictions to land use will be minimal, as the 
temporary access routes will typically follow field 
boundaries and/or existing farm tracks, and then reach 
the pylon construction area, across the field, via the 
shortest route possible. In the majority of cases, the 
land around the construction area will be accessible for 
agricultural use. 

The potential effect of the temporary disturbance of 
soils (including excavations and compaction due to 
traffic) and agricultural drainage will be effectively 
mitigated through appropriate good practice measures 
secured through the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) (Doc 5.4.3C(A)) and 
method statements. 
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Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR 7.11.3. Permanent loss of 
agricultural land and 
restrictions in agricultural 
use along the route 

Additionally, land directly under the pylons will 
potentially no longer be used for agricultural purposes 
following construction, with the surrounding land 
reinstated to its previous condition. The majority of land 
surrounding the proposed overhead lineroute is in 
agricultural use and it is considered that there will be 
some limitation of this activity as a result of the 
proposed scheme. The Joint Councils concur with the 
impacts and associated severity levels set out in 
Chapter 14 and 15 in the submitted. 

ES (Document 5.2 [APP-030]). 

The total area of land no longer available for agricultural 
use will be very small, 1.1 hectares (ha) of agricultural 
land in total, including 0.6ha of Best and Most Versatile 
(BMV) agricultural land.  

It should also be highlighted that 0.6ha of agricultural 
land in total (including 0.3ha of BMV land) will be 
reinstated to agricultural use following the dismantling 
of the 132kV PC overhead line. 
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7.13 Socio-economic Impacts 

Overview  

7.13.1 This section of the document considers responses received in the joint LIR and Written 
Representations submitted by the Councils relating to socio-economic impacts. The potential 
effects on the public rights of way (PRoW) network are considered separately in Section 7.7 
of this document. 

7.13.2 Responses received in relation to socio-economic impacts are focussed on a small number 
of receptors with no comments received in relation to the overarching approach or 
methodology for the assessment of socio-economic effects.  

Specific Comments 

7.13.3 The focussed nature of the responses received are considered to, in part, reflect the nature 
of the proposed route as chosen by National Grid, within which socio-economic receptors 
are limited. The CCC Written Representation acknowledges that there are no significant 
tourist attractions along the route, other than the general countryside itself, which is already 
subject to an overhead line route.  

7.13.4 The responses focus on other aspects of the socio-economic environment including 
individual business operations located in close proximity to the proposed route and the wider 
effects on the local and regional economies.  

7.13.5 The specific points raised through responses in relation to socio-economic impacts can be 
summarised as follows:  

 Local employment and wider economic effects;  

 Effects on business operations; and  

 Effects on existing and future land allocations.  

7.13.6 A detailed response to each of the points raised in the joint LIR and the relevant Written 
Representations from the Councils is provided in the table overleaf.  
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Table 9 Socio-economic Impacts 

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

LIR Paragraph 
7.12.1 

Local Employment The Joint Councils are not aware of any mechanism 
that could be employed by the National Grid other than 
‘best endeavours’ to ensure that an average of 10 and 
6 people per day would be potentially be employed on 
the installation and removal of the overhead lines 
(paragraph 15.16.14 of the ES Document [Document 
APP- 030]). This could be an over estimation of the 
number of local jobs especially as this is an extremely 
specialised area of work and no evidence to our 
knowledge has been put forward by National Grid on 
comparable schemes and how many local jobs were 
created locally. 

As outlined in National Grid’s response to Written 
Question 1.9.8 (Doc 8.2) National Grid is currently 
developing a web based portal and will instruct the 
appointed contractor to use this portal as a first point of 
call. The portal will enable businesses to compete for 
contract opportunities linked to the project. Local labour 
and suppliers will be able to register through the portal 
and will subsequently be made aware of any 
opportunities coming out through the project. 

A similar portal was used on the London Olympics and 
the company working with National Grid, CompeteFor, 
is a legacy of the games. A number of large scale 
infrastructure projects are utilising the portal as shown 
on the website: https://www.competefor.com/about/.   

Given the numbers of locally employed workers is 
estimated to be low, there is no intention to secure 
arrangements for local employment more formally other 
than through making people aware of the online portal. 
Such an approach means that local procurement is 
promoted and utilised but also offers the flexibility to 
procure outside of the local area should services not be 
available locally.   

Should local labour be required through formal means 
under the DCO, but is then subsequently found to be 
unavailable this could cause an unacceptable delay to 
the project programme through impact of trying to find 
a suitable local supplier.  

LIR Paragraph 
7.12.2 

Wider scheme benefits  Whilst the Joint Councils recognise and fully support 
the fact that this project will generate jobs and be of 
benefit the local economy, questions are raised 
regarding the other wider scheme benefits that have 
been outlined in paragraph 15.16.3 in the ES 
(Document 5.2 [APP-030]) on the grounds that there is 
no supporting information to demonstrate how these 
figures have been derived (e.g. number of bed spaces, 

The summary provided at paragraph 15.16.3 of the ES 
(Doc 5.2) is discussed in further detail through Section 
15.15 of Chapter 15. The assessment of effects in 
relation to local and regional economies are based on 
the assumptions made around employee numbers and 
National Grid’s approach to similar projects.  

Taking each of the points in turn:  

https://www.competefor.com/about/


  Richborough Connection Project 

  59  

Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

additional £2.4 million of additional spend in the local 
economy). 

 Approximately £48.75 million of net additional 
expenditure in the UK through civil engineering 
contracts.  

This is derived from the overall project cost of £75 
million with an estimated 65% being spent on civil 
engineering contracts which National Grid assume 
will be undertaken by UK based contractors.  

 Peak employment generation of 150 and 75 people 
per day by month for the installation of the 400kV 
overhead line connection and PX removal 
respectively.  

The construction employment profile presented 
through Graphs 15-3 and 15-4 (Chapter 15, Doc 5.2) 
is based on the detailed profiling undertaken by 
National Grid which explores individual construction 
tasks and the number of workers required over the 
course of the construction programme.  

 An average of 10 and 6 local people per day 
potentially employed.  

This estimate is based on an average of 17% of those 
employed being from the local area. This is 
considered to be relatively low and reflect the 
specialist nature of the work. This percentage is 
comparable to similar schemes.  

 Approximately £2.4 million of additional spending 
within the local economy from non-local workers.  

This estimate is based on a per diem spend of £50 
per non-local worker.  

 Peak bedspace demand of up to 144 bedspaces.  

This is based on the breakdown of accommodation 
for non-local staff as presented in Table 15.20 
(Chapter 15, Doc 5.2). 

LIR Paragraph 
7.12.3 

 Additionally, limited access along roads and footpaths 
associated with construction will have a direct impact 

Management of temporary restrictions along roads and 
footpaths is detailed through the Construction Traffic 
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Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

on local businesses and leisure uses. With regard to 
tourism, there are no significant tourist attractions along 
the proposed overhead line route, other than the 
general countryside itself. However, the Joint Council 
recognise that concerns have been raised by 
neighbouring businesses (e.g. Nethergong Campsite). 

Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3G(A)) and PRoW 
Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3H(A)). The mitigation 
proposed is to include advance signage and diversions 
where necessary, National Grid consider the potential 
effect on neighbouring businesses to be minimal.  

In addition, the construction programme has been 
designed in such a way to limit works in the vicinity of 
sensitive businesses at key times of the year. For 
example, works adjacent to Nethergong Campsite are 
programmed in the low season when the campsite is 
closed.  

CCC Written 
Representation 
(Paragraph 
10.2)  

 Concern has been raised by the proprietors of the 
Nethergong Campsite which will be in close proximity 
to the new overhead line. However the PX line to be 
removed has a similar proximity to the campsite as the 
new line. Canterbury City Council considers that is 
would be beneficial to try and increase the separation 
between the overhead line and Nethergong Campsite, 
although it is acknowledged that National Grid have 
given consideration to this matter and Canterbury City 
Council agree that there is limited opportunity to move 
the alignment further north. 

As referenced in CCC’s representation, there is limited 
opportunity to move the alignment further north in this 
location and National Grid has previously moved pylon 
PC28 further north which limits by one the number of 
pylons clearly visible from the campsite.  

National Grid and the Councils are in agreement on this 
matter as detailed in SoCG ID 4.10.3 of the SoCG 
between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6).  

National Grid has provided a detailed response on this 
matter in the response to Q1.7.49 of the First Round of 
Written Questions (Doc 8.2) submitted at Deadline 2 
and the response to Relevant Representation 006 
from Christine Jenkins of Nethergong Camping (Doc 
8.13) as submitted at Deadline 3. 
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Reference Specific Issue Text from LIR / Written Representation National Grid Response 

CCC Written 
Representation 
(Paragraph 
10.4) 

 The alignment proposed runs over the allocated 
employment land at the junction of Broad Oak Road 
and Vauxhall Road. Canterbury City Council considers 
it would be beneficial to improve the separation 
distances between the OHL and the employment site to 
ensure that the range of potential employment uses for 
the site is not unduly restricted. 

As detailed in SoCG ID 5.8.2 of the SoCG between 
National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6), in light of 
previous feedback from CCC, National Grid has 
designed the route to try and maximise the potential for 
the site at Vauxhall Road through moving pylon PC2 
further south towards the River Great Stour. The ability 
to increase separation at this location is limited by 
residential properties and other overhead lines in close 
proximity to the site.  

Section 15.14 of Chapter 15 of the Environmental 
Statement (Doc 5.2) recognises that whilst pylon PC2 
is located within the site it is considered that a range of 
employment uses would remain viable and certain uses 
could continue to use the land surrounding and 
underneath the pylon (e.g. the parking of vehicles).  

CCC Written 
Representation 
(Paragraph 
10.5) 

 The alignment proposed is routed in close proximity to 
the LP allocated site for 1,000 homes in Broad Oak. 
Canterbury City Council considers that it would be 
beneficial to improve the separation distances between 
the OHL and the Broad oak housing site. However 
Canterbury City Council understands that no concerns 
have been raised by the landowners and the proposals 
do not impede the delivery of the number of units 
identified in the Draft LP. 

As detailed in SoCG ID 5.8.2 of the SoCG between 
National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6), National 
Grid has taken into consideration at each relevant stage 
of the project the proposed strategic development sites 
at Hersden and Sturry/Broad Oak including the Sturry 
Link Road that are proposed in the Canterbury City 
Council Draft Local Plan. The proposed route would not 
directly affect the proposed strategic development sites 
including the Sturry Link Road.  

The position in relation to the Sturry Link Road 
specifically is agreed through SoCG ID 3.7.1 of the 
SoCG between National Grid and KCC 
Highways/PRoW (Doc 8.4.5).  
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7.14 Cumulative Impacts 

Overview  

7.14.1 The scope of the cumulative effects assessment was discussed with the Councils at regular 
intervals during the preparation of the Environmental Statement.  In particular, SoCG ID 
4.31.1 of the SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6) confirms that 
agreement was reached regarding the developments to be scoped in and out of the 
assessment and the approach to the reporting of both inter-related and inter-project 
cumulative effects. 

Specific Comments 

7.14.2 A number of specific issues have been identified within the joint LIR, Written Representations 
and within the Councils responses to written questions, submitted at Deadline 2.   

7.14.3 The comments on ‘Cumulative Impacts’ at Section 7.13 of the joint LIR relate to the South 
East Water (SEW) Broad Oak Reservoir and specifically to ensuring there is no unacceptable 
conflict between this proposal and the Richborough Connection project.  It was agreed with 
the Councils that the proposed reservoir was scoped out of the cumulative effects 
assessment.  Further explanation was provided in the ES at Table 5.2 (Doc 5.2). 

7.14.4 In response to the ExA’s first set of Written Questions Q 1.3.1-1.3.3 (Doc 8.2) relating to the 
proposed Broad Oak Reservoir, National Grid has provided further information in its 
responses to explain the extent of dialogue which has taken place with SEW since 2013.  In 
addition, National Grid commissioned a report from Mott MacDonald titled ‘Interaction 
between RCP and the proposed Broad Oak Reservoir’ to further consider this in detail.   

7.14.5 Mott MacDonald’s report is attached in Appendix F of Doc 8.2.1 (Response to Examining 
Authority’s First Written Questions Appendices (A to S)) submitted at Deadline 2. The 
detailed study draws on the outputs of the preceding studies (explained in Written Question 
1.3.1) and demonstrates that acceptable solutions are available which enable the two 
schemes to co-exist.   

7.14.6 National Grid considers that both schemes can be delivered successfully.  The interaction 
between the two projects was the subject of an Issue Specific Hearing on 29 July 2016. 
Discussions between National Grid and SEW will continue during the Examination. 

7.14.7 CCC and DDC responses to the first set of written questions for Q1.12.17 suggest that they 
do not consider certain cumulative effects have been assessed (Thanet District Council and 
Kent County Council did not respond to this question).   

7.14.8 National Grid’s response to Q1.7.1 (Doc 8.2) provides further explanation of where within 
the ES the inter-related cumulative effects on the occupants of dwellings and businesses in 
the vicinity of the works is reported. 

  



  Richborough Connection Project 

  63  

8 CONCLUSION 

8.1.1 The joint LIR sets out the points that the Councils consider to be the likely impacts of the 
proposed development on their administrative areas. Written Representations have been 
prepared and submitted separately by each Council.  

8.1.2 This document has focused on the pertinent points cited by the Councils and has responded 
to any important and relevant matters raised. 

8.1.3 The large amount of specific matters agreed between National Grid and the Councils set out 
in Table 4.1 of the SoCG (Doc 8.4.6) is reflected in the concise nature of the joint LIR and 
the Councils Written Representations. 

8.1.4 For each of the specific matters raised that are important and relevant, National Grid has 
provided a response in this document.  

8.1.5 National Grid will continue to engage positively with the Councils on all outstanding matters 
throughout the Examination of the Richborough Connection project.  
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APPENDIX A – RESPONSE TO KENT COUNTY COUNCIL: CLOSURE OF SAXON 
SHORE WAY (FOOTPATH EE42) (REF: LA04) 

  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This note has been produced following a meeting with Kent County Council (KCC) officers on 18 
May 2016 at which details of the closure of the Saxon Shore Way were requested. The Saxon 
Shore Way long distance footpath runs from Gravesend to Hastings via Whitstable, Sandwich and 
Dover. Within the study area the footpath largely follows the south side of the River Stour from 
Upstreet to Richborough, and is classified as footpath EE42 on KCC definitive mapping. 
The proposed management of Public Rights of Way (PRoWs) is presented in Appendix 3H of the 
Environmental Statement (ES) (Document 5.4.3H), which states in section 3.1: 

‘The DCO (Volume 2, Document 2.1) grants the necessary powers to temporarily stop up PRoWs 
affected by the proposed development and put in place the diversions as listed in Schedule 7 of the 
DCO (Volume 2, Document 2.1). However the majority of the PRoWs will be closed for short 
durations only or subject to other management measures …  

National Grid is committed to the highest levels of safety for the proposed construction and 
dismantling works, and also to minimising disruption to the public. Where there is a potential conflict 
between the two objectives, a pragmatic approach to safety will be based on balancing the risks to 
the public against the disruption that removing that risk will cause. It is the intention to keep the 
majority of PRoWs effectively open via management and the use of short term temporary closures 
where necessary. ‘ 

In section 3.3 of the PRoW Management Plan (Document 5.4.3H) a hierarchy of interventions is 
set out with the objective of minimising the impact on PRoW users, ranging from keeping the 
PRoW open with appropriate signage to warn of the danger, through to full closure and diversion. 
Wherever possible a “managed” closure is proposed, such as using site staff to hold PRoW users 
for a short period while certain works are undertaken across or in proximity to the PRoW, such as 
lowering and removing a conductor wire. When full temporary closures are proposed, notice will 
be given in advance and a diversion route signed. National Grid will also work with KCC in order to 
provide advance notice of any closures and diversions through their website.  
Full temporary closures of PRoWs are required in order to protect public safety while various 
construction or demolition tasks are undertaken. Those affecting the Saxon Shore Way are 
summarised below. For each, assumptions around closure requirements based on National Grid’s 
experience of similar projects elsewhere and the current proposed programme are used. However, 
the appointed contractor may propose different working practices which would be considered in 
the light of their impact on PRoW users before approval by the Local Authority. 
Processes affecting the Saxon Shore Way are as follows: 
Access Road Construction 
Soil is removed to a depth of between 200mm and 400mm (depending on ground conditions) and 
set aside along the road and within the construction limits. A geotextile membrane is then laid 
down in the excavated area, and imported stone is then laid and compacted to provide the 
temporary access road. For removal, the gravel and membrane are taken up and removed from 
site, and the soil replaced and levelled. 
One week-long full closure is proposed within a 10-12 week period for construction, and the same 
for removal, at the point at which the PRoW crosses the access road. 
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When the access road is in use during the construction programme, pedestrians will be able to 
cross freely. Signage will be provided to both PRoW users and vehicles warning of the potential 
danger. The low levels of vehicle traffic, compared to a public road, together with this proposed 
signage, will mean that this danger is lower than that at an uncontrolled railway level crossing or 
uncontrolled road crossing. 
Bridge Construction 
Reinforced concrete abutments (bridge ends) are required on both sides of the waterway before a 
temporary bridge span is “launched” from one side. The extent of foundations for the abutments 
will depend on ground conditions but these are not expected to be extensive structures. It may be 
necessary to profile the ground and/or access tracks up to the abutments.  
For removal, the bridge span is pulled to one side and removed. The abutments and their 
foundations will then be removed and embankments reinstated. 
It should be noted that the access road can be constructed up to one side of the bridge, but 
foundations on the other side must be constructed before the bridge is in place. Therefore the 
opposite side must be accessed via another route. 
It is estimated that bridge construction is likely to require one week-long full closure within a 10-12 
week period, which may run concurrently with the closure required for road construction, with the 
same requirement for bridge removal.  
Protective Scaffolding Installation 
Scaffolding towers are constructed to carry a net over a right of way so that the right of way can 
still be used while conductors are installed on or removed from the pylons on either side. 
Scaffolding towers are built either side of the right of way, and the managed closure only 
necessary while the nets are being erected over the right of way between the towers.  
For both installation and removal of the scaffolding, no closure is required. 
Scaffolding is required both for the installation of cables for the proposed 400kV route, and 
separately on a different alignment for the removal of cables for the 132kV route. For each route 
and for each process of netting installation and removal, a short-term closure over the course of a 
day would normally be required. 
Location of Closures 
Closures of Saxon Shore Way are required in three discrete locations as follows: 

A. South of Marsh Farm as shown on sheet 15 of the Access Rights of Way and Public Rights 
of Way Navigation Plans (Document 4.7) for access road construction and removal, bridge 
construction and removal, and scaffolding installation and removal. 

B. West of the Richborough 400kV and 132kV substations as shown on sheet 17 of 
Document 4.7, for bridge construction and removal, and scaffolding installation and 
removal. 

C. West of the Richborough household waste site as shown on sheet 18 of Document 4.7, for 
bridge construction and removal. 

Diversions and Alternatives considered  
For each closure proposed, the same diversion route is proposed, described in Schedule 7 of the 
proposed DCO (Document 2.1) and shown on Plan A of the Access Rights of Way and Public 
Rights of Way Navigation Plans (Document 4.7). This is the nearest available adopted PRoW 
route to the south of the River Stour, and itself forms part of the Stour Valley Walk long-distance 
footpath. It requires minimal walking on public roads. The diversion seems very long, due to the 
scarcity of footpaths across the Ash Level, but is actually shorter than the section of the Saxon 
Shore Way that it replaces. Consequently for long-distance walkers it is considered acceptable. 
For more local walkers, individual closures will be signed at access points to the footpath but with 
the closure only being enforced for the length required. This will retain use of the path for “out and 



 
 
 
 
 

 

back” journeys typical of dog walkers, and access to much of the route for those with a specific 
purpose, such as bird watchers.  
The construction of new temporary rights of way was considered and discounted. These would 
involve works outside of the proposed order limits and require permission from individual 
landowners in order to be created. Issues such as the suitability of such routes, any necessary 
temporary bridges/culverts required, and the environmental impact of providing them were factors 
leading to them not having been further investigated. 
Summary  
Within the identified construction periods (10-12 weeks for construction and the same for removal) 
National Grid have sought an approach to mitigation which retains access along the Saxon Shore 
Way wherever possible and safe to do so.  

- In total, the PRoW will be closed for two one-week periods for construction (one for the 
access road, one for the bridge foundations and abutments, though these weeks may be 
concurrent) and similarly two one-week periods for removal  

- For the remainder of the 10-12 week periods, one-day closures will be implemented for 
netting erection and removal between scaffold towers (on both the proposed 400kV and 
existing 132kV alignments) 

- Individual closures will be signed such as to retain access for ‘out and back’ journeys, 
generally made by more local users 

- Outside of the closures for works described above National Grids preferred approach is for 
managed closure of the PRoW, retaining access and safety for the users.  

For the above reasons, National Grid considers that the potential effect on users of the Saxon 
Shore Way can be adequately managed through the hierarchy of mitigation and ongoing liaison 
with KCC around advanced publication of closures, closure periods and proposed diversion route.  



  Richborough Connection Project 

  65  

APPENDIX B – RESPONSE TO JOINT COUNCILS: NOISE AND VIBRATION 
MANAGEMENT PLAN (REF: LA05) 

  



7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

This note has been produced following feedback from the Local Authorities with regard to the 
Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP) Draft 2 issued for comment on 13th May 2016. 

 

The National Grid response to the comments received are recorded in the Table below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Response to Joint Councils:  Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan (Ref: LA05)                
 

Michael Van Der Merwe       22 June 2016  



Council Section of NVMP Comment NG Response 

DDC 
  
  

1.1.5 States ‘This plan will ensure compliance 
with…….’ A minor point but we don’t feel the 
word ‘will’ should be used. It would be preferable 
to say ‘This plan aims to assist in complying 
with…….’ 

Noted and text amended accordingly 

1.4 Core working hours. These are stated 
throughout the document as Mon-Fri 7am-7pm 
Sat, Suns & Bank Holidays 8am-5pm.   There 
was a lot of discussion around this where the 
Councils stated normal hours were: Mon-Fri 
8am – 6pm, Sat 8am -1pm No time on Sundays 
or Bank Holidays.   
 
The Councils stated they had no objection to 
works taking place outside of these hours in 
areas where, e.g. there were no residential 
properties but that contractors should submit 
justification for this in advance.  We recall this 
being a major sticking point for CCC in 
particular. The presumption that these core 
hours are agreed impacts on other areas of the 
document e.g. 1.6.1 which states section 61 
CoPA 1974 will be applied for works outside of 
‘core working hours’.  Requirement 7 of the DCO 
refers to the same core working hours as does 
the NVMP. The three Councils made their 
issues on this clear yet the matter has not been 
addressed. Upon agreement the hours in the 
DCO and the NVMP should be the same.   

The hours stated in the NVMP are correct and what National Grid is 
seeking for the project as part of the submitted draft DCO.  These are 
required to deliver the Richborough Connection Project (RCP) Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) to programme in an efficient and 
safe manner.  For the avoidance of doubt the hours National Grid is 
seeking are as follows: 

 Between 0700 to 1900 Monday to Friday; and  

 Between 0800 and 1700 on Saturdays, Sundays and Bank Holidays. 

These are referred to as the “Core Working Hours” for this project as per 
the draft DCO Requirement 7 (Document 2.1) and consistent across the 
draft DCO, draft NVMP and as assessed within the Noise chapter in the 
Environmental Statement (Document 5.2). 

National Grid believes the Core Working Hours are required to deliver the 
project as outlined below: 

 

 National Grid (as licenced under the Electricity Act) has signed a 
connection agreement with Nemo Link which requires the Richborough 
Connection project to be completed and operational by Autumn 2018. 
Engineering design work and construction phase programming has 
been undertaken, to take on board likely seasonal restrictions (adverse 
weather, ground conditions and ecological constraints etc.) which will 
apply in some parts of the route. As a result of this there is a need to 
carry out construction activities outside of the hours proposed by the LA 
EHOs, including Saturday afternoons and Sundays in order to meet the 
connection date. 

  

 It is standard practice across National Grid’s overhead line projects to 
work a six day week (i.e. 12 days on; two days off) so generally only 
every other weekend is worked.  This then allows the operatives to 
have a full weekend off which gives them time to travel home, as some 
may be from overseas/ other parts of the country. This would not be 



 

 

 

 

 

 

achievable if they only had one full day off a week (e.g. Sunday).  
 

 The proposed approach is consistent with other National Grid’s 
Overhead Line DCO projects granted to date by the Secretary of State. 

 

 Due to the nature of the work being outside and highly weather 
dependent working evenings and weekends allows for flexibility and 
safer programming of the work if there is inclement weather forecast at 
other times. Typical weather dependant operations such as tower 
erection with mobile cranes (high winds) or piling (ground conditions), 
tower erection or conductor (wires) installation works (lightning) can 
then be reprogrammed to other times in the week when it is safer to 
undertake.  

  

 Also due to the presence of protected species that have been identified 
along certain sections of the route (Golden Plover at Richborough or 
Dormice at Canterbury for example) being able to work in this manner 
means that work can be finished sooner in these sections reducing the 
impact on these species and avoiding seasonal restrictions. This 
therefore means work can be done over a shorter duration thus 
impacting less on these and other protected species throughout 
construction of the project. 

 

 The core working hours as proposed will allow us to minimise the 
indirect disruption to the general public. For example where we are 
limiting road parking due to an activity, if we can complete the activity in 
a shorter amount of time (1 long day for example), then the knock on 
affect  is also removed. 

  

 As with all major construction projects there is a trade-of between the 
number of hours that can be worked in any one week and the length of 
the construction period. Working in areas with no sensitive receptors 
outside the hours proposed by the LA EHOs will help ensure the 
construction period in any one location is kept to a minimum (and 



 

 

 

 

 

 

therefore period of disturbance).     
  

Due to the location of the majority of works (rural agricultural fields), 
distance to receptors (Richborough Connection Project – Volume 5, 
Document 5.4, Appendix 11A, Table 11A. 11.1 sets out the distances 
between pylon locations and receptor locations) and transient nature of the 
works (linear scheme with brief period of activity at each tower location i.e. 
a few weeks on around five occasions over the entire construction/ removal 
period) it is not considered that there is a need to restrict working hours 
more generally across the project.  Noisier works such as piling during 
construction of the pylons and concrete breakout during dismantling of the 
PX 132 kV line will be of relatively short duration.  This is supported by the 
noise assessment undertaken in the Environmental Statement.     
 
The NVMP outlines both general and specific environmental measures to 
ensure that noise generated by the project is minimised as far as 
practicable as defined in the Environmental Protection Act 1990.  These 
include a requirement for contractors to apply for Section 61 consents from 
the relevant LA where threshold limits are expected to exceed those 
specified in the NVMP (taken from BS5228).  Therefore giving the relevant 
LA the opportunity to review and ultimately refuse consent to works that will 
exceed the limits proposed where sufficient measures/ need to undertake 
the works within certain hours is not demonstrated.  Given the limits are 
less stringent for the Daytime hours (Weekdays 07.00 – 19.00; Saturday 
08.00 – 13.00) this will implicitly lead to a desire to contain noisier works 
within these hours where practicable to minimise the number of Section 61 
applications to be made.   
  
Following the noise assessment undertaken as part of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment and consultation with the relevant Environmental 
Health Officers a number of specific sensitive locations have been 
identified where additional restrictions will apply.  These locations are 
where receptors are in close proximity to the works and the activities 
proposed have the potential to cause disruption.  Due to the location 
specific nature of these works they cannot be located elsewhere i.e. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

removal of existing PX pylons and access roads to the existing public 
highway.  Table 1.3 of the NVMP provides a list of these activities, relevant 
receptor, distance from the activity and predicted unmitigated noise impact.  
In these locations these specific works will be confined to the Restricted 
Working Hours (i.e. Monday to Friday 07.00 to 19.00). It was agreed with 
the planning officers that this table will also list the name of the relevant 
local authority. This update will be included in the NVMP for submission 
(the NVMP will be Document 8.8).  
 
If the Councils have concerns regarding noise at specific locations/ 
receptors or any concerns have been raised by members of the public 
National Grid is willing to look at these specific locations and consider 
whether further mitigation/ restrictions can be included.    
 

1.4 The proposals mean that there will be periods 
where works will be carried out for 19 
consecutive days of at least 9 hours per day. 

It is National Grid’s intention that construction works will be carried out on 
alternate weekends to ensure that residents are not exposed to 
construction noise for more than 12 continuous days rather than to work 19 
consecutive days.  The intention of the requirement is to ensure National 
Grid only work two weekends out of every four, or in other words 12 days 
on; 2 days off; 12 days on; 2days off.   
 
 

1.5.6 Vibration was discussed with NG and in 
particular the need to establish baseline 
conditions against which vibration levels 
resulting from works, dismantling, traffic 
movement etc. can be compared to. No 
reference is made to vibration in this paragraph. 
 We believe this was also referred to in DDCs, 
TDCs and CCCs representation letter to the 
Planning Inspectorate. 

National Grid believes baseline vibration surveys (measurements) will 
serve little or no purpose in assessing and considering the vibration 
impacts from construction works, particularly piling. The ES assessment 
suggests significant impacts as a result of vibration are unlikely due to the 
distance between piling locations and receptors.  In any case, should 
vibration effects arise (or be reported to arise) as a result of construction 
activities they would be considered as absolute values (levels defined in 
the NVMP (Doc 8.8) and would not be considered against baseline 
vibration levels. 
 
Based on the assessment undertaken as part of the ES, ambient vibration 
is only considered relevant on sites adjacent to major roads carrying heavy 
commercial traffic, major rail routes or underground rail systems and large 



 

 

 

 

 

 

industrial machinery.   Vibration impacts are however considered as 
absolute values and would not be considered against baseline vibration 
levels. 
 
The piling locations tend to be distant from any obvious vibration sources 
such as roads and rail.  It is also highly unlikely that vibrations from road 
and rail sources would mask vibrations from piling.  The ES (Doc 5.2) 
paragraph 11.5.5 indicated that no baseline vibration surveys have been 
carried out as there are no obvious sources of vibration likely to be 
significant and that the only potential baseline vibration sources may be in 
close proximity to railway lines or on occasion from HGVs where there are 
notable irregularities in the road surface.   Construction vibration effects will 
be managed through provisions in the CEMP in Appendix 3C within 
Volume 5, Document 5.4.3C and provisions in the Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan (NVMP).The contractor is obliged, by provisions in the 
Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP) to implement Best 
Practicable Means (BPM) to achieve the vibration limits set out in Section 
1.9, Table 1.5 of the NVMP.  The ES has indicated that vibration levels are 
not expected to be significant.   
 
The construction activities with the greatest potential to result in perceived 
vibration effects at nearby residential properties will relate to piling works 
(pylon construction). The ES has assumed worst case and considered 
noise and vibration from impact/ hammer piling.  In reality continuous flight 
auger (CFA) piles will be used.  CFA piling is a method that produces 
negligible levels of vibration.  Steel piles will only be installed where this is 
dictated by groundwater.  
 
Table 1.5 of the NVMP sets vibration action levels based upon guidance 
provided in BS 5228- 2:2009+A1:2014.  Section 1.7 of the NVMP sets out 
the procedures for public notifications and communications.  Where 
complaints are made relating to vibration, monitoring will be carried out to 
establish whether vibration levels exceed the criteria in Table 1.5.  Where 
vibration levels exceed the action level of 10 mm.s-1 appropriate mitigation 
measures will be implemented.  The mitigation measures will depend on 



 

 

 

 

 

 

the construction method and plant to be used by the contractor.  Table 1.2 
of the NVMP sets out typical mitigation options that will be considered by 
the contractor, depending on the plant and construction method used. 
 
It is requested that DDC identify locations where they consider baseline 
vibration surveys are required and indicate how the survey data could be 
used.   
 

TDC 1.4 The main bone of contention with the NVMP 
concerns working hours and I concur with Dover 
that they should be restricted to typical COPA 
hours: Mon-Fri 8am – 6pm Sat 8am -1pm No 
time on Sundays or Bank Holidays Any deviation 
from these hours of stipulated noise limits must 
be subject to approval by the appropriate LA 
through S61 application 

See comment above in response to DDC comment on Section 1.4. 

 

 
 

CCC 
  
  

1.4 The core hours are still 07:00 to 19:00 Mon to 
Fri and Sat, Sun & Bank holidays 08:00 to 
18:00. This has been raised before but the same 
core working hours seem to be being maintained 
and referred to.  
 
 
 

See comment above in response to DDC comment on Section 1.4. 

 
 

1.4 With weekend working potentially taking place 
on 2 out of 4 consecutive weekends, this could 
result in up to 19 days of continuous working 
days. This could have a serious and detrimental 
impact on residents in Canterbury where work is 
carried out in close proximity to residential 
areas.    
 

See comment above in response to DDC comment on Section 1.4 in 
relation to working up to 19 days. 

 

1.4 Reference has been made to section 61 
applications outside of these core working hours 

Where the noise limits set out in Table 1.1 of the NVMP are exceeded 
despite the implementation of BPM the specified construction activity will 



 

 

 

 

 

 

which gives rise to further concerns regarding 
extended working hours. This still needs to be 
addressed and resolved properly in both the 
NVMP & the DCO. 

only be undertaken within the Restricted Working Hours (i.e. Monday to 
Friday 07.00 to 19.00). 
 
Section 61 applications will only be made  
 

 where the noise limits in Table 1.1 of the NVMP are not achieved and 
works cannot be carried out in restricted hours,  

 or works are outside the core or restricted working hours outlined in 
section 1.4 of the NVMP.  This excludes the low noise generating 
works listed in paragraph 1.4.5 of the NVMP. 

 
In no circumstances can the contractor work outside the Core Working 
Hours (subject to the defined exceptions in Requirement 7 (3)) outlined in 
the DCO (Requirement 7) unless otherwise agreed with the relevant LA.  
Essentially the NVMP (and specifically the s61 process outlined within) 
puts additional controls on the contractor within the DCO Working Hours 
Requirement; it does not allow the contractor to work outside this 
Requirement in any circumstances unless this is agreed with the relevant 
LA.  
 
The only exceptions to the DCO Core Working Hours referenced above 
(Requirement 7 (3) are explained in 1.4.5 of the NVMP.     

 

1.5.2 Section 1.5.2  Paragraph ‘j’ is a rephrasing of 
paragraph ‘e’, but ‘e’ is worded better, so 
paragraph ‘j’ could be deleted. 

Noted and text amended accordingly. 

1.5.6 According to John Bevan’s email of the 13th 
May, this is a new paragraph relating to specific 
noise control measures at a number of sensitive 
locations.  
Whilst CCC is pleased to see that consideration 
is being given to certain more sensitive 
locations, again core working hours are still 
being given as 07:00 to 19:00 for Monday to 

As outlined above in response to DDC’s comments on Section 1.4 
Restricted Working Hours (07:00 to 19:00 Monday to Friday) are proposed 
at specific sensitive locations.  
 
Whilst weekend working can be restricted at these locations 07:00 to 19:00 
hours are required on weekdays to ensure works can be completed within 
the required timescales as outlined above in response to DDC’s comment 
on Section 1.4.  This will ensure consistency across all work locations on 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Fridays in spite of the recognition that these are 
sensitive locations due to the very close 
proximity of houses.  
 
Limiting works to Monday to Friday is a step 
forwards, albeit with a caveat that if works 
outside of these hours is needed, section 61 
consents will be applied for. What CCC will not 
want to see is regular Section 61 consents 
applications for non-essential/routine works in 
these locations.   

these days (making compliance monitoring more straightforward) and 
ensure efficiency across construction sites (e.g. minimise number of days 
in each location and avoid holding up work on linked working sites) during 
weekday working hours.  
 
As indicated in response to CCC’s comment re Section 1.4, Section 61 
applications will only be made where the noise limits in Table 1.1 of the 
NVMP cannot be achieved and works cannot be carried out within the 
Restricted Working Hours.  This would still be subject to the Core Working 
Hours and exceptions as per DCO Requirement 7.  
 

1.10.2 and 1.10.3  Seem to contradict each other slightly – the first 
talks about random monitoring, the second talks 
about taking into account work close to 
receptors.  The second paragraph relating to 
random monitoring will be fine for 
isolated/random premises in more remote/rural 
areas. However, a more targeted approach to 
monitoring will be better for built-up areas. 

Paragraph 1.10.3 of the NVMP indicates that noisier activities will be 
identified to ensure that the monitoring programme takes this into 
consideration.  Monitoring will be random, but will ensure that monitoring is 
carried out at times that will ensure noise limits are not exceeded at the 
receptors more likely to be affected by construction noise. 

The need for additional monitoring or an alternate approach to monitoring 
will be agreed in consultation with the respective LPAs.  

TDC Table 1.3 Environmental Health Officer for TDC has 
identified two key areas in Thanet where 
residential properties appear to be within 500m 
of the existing and proposed alignment.   TDC 
request address points for additional receptors 
within 500m to be added to Table 1.3 of the 
Noise and Vibration Management Plan  

Table 11.15 in Chapter 11 Noise and Vibration (Doc ES; Document 5.2; 
Part 2 of 2) indicates that at beyond 60m all construction activities will be 
within the daytime noise limit of 70dB(A). 
 
Within 170m from any construction works the noise limit of 60dB(A) for 
weekends (Saturday 13:00-19:00 and Sunday 07:00-19:00) would be 
exceeded.  
 
The predictions in Table 11.15 do not consider any mitigation. 

The NVMP (Document  8.8) places an obligation on the contractor to adopt 
BPM, to implement the noise control measures in Section 1.5 of the NVMP 
and to meet the noise limits set out in Table 1.1 of the NVMP. 
 
Table 1.3 of the NVMP presents the locations where receptors are in close 
proximity to the works and the activities proposed have the potential to 



 

 

 

 

 

 

cause disruption. Table 1.3 presents a worst case by considering 
unmitigated noise levels. 
 
On that basis NG is of the opinion that there is no merit to including all 
address points within 500m in Table 1.3 of the NVMP.  
 

Table 1.3 TDC suggest that the workings hours are 
restricted to standard COPA hours at these two 
location and anywhere else where residential 
properties within 500m.   

The response above refers and NG considers that there would be no merit 
for restricting work hours to standard COPA hours where residential 
properties are within 500m of construction works. 
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This note has been produced following feedback from the Local Authorities with regard to ensuring 
all measures proposed in the Dust Risk Assessment are adequately secured and delivered through 
the DCO.   

 

The measures outlined in the Dust Risk Assessment (Document 5.4, Appendix 12A) are derived 
from the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from 
Demolition and Construction (2014) and have been adapted and tailored for the proposed 
development, based on the worst case risk for each construction activity.  In accordance with the 
guidance, construction dust effects would not be significant with the implementation of the proposed 
environmental measures.  Therefore the measures proposed in the Dust Risk Assessment have 
been included in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP; Document 5.4, 
Appendix 3C). The CEMP is secured under Requirement 5, Schedule 3 of the DCO (Document 
2.1) and therefore must be implemented in full unless otherwise agreed with the relevant Planning 
Authority.  

 

Several of the recommended measures, such as those relating to communications, are covered in 
other sections of the CEMP as these are not discipline specific.  These measures were therefore not 
replicated in the Air Quality Section of the CEMP (Section 4.8).  To provide clarity, Table 1 below 
presents the measures recommended in the Dust Risk Assessment, with an additional column to 
indicate where the measure has been covered in the CEMP. 

 

Table 1 Environmental measures for Sections A to D and where the measures are included in 
the CEMP 

Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

Communications  

Develop and implement a 
stakeholder communications plan 
that includes community 
engagement before work 
commences on site. 

H Stakeholder communications has been 
covered in Section 2.9 of the CEMP.  
Community engagement is covered in 
Section 2.10.  It is considered that the 
text included within these sections 
sufficiently addresses this measure, 
and that a separate (Air Quality) 
stakeholder communications plan is not 
required. 

Display the name and contact 
details of person(s) accountable 
for air quality and dust issues on 
the site boundary. This may be 
the environment 
manager/engineer or the site 

H 2.10.2 states that “the project helpline 
and website information will be visible 
on boards placed around the perimeter 
of the construction site”.  The 
community relations team will manage 
the helpline as the first point of contact 
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Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

manager. for any project related construction 
queries and liaise with the other 
members of the project team to 
investigate any complaints. Whilst the 
details of the person accountable for air 
quality specifically will not be displayed, 
the community relations team would 
ensure that any air quality and dust 
issues are passed to the relevant 
person.  It is therefore considered that 
this measure is sufficiently covered in 
the CEMP. 

Display the head or regional office 
contact information. 

H As stated in 2.10.2, the 24 hour project 
helpline and website information will be 
visible on boards placed around the 
perimeter of the construction site.  As 
stated in 2.10.3, the community 
relations team will ensure that any 
complaints are recorded and 
appropriately managed. Complaints will 
be investigated and appropriate action 
will be taken.  It is therefore considered 
that sufficient information will be 
provided on the boards surrounding the 
site, and that the measure has been 
adequately covered in the CEMP. 

Site management  

Record all dust and air quality 
complaints, identify cause(s), take 
appropriate measures to reduce 
emissions in a timely manner, and 
record the measures taken. 

H 4.8.5 states that “records will be kept of 
air quality incidents and complaints in 
accordance with section 2.11 of this 
CEMP”.  Please note that the CEMP is 
being updated and the section number 
reference will be changed from 2.11 to 
2.12.  2.10.3 states that “the community 
relations team will ensure the details of 
any complaints are recorded and all 
complaints are appropriately managed. 
Complaints will be investigated and 
appropriate action will be taken.”  
Additionally, Section 2.13 details the 
investigation procedure, which includes 
investigation of the incident, preparation 
of an action plan to determine why the 
incident occurred, whether any 
modifications to working practices are 
required to prevent a recurrence and 
updates to the CEMP and Safety 
Health and Environment (SHE) Plan if 
necessary and the appropriate statutory 
body informed (in the case of air quality 
this will be the Environmental Health 



 

       

 

Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

Officer (EHO) at the relevant Local 
Authority).  It is therefore considered 
that this measure is sufficiently covered 
in the CEMP. 

Make the complaints log available 
to the local authorities when 
asked. 

H 2.12.6 states that National Grid’s and 
the contractors’ monitoring reports will 
be made available to statutory and non-
statutory bodies on request. This would 
include the complaints log.  It is 
therefore considered that this measure 
is sufficiently covered in the CEMP.   

Record any exceptional incidents 
that cause dust and/or air 
emissions, either on- or off-site, 
and the action taken to resolve 
the situation in the log book. 

H Section 2.13 details the procedure that 
would be followed in the event of an 
incident.  2.13.3 states that “all 
incidents associated with the 
construction of the proposed 
development, including environmental 
incidents and non-conformance with the 
CEMP, will be reported and 
investigated using the Pollution Incident 
Control Plan (PICP)”.  2.13.4 states that 
“an action plan will be prepared to 
determine why the incident occurred 
and whether any modifications to 
working practices are required to 
prevent a recurrence. If necessary, the 
CEMP and SHE Plan will be updated 
(and any other plans as appropriate) 
and all workers will be notified.” It is 
therefore considered that this measure 
is sufficiently covered in the CEMP. 

Hold regular liaison meetings with 
other high risk construction sites 
within 500m of the site boundary 
if applicable to ensure plans are 
co-ordinated and dust and 
particulate matter emissions are 
minimised. It is important to 
understand the interactions of the 
off-site transport/ deliveries which 
might be using the same strategic 
road network routes. 

D Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Monitoring  

Undertake daily on-site and off-
site inspection, where receptors 
(including roads) are nearby, to 
monitor dust, record inspection 
results, and make the log 
available to the Local Authorities 
when asked. This should include 
regular dust soiling checks of 

D Measure included in 4.8.4. 



 

       

 

Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

surfaces such as street furniture, 
cars and window sills within 100m 
of site boundary, with cleaning to 
be provided if necessary. 

Carry out regular site inspections 
to monitor compliance with the 
DMP, record inspection results, 
and make an inspection log 
available to the local authorities 
when asked. 

H Section 2.12 details the daily 
inspections that would take place, 
which will include monitoring 
conformance with the CEMP.  2.12.4 
states that “environmental performance 
data will be collected and collated into 
the SHE Plan”.  As stated in 2.12.6, 
“National Grid’s and the contractors’ 
monitoring reports will be made 
available to statutory and non-statutory 
bodies on request.”  It is therefore 
considered that this measure is 
sufficiently covered in the CEMP.  

Increase the frequency of site 
inspections by the person 
accountable for air quality and 
dust issues on site when activities 
with a high potential to produce 
dust are being carried out and 
during prolonged dry or windy 
conditions. 

H Measure included in 4.8.4. 

Consider dust monitoring within 
Section A and agree monitoring 
locations with the Local 
Authorities.  

H Given the nature of the works (that is, 
that they are transient and linear, and 
there is only a low to medium risk of 
dust effects), and the routine site 
inspections, further dust monitoring is 
not considered necessary at this time.  
However, should the site inspections 
indicate air quality and dust issues, 
further monitoring will be considered.   

Preparing and maintaining the site  

Plan site layout so that machinery 
and dust causing activities are 
located away from receptors, as 
far as is possible. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Erect solid screens or barriers 
around dusty activities or the site 
boundary so that they are at least 
as high as any stockpiles on site. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Fully enclose site or specific 
operations where there is a high 
potential for dust production and 
the site is active for an extensive 
period. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Avoid site runoff of water or mud. H Measure included in 4.8.2. 



 

       

 

Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

Keep site fencing, barriers and 
scaffolding clean using wet 
methods.  

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Remove materials that have a 
potential to produce dust from site 
as soon as possible, unless being 
re-used on site. If they are being 
re-used on-site, cover as 
described below. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Cover, seed or fence stockpiles to 
prevent wind whipping.  

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Operating vehicle/machinery and sustainable travel  

Ensure all vehicles switch off 
engines when stationary - no 
idling vehicles.  

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Avoid the use of diesel or petrol 
powered generators and use 
mains electricity or battery 
powered equipment where 
practicable. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Impose and signpost a maximum-
speed-limit of 15mph on surfaced 
and 10mph on unsurfaced haul 
roads and work areas (if long haul 
routes are required, these speeds 
may be increased with suitable 
additional control measures 
provided, subject to the approval 
of the nominated undertaker and 
with the agreement of the Local 
Authorities, where appropriate). 

D Measure included in 4.8.2.  There are 
no temporary surfaced roads proposed, 
therefore the 15mph limit was removed 
from this measure in the CEMP.  
However bell mouths will be surfaced 
and existing access roads may 
currently be surfaced therefore it is 
proposed that the text as provided in 
the Dust Risk Assessment including the 
15mph limit for surfaces haul roads is 
included in the CEMP at the next 
document update.  

Contractor to prepare 
Construction Traffic Management 
Plan, which includes measures to 
manage the sustainable delivery 
of goods and materials.  

H A Construction Traffic Management 
Plan (CTMP) has been prepared 
(Document 5.4, Appendix 3G).  One 
of the objectives of the plan is to 
“minimise construction trips where 
possible”. 

 

 

Implement a Travel Plan that 
supports and encourages 
sustainable travel (public 
transport, cycling, walking, and 
car-sharing). 

D As stated in 5.19.2 of the CTMP, “the 
Travel Plan will be produced by the 
contractor at detailed design stage and 
will form part of the evolution of the 
CTMP.”  Additionally, the following 
measure has been included in 4.8.2 of 
the CEMP: “alternative methods for 
business travel will be considered by all 



 

       

 

Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

employees to reduce vehicle use”.   

Operations  

Only use cutting, grinding or 
sawing equipment fitted or in 
conjunction with suitable dust 
suppression techniques such as 
water sprays or local extraction, 
e.g. suitable local exhaust 
ventilation systems. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Ensure an adequate water supply 
on the site for effective 
dust/particulate matter 
suppression/mitigation, using 
non-potable water where possible 
and appropriate. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Use enclosed chutes and 
conveyors and covered skips, 
should they be required. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Minimise drop heights from 
conveyors, loading shovels, 
hoppers and other loading or 
handling equipment and use fine 
water sprays on such equipment 
wherever appropriate. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Ensure equipment is readily 
available on site to clean any dry 
spillages, and clean up spillages 
as soon as reasonably practicable 
after the event using wet cleaning 
methods. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Waste management  

No bonfires and burning of waste 
materials.  

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Demolition  

Ensure effective water 
suppression is used during 
demolition operations where 
applicable. Hand held sprays are 
more effective than hoses 
attached to equipment as the 
water can be directed to where it 
is needed. In addition, high 
volume water suppression 
systems, manually controlled, can 
produce fine water droplets that 
effectively bring the dust particles 
to the ground. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 



 

       

 

Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

Avoid explosive blasting, using 
appropriate manual or mechanical 
alternatives.  

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Bag and remove any biological 
debris or damp down such 
material before demolition.  

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Earthworks  

Re-vegetate earthworks and 
exposed areas/soil stockpiles to 
stabilise surfaces as soon as 
practicable. 

D Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Use Hessian, mulches or 
trackifiers where it is not possible 
to re-vegetate or cover with 
topsoil, as soon as practicable. 
Only remove the cover in small 
areas during work and not all at 
once. 

D Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Construction  

Avoid scabbling (roughening of 
concrete surfaces) if possible. 

D Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Ensure sand and other 
aggregates are stored in bunded 
areas and are not allowed to dry 
out, unless this is required for a 
particular process, in which case 
ensure that appropriate additional 
control measures are in place. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Ensure bulk cement and other 
fine powder materials are 
delivered in enclosed tankers and 
stored in silos with suitable 
emission control systems to 
prevent escape of material and 
overfilling during delivery. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

For smaller supplies of fine power 
materials ensure bags are sealed 
after use and stored appropriately 
to prevent dust. 

D Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Trackout  

Use water-assisted dust 
sweeper(s) on the access and 
local roads, to remove, as 
necessary, any material tracked 
out of the site. This may require 
the sweeper being continuously in 
use. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 



 

       

 

Measure Highly recommended 
(H) or Desirable (D) 
measure 

Location in CEMP 

Avoid dry sweeping of large 
areas. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Ensure vehicles entering and 
leaving sites are covered to 
prevent escape of materials 
during transport. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Inspect on-site haul routes for 
integrity and instigate necessary 
repairs to the surface as soon as 
reasonably practicable. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Record all inspections of haul 
routes and any subsequent action 
in a site log book.  

H As stated in 2.12.1, “the contractors will 
undertake daily inspections, which will 
include monitoring conformance with 
the CEMP. Daily assessment forms will 
be completed during the daily checks”.  
Daily inspections would include 
inspection of on-site haul routes.  It is 
therefore considered that this measure 
is sufficiently covered in the CEMP. 

Install hard surfaced haul routes, 
which are regularly damped down 
with fixed or mobile sprinkler 
systems, or mobile water bowsers 
and regularly cleaned. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Implement a wheel washing 
system. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Ensure there is an adequate area 
of hard surfaced road between 
the wheel washing area and the 
site exit, wherever site size and 
layout permits. 

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Access gates to be located at 
least 10m from receptors where 
possible.  

H Measure included in 4.8.2. 

Construction traffic  

Construction vehicles should 
avoid travelling through Air 
Quality Management Areas 
(AQMAs) where possible, namely, 
the Canterbury City Council 
AQMA (refer to Figure 12.1 in 
Volume 5, Document 5.3). 

D Measure included in 4.8.2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

       

 

 
 

 

 

 




