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Introduction
This document provides the comments of the applicant; National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (National Grid) on some of the responses by
other Interested Parties to the Examining Authority’s first written questions submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) on deadline 2, 14th
July 2016.
National Grid has sought to provide comments where it appeared to be helpful to the Examination to do so, for instance where a response
includes a request for further information or clarification from National Grid or where National Grid considers that it would be appropriate for the
Examining Authority to have National Grid’s comment on a matter raised by an Interested Party in its response.
Where an issue raised within a response has been dealt with previously by National Grid, for instance in National Grid’s own response to a
question posed by the Examining Authority in its first round of written questions or within one of the application documents submitted to the
Examination, a cross reference to that response or document is provided to avoid unnecessary duplication. The information provided in this
document should, therefore, be read in conjunction with the material to which cross references are provided.
National Grid has not provided comments on every response made by an Interested Party to the questions raised. In some cases no comments
have been provided, for instance, because the response provided a short factual response, or because it reiterated previously expressed
objections in principle to the Proposed Development or expressions of opinion without supporting evidence.
For the avoidance of doubt, where National Grid has chosen not to comment on matters raised by Interested Parties this is not an indication that
National Grid agrees with the point or comment raised or opinion expressed in that response.
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4. COMPULSORY ACQUISITION
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Written
Question

General - Each of the Interested Parties who have submitted relevant representations suggesting subsequent
effects on the use of the land affected is requested to explain whether, and if so how,

Q1.4.18

following the removal of the nearby existing 132kV overhead line, the proposed development
would result in effects additional to those which currently exist.

St.
John’s 1) The three 132kV pylons at Docker Hill Farm which are proposed to be removed have a minimal impact on
College
the use of irrigation booms which are pulled along the length of fields in long runs. The proposed position of the
two new 400kV pylons would prohibit efficient irrigation runs over a larger area.
2) Furthermore, the location of the ‘cross-over’ on Docker Hill Farm necessitates the splitting of the remaining
132kV line into two. This results in the addition of four further poles which add significant additional
obstructions for irrigation and other farm operations.
3) NG have belatedly provided guidance suggesting that a clearance of 5.3m will be required between the
400kV wires and irrigation booms to prevent flashover. We have previously been informed that the minimum
height of the wires will be 7.4m meaning that boom irrigation will be impossible beneath the 400kV lines.
National Grid’s 1 and 2) National Grid requires specific information on the irrigation systems currently used by PILs and the
comment
locations upon which the systems are utilised to allow National Grid to fully understand the impact that the
proposed 400kV and 132kV overhead line apparatus may have on a landowner or tenant’s ability to irrigate
and operate farm machinery in certain areas. National Grid will continue to liaise with PILs in order to address,
if necessary, any concerns in relation to irrigation that they may have.
3) The recently issued National Grid guidance on ‘Irrigation near Overhead Lines’, (see Appendix A of this
document) does state that a minimum clearance of 5.3 metres (m) should be maintained between the top of
the boom of a sprayer to the overhead line. The 5.3m clearance is a distance that is applied to any object on
which a person may stand. Where access to the object is not required and on which a person cannot stand or
lean a ladder then a clearance of 3.1m can be observed.
The design of the proposed 400kV overhead line provides a minimum of 8.1m ground clearance which is
greater than the statutory clearance of 7.3m (Energy Networks Association Technical Specification 43-8,
Overhead line clearances, Issue 4 2015 – see appendix B of this document). It is important to be aware
Final
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that this 8.1m clearance only occurs at the lowest point of the conductor sag and would not extend for the
entire length of the span and this has been stated to all PILs and agents throughout discussions and
consultation. This clearance of 8.1m allows for 5m vehicles to pass below the conductors without infringing on
the 3.1m safety clearance mentioned above.
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Written
Question

Nethergong Camping [RR-006]- Is Christine Jenkins, the author of this relevant representation the same person
as Mrs Christine Yoshiko Jenkins referred to as an owner and occupier of Plots 809,

Q1.4.20

812 and 814 in the application Book of Reference? Is there any relationship between this relevant
representation and these Plots? If so, what?

Nethergong
Camping

Christine Jenkins, author of the relevant representation is the same person as Christine yoshiko Jenkins, joint
owner and occupier of Plots 809, 812 and 814.
These plots are part of the eastern boundary of Nethergong Campsite. There are secluded camping spots along
these plots and campers walk the boundary for leisure and on their way to the Public Footpath on Farmer
Botting’s land, walking towards the Gate Inn.
Our understanding is that National Grid wish to relocate the Owl Boxes (breeding this summer) near to P26 and
P27 to these Plots, initially we thought opposite our land near the Public Footpath on Mr Botting’s land.
We feel this is entirely unsuitable for breeding Barn Owls. The owls are unlikely to breed so close to a public
footpath with noise from campers just across the dyke.
We have not been consulted on the use by National Grid on any part of our land and this EA’s question is the first
we have heard of our land being required
We would object to National Grid using any of our land for these purposes and do not understand why our land is
included in the plans. Why would they need to access our land to put owl boxes up across the dyke?
In addition, we have several Cetti’s Warblers resident and breeding at Nethergong. We believe they will also be
disturbed if National Grid use this piece of land for resiting of the owl boxes.
NB: This land is designated as agricultural land in the applicant’s plans. Please note our land has
Leisure Designation, not agricultural
Applicants claims in Doc 5.2
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9.27.32 Given the short term neutral change in construction, the relative medium term neutral change in
operation, and temporary neutral change in decommissioning, the overall magnitude of change on the favourable
conservation status of the local barn owl population is considered to be neutral and the resultant effect is not
significant.
9.28.9 In so doing, there would be no contravention of WCA Schedule 1 and any impact to the local Cetti’s
warbler population from proposed construction works is not considered to cause disturbance above a short term
negative change of very low magnitude and thus, effects are assessed to be not significant.
National Grid’s National Grid discussed proposals for the provision of a replacement owl box with Martin Allen of Elgar’s (the
comment
agent acting on behalf of Mr & Mrs Jenkins) at a Section 42 feedback meeting on 21st October 2015. A meeting
with Mr & Mrs Jenkins was offered and Mr Allen said he would discuss it with them and let National Grid know if a
further meeting was required. The existing owl box located to the north of the campsite would need to be closed
up during the construction works and therefore five areas were initially identified for the potential location of a
replacement owl box. Three of the proposed locations were along the eastern boundary of Nethergong Campsite,
on land owned and occupied by Mr & Mrs Jenkins, which was the reason why a number of plots were originally
included within the Book of Reference.
Detailed consultation was undertaken with the Stour Valley Barn Owl Conservation Network and Wildlife
Conservation Partnership (BOCN/WCP) (who monitor barn owl boxes in the area) and data supplied by
BOCN/WCP has informed the impact assessment and identification of suitable stand-off distances from each
identified barn owl nest location and mitigation during the construction period (Section 9.27 Doc 5.9 and Section
16 Annex 3E.2 and Para 20.3.2 Confidential Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy Doc 5.4.3E). From the five
potentially suitable replacement barn owl box areas, it was agreed with BOCN/WCP that the most preferential
location for the additional barn owl box was on land not owned or occupied by Mr & Mrs Jenkins. Martin Allen
was informed by National Grid of this development on 25th May 2016 and the Schedule of Variation to the Book
of Reference Doc 3.3 has been updated stating the plots that are ‘No Longer Required’ and the Book of
Reference Doc 3.3 has also been updated removing these plots and parties accordingly (plot numbers have not
been provided in this document as they provide details relating to Schedule 1 birds, the details of which are
confidential).
It should also be noted that the existing barn owl box (being temporarily closed up during construction) would be
made available to nesting barn owls once construction works are complete, therefore following the installation of
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the replacement owl box there would be two potential nest sites available in future years.
Barn owl nest boxes would be installed outside the breeding season for Cettis Warbler. Therefore there would be
no disturbance to breeding birds or contravention of Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act.
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5. DRAFT DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER
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Written
Question
Q1.5.9

Article 13
i. Article 13 relates to the temporary stopping up of streets and public rights of way and is very widely drawn
in seeking such powers for “…any street or PRoW shown on the access and rights of way plans or within the
Order limits…”. Should this power be restricted to
….any street or PRoW shown on the access and rights of way plans as being subject to
PRoW or street management…’ ?
ii.
The last line of Article 13(4) should be amended to read ‘.. must provide the temporary diversion as
specified…’
iii.

In Schedule 7 referenced in Article 13 should the drawing reference for PRoW EE42 be to

Plan B for both stopping up and diversion, not Plan A as given?
iv.

In Article 13(7) what justification is there for consent to be deemed after only 28 days?

Dover District i It is agreed that the suggestion of the inclusion of those “being subject to PRoW or street management “
Council
should be added to this article.
ii it is agreed that the wording should be amended as suggested.
iii Given that the plans A and B overlap at points referred to in Article 13 it is agreed that Plan B should also be
referred to.
iv Please see SoCG (Document 8.4.6, Section 4.15.2 and 4.21.2) for a response on the use of deemed
consent provisions.
National Grid’s National Grid’s position in relation to the first part of this question is set out in its answer to 1.5.9.
comment
At the Issue Specific Hearing on the draft DCO (28 July), DDC confirmed that they were happy with the
deemed consent provision and 28 day period.
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Written
Question
Q1.5.10
South
Water

Article 16
i.

With regard to Article 16, are the Water Undertakers and Environment Agency content with its provisions?

ii. As regards 16(9), is the longstop default provision of 28 days after which consent/ approval will be deemed
to have been granted reasonable?
East i. SEW is not content with these provisions and submits the removal of any apparatus must be done in
accordance with SEW's suggested protective provisions which are included as Appendix 33 to it written
representation.
ii. SEW do not believe that this time frame is appropriate and suggest that removal of any apparatus must be
done in accordance with its proposed protective provisions which are included as Appendix 33 to it written
representation.

National Grid’s i. Article 16 is not concerned with the moving of undertakers’ apparatus. It confers on National Grid the
comment
necessary powers to discharge water. On that basis, the points raised by SEW are not applicable.
ii. Other parties, including the Environment Agency, have agreed to the longstop default provision.

Final

11

August 2016

Richborough Connection Project – Applicant’s Comments on Third Party Responses to Examining Authority’s First Written Questions Submitted for Deadline 2

Written Question

Article 29(5)(c)

Q1.5.14

i. Article 29 Para (5)(c) can be read to mean that the Applicant is not required to remove any foundation that
extends more than 1.5m below ground level. Is this what is intended, or should the wording indicate that all
foundations are to be removed to a depth of 1.5m below ground level but no further?

South
Water

ii.
Are Interested Parties content that the Applicant is not required to remove any foundations below 1.5m
which had been placed in the land to support pylons and electric lines?
East i. N/A
ii. SEW are not content for this proposal and suggest that Article 29(5)(c) is removed so that the Applicant must
remove all foundations whatever their depth

National Grid’s ii. National Grid would refer back to its answer to written question 1.5.14 and the additional information
comment
provided in relation to action point 19 subsequent to the DCO ISH on 28 July 2016.
In addition, National Grid can confirm that there are no pylons relating to the 132kV line to be dismantled on
SEW land as part of the authorised development.
Broad
Oak Should the Applicant’s proposed development proceed, we consider that the Applicant should be required to
Preservation
remove all foundations of whatever depth which have either been laid down to support temporary structures or
Society
pylons, or which were the foundations for the pylons forming the PX line to be removed. This is necessary to
avoid any compromise on the future use of the land.
National Grid’s National Grid would refer back to its answer to written question 1.5.14 and the additional information provided
comment
in relation to action point 19 subsequent to the DCO ISH on 28 July 2016.
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Written
Question
Q1.5.18

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

Canterbury City CCC considers that it would be beneficial to make the wording more specific.
Council
CCC would defer to KCC as highway authority in relation to trees within or overhanging the public highway.
National Grid’s National Grid’s position on this matter is as set out in the response to written question 1.5.18.
comment
Dover District It is difficult to be more precise in terms of wording given the variety of activities which are involved, perhaps
Council
41(2) gives sufficient incentive to avoid unnecessary works. Schedule 3.10 requires a pre-commencement
protection strategy – perhaps Article 41 should be subject to the provisions of that strategy.
Schedule 3.10 will protect those important hedgerows that will not be subject to identified works (Schedule
3.8).
The Hedgerow Regulations 1997 permit the removal of any hedgerow for carrying out development for which
planning permission has been granted or is deemed to have been granted. Therefore DDC would not seek
notifications under these regulations in the light of a DCO.
National Grid’s National Grid’s position on this matter is as set out in the response to written question 1.5.18.
comment
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Kent
County Article 41 (1); ‘Within 2m’ (or other measurement agreed between the parties) ‘of any part of’ is preferred.
Council
KCC suggests that the definition is amended to refer to those trees or shrubs that fall within the site line
envelope agreed with KCC as the Local Highway Authority. Additionally, the protection of hedgerows is not a
KCC function.
National Grid’s National Grid’s position on this matter is as set out in the response to written question 1.5.18.
comment
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Written
Question
Q1.5.30

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

Canterbury City One of the activities excluded from the meaning of ‘commence’ in the DCO is environmental investigation and
Council
monitoring, and environmental mitigation measures.
This would appear to be in direct conflict with requirement 13 which does not allow for any stage of the
development to commence until a written scheme to deal with ground conditions, including contamination of
land has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority, as identified in para 7.1.3 of ES
volume 5, 5.4.14A. There is no definition of environmental investigation, monitoring and mitigation and if it is
intended that this includes contaminated land matters this would conflict with requirement 13.
If the exclusions to the meaning of “commence” are to be agreed, it is suggested that they should be defined
for clarity.
Pre-commencement work must not commence before conditions are approved and incorporated in the DCO.
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National Grid’s National Grid’s position on this matter is as set out in the response to written question 1.5.30. Please also see
comment
National Grid’s response to DCO ISH action points 28 and 30 (Doc 8.23) submitted at Deadline 3.
Dover District Pre-commencement work must not commence before conditions are approved and incorporated in the DCO.
Council
As drafted, this could be of concern to the Joint Councils. It is noted that archaeological monitoring and
investigation is excluded. Provided that such is covered under the scope of the Archaeological Mitigation
Written Scheme of Investigation (which would be approved under requirement 5 (2) (c)) the exclusion of such
archaeological works would likely be acceptable.
One of the various activities excluded from the meaning of “commence” in the DCO is environmental
investigation and monitoring, and environmental mitigation measures.
This would appear to be in direct conflict with requirement 13 which does not allow for any stage of the
development to commence until a written scheme to deal with ground conditions, including contamination of
land has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority, as identified in para 7.1.3 of ES
volume 5, 5.4.14A (APP-029). There is no definition of environmental investigation, monitoring and mitigation
and if it is intended that this includes contaminated land matters this would conflict with requirement 13.
If the exclusions to the meaning of “commence” are to be agreed, it is suggested that they should be defined
for clarity.
National Grid’s National Grid’s position on this matter is as set out in the response to written question 1.5.30. Please also see
comment
National Grid’s response to DCO ISH action points 28 and 30 (Doc 8.23) submitted at Deadline 3.
Thanet District Pre-commencement work must not commence before conditions are approved andincorporated in the DCO.
Council
National Grid’s National Grid’s position on this matter is as set out in the response to written question 1.5.30. Please also see
comment
National Grid’s response to DCO ISH action points 28 and 30 (Doc 8.23) submitted at Deadline 3.
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Written
Question

Requirement 5
i.

Q1.5.34

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

…. ` necessary or appropriate? See the advice on tailpieces given in section 19 of PINS Advice Note 15 –
Drafting Development Consent Orders. As currently drafted the requirement could allow the relevant planning
authority to give agreement to the construction works being carried out without compliance with the CEMP.
ii. 5(2); If as stated in Canterbury City Council’s relevant representation [RR-068], and that of Dover District
Council [RR-029] a Noise and Vibration Management Plan is to be agreed as a way of providing satisfactory
mitigation, should this be secured as part of the CEMP in Requirement 5(2), rather than as a plan to be
submitted for approval under Requirement
6(1)?
iii.

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

iv.
5(2) should the words: “accompanied by the following plans, scheme and strategy-” be changed to:
“includes the following plans, scheme and strategy-”.
v. 5(3); The tailpiece could result in changes being made to the CEMP post consent which have not been
assessed in the ES. Explain the need for the tailpiece.
Canterbury City
Council

Final

i.

This has been included so that the planning authority can give s 61 permission for work outside of
agreed hours (subject to best practicable means)

ii.

This must be included. Submitting under 6.1 would address the fact that the surroundings are not
uniform along the route and controls may vary.

iii.

A site waste management plan is referred to in 6.1. No preference to where it placed.

iv.

The change in wording may strengthen the requirement as if the plans aren’t included in the CEMP it
can then be considered incomplete.

v.

The tailpiece can help address situations not known of at the time of the ES e.g.- unexpected
contamination, unexploded ordinance, protected wildlife (newts etc). However CCC would prefer to
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minimise use of tailpieces overall.
National Grid’s Please see National Grid’s detailed response to written question 1.5.34 (Doc 8.2) which sets out National
comment
Grid’s justification for use of a tailpiece in Requirement 5. As detailed at the DCO ISH National Grid is seeking
proportionate and limited flexibility in this requirement in order to ensure that the delivery of this nationally
significant infrastructure is not unduly delayed. Such flexibility is considered to be appropriate to enable
National Grid to take into account any changes to the CEMP or other plans/schemes/strategy listed in
Requirement 5, with the agreement of the local authority and highway authority. This flexibility is considered to
be necessary to account for a wide geographical area covered by this scheme and the associated differing
ground conditions and environmental issues that may be encountered in delivery.
Requirement 1 (interpretation) provides that where any requirement specific ‘unless otherwise approved’ or
‘unless otherwise agreed’ that such approval or agreement can only be given in relation to minor or immaterial
changes and where it has been demonstrated that the change is unlikely to give rise to any materially new or
different environmental effects.
National Grid confirmed at the DCO ISH that it would give further consideration to the drafting of Requirement
5 in so far as it relates to the accompanying documents to the CEMP.
Dover District i Please refer to the SoCG (Document 8.4.6, Section 4.20.4) which relates to “unless otherwise agreed with”.
Council
The Councils raised the question as to the mechanism for amending the DCO.
DCLG guidance dated December 2015 Planning Act 2008: Guidance on Changes to Development Consent
Orders sets out the formal mechanisms for amending a DCO under the 2008 Planning Act and 2015
Infrastructure Act and SI 2011 No. 2055 The Infrastructure Planning (Changes to, and Revocation of,
Development Consent Orders) Regulations 2011 and SI 2015 No. 760 The Infrastructure Planning (Changes
to, and Revocation of, Development Consent Orders) (Amendment) Regulations 2015. It is expected that any
changes to the DCO, whether material or non-material, would be required to be subject to the formal process
set out in the DCLG guidance, to which The Councils will be statutory consultees, and such matters could not
be determined by the relevant authorities outside of the formal legislative process. The formal process ensures
that necessary consultation and publicity is undertaken, and amended details are published on the project
page of the Planning Inspectorate Infrastructure. In light of this the wording is considered to be unnecessary.
As far as this will relate to hours of construction, this has been included so that the planning authority can give
Final

18

August 2016

Richborough Connection Project – Applicant’s Comments on Third Party Responses to Examining Authority’s First Written Questions Submitted for Deadline 2

S61 permission for work outside of agreed hours (subject to best practicable means). This tailpiece may
therefore be applicable should the Noise and Vibration Plan (as drafted to be agreed under Requirement 6), be
approved as part of the DCO and listed under the approved plans under Requirement 5 (2), although DDC
note the formal procedure identified above
ii No preference where this goes but it must be included. Submitting under requirement 6(1) would address the
fact that the surroundings are not uniform along the route and controls may vary.
iii A site waste management plan is referred to in requirement 6 (1). No preference to where it is placed.
iv The change in wording may strengthen the requirement as if the plans aren’t included in the CEMP it can
then be considered incomplete.
v Whilst this tailpiece can help address situations not known of at the time of the ES e.g.- unexpected
contamination, unexploded ordnance, protected wildlife (newts etc), there would be concerns in respect of any
changes that have not been assessed in the ES. Please refer to comments in respect of the formal procedure
for amendments at point (i).
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
Thanet District i) This has been included so that the planning authority can give s 61 permission for work outside of agreed
Counci
hours (subject to best practicable means)
ii) No preference where this goes but it must be included. Submitting under 6.1 would address the fact that the
surroundings are not uniform along the route and controls may vary.
iii) A site waste management plan is referred to in 6.1. No preference to where it placed.
iv) The change in wording may strengthen the requirement as if the plans aren’t included in the CEMP it can
then be considered incomplete.
v) The tailpiece can help address situations not know of at the time of the ES eg- unexpected contamination,
unexploded ordinance, protected wildlife (newts etc)
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National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
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Written
Question
Q1.5.35

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

Canterbury City Yes, the construction and mitigation plans should accord with the mitigation measures in the ES.
Council
Yes, 6(2) should also refer to mitigation works to minimise the impacts of construction.
National Grid’s The detailed plans, scheme and strategy provided for under Requirement 6 seek to minimise the impacts of
comment
construction works and are informed by the overarching management/mitigation plans secured by Requirement
5. The CEMP, and other documents secured under Requirement 5, all incorporate the findings and
recommendations of the Environmental Statement. These are the plans which will be certified by the Secretary
of State under Article 44 of the draft DCO and which will be relied upon to deliver the required embedded
environmental measures.
The plans secured by Requirement 6, will reflect the information set out in the overarching
management/mitigation plans secured by Requirement 5, therefore accord with the embedded environmental
measures specified in the Environmental Statement.
Dover District i DDC considers that the construction and mitigation plans should accord with the mitigation measures in the
Council
ES. Reference to mitigation measures in accordance with both the ES and the CEMP should be included and
DDC suggest the following wording (similar to the approach and wording in requirement 8) 6.—(1) No stage of the authorised development may commence until, for that stage, the following plans and
scheme to minimise the impacts of construction works and that accords with the mitigation measures in the ES
and the CEMP have been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority—
ii Yes. 6(2) should also refer to mitigation works to minimise the impacts of construction, and accord with the
mitigation measures in the ES. Please refer to comments above.
Relevant authorities have previously requested that “ in consultation with” specified statutory consultees is
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added to the relevant plan and scheme under requirement 6, for e.g:
6(b)(e) in consultation with The Environment Agency , Local lead Flood Authority, Internal Drainage Board,
6(i) Highways Authority
Although in the relation to requirement 4, the context of 4.20.5 of the SoCG refers to consultation with other
bodies being specified within a specific requirement, for consistency it is considered that statutory bodies
should be specified in requirement 6 where necessary.
Please refer to 4.20.9 of the SoCG.
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
Thanet District Yes, the construction and mitigation plans should accord with the mitigation measures in the ES.
Counci
Yes, 6(2) should also refer to mitigation works to minimise the impacts of construction.
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
Kent
County The County Council considers that Requirement 6(2) should also refer to mitigation works to minimise the
Council
impact of construction
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
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Written
Question
Q1.5.37

Requirement 7
i.

Requirement 7 refers to construction hours. Are these hours agreed with the relevant planning authorities?

ii.

7(1) and (2) is the wording “unless otherwise approved by the relevant planning authority

….” necessary or appropriate? See the advice given in section 19 of PINS Advice Note 15 – Drafting
Development Consent Orders. As currently drafted the requirement would allow the relevant planning authority
to approve the carrying out of construction works taking place outside the hours/days in (1) and (2).
iii. Is it intended that the definition of construction work is to include starting up and shutting down vehicles
and plant, the servicing of vehicles and plant, and the delivery of materials, labour and plant to the work sites?
Canterbury City i.
Council

No CCC have stated that they are not in agreements with the general hours proposed by NG. Hours
should be:
• Monday to Friday 8am to 6pm
• Saturday 8am to 1pm
• No work Sundays or Bank Holidays
These hours are standard hours across the UK in order to protect people in the area from disturbance
associated with large construction projects. These hours have been used in major construction like the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link, Arsenal on the Move, HS2, Thameslink and Crossrail 1 &2.
CCC have made it clear that they will accept hours outside of these traditional construction hours where
there are no noise sensitive receptors (within 500metres).
The hours NG have proposed means that work could take place for at least 9 but more often 12 hours a
day for 19 consecutive days followed by only 1 day break. These hours are still in dispute with NG.
CCC has agreed that within 500 metres of any sensitive receptor, the hours should be as stated above.
Outside of 500m, NG’s proposed working hours can be used (i.e. 7am to 7pm Monday to Friday, 8am to
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5pm Saturday/Sundays/Bank Holidays).
ii.

See i. above

iii.

It is not uncommon to allow one hour start up and close down on larger construction sites. This is to aid
maximising the work that can take place within the specified working hours. However, this should not
involve tasks that are audible beyond the boundary of the site. They can include the following:
• Arrival & departure of workforce
• Checks & examinations of plant & machinery and the carrying out of essential repairs/maintenance to
plant & machinery
• Re-fuelling of plant & machinery
• Site inspections & safety checks
• Site clean up

National Grid’s i)
Hours have not been agreed with the relevant LPAs but are subject to ongoing consultation. National
comment
Grid’s position on construction hours is set out in the SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc
8.4.6) submitted at Deadline 2. See in particular SoCG ID 5.5 in Table 5.1. In addition, National Grid has
provided a detailed response to the Councils’ comments on construction hours and the draft Noise and
Vibration Management Plan, in the applicant’s comments on the Joint Local Impact Report and the Councils’
written representations (Doc 8.14) submitted at Deadline 3 (see in particular section 7.8 and appendix B).
ii)
Please refer to part i) above. In addition, the rationale for the inclusion of this tailpiece is included in
National Grid’s response to Questions 1.5.34 and 1.5.37 from the Examining Authority
iii)
The definition of construction work is to include starting up and shutting down vehicles and plant, the
servicing of vehicles and plant, and the delivery of materials, labour and plant to the work sites.
Thanet District i. No CCC/TDC/DDC have all stated that they are not in agreements with the general hours proposed by NG.
Council
Hours should be:
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Monday to Friday 8am to 6pm
Saturday 8am to 1pm
No work Sundays or Bank Holidays. These hours are standard hours across the UK in order to protect people
in the area from disturbance associated with large construction projects. These hours have been used in major
construction like the Channel Tunnel Rail Link, Arsenal on the Move, HS2, Thameslink and Crossrail 1 &2. The
3 councils have made it clear that they will accept hours outside of these traditional construction hours where
there are no noise sensitive receptors (within 500metres).
The hours NG have proposed means that work could take place for at least 9 but more often 12 hours a day for
19 consecutive days followed by only 1 day break. These hours are still in dispute with NG.
The 3 councils have agreed that within 500 metres of any sensitive receptor, the hours should be as stated
above. Outside of 500m, NG’s proposed working hours can be used (i.e. 7am to 7pm Monday to Friday, 8am
to 5pm Saturday/Sundays/Bank Holidays). We feel that this is a more than fair compromise.
ii. See i) above
iii. It is not uncommon to allow one hour start up and close down on larger construction sites. This is to aid
maximising the work that can take place within the specified working hours. However, this should not involve
tasks that are audible beyond the boundary if the site. They can include the following:
- Arrival & departure of workforce
- Checks & examinations of plant & machinery and the carrying out of essential repairs/maintenance to plant &
machinery
- Re-fuelling of plant & machinery
- Site inspections
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
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Written
Question

Requirement 8
i.

At present, although titled “Mitigation planting”, this requirement only refers to replacement

Q1.5.38
planting and not to other mitigation planting.
ii. is the wording “unless otherwise agreed by the relevant planning authority ….” necessary or appropriate?
Appears to be a drafting error here as repeats the previous sentence.
iii.
Might 8(2)(d) be better worded by use of the term ‘advanced planting’ with a suitable definition in
Requirement 1? The point is this should commence before not “after the implementation of the authorised
development”?
iv.
Should there also be reference in 8(2) to: temporary planting, management plans (as set out in the
arboricultural impact assessment (AIA)) and schemes for specific locations requiring relevant planning
authority approval?
Canterbury City CCC agrees with the Examining Authority’s suggestions. CCC would prefer to minimise use of tailpieces
Council
overall.
National Grid’s Please see National Grid’s response to question 1.5.38 for confirmation of National Grid’s position. See also
comment
the response to question 1.5.34 which reaffirms National Grid’s position regarding the necessity for tail pieces.
Dover District i Please refer to SoCG 4.20.11 and 4.20.12. It is noted that the Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Table 35.10
Council
Mitigation principles) states that the replacement tree ratio should be 4.1.
ii Please refer to comments at Q1.5.34 above.
iii It does appear that 8(2)(d) could be clearer and the Inspector’s suggestion of the use of ‘advance planting’
would be helpful. (See Q1.5.31, above).
iv This suggestion is welcomed.
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
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comment
Kent
County KCC agrees with the Examining Authority’s suggestions.
Council
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
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Written
Question

Requirement 10
i.

Q1.5.39

Should the content of the Tree and Hedgerow Protection Strategy (THPS) include a phasing

plan to ensure that habitat removal “would be timed and phased to minimise potential effects” as stated in the
ES [APP-029, para 9.6.6].
ii.
Should the description of the THPS in Requirement 10(2) refer to the Arboricultural Impact Assessment
(AIA), where much more detail of what should be secured is set out, rather than the reference only occurring in
10(2)(a)?
iii.

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

Canterbury City CCC agrees with the Examining Authority’s suggestions.
Council
National Grid’s Please see National Grid’s response to written question 1.5.39 in relation to phasing.
comment
Dover District i The phasing may be met by having the development in stages, each with its own THPS.
Council
ii It is noted that the AIA is referred to in 10(2) only and the Inspectors suggestion that it is referred to in 10(2) is
preferred.
iii Agreed
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
Thanet District i. Yes
Counci
ii. Yes
iii. Agreed
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National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
Kent
County KCC agrees with the Examining Authority’s suggestions.
Council
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
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Written
Question
Q1.5.40

Requirement 11
i.

replace the word ‘shall’ with ‘must’.

ii. Is the wording “unless otherwise agreed by the relevant planning authority ….” necessary or appropriate?
This drafting would allow the planning authority to decide in consultation with NE whether the diverters should
be fitted and retained.
iii.

Should reference be made to monitoring?

Canterbury City Requirement 11
Council
i.
replace the word ‘shall’ with ‘must’.
ii.

Is the wording “unless otherwise agreed by the relevant planning authority ….” necessary or
appropriate? This drafting would allow the planning authority to decide in consultation with NE whether
the diverters should be fitted and retained.

iii.

Should reference be made to monitoring?

National Grid’s Please see National Grid’s response to written question 1.5.40 and also 1.5.34 regarding the importance of
comment
tailpieces.
Dover District i This suggestion is agreed.
Council
ii Refer to comments at Q1.5.34 with regard to amendments, whether non material or material.
iii While there is reference in the BMS (Vol 5 Doc 5.4.3E Appendix 3E , APP-066) at 17.6.8 to reducing bird
collision risk and post-construction monitoring is mentioned at 1.7, it is not clear whether the impact of bird
flight diverters will be monitored.
National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
Thanet District ii. TDC considers this tailpiece is appropriate and further definition should be added to specify that approval
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Counci

cannot be provided if outside of the scope of the plan or submission.

National Grid’s Please see the response to Canterbury City Council’s comments above.
comment
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Written
Question
Q1.5.42

Requirement 14
Does Requirement 14 cover the removal of deposits and accumulations in water courses? Is a separate clause
covering these factors required?

Dover District It would appear not to as Requirement 14 specifies ‘debris’ which is not the same as deposits and
Council
accumulations, which could include soil. Perhaps Requirement 14 could be expanded to cover ‘debris and
other materials capable of causing obstruction to water flow’?
National Grid’s Please see National Grid’s response to question 1.5.42 for confirmation of National Grid’s position.
comment
South
Water

East SEW request changes to the Proposed DCO to make it clear that permanent and temporary water courses
must be kept clear.

National Grid’s Please see National Grid’s response to question 1.5.42 in relation to temporary watercourses.
comment
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Written
Question
Q1.5.44

Requirement 16
Requirement 16(3) obliges the Applicant to remedy defects identified by road safety audits but not to implement
recommendations arising from them. Why not? Should this be included in the Requirement?

Kent
County KCC would wish to see the implementation of recommendations arising from the road safety audits included
Council
within the requirement.
National Grid’s National Grid can confirm that it has agreed with KCC revised wording for Requirement 16 of the DCO. This
comment
revised wording will be included in the next iteration of the DCO at Deadline 4.
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Written
Question

Should the DCO include requirements relating to: a scheme for information dissemination and complaints
handling; the control of artificial light emissions; fencing or other means of enclosure; time restriction on HGV
movements; a scheme of vehicle marking; a highway signage plan; a traffic incident management plan.

Q1.5.47
NFU
In our response to Questions 1.9.7 and 1.12.17 we raise concerns over the exact mechanism by which an
appropriate degree of liaison will be achieved between the principal contractor and affected landowners/
occupiers. We have seen no detailed consideration of how this relationship will be managed during construction,
such that this crucial interaction may potentially be left to chance? We regard this as unsatisfactory and would
therefore support the requirement for more explicit developer obligations relating to information dissemination and
complaints handling.
It is our opinion that a further additional provision should be included to appoint an independent agricultural
liaison officer as the principal point of contact between the main contractor and affected landowners/ occupiers.
We believe this would be a relevant factor in discharging the requirements relating to “information dissemination
and complaints” as identified in this question.
We would further support clear information on the proposed fencing and enclosure plans and would highly
recommend that such a document is produced in consultation with affected landowners/ occupiers. This
information should be required of the developer as part of the DCO examination process and should be included
as a provision within the Deeds of Grant.
Farmers and growers should be able to crop and/or graze land as much as is reasonably practical within
proximity to the development site during the construction phase. It will therefore be essential to engage
landowners at an early stage in order to define required fencing and access arrangements. Such detail should be
considered as material to the outcomes of the socio-economic assessment and there should be a reasonable
expectation that the DCO will secure these arrangements.
St
John’s The College would like to see an assurance in the DCO that the working areas around pylons, compounds etc.
College
will be fenced off to minimise damage to soils and growing crops by National grid’s contractors. This was agreed
with National Grid at preliminary meetings and should therefore be included in the DCO.
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National Grid’s In response to the concerns raised by the NFU and St John’s College, National Grid respond as follows:comment
An Agricultural Liaison Officer will be employed by the main works contractor as detailed in the response to DCO
ISH action point 48.
It can also be confirmed that the works area will be appropriately fenced to prevent members of the public and
livestock entering the site. Fencing will also delineate site boundaries to reduce the risk of site staff
unintentionally accessing areas outside the working site. Fencing and other means of enclosure around the
construction compounds will comply with Volume 5, Doc 5.4, Appendix 3C, Section 3.5 of the Construction and
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). National Grid will be consulting with interested parties about the
fencing requirements as part of preconstruction meetings with those PILs.
It is the contractor’s responsibility to ensure that all the site is controlled in accordance with the statutory duty (Ref
1.2) to prevent unauthorised access to site as stated in Volume 5, Doc 5.4, Appendix 3C, Section 3.8 of the
CEMP and the Appendix 3G of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP).
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6. HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
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Written
Question

Do you agree with the Applicant’s explanation given in the ES for the scoping out of the listed buildings in Broad
Oak [APP-029, para 8.7.30] and as set out for each asset [APP-084, page 32 to 33]? If not why not?

Q1.6.7
Broad
Oak No, we do not agree, if the effect of scoping out the listed buildings in Broad Oak is that the effects on these
Preservation
buildings will only be considered after the route of the line is fixed and once it has SoS approval (should that be
Society
granted). It will then be too late for any ameliorative action to be take.
Despite being scoped out in APP-029, these assets are considered individually in APP-084, which is perhaps the
later consideration referred to in the earlier document. We disagree with most of the conclusions in this
document as it applies to Broad Oak.
Sweech Farmhouse and associated buildings: These buildings would have a clear line of sight across open
countryside to PC10, which would be approximately 600m distance. There are no intervening buildings. It is
difficult to see how planting could be sufficient to obscure views of the pylons and overhead cables. These
buildings are currently shielded from views of the existing PX line by mature planting and the houses in
Sweechgate, so there is no compensative positive change resulting from the removal of the PX line as claimed by
the Applicant. We find in incongruous that the Applicant should suggest that the removal of 25m tall pylons and
their replacement by ones which are 50m tall can be considered an improvement in the visual outlook, but this is
not the only place were the Applicant advances such views.
124 Sweechgate: This asset is not protected by intervening buildings or planting. There would be a clear line of
sight to the overhead cables between PC8 and PC9 at a distance of 340m. We cannot see how planning to be
sufficient to obscure this view.
Summer Hill: We have been unable to identify the location of this property in the vicinity of Broad Oak. From the
Canterbury City Council schedule of listed buildings it does appear there is a road in Harbledown to the NW of
Canterbury which contains a number of listed buildings. We do not wish to comment further on the inclusion of
this entry in the Applicant’s document.
Broad Oak Farm: We agree that Broad Oak Farm would not be affected by the development if it were to go
ahead. This property is set back sufficiently far from Sweechgate on the southern side that it would be shielded
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from views of the overhead line by the houses on the north side of Sweechgate.
Royal Oak Public House: Contrary to the assertions by the Applicant in APP-084, this property has clear views
across open country to the route of the proposed overhead line. It is 380m from the location of PC9. There are no
intervening buildings and only low intervening hedgerows. We believe there are two listed properties in Broad
Oak which the Applicant has not considered, unless they are dealt with elsewhere in APP-084:
Vale Farmhouse: This property in the bottom of the Sarre-Penn valley, approximately 440m to the north of PC9.
The proposed route is on the southern slopes of the SarrePenn valley; views from this asset to the south would
be looking up the slope of the land and have the pylon route dominating the skyline. We can see no way this can
be mitigated.
Goose Farm: This property is close to the centre of Broad Oak on the western side of Shalloak Road. The
overhead line between PC6 and PC7, if built, would be no more than 200m from Goose Farm. At the moment
Goose Farm enjoys open views in a westerly directions, and there is no way in which views of the line could be
screened.
We would like to use this question as an opportunity to comment on the issue of screening. There are a number
of places where the Applicant has referred to the possibility of screening views of the proposed overhead line with
newly planted hedges and trees. This possibility was also mentioned at the public consultation meetings. Given
the height of the proposed pylons it is not possible to have screening plants close to the overhead line. Having
50m tall groups of trees would themselves be obtrusive, and technical considerations would preclude this from
being seen as a solution. At a location 250m from a pylon, it would require a hedge 4m tall planted 20m from the
location to provide complete screening. A hedge this tall, even if allowed by local planning guidance, would itself
be an intrusion, destroying any view across open countryside which are a feature of many of the properties in our
village. We should not be forced to be hemmed in by excessively tall hedgerows. There is also the question of
how long it would take to grow such a hedge. It may provide screening in 15 to 20 years, but not in the immediate
future.
National Grid’s Potential effects on the listed buildings within Broad Oak were considered in the Preliminary Environmental
comment
Information Report (PEIR) at Section 8.21 and during subsequent consultation meetings with Historic England
and Canterbury City Council. The intention to scope these buildings out of the Environmental Statement (ES)
(Doc 5.2) was set out at Section 8.35.2 of the PEIR and was agreed with the prescribed consultees (Doc 8.4.6
SoCG ID 4.5.9 and Doc. 8.4.7, Section 3.2.1 and Doc 5.2 para. 8.7.30). Broad Oak Preservation Society
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(BOPS) submitted a response to the Section 42 consultation which did not raise any concerns in respect of the
assessment of effects on designated heritage assets in the PEIR.
BOPS’ characterisation of the visibility of the proposed development in views from these buildings appears to
overstate the likely visibility of the proposed 400kV (PC) overhead line as it does not reference intervening
planting and buildings which provide screening. National planning policy (NPS EN-1) and guidance (Historic
England 2015 GPA3: The Setting of Heritage Assets), moreover, set out a methodology which is distinct from the
assessment of effects on valued views (Doc 5.2 Chapter 7), and which requires the effect on the heritage
significance of these assets to be understood, rather than simply characterising the visibility of the proposed
development. The scoping and assessment process followed the GPA3 methodology to achieve an
understanding of change to heritage significance.
As discussed in the PEIR (at Section 8.21.3), the setting of the listed buildings in Broad Oak is defined by their
location within the village and their relationships to adjacent buildings and gardens. These visual relationships
contribute to their historic and architectural interests. As a result of screening from buildings and planting within
the village, the visual relationships between buildings and any intrinsic architectural interest they may hold is most
fully appreciated in very close views. In these close views, visibility of pylons would generally be precluded or
substantially filtered by planting or intervening buildings.
Views into the Broad Oak Valley and towards Shalloak from the assets contribute to significance to an extent by
situating these buildings and the settlement as a whole into a regionally distinctive historic landscape context.
However, at ground level these views are glimpsed, partial and filtered where they are not precluded by
intervening buildings and planting. There are no specific tenurial, thematic or associative links to the land outwith
the village, except at Sweech Farm, where the adjacent land is more directly linked by its association with
agriculture, and where the farm buildings are seen as a discrete group within agricultural land. Distinctively
modern and detracting features are already visible within the landscape, such as the existing overhead lines and
modern farm buildings west of the village or the caravan park to the north of the Royal Oak Public House. While
the proposed pylons would be visible in some views, particularly from the upper storeys of the buildings, the
fundamental character of the land outside the village would not change and the heritage significance of these
buildings would not be significantly affected.
Locations and identifications of designated heritage assets cited in the ES (Doc. 5.2) are those provided by the
National Heritage List Spatial datasets. BOPS have identified two heritage assets which they feel have been
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overlooked in the assessment, Vale Farmhouse and Goose Farm.
Vale Farm (Listed Building ID 1336586, Grade II) was scoped out of the assessment at the Scoping Stage
because the garden to the south of the farm is densely wooded and visibility to the proposed 400kV (PC)
overhead line would be severely restricted, if not precluded. This conclusion is noted in the ES at Doc. 5.4.8C,
Table 2.1C, p. 90 and was agreed with Historic England and Canterbury City Council.
No buildings at Goose Farm are currently designated as listed buildings, subject to building preservation notices
or certificates of immunity from listing in the most recent iteration of the National Heritage List (updated on 4 July
2016). No buildings at Goose Farm are on Canterbury City Council’s ‘Local List’. Historic England has advised
that no buildings at Goose Farm are under assessment for designation (telephone consultation 21 July 2016).
Potential effects arising through change in setting of non-designated heritage assets was considered at scoping
stage. No non-designated heritage assets which might be subject to a significant adverse effect were identified
and therefore they were scoped out of the assessment. This was agreed with Historic England and Canterbury
City Council through the scoping process.
With regards to BOPS’ observations on mitigation planting, no proposals for planting to mitigate effects arising
through change to setting have been made at Broad Oak.
With regard to BOPS’ comment about the potential positive effects of the removal of pylons near Sweech Farm,
no further cases where a positive effect on heritage assets would arise has been identified in the assessment.
Kent
County KCC considers this is a matter which the CCC Conservation Officer should take the lead on. KCC has not been
Council
involved in detailed discussions on the scheme effects on Listed Buildings.
National Grid’s Noted. Discussions and agreements with Canterbury City Council and Historic England are discussed in the
comment
response to the BOPS’ written answer above.
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7. LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL
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Written
Question

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

Q1.7.1
Kent
County Whilst KCC generally agrees the methodology, the application of the methodology relies heavily on
Council
professional judgement in order to make an informed assessment of the significance of adverse effects.
For instance the Table 6A.1 of 5.4.6A (APP-074) ‘Susceptibility for change’ gives ‘typical criteria’ based on :




the presence or absence of existing overhead lines, and/or
amount of screening and backgrounding, and/or
the ability of the landscape type to accommodate the proposed development without suffering
detrimental effects on its character.

Professional judgement is therefore required in deciding what weight is given to the presence or absence of the
first two elements listed. For instance in an open landscape with no screening where there is one existing line ,
the table could be interpreted as giving a susceptibility of either medium or high. In considering the ability of the
landscape to accommodate the proposed development without detrimental character effects an even more
finely balanced judgment has to be applied, This then has to be combined with the criteria concerning
overhead lines and screening/backgrounding to give an overall level of susceptibility.
Inevitably, the table can only give broad guidance and cannot cover all possibilities.
Similar tables concerning landscape sensitivity, magnitude of effect, and significance are also provided in the
methodology. These tables provide useful criteria, but again they need careful interpretation and professional
judgement in weighting critical factors in order to provide an accurate assessment of the landscape effects.
In order to achieve transparency it is important that the evaluation of the underlying analysis of the effect is
carefully explained.
Despite the ES containing a great deal of useful information the judgments made are not well explained. For
instance the sensitivity of Section D (Ash Level) is described as follows:6.10.37):
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‘The Ash Level is typified by the flat topography, open views and drainage ditches presenting a horizontal
landscape with little built development. The LCA is classified as low sensitivity to the proposed 400kV
overhead line due to the arable and pastoral land use and few key features or variation to the landscape.’
However, this appears at odds with the landscape value summary assessment presented previously at Section
D (ES 6.5.116 Table 6.7) which states:
‘The landscape reflects an area largely in pasture use with small field sizes, some with intensive farming. The
land is very much low lying and flat and segregated by ditches. The landscape is open and unenclosed with
wide views and generally an intact landscape with few detracting features. It is considered that there is a strong
sense of place, and open views contribute to the high sensitivity of the landscape. The important
characteristics of the landscape are resilient and are able to accommodate development in some situations
without significant character change. There is limited tree and shrub vegetation within Section D. There are
drainage ditches along field boundaries with no obvious field pattern. The flat, low lying land lacks physical and
visual enclosure. There are views to the higher ground of Thanet, north of the former Wantsum Channel’.’
Although it is claimed that the ‘important characteristics’ of the landscape are ‘resilient and are able to
accommodate development in some situations’, the type of development and the important resilient
characteristics are not explicitly identified. But the lack of development, openness and lack of screening are
clearly stated, and it is difficult to understand how these aspects would be ‘resilient’ to a major OHP. Using the
criteria in tables 6A.1 and 6A.2 KCC’s assessment is that this landscape is of high susceptibility as a result of
the wide views, lack of screening and backgrounding, the intact nature of the landscape and few detracting
features. It is not a landscape of national importance (although it is arguably of more than local importance)
which would result in a sensitivity that is medium to high.
Table 6.9 (ES 6.7.5) summarises the sensitivity assessment. It is interesting to note that, although not strictly
part of the methodology some receptors are assigned regional value which reflects the need to make an
informed and not a rigid judgement when a receptor is of more than local importance. (This issue is also
referred to in Q1.7.2 and Q1.7.4 to the applicant).
There appear to be some discrepancies between operational effects and long term effects. For instance Table
6.14 (ES) summarises effects on the Wantsum Channel AHLV. These are assessed as Moderate adverse (a
significant effect) during construction and operation but decline to Minor adverse for the lifetime effect (long
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term).
The reasoning for the reduction is not clear. Potential mitigation which would reduce the effect is not clearly
explained. At 6.10.31 (ES)it is stated ‘The significance of effect would therefore be minor adverse in some
areas and minor beneficial in others as the proposed development would generally fit with the scale, landform
and pattern of the landscape and enable the restoration of valued characteristic features thereby contributing to
this locally valued landscape.’ The means by which restoration of valued characteristic features would take
place is unclear and the beneficial effects are not substantiated.
KCC contends that whilst the methodology is generally sound if it is interpreted flexibly and with good
professional judgement, the importance of transparency and explanation in assessing value, susceptibility,
sensitivity, magnitude of impact and significance has not been reflected in the ES.
KCC contends that because the methodology has not been applied correctly and professional judgement has
not been correctly explained, the results of the assessment are not accurate. In many cases the sensitivity of
the landscape has been underestimated and the significance of adverse effects has been underestimated
KCC wishes to undertake more assessment when the photomontages and the applicant’s Q1 answers have
been received.
National Grid’s National Grid considers that the significances of landscape effects reported in the Environmental Statement
comment
(ES) (Doc 5.2) are appropriate, and in accordance with the ES Landscape Methodology (Doc 5.4.6A), which
accords with GLVIA3. It considers that professional judgement has been applied in an appropriate and
consistent manner and that overall, judgements are reasoned and transparent. The following points of
clarification are offered in response to the Council’s answer to written question 1.7.1.
National Grid acknowledges Kent County Council’s (KCC) comments relating to the sensitivity of the Ash Level
landscape to the Proposed Development.
In summary, ES paragraph 6.10.37 (identified in KCC response to Q1.7.1) refers to the Ash Level having a low
sensitivity to the Proposed Development. However, KCC has identified a reference to ‘high sensitivity’ at ES
paragraph 6.5.116, Table 6.7.
KCC considers that the sensitivity of the Ash Level should be medium to high, (not low as assessed in the ES)
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based on the landscape having a high susceptibility to change and having “more than local importance”.
The reference to high sensitivity at ES paragraph 6.5.116, Table 6.7 (Landscape Value Summary Assessment
Section D) is wording taken from published landscape character assessments, as discussed at ES paragraph
6.5.115. This is referred to in Table 6.7 as the narrative uses baseline published character assessments and
baseline studies to provide an overview.
ES paragraph 6.5.115 states that, “Both the Landscape Assessment of Kent and Landscape Assessment of
Dover consider that there are open views contributing to the “high sensitivity” of the landscape with a “medium
value”. However it is to be taken into account that both these character assessments pre-date GLVIA3 and do
not therefore consider sensitivity in relation to a specific proposed development. In this instance, no sensitivity
to an overhead line has been assessed in the Ash Level and there are only judgements made on the
intactness of the landscape and available views.”
ES paragraph 6.5.115 also discusses Section D landscape value and the susceptibility to change of the
landscape to the Proposed Development;
“Through site assessment undertaken as part of this ES it has been appraised that the overall landscape in
Section D is assessed as having no more than local value as there are no designated landscapes or nationally
designated areas, with a low susceptibility to change as there is already large scale development and
overhead lines present in the landscape. Therefore, the assessment undertaken appraises the Ash Level as
having an overall low sensitivity, which is contrary to the published character assessments, owing to the local
value and low susceptibility to change.”
With regard to the ‘important characteristics’ of the landscape that are ‘resilient and are able to accommodate
development in some situations’ (ES paragraph 6.5.116, Table 6.7), the important characteristics of the
landscape (as stated in ES paragraphs 6.5.114, and 6.5.136 – 6.5.137), include low lying flat arable and
pastoral field patterns with ditches defining field boundaries. These characteristics, together with the presence
of existing overhead lines and the presence of some backgrounding by the Thanet Ridge, leads the
assessment to conclude that the landscape would be able to accommodate the proposed development without
long term loss of characteristics or irreversible damage.
National Grid considers that the low sensitivity judgement determined for the Ash Level landscape in Section D
is appropriate and fully justified and reasoned and in accordance with the ES Landscape Methodology (Doc
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5.4.6A), which accords with GLVIA3.
In relation to KCC’s comment on Table 6.9 (ES 6.7.5) and the matter of value judgements, National Grid has
responded to questions on landscape value from the Examining Authority, (Written Questions 1.7.2 and 1.7.4
submitted at Deadline 2).
In relation to the discrepancies identified between operational effects and long term effects (for instance in
Table 6.14) National Grid makes the following response.
The significance of the landscape effect of the Proposed Development on the Wantsum Channel AHLV, during
construction (in the medium term) is moderate adverse. Operational and lifetime effects are assessed as being
minor adverse, as described at paragraph 6.11.17 and 6.11.18 respectively. The summary Table 6.14
incorrectly records the assessment of operational effects as moderate adverse, when it should in fact say
minor adverse.
The minor adverse Operational effects on the Wantsum Channel AHLV is discussed at paragraph 6.11.17:
“the new 400kV overhead line through Section B would be on a more northerly alignment than the existing PX
route. Although the 400kV pylons would be larger, there would be fewer of them and they would be crossing a
landscape where a transmission line has become a familiar component over recent years. Furthermore they
would be positioned on a lower contour to offset the height difference.”
ES paragraph 6.9.55 justifies that
“In the long term the riparian vegetation and arable farmland would be completely restored and the grazing and
arable farming would continue as per the baseline condition. Direct effects on landscape features in the long
term would be negligible as the proposed development would maintain the landscape quality and would have
reinstated or replanted valued characteristic features”.
With regard to the minor beneficial effects reported at ES paragraph 6.10.31, these are in relation to specific
features within the landscape in Section C. Embedded Environmental Measures have sought to ensure that
the original field patterns would not be altered and old drove roads retained, which are features of the
marshland landscape. Reinstatement works following construction to compensate for any damaged soils
would include the replacement and enhancement of grazing marsh vegetation and varied grassland flora grass
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mixes. Minor beneficial effects would result as the characteristic vegetation would be enhanced and the
underlying characteristics of this landscape would remain and be enhanced through the Environmental
Measures as a large, flat, open marshland and arable fields segregated by linear ditches. Specific landscape
measures are identified within the Embedded Environmental Measures Schedule Appendix 3B (Doc
5.4.3B(A)), and these would, over time and with sympathetic management, provide an improved landscape
condition in the Chislet Arable Belt and Former Wantsum Channel LCAs thus providing some minor beneficial
effects on landscape features. The summary table correctly identifies the overall Operation and Lifetime
effects on these character areas as minor adverse.
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Written
Question

Do Interested Parties agree within the context of the definitions of significance set out by the Applicant in the
assessment methodology [APP-029, Table 6.13] that significant predicted effects would amount to no greater
than moderate adverse effects [APP-029, Table 6.14]? If not explain why.

Q1.7.7
Kent
County KCC contends that the landscape effects of the scheme have been underestimated and that there would be
Council
much greater adverse effects than are set out in the ES [APP-029 and APP-030]. KCC wishes to undertake
more assessment when the photomontages and the applicant’s response to Q.1 have been received. It should
also be noted that because of the scale of the development, the accumulative effect of a very large number of
less significant adverse effects over a very extensive geographical area could overall amount to a ‘significant’
adverse effect.
National Grid’s National Grid considers that the significance of landscape effects reported in the ES are appropriate, and in
comment
accordance with the ES Landscape Methodology (Doc 5.4.6A), which accords with GLVIA3.
Cumulative effects have been considered in the ES at Section 16.4, Landscape, and Section 16.5, Visual
effects, within Doc 5.2.
South
Water

East SEW believe that the definitions used are confused in places. This is covered in SEW's written representation
see paragraphs 74, 75

National Grid’s National Grid considers that the significances of landscape effects reported in the ES are appropriate, and in
comment
accordance with the ES Landscape Methodology (Doc 5.4.6A), which accords with GLVIA3.
Broad
Oak No. The impact on landscape and views from many properties in Broad Oak would be highly adverse, given
Preservation
the proximity of the proposed line to properties in the village, particularly those on the southern side of Mayton
Society
Lane and the western side of Shalloak Road. The proposed line and its supporting pylons will be highly
dominant features of the landscape, impossible to avoid or screen.
National Grid’s National Grid considers that the significances of landscape effects reported in the ES are appropriate, and in
comment
accordance with the ES Landscape Methodology (Doc 5.4.6A), which accords with GLVIA3.
Lyndsay Halpin
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conservation areas.
National Grid’s National Grid considers that the significances of landscape effects reported in the ES are appropriate, and in
comment
accordance with the ES Landscape Methodology (Doc 5.4.6A), which accords with GLVIA3.
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Written
Question

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

Q1.7.15
Kent
County KCC has agreed the methodology with the applicant as set out in the SoCG (Document 8.4.6). The
Council
methodology is compliant with GLVIA 3, however in a similar manner to the landscape effects assessment (as
discussed above at Q1.7.1) it is the application of the methodology which is contested by KCC. In many cases
the significance of effect appears to be underestimated.
It is also telling that it would appear that proposed mitigation would not significantly reduce adverse effects
even after15 years of growth.
There are a number of inconsistencies which have been picked up in the Examining Authority’s questions to
the applicant in respect of visual effects. KCC wishes to undertake more assessment when the photomontages
and the applicant’s response to Q.1 have been received.
National Grid’s National Grid considers that the significances of visual effects reported in the ES are appropriate, and in
comment
accordance with the ES Visual Methodology (Doc 5.4.7A), which accords with GLVIA3. It considers that
professional judgement has been applied in an appropriate and consistent manner and that overall,
judgements are reasoned and transparent.
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Written
Question
Q1.7.16

Do Interested Parties agree, within the context of the definitions of significance set out by the Applicant in the
assessment methodology [APP-029, Table 7.7], that significant predicted effects would amount to no greater
than moderate adverse effects for the proposed development alone [APP-029, Table 7.9]? (The exception to
this, which gives context to the definitions, is the combined cumulative assessment for the Saxon Shore Way
visual receptor, located close to the cluster of developments at Richborough, from which a major adverse
visual effect is predicted [APP-030, para 16.5.97 to 16.5.98]). If you do not agree explain why.

Dover District Draft Verified Photomontage Vp33-34 (March 2016) shows the temporary concentration of pylons and poles
Council
associated with the ‘diamond’ crossing. Being a static photograph without the paraphernalia associated with
construction, DDC consider that within the terminology used in Table 7.7 that the significance at that receptor
(Saxon Shore Way) would be major during construction.
Reasoning: the view is of a low-lying agricultural landscape with the backdrop of the Thanet ridge behind. Built
forms are few and sporadic and the vertical elements in view are dominated by the necessary cluster of pylons.
There appears to be a single agricultural vehicle in the mid-distance in the -photograph. It would be expected
that during construction, there would be much more (albeit more distant) vehicular activity across the area of
the ‘diamond’, exacerbating the magnitude of impact.
National Grid’s This issue was also raised in the Councils Written Representation. National Grid’s response on this issue is
comment
presented in the Applicant’s Comments on the Councils Local Impact Report and Written Representations
(Doc 8.14) submitted at deadline 3.
Kent
County KCC contends that the adverse visual effects of the scheme have been underestimated and that there would
Council
be much greater adverse effects than are set out in the ES [APP-029 and APP-030]. KCC wishes to undertake
more assessment when the photomontages and the applicant’s response to Q.1 have been received to more
fully respond to this question.
National Grid’s This issue is similar to that raised in the Council’s response to Written Question 1.7.1 and National Grid’s
comment
response to that question (within this document) is relevant here.
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Written
Question
Q1.7.34

How was farming (soils, drainage, modern farming techniques) taken into account in the local economic impact
of the socio-economic appraisal at SOR stage? Was any consideration given to specialist cropping and
irrigation needs as mentioned in a number of relevant representations such as those from the NFU and
Richborough Agents [RR-043], Mr Chandler on behalf of clients and Savills on behalf of St Johns College
Cambridge [RR-072]

Kent
County The SoCG (Document 8.4.6) discusses the SOR at section 4.1 Strategic Optioneering.
Council
National Grid’s National Grid agrees with the comment from Kent County Council and confirm this is discussed in Table 4.1 of
comment
the SoCG (Doc 8.4.6) under topic 4.1 Strategic Optioneering.
St.
John’s We refer to part 15 of the PEIR.
College
Part 15.8 lays out the criteria upon which an effect is to be judged as significant or not according to the
‘Magnitude of the Effect’ and the ‘Sensitivity of the Receptor’.
The effect of the scheme on our client’s tenants is to remove a large area from Onion production completely
and reduce the productivity of other crops on the land. This will substantially affect a business of 15 full time
employees and 8 seasonal workers so the magnitude of the effect should be classed as ‘Low’
Our client’ and their tenants cannot move the farm to avoid this effect and the sensitivity of the receptor should
therefore be classed as ‘High’ According to the matrix in table 15.12; the effect is therefore ’Moderate adverse’
and must be regarded as significant.
Contrary to the above analysis; 15.13.13 and 15.13.14 state unequivocally that the impact on landowners and
agricultural tenants will not be significant.
Savills met with National Grid on several occasions during the consultation process and representations were
made to NG regarding the impact that the scheme will have on the economic farming of the holding. At each
subsequent meeting, it was apparent that few, if any, changes had been made to address our concerns. It
therefore appears that NG do not attach any significance to the impact on agricultural businesses and have
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made no effort to take this into account, contrary to their policy according to table 15.12 of the PEIR.
National Grid’s Question 1.7.34 relates specifically to the Strategic Options Report (SOR) stage of the project whereas the
comment
response from Savills on behalf of St John’s College refers primarily to the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR).
In considering the response, National Grid acknowledges and agrees with the assertion that a ‘low’ magnitude
of effect would apply to the receptor as a business with 15 full time employees and 8 seasonal workers, when
considered against the methodology presented within Chapter 15 of the Environmental Statement (ES; Doc
5.2).
However, when considering receptor sensitivity the response states “Our client’ and their tenants cannot move
the farm to avoid this effect and the sensitivity of the receptor should therefore be classed as ‘High’” which
would lead to significant effect. National Grid does not agree with this assertion and would consider the
sensitivity to be ‘medium’ or defined as “Businesses, individuals or groups who are at risk and that have some
capacity to experience the effect without incurring a material loss (or gain)”. This position is made in the context
that the affected areas are part of a wider holding and it is only the viability of an element of that holding which
is being questioned. The farm holding in question would also benefit from the removal of the 132kV PX
overhead line and would therefore have opportunities to adapt to the change.
As detailed in National Grid’s response to Question 1.9.7 from the Examining Authority (within Doc 8.2
submitted at deadline 2), the design proposed is an improvement on guidance, providing an 8.1m ground
clearance which is greater that the statutory clearance of 7.3m as set within the Energy Networks
Association document ENA TS 43-8. On the basis of these clearances, the socio-economic assessment
presented within the ES (Doc 5.2, Chapter 15) assumed that the majority of activities would be able to
continue in the vicinity of the proposed development and therefore overall effects were not considered to be
significant.
It is understood that irrigation is a main cause for concern on the holding in question. National Grid requires
specific information on the irrigation systems currently used by PILs and the locations upon which these
systems are utilised to allow National Grid to fully understand the impact of the proposed new apparatus on the
landowner/tenant’s ability to irrigate and operate farm machinery.
National Grid has considered all requests by affected parties for the movement of pylons to alternative
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locations. Many changes have been made throughout the course of the consultation but it has not been
possible to accommodate all requests. There are a number of reasons for this including construction, drainage
and environmental constraints that are factored in when considering the relocation of pylons. Additional time
and expense incurred by an affected party as a result of operating farm machinery around pylons and any land
left uncropped due to the position of pylons will be considered as part of a claim for injurious affection.
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Written
Question

Set out the reasons for the movement of the line at the eastern end which is contained in the application, which is
referred to by a number of Interested Parties

Q1.7.52
St.
John’s Preliminary discussions took place during 2015 regarding how to minimise the impact of the scheme but almost
College
no changes requested by Savills were taken on board.
In the case of the change of route, it was impossible to make any change requests prior to the DCO submission
as we were only informed of the new route at the last minute, fait accompli.
Discussions are ongoing to agree a voluntary settlement but NG have made no further attempts to adapt the
design of the scheme to minimise the impact on Agriculture.
National Grid’s National Grid has considered all requests by affected parties for the movement of pylons to alternative locations.
comment
Many changes have been made throughout the course of the consultation but it has not been possible to
accommodate all requests. Further detail of responses to consultation feedback, including the location of pylons
can be found in the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1). Section 2.4 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2)
sets out the consideration of alternatives for the Richborough Connection project and includes details of the
assessment of identified design changes to the route of the connection.
The agent acting on behalf of the tenant of St. John’s College had indicated during meetings dated 10th July
2014 and 2nd February 2015 with National Grid that the tenant would prefer the overhead line to be located along
the northern route, particularly as the proposed route to the south would affect fields used for growing high value
crops and disrupt irrigation operations. The agent had further indicated that overall the southern route would have
a greater impact on farming operations than the northern route.
Following Statutory Consultation and review of all feedback, including from Persons with an Interest in Land
(PILs) and Natural England (NE), as detailed within the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) and section 2.4 of the ES
(Doc 5.2, para 2.4.159 – 2.4.161) the decision was made that a change to revert back to the northern alignment
was the preferred option. A summary of the changes made following the Statutory Consultation can be found in
the Consultation Report Chapter 12, paragraph 12.5 (Doc. 6.1).
A further meeting was held with the agent representing St John’s College and the tenant dated 23rd November
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2015 to provide feedback on the project and explain how the design of the overhead line had changed following a
number of Change Requests received from PILs, with Reference to previously made Change Requests and how
these may or may not have been accommodated and the reasons why.
National Grid can confirm that it has consulted with PILs at each relevant stage of the project development
process and continues to hold discussions with them to minimise, where possible, impacts on their agricultural
practices.
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8. NOISE AND VIBRATION, ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELDS
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Written
Question

Para 4.9.2 of the CEMP [APP-064] lists a number of control measures for construction noise and vibration
including a note that “if necessary, consent will be sought by the contractor under Section 61 of the Control of
Pollution Act 1974;”. In what circumstances is it likely that such

Q1.8.7
consents would be required? Why should any necessary consents not be obtained in a timely manner by the
Applicant prior to the letting of a construction contract?
Canterbury City Section 61 consents should be applied for in circumstances whereby work has to take place outside of agreed
Council
hours, e.g. in some circumstances works may only be able to take place when e.g. nearby roads are closed or
overhead electricity on railways is turned off. Submitting a s61 with reasonable notice ensures they can be
considered properly by the LA to ensure that any request are necessary, properly thought through and will not
unduly impact on any sensitive receptors or cause undue disturbance.
Whilst s 61 consents can be obtained prior to the letting of a contract, it is normally the responsibility of the
main contractor to apply for these as working methods and equipment used would form part of the calculation
on noise levels.
National Grid’s The comments from Canterbury City Council reflect those presented in National Grid’s response to Q1.8.7
comment
(within Doc 8.2 submitted at deadline 2) from the Examining Authority with regard to the main Contractor being
best placed to make the Section 61 consent application.
Section 61 applications will only be made:
 where the noise limits in Table 1.1 of the Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP; Doc 8.8) 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.
Para 1.4.5 of the NVMP indicates that the following minor operations may take place outside the Core Working
Hours due to stakeholder, operational or safety requirements (sub-paragraph 3) and are considered low noise
generating activities:
a. the installation and removal of conductors, pilot wires and associated protective netting across
highways, railway lines or watercourses;
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b. the completion of operations commenced during the core working hours which cannot safely be
stopped;
c. any highway works requested by the relevant highway authority to be undertaken on a Saturday
or a Sunday or outside the core working hours;
d. security monitoring;
e. the testing or commissioning of any electrical plant installed as part of the authorised
development; and
f. The completion of works delayed or held up by severe weather conditions which disrupted or
interrupted normal construction activities.
Dover District Section 61 consents should be applied for in circumstances whereby work has to take place outside of agreed
Council
hours, e.g. in some circumstances works may only be able to take place when e.g. nearby roads are closed or
overhead electricity on railways is turned off. Submitting a s61 with reasonable notice ensures they can be
considered properly by the LA to ensure that any requests are necessary, properly thought through and will not
unduly impact on any sensitive receptors or cause undue disturbance.
Whilst section 61 consents can be obtained prior to the letting of a contract, it is normally the responsibility of
the main contractor to apply for these as working methods and equipment used would form part of the
calculation on noise levels.
National Grid’s Please refer to National Grid’s response above to Canterbury City Council.
comment
Thanet District S 61 consents should be applied for giving reasonable notice so that they can be considered properly by the
Council
LA to ensure that any request are necessary, properly thought through and will not unduly impact on any
sensitive receptors or cause undue disturbance.
Whilst s 61 consents can be obtained prior to the letting of a contract, it is normally the responsibility of the
main contractor to apply for these as working methods and equipment used would form part of the calculation
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on noise levels.
National Grid’s Please refer to National Grid’s response above to Canterbury City Council.
comment
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9. SOCIO-ECONOMIC EFFECTS
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Written
Question
Q1.9.7

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

NFU

Paragraph 15.6.5 identifies “Potential sensitive business receptor sectors” citing performing arts, recreation
and manufacturing as likely receptors on the basis that their “socio-economic outputs are more likely to be
sensitive to changes in amenity”. Given that the agricultural sector will be the primary recipient of impacts
during both the construction and operational phase of development, we are extremely concerned that it has not
been identified as a sensitive receptor. In terms of the definitions within Table 15.12 agriculture fits entirely
within the high sensitivity definition of “Businesses, individuals or groups who are at risk and that have little or
no capacity to experience the effect without incurring a material loss”.
We recognise that 15.7.6 identifies the following “potentially significant effects” relevant to farming:





“Effects on land owners and tenants due to temporary land take for construction, PX route dismantling
and future decommissioning activities.
Effects on land owners and tenants of agricultural land due to permanent land take (new infrastructure)
or land gain (removal of the PX route): The proposed development would lead to some permanent land
take with the areas occupied by the pylon footprint deemed unusable for arable agriculture. There may
be some land gain through the removal of the PX route where areas currently under pylons are
returned to agriculture.
Effects on land owners and tenants of agricultural land as a direct result of maintenance activities:
Maintenance during the operational phase of the scheme would require land access and therefore may
disrupt land use for owners and/or tenants. This is expected to be minimal due to the infrequent
maintenance requirements of the proposed development.”

However we are concerned that the assessment overlooks the most significant risk, namely:
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How the operational scheme will permanently affect ongoing commercial agricultural operations through
disruption, severance or sterilisation of land.

There is a risk in several locations where field corners or sections underneath the OHL may become
permanently inaccessible to farm machinery or it may no longer be viable to irrigate certain fields due to the
location of specific towers or height clearance underneath the conductors. By taking these areas out of
production the operational impact may damage not only the income associated with a specific location, but
could also affect the overall financial performance of the entire farm business. This is a significant risk with
implications for the viability of the entire business unit; however in our reading of Chapter 15 this has been
entirely overlooked.
The assessment of effects provided under 15.13 “users (land owners and tenants) of agricultural land” relies
entirely on the agricultural land classification (ALC) of land affected within the limits of development (LoD). This
is used as an indicator of economic value however in our view this does not provide a sufficiently robust
approach to quantify the economic value of specific agricultural operations and field or access locations.
We are also concerned that this approach does not fully take account of the disruption of agricultural
operations during the construction phase such as through restricted or obstructed access for farm machinery
and vehicles. Whilst this temporary effect falls within the scope of the ‘potentially significant effects’, it has
received no detailed consideration within the assessment.
The assessment should have been more robust in providing a direct valuation of the impacts due to severance
and should also have considered in detail the operational implication for continuing farming activities during
construction. As such we suggest the following factors should have been considered:
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Rental value of land severed by development and potential decrease in rental value following
construction of the proposed scheme;
Current farming activity and gross/ net margins;
Current and predicted ability to irrigate affected land;
Implications on whole business holding, supply contracts, site access, labour movement and availability
Current and predicted machinery, service and haulage vehicle movements during construction and
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operational phase of development.
We note that the only ‘embedded environmental measure’ (Table 15.9) relevant to landowners is “The design
review process included a series of discussions with landowners in order to ensure that such effects are
minimised through careful routeing and pylon positioning.” However any previous discussions were
superseded by the large scale changes to the eastern end of the line, such that negotiations should have
begun again from first principles given the entirely new implications of the scheme layout.
In this context we note the comment provided by GW Finn & Son “The route alignment through the Ash Levels
is a prime example of a comprehensive change… Despite requesting meetings earlier in 2015, these were not
held until late in 2015, by which time representatives of National Grid confirmed that it was too late to make any
changes prior to the submission of the DCO”. Thus demonstrating the absence of any effective mitigation as
envisaged by the Environmental Statement.
Worryingly there appears to be no further mitigation measures suggested, which does little to reassure affected
businesses that the proposals will effectively manage business disruption during the construction and operation
of the scheme. We therefore suggest that further mitigation is required, in particular a reconsideration of field
severance and the recognition of a need to liaise closely with affected farms so that they can plan their ongoing
business operations accordingly.
41. In summary we recommend:
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The scope of the socio-economic assessment is fundamentally overhauled so that it accurately reflects
the risks to farm businesses during construction and operation;
Where the new assessment identifies substantive risks to agricultural businesses the design should be
amended to avoid those impacts;
Mitigation needs to be built into the scheme to ensure that agricultural businesses are not unnecessarily
disrupted during the construction phase. This should include the provision of a dedicated agricultural
liaison officer to address operation and access issues on a daily basis. The requirement for an
agricultural liaison officer should be specified as a condition of granting the DCO; and
Further mitigations should also be specified, such as a restriction on the land take requirements as
specified in the Deed of Grant; and further indemnities/ assurances to be specified in the voluntary
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agreement, specifying the detailed design of drainage, soil, fencing and access management during
construction.
St
John’s This is not the case. Savills, the College’s tenants, the NFU and others have repeatedly set out the permanent
College
impact that the scheme will have on agriculture particularly with respect to irrigation and the growing of high
value crops at Docker Hill Farm. A large area will be effectively removed from high value cropping due to the
density of additional pylons and the effective prohibition on the use of boom irrigators under the 400kV line
making it impossible to efficiently irrigate this area. This which will adversely affect a farm business (Dyas Farm
Ltd) employing 15 employees. In addition, there will be significant, temporary disturbance during the
construction phase.
National Grid’s In response to the concerns raised by the NFU and St John’s College, National Grid respond as follows:comment
Agriculture or farming enterprises are not included at paragraph 15.6.5 of the socio-economic assessment
contained within the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2, Chapter 15) as this paragraph refers
specifically to the indirect amenity effects on socio-economic receptors as opposed to direct effects for which
agricultural holdings are believed to be a primary consideration.
The potential effects on agricultural businesses are duly considered through Section 15.13, Assessment of
effects – users (land owners and tenants) of agricultural land. As described through paragraph 15.13.5 “the
assessment of effects on agricultural land has focussed on direct effects on land holdings within the Order
Limits with a focus on Limits of Deviation (LoD) in relation to land affected by permanent infrastructure. During
construction, these effects may include temporary land-take through the establishment of access routes and
working areas, which have also been assessed, while during operation it is permanent land-take at pylon
locations which is assessed”.
With reference to the concerns raised by the NFU that ‘the assessment overlooks the most significant risk,
namely:
how the operational scheme will permanently affect ongoing commercial agricultural operations through
disruption, severance or sterilisation of land ‘.
The conclusions of the ES are also made in the context of existing agricultural holdings, many of which
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undertake farming operations on land which is oversailed by existing overhead power lines (132kV or 400kV)
and therefore the proposed development is not considered to present an issue for ongoing operations in the
majority of cases with many examples within the study area where agricultural operations continue right up to
pylon infrastructure. For further information on the design of the proposed overhead line and ground clearance,
please see response to WQ1-3rd Party-004-018 at deadline 3.
Additional time and expense incurred by an affected party as a result of operating farm machinery around
pylons and any land left uncropped due to the position of pylons will be considered as part of a claim for
injurious affection.
Assurances have been given during consultation that where land is disconnected from the main holding as a
result of the construction of an access road, appropriate crossing points will be created. Where severed land is
too small to be worthy of farming during the construction phase of the proposed development, the affected
party will be appropriately compensated and arrangements agreed/made to ensure that land is maintained
during this time (in order to protect Basic Payment Scheme entitlements and stewardship scheme payments).
During meetings with agents, they have generally accepted that it is likely that obstruction will be minimised,
both through appropriate road construction and traffic control. Any further concerns would be addressed once
the main contractor is appointed and accommodation works can be developed further.
With reference to the concerns around the design review process and the suggestion that consultation was not
adequate following changes to the Section D of the route. National Grid believes that it has provided sufficient
opportunity for interested parties to comment on proposals at each relevant stage of the Project development
process. As part of the acceptance process, The Planning Inspectorate reviewed the adequacy of this
consultation and confirmed in accepting the application that it had been in compliance with, and in some cases
has gone further than, the requirements of the Planning Act 2008. Specifically on consultation at Section D,
further information on the changes made can be found at paragraph 12.5 of the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1).
In response to the summary of recommendations suggested by the NFU, National Grid makes the following
comments:National Grid considers the Socio –Economic Assessment has been thorough in its appraisal of impacts to
farming businesses during construction and operation. The National Grid lands team and their agents will be
Final

68

August 2016

Richborough Connection Project – Applicant’s Comments on Third Party Responses to Examining Authority’s First Written Questions Submitted for Deadline 2

working closely with the affected parties to understand and address the concerns of landowners and tenants
during the construction phase of the project and its subsequent operation.
National Grid has considered all requests by affected parties for the movement of pylons to alternative
locations. Many changes have been made throughout the course of the consultation but it has not been
possible to accommodate all requests. There are a number of reasons for this including the movement of a
pylon would affect span length with the need for a further pylon or moving adjacent pylons into less favourable
positions and may also require taller pylons that would be more visible. There are also other constraints
including construction, drainage and environmental that are factored in when looking at pylon moves.
National Grid is working with landowners to agree the areas of land on their holding which they consider
appropriate for inclusion within the Deed of Easement. Landowners have also been assured that reasonable
and proven damage to drainage caused by the construction and use of the apparatus will be reinstated by
National Grid, or compensation paid, and this is included in the legal agreement to be used to document the
voluntary agreement being sought.
Reinstatement of any soil disturbed or removed during the construction process will occur in accordance with
Schedule 3, Requirements 12 and 13 of the draft DCO and further information on soil management and
protection can be found in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (Doc 5.4.3C(A)).
The level of detail available is constrained in the same way as for other design elements and drainage
mitigation. Methodologies will be developed further from the detail provided in the DCO application once the
main contractor is appointed.
Further details on the Agricultural Liaison Officer (ALO) are provided in response to DCO ISH action point 48.
Further information relating to fencing proposals and access management during construction can be found in
response to WQ1-3rd Party-005-047 at Deadline 3.
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10. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT
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Written
Question
Q1.10.15

The TA [APP-104] para 1.8.1 details assumptions made ‘in order to minimise the impact on the local roads.’ One
of the assumptions listed is that ‘Highway improvements will be made to junctions, access points and sections of
road to facilitate construction traffic movements.’ The location and nature of the improvements to be made
should be indicated on appropriate drawings.
How would these works be secured through the DCO?
Have these works been taken into account in producing the assessments contained in the Environmental
Statement?

Kent
County The highway improvements have been agreed between KCC and the Applicant. The works could be secured
Council
through the DCO by incorporating a Requirement that a scheme for the improvements is submitted to and
approved by the Highway Authority prior to commencement of each stage of the authorised developments. This
could form part of Requirement 16.
National Grid’s Please see National Grid’s response to DCO ISH action point 45, which confirms National Grid’s and KCC’s
comment
agreement to updated wording to Requirement 16.
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12. OTHER MATTERS
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Written
Question
Q1.12.33

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

Dover District There would appear to be a lack of monitoring of any impacts on biodiversity. Such would be beneficial both
Council
highlighting if action needs to be taken and informing future projects. Monitoring of the effectiveness of bird
flight avoiders is mentioned above in response to Q1.5.31. DDC suggest that a further requirement be added
to the requirement 11 to provide for post construction bird collision monitoring and mitigation scheme (if
monitoring shows that mitigation is required) to be submitted to and approved by the local planning authority .
National Grid’s This answer seeks to to respond to the matters raised by Dover District Council only.
comment
In respect of birds, the potential collision impacts of the Richborough Connection project were considered to be
non-significant and as such post construction monitoring was not considered appropriate. This was detailed in
consultation, Appendix B, (NSER Doc 5.5); (Natural England Meeting 16th November 2015 and subsequent
clarification communication confirming HRA agreement 3rd and 18th December); states that the agreement
between Natural England (NE) and National Grid was that “whilst there may be a strategic need for postconstruction monitoring, this relates to the generic uncertainty about the impact of powerlines on birds, rather
than a heightened risk for this specific application”. The Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) Table 3.1,
SoCG ID 3.2.4, Doc 8.4.3 between Natural England and National Grid confirms the agreement to the lack of a
requirement for post construction monitoring in respect of birds.
Section 4.2, Doc 5.4.2E(A) summarises the mitigation and monitoring for European Protected Species (EPS)
species. Monitoring would be undertaken for terrestrial ecology receptors as detailed in ES Doc 5.2, para
9.33.33 for bats. Re-erected tree roost cavities and bat boxes would be monitored by checking once annually
for five years following their erection. Para 9.34.18 (ES Doc 5.2) details that dormouse population monitoring
would be undertaken for three years post construction. In respect of Great Crested Newt (GCN), monitoring
the condition of hibernacula and refugia piles and supplementing with additional materials as necessary, a
minimum of once annually is already proposed under National Grid’s existing Licence 2015-12714-EPS-MIT
which applies to the Canterbury North 400kV Substation site; there is no further requirement for additional

Final

74

August 2016

Richborough Connection Project – Applicant’s Comments on Third Party Responses to Examining Authority’s First Written Questions Submitted for Deadline 2

GCN population monitoring required.
For all three EPS species, hedgerow, woodland and trees planted and all woodland areas coppiced would be
monitored, managed and maintained as required for 5 years after planting to ensure successful establishment,
including replanting where required, which will be addressed by Requirements 8 and 9 of the draft DCO,
Document 2.1(A). Letters of No Impediment (LoNIs) for all three EPS have been issued by Natural England
(see response to Q1.2.51 in Doc 8.2 submitted at deadline 2, and Doc 8.2.1 Appendix E).
As detailed in Site Specific Method Statement: Pylon PC2 – Receptor Site Habitat Management Plan,
Section 3, Annex 3E.2, Doc 5.4.3E and Site Specific Method Statement: Westbere Compound –
Receptor Site Habitat Management Plan, Section 9, Annex 3E.2, Doc 5.4.3E reptile habitat created as part
of the reptile mitigation for these locations would be monitored annually and managed during the construction
phase.
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Appendix A
Q1.4.18
Irrigation near Overhead Lines
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Irrigation near Overhead Lines

The potential for water and metal to conduct electricity makes it important to take safety
precautions when irrigating near power lines. Additionally, fertilizers and pesticides tend to
increase the conductivity of water, making extra precautions necessary. Watering the lawn at
your home or business is not problematic; however, you still must prevent a direct, solid
stream of water from contacting a transmission line. Questions about the installation and
operation of an irrigation system adjacent to or under a power line should be directed to
National Grid - Plant Protection. National Grid are unaware of any safety incidents occurring
due to irrigation near overhead lines but some basic precautions should be observed to
ensure safety.
Basic Precautions:
• Prevent a stream of water from hitting the wires.
At no time should the water stream touch power line wires.
Equipment with nozzles that are small in diameter or spray a fine mist are typically not
problematic because the water stream will not reach the power line wires high above. Even
large diameter nozzles operating at their normal spray angle are typically designed to keep
the water low to the ground and typically will not reach the wires with a solid stream but
should be positioned so no water contacts the wires.
• Make sure the irrigation system is well grounded. If you have questions as to whether
or not your irrigation system is adequately grounded, contact National Grid.
• Do NOT let irrigation pipes touch power lines. When unloading or moving irrigation
pipes, keep well clear of power lines to avoid any chance of raising them too close to the
wires. Due to the very high operating voltages of the Overhead Lines, objects do not need to
come in direct contact with the wires to “flashover”, only be in close proximity.
• DO NOT install long lengths of pipe parallel and adjacent to transmission lines. They
should be laid out at right angles to power lines, if possible, to reduce risk of the pipes
building up an induced charge.

Basic Irrigation Types
Rainguns & Sprinklers
An adequate distance between the water stream and the Overhead line conductors must be
maintained. The Rainguns or sprinklers should be positioned so that the water stream does
not come into contact with the conductors at any time. A minimum of 4m from the live
conductors must be maintained to avoid a “flashover”.
Example:
The trajectory of a Raingun with a 30mm nozzle and a 28° pitch will have an approximate
range of 63m and a max height of 13m assuming a flow rate of 25 lps (35ms-1).
If the highest point of the stream was to be directly under the line we would require there to
be 17m (13m+4m) clearance from the wires to the ground at that point for this irrigation
situation to be used safely.
The clearance under all overhead lines varies significantly and profile drawings showing the
clearances along all OHL routes are available from National Grid - Plant Protection.

4m

Booms
To avoid flashover from the Overhead lines above, 5.3m from the top of a boom device to
the overhead should be maintained at all times.
As the boom sprays in a horizontal direction the water poses no risk of flashover from the
Overhead Line above.

5.3m



Plant Protection



National Grid is committed to operating gas pipelines and electricity cables
in a safe and reliable way with the minimum of inconvenience to
communities.
If you are planning works anywhere in England & Wales you should contact
the National Grid Plant Protection team at least 28 days in advance.
Remember, we need the following information to complete your
enquiry:


Nature of planned work



Grid reference or postcode




Works location plan
Proposed start date (if applicable)
Your contact details



You can contact National Grid in the following ways:





Complete a free online request on
www.beforeyoudig.nationalgrid.com - get an initial response
in minutes



Email plantprotection@nationalgrid.com (you will be sent an
automated response to confirm receipt)
Call Plant Protection for free on 0800 688 588*
Write to:
National Grid Plant Protection,
Brick Kiln Street,
Hinckley,
Leicestershire
LE10 0NA




We will then complete a risk assessment and provide you with a free
map of our infrastructure if appropriate.
Opening hours - Monday to Friday, 08:00-16:30
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This issue includes the following principal technical changes.
Amendment 1 (Issue 3): This amendment is now removed and the
correction incorporated to Clause 11.3.2.
Foreword: Major amendment to structure so as to align with
recommendations in EREC G0. The previous references are updated.
Description of ‘specified maximum conductor temperature’ has been
moved to ‘Definitions’. Paragraphs moved from ‘Scope’ describing how
the document can be used and who can use the document. New
sentence added to introduce GS6. New reference to ENA EREC L44
added.
Scope: Major amendment to content. Requirements for effectively
insulated conductors have been moved to Clause 6.3. New references for
induced voltages added. Various paragraphs moved to ‘Foreword’
including the paragraph stating that ‘ENAMC shall be contacted’ for
definitive clearances.
Normative References: Numerous references have been updated and
those which have been withdrawn or superseded are removed. New
references are now included as used in the document.
Definitions: New definitions added for ABC, BIL, Skycradle, withstand
voltage, ordinarily accessible, laneway, road and vehicles. The definitions
for specified maximum conductor temperature and basic electrical
clearance have been amended. The reference to ENA TS 43-122 has
been removed from the definition of covered conductor.
Clause 5: New requirement d) added to capture assessment of laneways.
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Clause 6.1: Table 1 amended with new details for effectively insulated
conductors. Notes 1 – 3 in Table 1 have been changed to align with these
changes.
Table 1 Item 1 for 400 kV has been changed from 7.6 m to 7.3 m to align
with ESQCR.
Clause 6.2: Table 2 amended with new details for effectively insulated
conductors including values for clearances to these conductors. New
Notes 1, 3 and 5 added. Amendments existing notes.
Clause 6.3: The scope of this clause has been amended to include all
effectively insulated conductors up to and including 33 kV. Changes to the
wording and some text has been moved from the ‘Scope’ and ‘Definitions’
to this clause. Table titles have been changed.
Clause 7: New Figure 6 added to replace Note 1 description in Table 5.
Clause 8: Minor amendments to terminology to reflect updates to
references. Table 6 Item 2 figures have been corrected for accuracy
(conversion from feet to metres). Reference added to Minor Railways.
Table 6: Note 1 has been deleted and two new paragraphs added
beneath the table to describe requirements for use of scaffolds when
overhead lines cross railways. Figure 7 has been added to aid the
descriptions. New Note 1 added in relation to vertical clearance above
minor railways.
Clause 10: Title amended and new paragraph added to include
requirements for clearances to telecommunications masts. References
updated.
Clause 11: Major changes to content of entire clause to reflect and align
with the latest revision of HSE Guidance Note GS6. This includes
incorporating the 10 m clearance from overhead lines stipulated in HSE
Guidance Note GS6 and the exclusion zones identified by HSE Guidance
Note GS6 when third parties are working underneath an overhead line.
Terminology amended to align with HSE Guidance Note GS6. Table
column headings have been updated to align with other tables in the
document.
New Clause 11.4 added to include pertinent points from SHEC004, which
has been withdrawn.
New Clause 11.5 added to clarify requirements for agricultural work,
which is no longer covered by HSE Guidance Note GS6 but is covered by
HSE Information Sheet AIS8 instead.
Annex A: Reference to BS 7354:1990 has been updated to reflect that it
has been superseded and the relevant content is now included in ENA TS
41-38.
Annex B: New annex added to explain rationale for overhead line
clearances for roads and laneways.
Details of all other technical, general and editorial amendments are
included in the associated Document Amendment Summary for this Issue
(available on request from the Operations Directorate of ENA).
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Foreword
This Technical Specification (TS) is published by the Energy Networks Association (ENA)
and comes into effect from date of publication. It has been prepared under the authority of
the ENA Engineering Policy and Standards Manager and has been approved for publication
by the ENA Electricity Networks and Futures Group (ENFG). The approved abbreviated title
of this engineering document is “ENA TS 43-8”.
This Specification is intended to ensure that ENA Member Companies (ENAMC) meet their
statutory obligations under the Electricity Safety, Quality and Continuity Regulations 2002
(ESQCR) [N1] with respect to minimum clearances from overhead lines, wires and cables
including minimum ground clearance requirements.
This Specification supersedes the following documents, which previously specified
requirements for clearances to overhead lines.
a) ENA Engineering Recommendation L11/4.
b) ENA Engineering Recommendation L40/1.
c) ENA Engineering Recommendation G35.
d) Clearances given in ENA TS 43-12 [N6].
e) Issue 3 of this Specification.
This Specification may be of use to the general public and to bodies other than the ENAMC
as a general guidance document.
The overhead clearances specified in this document have been determined to provide safety
to the general public and protection against flashover from the line. Minimum clearances for
certain voltage levels are determined from the relevant tables in this document. Where a
particular voltage is not listed the next higher voltage in the table will apply, e.g. for 110 kV
equipment, 132 kV clearances will apply. In all cases, where definitive clearances are
required, contact with the owner of the overhead line will be necessary. This is particularly
important where a change in land use is envisaged. An appropriate employee of the ENAMC
will then determine the clearance to be adopted for that particular situation, along with any
precautions deemed necessary. Statutory clearances are denoted by being underlined in the
tables.
Clearances in this document are specified in metres (m) and those distances which have
previously been specified in feet (ft.) have been converted to metres, rounded up to two
decimal places.
For work activities in vicinity to overhead lines, this Specification complements the guidance
in HSE Guidance Note GS6 [N3]. It is important to note that the vertical clearances in this
document are minimum clearances consistent with the requirements of ESQCR [N1] as
opposed to horizontal and vertical safe working clearances described in HSE Guidance Note
GS6 [N3].
This Specification can be used to specify clearances to wind turbines mounted on buildings.
However, for those involved in the siting of wind farms or wind turbines in the vicinity of
overhead lines, reference should be made to ENA EREC L44 [N15].
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The wider application of effectively insulated conductors for locations that may be ordinarily
accessible has been addressed in this Specification. HV effectively insulated conductors
have been included in this issue to cater for those small number of installations that exist but
that were not previously acknowledged. The application of HV effectively insulated
conductors is not expected to be widespread but is intended to be used for a limited number
of special situations.
In this issue, the concept and definition of ‘laneway’ has been introduced to provide improved
guidance for ENAMC inspectors when assessing those types of accesses that could
otherwise be dismissed as not being ‘roads’. In some circumstances, a minimum ground
clearance of 5.2 m may not be adequate; this concept requires ENAMC inspectors to assess
whether the minimum ground clearance of any overhead line crossing a laneway is adequate
given the nature and extent of any vehicles that may use the laneway.

ENA Technical Specification 43-8
Issue 4 2015
Page 9

1 Scope
This Specification defines the minimum clearances between ENAMC overhead lines at all
nominal system voltages and objects, ground, railway property and other ENAMC overhead
lines. The Specification also refers to National Agreements between ENAMC and other
Authorities.
The clearances specified refer to bare, lightly and effectively insulated line conductors, based
on the conductor sag at the specified maximum conductor temperature. These clearances
are based on normal use of any land, buildings or structures crossed by the line. Unusual
situations can only be determined by local assessment and may require an increase in the
clearances specified or may require other measures to be taken such as those described in
ENA TS 43-90 [N7]. All clearances shall therefore be determined by the appropriate ENAMC,
considering the circumstances in which the line is used and having regard to the use of the
surrounding land. This Specification has been produced primarily for use by such personnel,
who may find Annex A useful.
Where other considerations, e.g. induced voltages, would dictate the use of metallic screens
or enhanced clearances, the owner of the overhead line will specify the requirements1,2.

2 Normative references
The following referenced documents, in whole or part, are indispensable for the application of
this document. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated references,
the latest edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.
Standards publications
BS EN 50341-1:2012, Overhead electrical lines exceeding AC 1 kV – Part 1: General
Requirements – Common specifications
BS EN 61936-1:2010+A1:2014, Power installations exceeding 1 kV a.c. – Part 1: Common
rules
BS EN 60071-1:2006+A1:2010, Insulation co-ordination – Part 1: Definitions, principles and
rules

—————————
1 Further guidelines on the control of electric and magnetic fields (EMFs) can be found in Power Lines: Control of

Microshocks and other indirect effects of public exposure to electric fields [1].
2 Guidance on the suppression of electrical interface when high voltage lines cross telecommunications power

lines is provided in ENA TS PO5 Appendix H [N10].
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The following referenced documents, in whole or in part, are generally applied by ENAMCs
for the specification of effectively insulated conductors mentioned in this document. For
undated references, the latest edition of the referenced document (including any
amendments) applies.
Standards publications – effectively insulated conductors at LV
BS 6004, Electric cables. PVC insulated and PVC sheathed cables for voltages up to and
including 300/500 V, for electric power and lighting
BS 6485, PVC-covered conductors for overhead power lines
BS 7870-3.11, LV and MV polymeric insulated cables for use by distribution and generation
utilities. Specification for distribution cables of rated voltage 0.6/1 kV. XLPE insulated
combined neutral and earth copper wire concentric cables with copper or aluminium
conductors
NOTE: This Standard relates to single-phase and three-phase combined neutral and earth (CNE) service cables.

BS 7870-3.21, LV and MV polymeric insulated cables for use by distribution and generation
utilities. Specification for distribution cables of rated voltage 0.6/1 kV. XLPE insulated split
concentric cables with copper or aluminium conductors
NOTE 1: This Standard relates to single-phase and three-phase separate neutral and earth (SNE) service cables.

BS 7870-5, LV and MV polymeric insulated cables for use by distribution and generation
utilities. Polymeric insulated aerial bundled conductors (ABC) of rated voltage 0.6/1 kV for
overhead distribution
ENA TS 43-13, Aerial bundled conductors insulated with cross-linked polyethylene for low
voltage overhead distribution
NOTE 2: ENA TS 43-13 requires conformance with BS 7870-5 subject to a number of specific amendments.

ENA TS 43-122, XLPE covered-conductors for overhead lines (having rated voltages Uo/U
greater than 0.6/1 kV up to and including 19/33kV)
NOTE 3: XLPE covered-conductors that comply with ENA TS 43-122 are considered to be lightly insulated
conductors when used for HV applications.

Standards publications – effectively insulated conductors at HV
There is no single Standard publication that defines requirements for aerial HV cables. Such
cables are required to comply with relevant requirements of underground cable Standards,
e.g. BS 7870-4.20 and IEC 60502. In general, aerial HV cables are required to be assessed
as being suitable for self suspension, incorporating outer sheaths resistant to ultra-violet (UV)
radiation, abrasion and the effects of external temperature variations and moisture.
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Other publications
[N1] Statutory Instrument 2002 No. 2665, The Electricity Safety, Quality and Continuity
Regulations 2002 (as amended)3
[N2] Statutory Instrument 1989 No. 635, The Electricity at Work Regulations 1989
[N3] HSE Guidance Note GS6 (rev 4), Avoiding danger from overhead power lines. ISBN
978 0 7176 1348 9
[N4] HSE Agriculture Information Sheet AIS8 (rev 3), Working safely near overhead
electricity power lines. HSE books 2012
[N5] ENA TS 41-38, Power installations exceeding 1 kV a.c.: Design of high-voltage openterminal stations
[N6] ENA TS 43-12, Insulated aerial bundled conductors erection requirements for LV
overhead distribution systems
[N7] ENA TS 43-90, Anti climbing devices and safety signs for HV lines up to and including
400 kV
[N8] ENA TS 43-103, Low voltage overhead line shrouding materials
[N9] ENA TS 43-119, Design and use of temporary scaffold guards
[N10] ENA TS PO5, Protection of telecommunication lines from power lines
[N11] ENA EREC G39, Model code of practice covering electrical safety in the planning,
installation, commissioning and maintenance of public lighting and other street furniture
[N12] ENA EREC G55, Safe tree working in proximity to overhead electric lines
[N13] ENA EREC G96, Use of mechanical harvesters in vegetation management
[N14] ENA EREC EB/TP, Engineering Recommendation for telecommunication providers
and distribution network operators joint use of poles
[N15] ENA EREC L44, Separation between wind turbines and overhead lines: Principles of
good practice
[N16] Railway Master Wayleave Agreement 1961

—————————
3 In Northern Ireland, the Electricity Safety, Quality and Continuity Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2012 apply.

Some aspects of overhead line clearances in this Specification may not apply retrospectively to existing
overhead lines subject to the requirements of Regulation 2(9) with regard to “material alteration”.
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3 Terms and definitions
For the purposes of this document, the following terms and definitions apply.
3.1
aerial bundled conductor (ABC)
assembly of LV effectively insulated phase and neutral conductors
NOTE: Types of ABC in general use can also include an additional earth conductor.

3.2
application factor
distance (dependent upon working situation) which is added to the safety distance to
determine working and access clearance
3.3
basic electrical clearance
smallest permissible clearance in air between live parts or between live parts and earth
[BS EN 61936-1:2010+A1:2014, 6.52]
NOTE: Basic electrical clearances do not include any additions for constructional tolerances, wind effects, etc .

3.4
basic insulation level (BIL)
standard lightning impulse waveform withstand voltage of an insulation device under
specified conditions
NOTE: The term BIL is interpreted as lightning impulse withstand voltage in BS EN 60071-1 and is specific to
equipment rated above 1 kV.

3.5
cable
conductor, or assembly of conductors, which are effectively insulated and incorporate an
earthed metallic screen
3.6
controlled zone
inside of an enclosure efficiently protected against unauthorised access by fencing not less
than 2.4 m in height or other means necessary to meet the requirements of ESQCR [N1]
Regulation 11 (b)
3.7
covered conductor (CC)
conductor that can be lightly or effectively insulated
NOTE: In the Guidance Notes to the ESQCR [N1], the term ‘BLX conductors’ is used, which is a trade name used
in Scandinavia. BLX is interpreted as lightly insulated in this document.

3.8
creep
non-elastic stretch of a conductor
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NOTE: This consists of two parts – bedding down of the strands and the long-term stretch of conductor material.

3.9
effectively insulated conductor
line conductor which is insulated for continuous phase-to-phase or phase-to-earth contact
and is protected, so far as is reasonably practicable, against mechanical damage or
interference having regard to its accessibility
NOTE 1: The implication here is that effectively insulated conductors may be placed such that they are ordinarily
accessible.
NOTE 2: For a HV conductor to be considered effectively insulated it must have an earthed metallic screen
incorporated in its construction.

3.10
jumper connection
connection at a support from a phase conductor to another conductor or to a terminal on
transformers, switchgear, fusegear, line taps, etc.
3.11
laneway
defined access between a road and a residential or business address that is suitable for
vehicular traffic but which is either not of constructed material or which the public do not have
unrestricted access
NOTE: See Annex B for further explanation of a laneway.

3.12
lightly insulated conductor
line conductor which is insulated against momentary phase-to-phase or phase-to-earth
contact and is considered as a bare conductor for clearance purposes
NOTE: This level of insulation may not be designed to support the full phase-to-earth or
phase-to-phase voltage (as appropriate). For example, the covering on some types of HV or
EHV CC overhead line conductors could be described as lightly insulated. Other types of CC
exist that can be effectively insulated.
3.13
line conductor
conductor used, or to be used, for conveying a supply of electricity
NOTE: A line conductor is deemed to include a through jumper.

3.14
normal use of land
type of work or activity which is likely to occur on or over a particular piece of land or water
3.15
object
building, wall, fence, structure, stationary vehicle, tree, vegetation or similar with an elevation
above ground level
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3.16
ordinarily accessible
capable of being reached by hand from any scaffolding, ladder or other construction erected
or placed on, in, against or near to any building or structure
[similar to ESQCR [N1] Regulation 18 (6)]
3.17
overhead line
equipment in the open air and above ground level coming within the scope of the ESQCR
[N1]
3.18
road
constructed material suitable for vehicular traffic over which the public have access whether
by permission or right
NOTE 1: The intention is that high-sided vehicles will have safe passage beneath any overhead line crossing a
road.
NOTE 2: Forest roads designed and built for timber transport using road haulage vehicles are classed as roads.

3.19
safety distance
distance maintained from the nearest exposed conductor or from an insulator supporting a
conductor to avoid danger
3.20
Skycradle
height adjustable platform used in place of scaffold and catenary nets when carrying out
work on an overhead line suspended over a road, railway or waterway
3.21
specified maximum conductor temperature
design maximum temperature of the conductor resulting from a combination of climatic
conditions and the rated electrical load under normal operating conditions4
3.22
system voltage
nominal r.m.s. phase-to-phase voltage of a three-phase a.c. system
3.23
vehicle
mechanically-propelled vehicle intended or adapted for use on roads and laneways
3.23.1
high load vehicle
vehicle with maximum height exceeding 5 m but not exceeding 6.1 m
—————————
4 For overhead lines which are designed using probabilistic thermal rating concepts which allows a defined

conductor temperature exceedance then the ‘specified maximum conductor temperature’ shall be interpreted
as the ‘maximum likely conductor temperature’ in accordance with Regulation 17 (1) of ESQCR [N1].
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3.23.2
high-sided vehicle
vehicle with maximum height exceeding 4 m but not exceeding 5 m
3.23.3
non high-sided vehicle
vehicle with maximum height not exceeding 4 m
3.24
wire
wire which is not designed to convey electricity but which is attached to a support carrying
line conductors
3.25
withstand voltage
value of the test voltage to be applied under specified conditions in a withstand test, during
which a specified number of disruptive discharges is tolerated
[BS EN 60071-1:2006+A1:2010,3.22]

4 Derivation of clearances
In general, the clearances stated in this Specification have been derived from the summation
of the following.
a) Basic electrical clearance, as specified in BS EN 50341-1, increased by 10% and
rounded up, or where past practice has employed greater clearances, these have been
retained.
b) An appropriate physical distance to allow for the normal use of the ground or object to
which clearance is required. This is termed the application factor.
The summation method has not been applied where this conflicts with statutory requirements
or where certain clearances, e.g. to railways, are the subject of agreement with the
appropriate companies.
Where the clearance derived by the summation of a) and b) is greater than the statutory
clearance, it is this greater clearance which is quoted in this Specification.
NOTE: Annex A clarifies the process used to determine the clearances to objects. Where
overhead lines are refurbished, or constructed, so that the BIL exceeds that used in
determining the clearances, then the clearances will need to be re-assessed. This is
particularly pertinent in cases where a line is insulated for a higher voltage than that at which
it is operated.

5 Application of clearances
The following factors need to be taken into consideration when providing clearances to
overhead lines.
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a) Allowance shall be made for the effects of creep in conductors, as the specified
clearance shall be maintained for the life of the conductor.
b) In some cases, lines are operated at a lower voltage than that for which they are
designed. It is important when specifying clearances to fixed objects that the clearances
appropriate to the intended nominal operating voltage of the line be adopted.
c) When an overhead line is being erected in proximity to existing objects, the clearances
shall allow for future maintenance of the object.
d) The adequacy of overhead line conductor clearances above laneways will be determined
by the ENAMC. This may be based on an assessment/and, if necessary, discussion with
the landowner/resident, to determine the nature (e.g. maximum height of vehicle) and
extent of vehicular traffic requiring access to the laneway.
e) When work is to be carried out, or objects are to be erected in proximity to an existing
overhead line, the clearance may need to be increased substantially to allow for the
operation and movement of site traffic. Detailed guidance on safe working methods are
given in HSE Guidance Note GS6 [N3]. If utilised, the clearances provided in Clause 11
will allow the site operator to comply with HSE Guidance Note GS6 [N3].

6 Clearance to ground, roads and objects
6.1 Clearances to ground and roads
The clearances specified in Table 1 shall not be infringed at the specified maximum
conductor temperature with the conductor (including its suspension insulators if fitted)
hanging vertically in still air or deflected at any angle up to 45° from the vertical.
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Table 1 — Clearances to ground and roads (1 of 2)
Item

Description of clearance

Nominal system voltage (kV)
Minimum clearance (m)
≤ 33 (NOTE 2)
B

EI

66

132

275

400

1

Line conductor at any point not over road.
(NOTE 3)

5.2

5.2

6.0

6.7

7.0

7.3

2

Line conductor to road surface other than
as specified in 3, 4, and 5.
(NOTE 4)

5.8

5.8

6.0

6.7

7.4

8.1

3

Line conductor to road surface of
designated '6.1 m high load vehicle'
routes.
(NOTE 5)

6.9

6.9

7.1

7.5

8.5

9.2

4

Line conductor to motorway or other road
surface where 'Skycradle' can be used.
(NOTE 6 & 8)

8.2

8.2

8.4

8.8

9.8

10.5

5

Line conductor to motorway road surface
where scaffolding is to be used on:
a) Normal 3 lane motorways.

14.0

14.0

14.2

14.6

15.6

16.3

b) Elevated 2 lane motorways
(NOTE 7 & 8)

11.0

11.0

11.2

11.6

12.6

13.3

Bare live metalwork, e.g. transformer
terminals, jumper connections, etc.
(NOTE 9)

4.3

NA

4.3

6

Controlled Zone Safety
Rules Apply
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Table 1 — Clearances to ground and roads (2 of 2)
NOTE 1: Statutory clearances are denoted by being underlined within this table.
NOTE 2: Clearances to effectively insulated conductors are detailed in this table. The column heading codes
are: B = Bare conductors and EI = Effectively insulated conductors.
NOTE 3: Clearance for EI conductors could be lower in some cases if the overhead line is not ordinarily
accessible. Clause 6.3.2 provides further guidance for clearances in particular situations. Annex B provides
information regarding the rationale for definitions of ‘road’ and ‘laneway’.
NOTE 4: The minimum height of any wire or cable (other than a line conductor) which is attached to a support
carrying a line conductor is 5.8 m above any road. The clearances specified allow for the safe passage below
the line of a high-sided vehicle. These clearances are based on a vehicle height not exceeding 5 m (except for
the 6.1 m high load vehicle routes).
NOTE 5: 'High load vehicle' routes are roads designated by the Department for Transport, for which the higher
load clearance of 6.1 m shall be maintained.
NOTE 6: These clearances apply to situations where it is possible to use a Skycradle for conductor erection
and maintenance. These clearances allow for the positioning of the Skycradle under a live circuit. Where the
circuit under which the Skycradle is to be positioned and any adjacent circuit can be made dead during the
slewing of the Skycradle, then these clearances can be reduced to 7.6 m for all voltages.
NOTE 7: In situations where the Skycradle cannot be used to erect or maintain lines, which cross a motorway,
these clearances should be adopted. They allow for the erection of scaffolding/guard netting with the overhead
circuits live.
NOTE 8: Should the use of Skycradles or the erection of temporary scaffolding in proximity to overhead lines be
considered then appropriate guidance shall be sought relating to acceptable working methods and appropriate
preparation prior to any work commencing. Detailed guidance on the design and construction of temporary
scaffolding, including clearances to overhead lines, is contained in ENA TS 43-119 [N9].
NOTE 9: These clearances apply to supports of overhead lines that in addition support transformers, isolators,
cable sealing ends, etc. These clearances do not apply to pole mounted, LV fuses as long as they are
effectively insulated and the fuse carriers are in place. These clearances are not required for effectively
insulated jumper connections but shall be maintained from any bare jumpers and terminals. These clearances
do not apply to section jumpers.

6.2 Clearances to objects
The clearances specified in Table 2 shall not be infringed at the specified maximum
conductor temperature with the conductor (including its suspension insulators if fitted)
hanging vertically in still air or deflected at any angle up to 45° from the vertical towards the
object unless otherwise specified. The clearances apply in any direction.
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Table 2 — Clearances to objects (1 of 2)
Item

Description of clearance

Nominal system voltage (kV)
Minimum clearance (m)
≤ 33 (NOTE 1)
B

EI

66

132

275

400

1

Line conductor to any object which is
ordinarily accessible (including
permanently mounted ladders and access
platforms) or to any surface of a building.
(Note 2 and Figure 1)

3.0

Note 3

3.2

3.6

4.6

5.3

2

Line conductor to any object to which
access is not required AND on which a
person cannot stand or lean a ladder.
(Note 4)

0.8

0.5

1.0

1.4

2.4

3.1

3

Line conductors to that part of a tree
under / adjacent to line and:
(i) Unable to support ladder/climber.

0.8

0.5

1.0

1.4

2.4

3.1

(ii) Capable of supporting ladder/climber.

3.0

0.5

3.2

3.6

4.6

5.3

(iii) Trees falling towards line with
conductors hanging vertically only.

0.8

0.5

1.0

1.4

2.4

3.1

(Note 5, Note 6 and Figure 2(a))
4

Line conductors to trees in Orchards and
Hop Gardens.
(Note 7 and Figure 2(b))

3.0

3.0

3.2

3.6

4.6

5.3

5

Line conductors to irrigators, slurry guns
and high pressure hoses
(Note 8)

30.0

30.0

30.0

30.0

30.0

30.0

6

Line conductor to street lighting standards
with:
(i) Standard in normal upright position.

1.7

1.0

1.9

2.3

3.3

4.0

(ii) Standard falling towards line with
conductor hanging vertically only.

1.7

0.3

1.9

2.3

3.3

4.0

(iii) Standard falling towards line.

0.4

0.3

0.7

0.8

1.4

1.9

(Note 9, Figure 3 and 4)
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Table 2 — Clearances to objects (2 of 2)
NOTE 1: Clearances to effectively insulated conductors are detailed in this table. The column heading codes
are: B = Bare conductors and EI = Effectively insulated conductors.
NOTE 2: These are the minimum clearances that shall be maintained between an overhead line conductor and
a structure or surface of a building (walls, roof, windows etc.) that is ordinarily accessible. They permit a person
to stand on or against these structures but only allow for free movement of short hand held objects. Minimum
clearances to installed photovoltaic panels shall satisfy these values. Detailed guidance on the avoidance of
danger from electric lines on construction sites is contained in HSE Guidance Note GS6 [N3].
NOTE 3: Detailed guidance on supplementary clearances for effectively insulated conductors from objects,
excluding LV conductors attached to buildings, is provided in Table 4.
NOTE 4: Account should be taken of the possible movement of the object, e.g. flagpole in the wind. These
clearances also apply to moving objects to which access is precluded during passage below the line. The
height or position of the object should take into account any possible undulating or rocking movement of the
object, e.g. a mobile crane jib travelling over uneven ground. Detailed guidance on the avoidance of danger
from electric lines on construction sites is contained in HSE Guidance Note GS6 [N3].
NOTE 5: Clearances to effectively insulated conductors may be lower than the value stated but the conductor
must be afforded mechanical protection.
NOTE 6: Clearances quoted in 3 i) and ii) are minimum acceptable clearances but in practice, larger
clearances will be necessary to take account of growth rates of trees and of the swaying of trees/branches in
the wind. Clearances quoted in 3 iii) are recommended in order to protect lines from falling trees but due to
wayleave considerations will not always be attainable. Detailed guidance on the avoidance of danger from
electric lines during tree work is contained in ENA EREC G55 [N12] and ENA EREC G96 [N13].
NOTE 7: These clearances shall be obtained vertically when any part of a tree is within 7.5 m horizontally of a
line. For hop gardens, the clearances apply to the strain wires forming the mesh supporting system.
NOTE 8: The clearance quoted is for general guidance only. Detailed guidance on the use of irrigators, slurry
guns and high-pressure hoses in the vicinity of overhead lines should be obtained from the individual ENAMC.
NOTE 9: The clearances quoted in 6 i) assume that maintenance platforms will be positioned such that
clearances quoted in Item 1 are maintained. Reduced clearances for LV conductors are indicated in Figure 4.
Clearances to effectively insulated conductors may be reduced depending on position as detailed in Figure 4
and Clause 6.3.3. The clearances quoted in 6 iii) can be neglected if the location of the lighting column is such
that impact by a vehicle is improbable. ENA EREC G39 [N11] contains guidance on maintenance of street
lighting columns in proximity to overhead lines. Where for maintenance purposes the operative requires to work
on the upper part of a lantern, within the clearances specified in Item 6 i), appropriate safety measures shall be
taken, which shall be agreed in advance between the distribution or transmission company and the lighting
maintenance company or authority. The clearances quoted in 6 ii) include additional clearance to allow for the
erection of street lighting columns.

6.3 Supplementary clearances for effectively insulated conductors attached to poles
6.3.1 General
Effectively insulated conductors up to and including 33 kV, e.g. Ericsson aerial HV cable, and
low voltage conductors, e.g. ABC installed in accordance with ENA TS 43-12 [N6], shall
comply with the clearances in Table 3 and Table 4 in addition to those stated in Clauses 6.1
and 6.2.
The clearances specified in Table 3 and Table 4 are minimum clearances and the ENAMC
may install HV effectively insulated conductors at a greater height, e.g. above bare LV
conductors on the same route. Hence, the ENAMC may specify greater clearances than
presented in this clause.
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ENAMCs shall provide justification for the use of effectively insulated conductors operating at
HV (≤ 33 kV), where they are installed at reduced clearance to ground or objects (see Table
3 and Table 4).
Clearances between line conductors and other power lines and above railways, as detailed
in Clauses 7 and 8 and Tables 5 and 6 shall be met.
6.3.2 Supplementary ground clearances to effectively insulated conductors only
Where effectively insulated conductors are used over roads accessible to vehicular traffic,
ground clearances shall still comply with Clause 6.1 and Table 1 as stated in Regulation 17
(2) (a) of ESQCR [N1].
However clearances in other locations are provided in Table 3. Such conductors shall be
positioned so that they are not likely to cause injury or be damaged by persons going about
normal everyday activities.
Table 3 — Reduced ground clearances for effectively insulated lines not accessible to
vehicular traffic
Location

Minimum clearance (m)
LV

HV (≤ 33 kV)

Along the line of hedgerows, fences and boundary walls etc.

4.0

4.0

Domestic driveways with an access width of 2.5 m or less
which is defined by gateposts, hedges or other fixed
features.

4.3

4.3

Between buildings where there is no vehicular access.

3.5

3.5

Location where the line is ordinarily accessible but not
accessible to vehicles, providing it is safe in the particular
circumstance, e.g. over gardens. (Note 1)

3.5

3.5

Service termination at a building which is ordinarily
accessible.

3.5

NA

NOTE 1: “safe in the particular circumstances” means overhead lines are positioned so that they are not likely to
cause injury or be damaged by persons going about normal everyday activities.

6.3.3 Supplementary clearances to objects for effectively insulated conductors
The clearances in Table 4 do not apply to LV mains or services attached to buildings. In
determining clearances the following conditions should be considered as appropriate.
a) Sags at the specified maximum operating temperature of the conductor determined by
the ENAMC from data provided by the manufacturer.
b) Line conductor deflected at 30° at a working temperature of 30 °C.
Deflected conditions need not be considered if the span is effectively shielded from wind by
the building or structure.
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Table 4 — Supplementary clearance to objects for effectively insulated conductors
Location

Minimum clearance
(m)
≤33 kV

Vertical clearance to any surface or structure that is accessible without
access equipment (see Figure 5).

3.0

Horizontal distance to any surface of a building or structure which is
accessible without access equipment (see Figure 5).

1.0

Clearance to parts of a building or structure not ordinarily accessible (see
Figure 5). See NOTE 1.

0.5

Clearance to free-standing apparatus such as street lighting columns, traffic
signs, telecommunications provider poles or columns (see Figure 5).

0.3

NOTE 1: This clearance is to prevent mechanical abrasion of the conductor. When connecting an LV effectively
insulated conductor to a building it is only necessary to ensure that the attachment route avoids risk of abrasion.

6.3.4 LV systems attached to buildings
For LV conductors attached to buildings consideration needs to be given as to additional
protective measures to prevent danger. Reference should be made to the appropriate
construction system, e.g. ENA TS 43-12 [N6] for ABC.

7 Clearances where power lines cross or are in close proximity to one another
The following minimum clearances shall apply where power lines cross or are in close
proximity to one another. In all cases the clearances shall be determined with consideration
of the ultimate nominal system voltage of the upper or lower line, whichever is greater.
Table 5 — Minimum clearances where power lines cross or are in close proximity to
one another (1 of 2)
Item

Description of clearance

Nominal system voltage (kV)
Minimum clearance (m)

conductor or earth wire to:

0.4

11

33

66

132

275

400

1

Lowest line conductor or earth wire of upper
line to highest line conductor of lower line.
(NOTE 1)

1.0

1.8

2.0

2.3

2.7

3.7

4.4

2

Lowest line conductor or earth wire of upper
line to earth wire of lower line where erected.
(NOTE 1)

0.7

1.4

1.6

2.3

2.7

3.7

4.4

3

Lowest line conductor or earth wire of upper
line to any point on a support of the lower line
on which a person may stand.
(NOTE 2)

2.7

2.8

3.0

3.2

3.6

4.6

5.3

4

Support of upper line and any conductor of
lower line.
(NOTE 2)

7.5

7.5

7.5

7.5

7.5

15.0

15.0
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Table 5 — Minimum clearances where power lines cross or are in close proximity to
one another (2 of 2)
NOTE 1: See Figure 6 for methods of determining clearances that shall be adopted.
NOTE 2: Clearance shall be obtained with the conductor/earth wire at its specified maximum conductor
temperature and deflected by any angle up to 45°.

8 Railway crossings
Clearances to railways and their associated lines, buildings and yards are covered by the
second schedule (General and Engineering Conditions) of the Railway Master Wayleave
Agreement [N16].
Table 6 lists the principal vertical clearances referred to in the Master Agreement [N16]. For
horizontal clearances to railway circuits (excluding traction wires) reference should be made
to the Master Agreement [N16].
Table 6 — Principal vertical clearance to railways and associated structures
Item

Description of clearance

Nominal system voltage (kV)
Minimum clearance* m (ft.)
≤33

66

132

275

400

1

Ground level.

6.1
(20)

6.1
(20)

6.7
(22)

7.0
(23)

7.6
(25)

2

Ground level at roads or yards where road
mobile cranes are likely to be employed.

10.7
(35)

10.7
(35)

11.3
(37)

11.6
(38)

12.2
(40)

3

Rail level.
(NOTE 1)

7.3
(24)

7.3
(24)

8.0
(26)

8.2
(26)

8.8
(29)

4

Buildings, gantries or other structures on
which a man might stand and to traction
wires.

3.0
(10)

3.0
(10)

3.7
(12)

4.6
(15)

6.1
(20)

* The imperial values take precedence since they are specified in the Agreement.
NOTE 1: See Office of Rail Regulation, Railway Safety Publication 5, Guidance on Minor Railways [3] for
minimum clearance requirements above rail level for minor railways.

The clearances specified in Table 6 items 3 and 4 do not incorporate any allowances for the
use of scaffolding or Skycradle across railway tracks/traction wires during
erection/maintenance of overhead lines. To accommodate such scaffolding/Skycradle, the
requirements in ENA TS 43-119 [N9] are applicable. Clause 4.4.1 of ENA TS 43-119 [N9]
stipulates a minimum clearance of 4.6 m from scaffolding/catenary wires/Skycradle to railway
traction wires or supports. Clearances from scaffolds/catenary wire/Skycradle to overhead
lines shall satisfy Table 2 of ENA TS 43-119 [N9]. Figure 7 depicts the clearance
requirements for overhead lines, scaffolds/Skycradle and railways.
It is important to note that clearances between overhead lines, scaffolds/catenary wires,
Skycradle and railway traction wires, supports or rails represent the ‘final’ distances to be
achieved.

ENA Technical Specification 43-8
Issue 4 2015
Page 24

WARNING: Additional clearances and precautions will be necessary to ensure safety during
erection of temporary scaffolds and Skycradle.

9 Waterway crossings
Clearances to waterways are not subject to a single national agreement but are dealt with by
agreement with the appropriate Authority.

10 Telecommunication lines and masts
Vertical and lateral clearances to telecommunication lines shall comply with those clearances
specified in ENA TS PO5 [N10] for voltages up to and including 33 kV.
ENA EREC EB/TP [N14] specifies the clearance requirements for apparatus when poles are
jointly used between a telecommunications provider and a DNO.
Where telecommunications masts are constructed adjacent to an existing overhead line, the
minimum lateral clearance between the line conductor and the nearest point on the mast
shall be 1.5 times the height of the mast or 15.0 m, whichever is the greater.

11 Work in proximity to overhead lines
This clause deals with the use of plant or vehicles in proximity to overhead lines. Where work
is undertaken using ladders, scaffold, mobile platforms etc. then the clearances provided in
Tables 1 and 2 shall be used unless other risk mitigation can be employed such as
temporary shrouding of the overhead conductor.
Whenever work is to be carried out in proximity to overhead lines, consideration shall always
be given to the possibility of making the line dead, or diverting it around the area affected. All
work near live overhead power lines must be fully justifiable and satisfy all three
requirements of Regulation 14 of the Electricity at Work Regulations 1989 [N2].
The HSE provides guidance for the avoidance of danger from overhead lines in their
Guidance Note GS6 [N3] (subsequently referred to as GS6 [N3]). The ENAMC shall be
prepared to provide, preferably in writing, safety clearances and advice on safe working
methods to those working in proximity to overhead lines. Where work can only be carried out
safely with the line dead, this shall be the subject of precise written agreement between the
ENAMC and site operators.
The requirements and guidance provided in the following clauses of this Specification aim to
complement that provided in GS6 [N3].
11.1 Horizontal clearances – working near but not underneath overhead lines
GS6 [N3] recommends that the ENAMC should be contacted for advice for any work within
10 m, measured at ground level horizontally from below the nearest overhead line. This
specification recommends, that for steel tower overhead lines, a larger horizontal clearance
of 15 m is adhered to.
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GS6 [N3] recommends the erection of safety barriers to establish a safety zone parallel to
the overhead line to maintain clearance from it. Table 7 details typical minimum values for
horizontal separation of the overhead lines and safety barriers.
Table 7 — Horizontal distances to safety barriers
Description

Clearance (m)

Minimum horizontal distances to
safety barriers

≤33 kV
Wood
pole

66 kV
Wood
pole

132 kV
Wood
pole

132 kV
Tower

275 kV
Tower

400 kV
Tower

6.0

6.0

6.0

9.0

12.0

14.0

NOTE: Site conditions will dictate whether this clearance is adequate and consideration shall be given to line
parameters, e.g. span length, maximum sag etc. when calculating an actual clearance.

11.2 Vertical passing clearances – passing underneath overhead lines on work sites
GS6 [N3] specifies the use of passageways where plant or vehicles have to pass underneath
the overhead line at the work sites.
Plant or vehicles passing underneath overhead lines must not breach the safety clearance
distance. Table 8 details these passing clearances and Annex A provides their derivation.
The vertical clearances given in Table 8 are minimum clearances and must not be infringed
under any circumstances. Greater vertical clearances shall be specified for vehicles which
may not be of fixed height by virtue of: ground level variability; the nature of the load and the
operations carried out by the vehicle.
Table 8 — Vertical passing clearances
Description

Passing clearance fixed
height loads

Clearance (m)
≤33 kV

66 kV

132 kV

275 kV

400 kV

0.8

1.0

1.4

2.4

3.1

The above clearances shall be used to determine the maximum distance to the underside of
the passageway crossbar/rope erected to prevent vehicles or plant from infringing these
clearances whilst traversing the line. The maximum height to the underside of the
crossbar/rope shall be the minimum ground clearance of the line less the specified passing
clearance from Table 8.
It is important that the minimum ground clearance of the line is determined at the specified
maximum conductor temperature, when specifying the passageway height.
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11.3 Vertical clearances – on sites where work will be undertaken beneath the line
Work beneath the line shall be deemed to be any work carried out within the minimum
horizontal distances specified in Table 7 or the calculated distance (see NOTE under Table
7) whichever is greater.
GS6 [N3] provides recommendations for working under the line and describes two general
cases: ground-level work and erection of buildings or structures close or underneath an
overhead line. Exclusion zones from the overhead line are stipulated for the various voltages.
GS6 [N3] recommends that the ENAMC should be consulted when there is doubt about the
use of the exclusion zones. In the cases where the exclusion zone may be breached, it is
imperative that the clearances maintained shall satisfy Table 8 Item 1.
11.3.1 Work at ground-level only
Where work is carried out at ground-level the passing clearance of fixed height loads is
permissible, as GS6 [N3] requires that no vehicle, item of plant, ladders or poles shall reach
beyond the safe clearance limit. Where plant such as cranes and excavators has the
capability to reach into the safe clearance limit it shall be fitted with a physical restraint in
order to prevent such action.
GS6 [N3] requires that all such work shall be “directly supervised by someone who is familiar
with the risks”.
11.3.2 Work on buildings or structures close to or underneath an overhead line
This work includes erection of permanent and temporary structures as specified by GS6 [N3].
A horizontal physical barrier should be erected to form a roof between the area of work and
the overhead line such that the safe clearance limit cannot be infringed. The distances in
Table 8, Item 1 shall be treated as a minimum necessary clearance and shall be used to
calculate the height of the underside of the physical barrier.
Where a conductive material is used to form the barrier this shall be earthed.
The line shall be made dead if, during the erection of the physical barrier, safety clearances
would be infringed.
11.4 Safe working of third parties carrying out work in close proximity to live LV
overhead conductors which are not effectively insulated
Where third parties, e.g. owner-occupiers or their contractors, carry out work in close
proximity to live LV overhead conductors, the requirements of Clauses 11.1, 11.2 and 11.3
are applicable in the first instance.
Where these requirements are not satisfied and in order to prevent inadvertent contact with
live conductors or equipment, the ENAMC shall be contacted for advice. The following
precautions shall be considered for bare or lightly insulated LV overhead mains and services,
excluding undereaves mains, services and all similar means of supply secured to buildings.
a) De-energise the line and take appropriate precautions in accordance with ENAMC
procedures.
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b) Apply temporary shrouding complying with ENA TS 43-103 [N8].
c) Erect a horizontal physical barrier as described in Clause 11.3.2.
d) Underground the mains/service.
e) Replace bare open wire services with ABC together with the requirements of Clause 6.3.
f)

Divert the line.

The procedure adopted shall be recorded and communicated appropriately between the third
party and ENAMC.
11.5 Agricultural work
The HSE provide information for persons in agriculture working near overhead lines in
Agriculture Information Sheet No 8 [N4]. The information sheet recommends carrying out
specified activities at least 10 m from overhead lines. This Specification recommends, for
steel tower overhead lines, a larger distance of 15.0 m is adhered to for such activities.
Where the above conditions cannot be satisfied for agricultural work, the ENAMC approach
shall be adopted.
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Figure 1 — Clearance to objects (on which a person can stand)
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Figure 2 — Examples of clearance to trees
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Figure 3 — HV conductor clearance to lighting columns
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Figure 4 — LV conductor clearances from lighting columns
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Figure 5 — Clearance between structures and effectively insulated conductors
installed on poles
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Figure 6 — Clearance between crossing overhead lines
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Overhead line
ENA TS 43-119 Table 2

Scaffold/catenary or Skycradle

4.6m
Traction wires/support

6m

Railway track

Figure 7 — Vertical clearances between an overhead line, scaffold structure and
railway
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Annex A
(informative)
Clearances to objects – philosophy
A.1

Introduction

The clearances to objects specified in 6.2 and Table 2 have been computed, in general,
using the philosophy set out below.
Clearances to objects shall be maintained such that under no circumstances will the 'safety
distance', as quoted in the Distribution Safety Rules, be infringed. This condition shall apply
to both fixed objects and to any temporary objects that can be placed on or adjacent to fixed
objects, for example a ladder against a building, or a mobile platform adjacent to a street
lighting column. Clearances to objects shall be maintained under all likely line conditions, i.e.
at maximum and minimum sag and with conductors hanging in still air and deflected due to
wind. The two most probable conditions relative to objects are set out below.
These safety distances have been derived from the basic electrical clearance from overhead
line to structure or obstacle (Del) in BS EN 50341-1 increased by 10 % in accordance with
5.5.3 of that document and rounded up. Where past practice5 employed greater clearances,
these have been retained, as indicated Table A.1 [of ENA TS 43-8].
Table A.1 — Derivation of clearances to objects
Description

Distance (m)
≤33 kV

66 kV

132 kV

275 kV

400 kV

Safety Distance

0.8

1.0

1.4

2.4

3.1

Del

0.6

0.7

1.2

2.1

2.8

0.66

0.77

1.32

2.31

3.08

0.7

0.8

1.4

2.4

3.1

(NOTE 1)

Del + 10 %
(NOTE 1)

Rounded up to
(NOTE 1)
NOTE 1: For information.

NOTE: Where overhead lines are refurbished, or constructed, so that the BIL exceeds those used in determining
the above clearances, then the clearance to obstacles will have to be re-assessed.

—————————
5 Past practice was based on basic electrical clearance originally defined in BS 7354:1990 and now referenced in

ENA TS 41-38 Table B.5.2. The values in this tables are increased by 300 mm to allow for the use of hand
held tools.
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A.2

Normal clearance

This is the distance between the conductor at maximum sag hanging vertically or deflected
by any angle up to 45° and an object. It is not normal to permit any object to be placed above
an electric line. If a person can stand on the object or any temporary object adjacent to it,
then the normal clearance shall include an 'application factor' of 2.2 m to allow for the person
to move their arm whilst holding a short metallic object. Should it be necessary for a person
to move their arm whilst holding a longer object, then this normal clearance may have to be
increased by a distance of up to the length of the object.

A.3

Passing clearance

This is the minimum distance between the conductor at maximum sag hanging vertically or at
an angle of up to 45° towards an object and the object itself when it is moving relative to the
line. The passing clearance therefore does not normally require an 'application factor' since it
is intended for objects which are moving, and on which no person may be able to stand,
relative to the line. This clearance can also be applied to any object when there is no
likelihood of any temporary platform being situated adjacent to it.
The normal and passing clearances, which have been derived from the 'safety distances', at
the various nominal system voltages are shown in Table A.2.
Table A.2 — Derivation of normal and passing clearances
Description

Clearance (m)
≤33 kV

66 kV

132 kV

275 kV

400 kV

Normal clearance

3.0

3.2

3.6

4.6

5.3

Passing clearance

0.8

1.0

1.4

2.4

3.1
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Annex B
(informative)
Definitions for roads and vehicles – rationale
B.0

Preamble

It is intended that the definitions of ‘road’ and ‘laneway’ will provide improved clarity for
ENAMC inspectors, who carry out ESQCR inspections of overhead lines. In particular, these
definitions are intended to reduce the number of situations, where ENAMC inspectors may
otherwise dismiss some types of access as not being roads but where a minimum ground
clearance of 5.2 m may not be adequate. A more detailed assessment of the minimum
ground clearance of overhead line crossings is now prescribed in light of vehicles that may
use laneways. Laneways are principally concerned with assessment of clearances below
existing overhead line crossings, where access have been created that may be used by
vehicles but may not be reasonably considered roads.
The definitions of ‘road’ and ‘laneway’ are intended to assist with interpretation of
requirements in the ESQCR. Notwithstanding this, it is important to state that the ESQCR
provides clear statutory requirements for line clearances above roads, and other ground; the
Regulations do not make any reference to reduced clearances over laneways, nor do they
make any reference to laneways. Users of this Technical Specification are reminded of the
duty to comply with the ESQCR requirements for line clearances.

B.1

Background

Experience of the ENAMC has proven that it is not uncommon for confusion to arise when
describing what constitutes a road and what constitutes a vehicle. Indeed, the clearances to
an overhead line will depend on the nature of the road and the vehicles using it. It is
imperative therefore that persons using this document understand the context for the
definition of roads and vehicles when determining whether safe passing clearances for
vehicles exist for any particular road in question.

B.2

Roads

The definitions in Clause 3 of the document distinguish between defined ‘roads’ and
‘laneways’, that are required to have safe passing clearance for vehicles and other routes
that may be used by vehicles but where adequate safe passing clearance may not exist.
The definition of a ‘road’ is based on section 192 of the Road Traffic Act 1988, which sets
down that a 'road' means 'any highway and any other road to which the public have access
and includes bridges over which a road passes'. The definition of ‘road’ in this Specification
has been amended from that in the Road Traffic Act to reflect roads and other accesses,
which are specifically constructed from suitable materials for the purpose of carrying vehicles
driven by the public. The definition of ‘road’ is distinct from that of ‘laneway’, which reflects
routes principally across agricultural land, that could be inappropriately classed as ‘roads’ by
virtue of vehicles, such as off-road vehicles, compacting ground by running over it and
making it suitable for vehicles.
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It is acknowledged that some accesses from roads to dwellings may not be made of
constructed materials but which are the designated access for the resident and members of
the public to service that dwelling. To ensure adequate ground clearance exists from
overhead lines to routes constituted from stone and other tracks that are legitimately used by
residents and other members of the public driving vehicles, e.g. for making deliveries, the
term ‘laneway’ is defined. In essence a laneway is the principal access from a road to an
addressed property which is used by vehicles visiting that property.
The intention is that the ENAMC will assess whether overhead lines crossing laneways
provide adequate ground clearance given the nature and extent of vehicle usage. This will
consider whether, in general, an overhead line above a laneway should:
a) provide safe passage for non high-sided vehicles, i.e. Table 1 item 1 clearances are
relevant;
b) provide safe passage for high-sided vehicles, i.e. Table 1 item 2 clearances are relevant.
In order to enable the ENAMC to adequately manage the risk moving forwards, suitable
means for recording information from the assessment will need to be provided. This may
include the use of risk codes and/or a specific classification for laneways. The ENAMC will
consider what action is appropriate for managing the risk to the public in accordance with
Regulation 3(3) of the ESQCR – in a similar manner to other specific applications and land
use, where there is an increased risk of accidental contact with overhead line conductors.
The following examples are typical of the considerations for the assessment of laneways or
roads.
a) A Stoned-route or other track that crosses agricultural land, that does not have public
access and that is not the principal access to an addressed dwelling from a ‘road’ would
not be treated as a ‘road’ according to this Specification and any overhead line crossing
would require to have a minimum ground clearance of 5.2 m.
b) A vehicle access constituted from stone that is the principal access from a ‘road’ to a
farm, which is used by tractors towing road legal high-sided trailers, would be treated as
a ‘road’ according to this Specification and any overhead line crossing would require to
have a minimum ground clearance of 5.8 m.
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B.3

Vehicles

The definition of a vehicle in section 185(1) of the Road Traffic Act 1988 and section 136(1)
of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 is "a mechanically-propelled vehicle, intended or
adapted for use on roads". This definition does not distinguish between vehicles of different
heights that may use roads and laneways.
The term ‘non high-sided vehicle’ in this Specification defines a vehicle of maximum fixed
height not greater than 4 m. This is intended to cover vehicles up to 7.5 tonne box lorries with
tail lifts, which typically have a fixed height of 3.6 m. These vehicles could be reasonably
expected to use laneways for making deliveries and removals.
It is intended that vehicles greater than 4 m but not greater than 5 m (defined as high-sided
vehicles in this Specification) can be expected to use all ‘roads’ and will have adequate
passing clearance beneath overhead lines with a minimum ground clearance of 5.8 m. High
load vehicles are defined as only being suitable for specified ‘high load vehicle routes’, where
the vehicle height exceeds 5 m but not 6.1 m.

ENA Technical Specification 43-8
Issue 4 2015
Page 40

Bibliography
Other publications
[1] Department of Energy & Climate Change voluntary code of practice, Power line: Control
of microshocks and other indirect effects of public exposure to electric fields. URN 13D/204.
[2] Department of Trade and Industry Guidance on Regulations, Guidance on the Electricity
Safety, Quality and Continuity Regulations 2002. URN 02/1544
[3] Office of Rail Regulation, Railway Safety Publication 5, Guidance on Minor Railways

ENA Technical Specification 43-8
Issue 4 2015
Page 41

This page deliberately left blank

