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Appendices – See Doc 8.26.1 

Appendices 
Reference 

Related 
Question 
Number 

Appendices Title 

A 2.2.12 In support of response to Q2.2.12 -  Correspondence with the Woodland Trust 

B 2.3.8 
Plan in response to Q2.3.8 - Plan to show the relative positions of the various elements of the reservoir 
and RCP 

C 2.3.32 Table in response to Q2.3.32 - Main potential for significant effects results from the reservoir proposal 

D 2.3.39 Photograph’s in response to Q2.3.39 – Cable Sealing End 

E 2.4.4 In support of response to Q2.4.4 – Summary in Relation to Land Drainage and Construction of Access 
Roads 

F 
2.4.16 In support of response to Q2.4.16 – Draft Protective Provision with Network Rail 

G 
2.5.13 In support of response to Q2.5.13 – MMO Letter dated 11th August on Requirement 17 

H 2.7.8 Photograph in response to Q2.7.8 - Representative Viewpoint A2.4 

I 2.7.10 In support of response to Q2.7.10 – Updated Visual Assessment Table and Figures 

J 2.7.24 In support of response to Q2.7.24 – Meeting Minutes with KCC dated 21st October 2015 

K 2.12.4 Plan in response to Q.2.12.4 – Identification of access routes required entirely for environmental 
mitigation measures.  

L 2.12.24 In support of response to Q1.12.40 – Order Thames Blue-Green Economy 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

 

1 1. Air quality including dust  

No second round questions. 

 

2 2. Biodiversity and geological conservation  

 

  Habitat Regulations Assessment 

Q2.2.1 Natural 
England 

Confirm agreement (or otherwise) in relation to whether the Applicant has identified all of the correct qualifying 
features/ interests for each of the eleven European sites screened into the assessment in the updated versions of 
Tables 3.1 and 3.2 [REP2-017, Appendix C]. 

If not, please identify which European sites and qualifying features/ interests are not accurately reflected in Tables 
3.1 and 3.2 and confirm the correct qualifying features/ interests for these European sites. 

Q2.2.2 Applicant 

 

If Natural England (NE) does identify discrepancies with the qualifying features/ interests reflected in the updated 
versions of Tables 3.1 and 3.2 [REP2-017, Appendix C], the Applicant is to provide updated versions of Tables 3.1 
and 3.2 at Deadline 5 which align with the information provided by NE.  

The Applicant should update the No Significant Effects Report (NSER) elsewhere to demonstrate how all of the 
correct qualifying features/ interests have been considered within the assessment.  

The Applicant should update the screening matrices to ensure they are consistent with the qualifying features/ 
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interests reflected in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 of the NSER. 

It is noted that the qualifying features of The Swale SPA are recorded differently in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 when 
compared with Screening Matrix 10 and in relation to Stodmarsh SPA; should Table 3.1 include “breeding bird 
assemblage”? These discrepancies will also need to be corrected by the Applicant. 

Applicant’s Response: 

Any changes required will be submitted at Deadline 5 following Natural England’s response. 

Discrepancies between Screening Matrix 10 Applicant’s updated HRA matrices to inform the Report on the 
Implications for European Sites (RIES) (Doc 5.5.1) and Tables 3.1 and 3.2 in Appendix C, Response to 
Examining Authority’s First Written Questions Appendices (A to S) (Doc 8.2.1) relate to the description of the 
waterbird assemblage qualifying features. In Tables 3.1 and 3.2, the qualifying feature is described as ”Waterbird 
assemblage ( including dark-bellied brent goose, gadwall, Eurasian teal, oystercatcher, ringed plover, grey plover, 
dunlin, Eurasian curlew and common redshank)” which encompasses both breeding and wintering assemblages. 
Within Screening Matrix 10, the assemblages are spilt into breeding bird assemblage and waterbird assemblage in 
line with the Special Protection Area (SPA) qualifying features description. Whilst they are separated within the 
Screening Matrix, both assemblages have the same supporting conclusions regarding the lack of any Likely 
Significant Effects (LSE). To correct these discrepancies, Tables 3.1 and 3.2 will be reissued with Breeding bird 
assemblage and any breeding bird qualifying features reinstated as requested at Deadline 5. 

 

Q2.2.3 Natural 
England 

Please confirm in a Deadline 5 response that the Applicant has submitted the correct versions of the conservation 
objectives in [REP2-017] and in response to Q2.2.3; and if not provide the correct versions. 

Q2.2.4 Natural 
England 

Do you agree with the Applicant’s response to Q1.2.10 [REP2-016], that the placement of the pylons anywhere 
within the limits of deviation (LoD) would not affect the conclusions of the NSER? 

Q2.2.5 Natural Is there any change to NE’s agreed position on there being no plans/ projects where in-combination effects may 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

England arise (response to Q1.2.6 [REP2-073]) in light of the following documents: 

 South East Water’s Written Representation [REP2-099];  

 Jacobs Alternatives Report (Appendix 11 [REP2-183]);   

 Broad Oak Reservoir Bird Study (Appendix 11, Appendix G [REP2-201], which is duplicated as Appendix 12, 
Appendix G [REP2-208];  

 Jacobs Impact Report (Appendix 12 [REP2-205]); and 

 South East Water Document on Bird Collision Risk [REP3-031]? 

  

Q2.2.6 Natural 
England  

Is there any change to NE’s agreed position that the proposed development will not result in a likely significant effect 
on any European sites and that an appropriate assessment is not needed (response to Q1.2.13 [REP2-073] and 
SoCG [REP2-022]), in light of documents referred to in Q2.2.4?  

  Assessment methods used in the Environmental Statement 

Q2.2.7 Joint Councils Does the Applicant's response to Q1.2.25 (REP2-016) provide the assurance that the Councils were looking for in 
terms of the review of the method and outcomes of the assessment with reference to the Guidelines for Ecological 
Impact Assessment, 2nd edition (2016), as set out in the Joint Councils’ Local Impact Report (LIR) [REP2-061, para 
7.4.1 and REP3-014, Table 4, ref 7.4.1, bullet 1]? 

  Planning Statement 

Q2.2.8 Applicant Do you agree with Dover District Council’s suggested amendment to the Planning Statement with regard to planning 
policy relating to Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs) and hedgerows in response to Q1.2.43 [REP2-065]?  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid agree with Dover District Council’s suggested amendment to the Planning Statement with regards to 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

local planning policy relating to Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs) and hedgerows. 

The text in the Local Wildlife Sites now states: 

The proposed development accords with the requirements of identified local planning policy relating to LWS and 
hedgerows. 

It is not considered necessary to update and resubmit the Planning Statement for such a minor change, therefore 
this errata has been noted in the cover letter accompanying National Grid’s Deadline 4 submissions. 

  Consideration of Alternatives 

Q2.2.9 Mr Bullen 

Interested 
Parties 

Further to the Applicant’s response to Q1.7.30 [REP2-016] on alternatives, do you have any further comments on 
alternatives relating to biodiversity, by reference to EN-1, section 4.4 and EN-5, section 2.7.  

  Nationally designated sites: Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

Q2.2.10 Joint Councils 

 

Do the Councils agree with the Applicant’s response regarding the West Blean and Thornden Woods Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI) in connection with whether the works associated with the proposed development could 
provide greater (or lesser) opportunities for public access (official or unofficial), which cumulatively, with the 
residential development planned for the Sturry Broad Oak area, could be detrimental to the SSSI [REP3 –014, Table 
4, ref 7.4.1, bullet 2]? If not, is there mitigation that the Councils consider should be included? 

  Regionally and locally designated sites 

Q2.2.11 Kent Wildlife 
Trust 

Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT) to provide comments on points made by Kent County Council (KCC) [REP3-040, Appendix 
1] regarding grassland reseeding mixes proposed for Local Wildlife Sites in its comments on the Concept Mitigation 
Planting Plans [REP2-014]?  
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

  Ancient woodland and veteran trees 

Q2.2.12 Applicant Please provide an update on meeting(s) with the Woodland Trust.  If no meeting has been arranged, why not? 
[REP2-016, response to Q1.2.35].   

Applicant’s Response: 

The table below outlines correspondence since the commencement of the examination to date.  A further meeting 
has been arranged for 14 September 2016. 

 

Correspondence Matters addressed 

Email from National Grid to Woodland Trust on 
23.06.2016 

 

The email included National Grid’s letter dated 
21.06.2016. 

Meeting offered. 

Letter from National Grid to Woodland Trust dated 
21.06.2016 

Response to Woodland Trust Written Representation.  
The letter is included in Appendix A of Doc 8.26.1. 

Meeting offered. 

 

Email from Woodland Trust to National Grid on 
14.07.2016 

The email included the Woodland Trust’s letter dated 
14.07.2016 and this is included in Appendix A of 
Doc 8.26.1. 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

The Woodland Trust declined a meeting and 
requested further information. 

 

Letter from Woodland Trust to National Grid dated 
14.07.2016 

Requesting clarification on various technical points. 

Suggest meeting ‘if necessary’ following response to 
letter. 

Email from National Grid to Woodland Trust on 
16.08.2016 

The email included National Grid’s letter dated 
16.08.2016 which is included in Appendix A of Doc 
8.26.1. 

Meeting offered. 

 

Letter from National Grid to Woodland Trust dated 
16.08.2016 

Response to Woodland Trust letter dated 14.07.2016. 

Meeting offered. 

 

Telephone call and email from Consultants on behalf of 
National Grid to Woodland Trust on 24.08.2016 

Discussion of second round written questions Q2.2.12 
and Q2.2.14. 

Meeting offered. 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

Confirmation of meeting Meeting agreed to be held on 14th September.  

 

An update will be provided for Deadline 5. 

 

Q2.2.13 Applicant 

Joint Councils 

What progress has been made on reaching an agreement on the need for and scope of enhancements or mitigation 
for ancient woodland (as referred to in response to Q1.2.31 [REP2-016])? 

Applicant’s Response: 

There is no reference in National Grid’s response to Q1.2.31 (Doc 8.2) to the need for and scope of enhancements 
or mitigation for ancient woodland. It is assumed that this question is referring to the response to Q1.2.37, to which 
the Woodland Trust was also a respondent. 

In response to Q1.2.37 (Doc 8.2), National Grid stated that mitigation for all adverse effects has been identified as 
an embedded measure (as shown in the Embedded Measures Schedule (Doc. 5.4.3B(A)) and is secured through 
the powers in the Development Consent Order (DCO). Eight instances of mitigation planting within or adjacent to 
ancient woodland are proposed. These locations are described in National Grid’s response to Q2.2.16. 

There is no requirement for further planting or regeneration adjacent to ancient woodland. Any such scheme would 
therefore be an enhancement measure subject to landowner agreement and not secured through the DCO. 
Enhancement planting to improve connectivity between existing blocks of ancient woodland is already proposed. 
These are described by the Landscape and Habitat Enhancement Scheme (LHES) (Doc 5.8) at Appendix A, MB1.10 
to MB 1.13. 

A Stage 1 letter offering an agreement in principle to enhancement has been sent to all landowners in relation to MB 
1.10 and MB 1.13.  National Grid is still awaiting a response from all landowners to confirm whether or not they 
would be prepared to enter into a voluntary agreement for enhancement.  
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

National Grid considers that there is no need for mitigation (or enhancement) planting within or adjacent to ancient 
woodland beyond that already set out above. This position is described in more detail within National Grid’s 
response to Q1.2.31 (Doc 8.2). 

Q2.2.14 Applicant 

Canterbury 
City Council 

Further to the Applicant/ Joint Councils’ SoCG ID 5.4.1 [REP2-024], report on the progress on agreement over a 
further contribution by the Applicant to “the enhancement of the ancient woodland harmed by the route by 
contributing financially to support its future management and projects that seek to enhance its interpretation”. 

The Applicant is also requested to discuss with and report views of the Woodland Trust on this matter.  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid does not consider any such contribution to the enhancement of the ancient woodland to be necessary. 

This answer is structured in two parts: 1) Update on discussions with Canterbury City Council (CCC); and 2) Views 

of the Woodland Trust. 

1) Update on discussions with CCC 

National Grid’s response to SoCG ID 5.4.1 in the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with the Councils (Doc 

8.4.6) states: 

“An assessment of effects on ancient woodland is included in the Environmental Statement and mitigation proposed 

where necessary (Document 5.2, Chapter 9). 

National Grid has discussed this matter further with CCC in particular highlighting the proposals in relation to ancient 

woodland and proposed mitigation. CCC has agreed to set out their position on this matter.” 

Further to the above, CCC has since written to National Grid requesting a schedule for ancient woodland 

enhancement to be included in the Section 106 Agreement (s.106 Agreement), as follows: 

“With regard to the loss of ancient woodland, CCC have sought a clause setting out compensation measures for the 

loss, including the following: planting new native woodland on soil moved from the destroyed area (soil 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

translocation), improving the way that the adjacent ancient woodland site is managed, and planning young trees of 

similar trees nearby.” 

National Grid considers that there is no basis for a further contribution and provided additional clarification to CCC as 

detailed below. 

Compensation measures for the loss: 

Part 5 of EN-1 identifies ‘generic impacts’ that energy infrastructure projects covered by the energy National Policy 

Statement (NPS) must consider in an Environmental Statement (ES) accompanying an application for development 

consent. Section 5.3.14 of NPS EN-1 sets out the appropriate policy. No loss of ancient woodland is proposed as 

part of the Richborough Connection Project. An assessment of effects on ancient woodland is included in the ES and 

mitigation proposed where necessary (Doc 5.2, Chapter 9, section 9.17 and the Arboricultural Impact 

Assessment (AIA) (Doc 5.4.3I), section 7.9).  

It is proposed to coppice some ancient woodland. In line with available guidance the management or temporary 

removal of canopy cover within the ancient woodland would not alter its ancient woodland status and coppice stools 

(trees) would be retained and regrow. There would be no permanent loss of area cover and the disturbance would 

not cause permanent damage or affect the status of the habitat. This approach is only proposed where woodland 

has previously been under coppice management and continuation of this practice would not cause deterioration of 

the woodland. The overall effect from the proposed development on this receptor is not significant. 

Planting new native woodland on soil from the destroyed area (soil translocation): 

No soils will be translocated. Moving soils would cause damage to ancient woodland and is not necessary to deliver 

the proposed development. There will be no soil stripping and no grubbing out of trees. 

Improving the way that the ancient woodland site is managed: 

Management plans for the areas of ancient woodland (and some other high value features) will be produced. A 

scope and purpose of such management is already set out in the AIA (Doc 5.4.3I, section 8.3) and the delivery of 

such a scheme secured as part of DCO Requirements 10 and 6 (1) (g), which will be included within the Tree and 

Hedgerow Protection Strategy (TPHS). The THPS must be prepared in accordance with the AIA and also 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

BS5837:2012 (Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction Recommendations), which is stipulated in 

Requirement 10.  

The areas of ancient woodland are in private ownership with no established management schemes, although private 

management of nearby parts of Kemberland Wood (by coppicing) has been recently undertaken. 

Planting young trees of similar species nearby: 

This is already proposed. The Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (Doc 8.11) and the Landscape and Habitat 

Enhancement Scheme (Doc 5.8) set out the principles and/or detail of this. 

On the basis of the response and clarifications provided to CCC, National Grid understands that CCC is no longer 

pursuing a further contribution to the enhancement of ancient woodland in the draft s.106 Agreement for the project.  

2) Views of the Woodland Trust 

This question was discussed with the Woodland Trust on 24 August 2016; no response has yet been received. A 

meeting has been scheduled for 14 September 2016 and an update will be provided at Deadline 5. 

Q2.2.15 The Woodland 
Trust 

Comments are sought on the following matters: 

 

  the Applicant’s assessment of the effects on West Blean and Thornden Woods SSSI including  areas of 
ancient woodland (refer Q1.2.27 [PD-006]); 

  the Applicant’s response to Q1.2.31 [REP2-016] regarding the Woodland Trust’s concerns over removal of 
ancient woodland; 

  any issues of which the Woodland Trust is aware of in relation to the management of the  existing 132kV line 
where it passes through areas of ancient woodland (Q1.2.32 [PD-006]); 

  Wayleaves as set out in the Applicant’s response to Q1.2.33 [REP2-016]; 

  the Applicant’s assessment that the trees that would be removed from Little Hall and Kemberland Woods 
Pastures LWS are not ancient or veteran (Q1.2.34 [PD-006]); 

  Agreement or otherwise (with reasons) of the Applicant’s response to Q1.2.35 [REP2-016]  regarding areas of 
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Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

ancient woodland to be removed, affected and managed; 

  Q1.2.36 [PD-006]), which includes reference to the Applicant’s updated Embedded Environmental 
 Measures Schedule submitted at Deadline 2 [REP2-006] and the updated  Biodiversity  Mitigation Strategy 
(BMS) [REP3-004] submitted at Deadline 3, noting the Kent  Wildlife  Trust’s response [REP2-083]; 

  the Applicant’s and Councils’ responses to Q1.2.37 [REP2-016] regarding natural regeneration 
 adjacent to ancient woodland and the ExA’s further question in this regard; 

  management and maintenance periods of five years for mitigation planting as proposed by the  Applicant 
(Q1.2.38 [PD-006]);  

  management operations within ancient woodland (Q1.2.39 [PD-006]);  

  the updated CEMP, submitted at Deadline 2 [REP2-007] and updated BMS submitted at  Deadline 3 [REP3-
004];  

  the Concept Mitigation Planting Plans submitted at Deadline 2 [REP2-014]; and 

  the Applicant’s Response to issues raised at the Open Floor Hearings [REP3-022, Appendix 1]. 

Q2.2.16 Applicant 

Canterbury 
City Council 

Kent County 
Council  

Woodland 
Trust 

Further to responses to Q1.2.37 [REP2-063 and REP2-069] regarding natural regeneration adjacent to ancient 
woodland, consider further whether areas for natural regeneration should be itemised on the concept mitigation 
plans. For example, should some or all of the proposed 3,927m2 of Species Mix A on the Concept Mitigation Planting 
Plan [REP2-014, figure 11.1zd], which would plant an area adjacent to ancient woodland, previously a wayleave for 
the 132kV PX line, be left for natural regeneration? Likewise the proposed area of 2,818m2 of Species Mix C on the 
Concept Mitigation Planting Plan [REP2-014, figure 11.1zf]. 

Also see question under Requirement 8 of the DCO.  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid recognises that natural regeneration can offer an appropriate method of reinstating vegetation on some 
sites, in particular because it can give greater control over genetic provenance and encourage colonisation by 
indigenous species.  However, natural regeneration is not suitable for every site.  It may result in slower or 
inconsistent establishment of scrub and woodland habitats and thereby prolong any negative effects that such 
establishment would mitigate.  Wherever land adjacent to ancient woodland is converted to woodland, it is highly 
likely that natural regeneration would occur irrespective of planting. 
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Where proposed planting has been relied upon by the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) to assess effects, 
delivery by natural regeneration that could lead to a lower confidence in the outcome could also reduce confidence in 
the conclusions of those assessments.  Furthermore, planting that is necessary to deliver specific mitigation 
outcomes such as habitat connectivity for dormice are required within specified timeframes and are therefore unable 
to be delivered by natural regeneration. 

A 5-year maintenance period for new planting would be secured by DCO Requirement 8 and Requirement 9 (Doc 
2.1 (B)).  In most cases, this would be insufficient to ensure that natural regeneration would deliver the intended 
mitigation and too short a period to control possible adverse outcomes such as colonisation by undesirable species if 
natural regeneration was proposed. 

Reinstatement of existing wayleaves following removal of the 132kV overhead line may offer the most suitable 
location for natural regeneration.  These tend to be relatively narrow gaps within woodland, which gives greater 
certainty over which species will colonise the plots and it is likely that they will already support some natural 
regeneration, of which current management could simply cease.  

In total, there are eight places where mitigation planting is proposed either within or adjacent to ancient woodland.  
These are outlined in the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (Doc 8.11) and include the two examples given in the 
question.  The table below addresses each: 

 

 

 Planting description Reference Is natural regeneration 
possible in this 
location? 

Reason 

1 3,927m² of Mix A within 
existing wayleave following 
removal of PX 132kV line; also 
contiguous planting of G95 
(148m²) and G97 (335m²) 

Doc 8.11 
Figure 
11.1zd 

Yes Surrounding woodland is 
capable of guaranteeing 
regeneration. 
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outside but connected to 
ancient woodland 

2 2,818m² of Mix C within 
existing wayleave following 
removal of PX 132kV line 
south of Kemberland Wood 

Doc 8.11 
Figure 
11.1zf 

No Planting is recommended in 
this area to accelerate 
regeneration and maximise 
species richness.  Mix includes 
species favourable for dormice 
that are underrepresented in 
the existing woodland. 

3 1,704m² of Mix C to reinforce 
connection between Lynne 
Wood and Beecham Wood 

Doc 8.11 
Figure 
11.1n 

No Strengthening of the link 
between Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI) units 
and improvements in 
connectivity have been 
assumed for the assessment in 
the ES and any reduction in 
confidence would be 
unacceptable.  The wider SSSI 
is known to support dormice 
but Lynne Wood itself does 
not.  Dormouse Mix planting 
has been specified to create a 
new link between wider SSSI 
and Lynne Wood and thereby 
create opportunities for 
dormice that may not be 
created by a species mix 
offered by natural 
regeneration.  This strategy 
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has been approved by Natural 
England. 

4 1,274m² of Mix E (G64) 
provision for planting within 
Lynne Wood if any tree 
removal is required for the 
installation of temporary 
wooden diversion poles and 
drainage pipes.  Worst case 
tree removal shown in 
assessment but likely in 
practise to constitute little or no 
actual tree removal. 

Doc 8.11 
Figure 
11.1n 

Possibly, but it should 
not be secured because 
it would not provide 
adequate mitigation for 
the reasonable worst 
case effects assessed.  
The proposed Mix 
includes extra heavy 
standard trees to deliver 
faster establishment of 
tree height, which would 
not be provided by 
natural regeneration. 

It is likely that if any tree 
removal is required, this would 
be isolated individual trees 
resulting in small gaps and no 
additional loss of cover.  
Natural regeneration or 
layering of adjacent coppice 
stools may therefore offer a 
mechanism for establishment 
of replacement trees, 
depending on the location and 
number of trees affected. 

5 175m² of Mix C and 
contiguous 610m² of Mix C 
(G130) at north-eastern corner 
of Kemberland Wood 

Doc 8.11 
Figure 
11.1z 

No Planting would need to be 
established immediately to 
comply with the requirements 
of a dormouse licence from 
Natural England.  Changing 
this area to natural 
regeneration would pose a risk 
to the favourable conservation 
status of the dormouse 
population so it is unlikely that 
Natural England would agree 
to the amendment. 
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6 381m² of Mix E (G42) 
provision for planting on the 
edge of Beecham Wood if any 
tree removal is required during 
the installation of drainage.  
Worse case tree removal 
shown in assessment but likely 
in practice to constitute little or 
no actual tree removal. 

Doc 8.11 
Figure 
11.1p 

Possibly, but it should 
not be secured because 
it would not provide 
adequate mitigation for 
the reasonable worst 
case effects assessed.  
The proposed Mix 
includes extra heavy 
standard trees to deliver 
faster establishment of 
tree height, which would 
not be provided by 
natural regeneration. 

It is likely that if any tree 
removal is required, this would 
be isolated individual trees 
resulting in small gaps and no 
additional loss of cover.  
Natural regeneration or 
layering of adjacent coppice 
stools may therefore offer a 
mechanism for establishment 
of replacement trees, 
depending on the location and 
number of trees affected. 

7 129m² of Mix E (G178) 
provision for planting on the 
edge of Park Rough if any tree 
removal is required during the 
dismantling of the adjacent 
132kV pylon.  Worst case tree 
removal shown in assessment 
but likely in practise to 
constitute little or no actual 
tree removal. 

Doc 8.11 
Figure 
11.1zy 

Possibly, but it should 
not be secured because 
it would not provide 
adequate mitigation for 
the reasonable worst 
case effects assessed.  
The proposed Mix 
includes extra heavy 
standard trees to deliver 
faster establishment of 
tree height, which would 
not be provided by 
natural regeneration. 

It is likely that if any tree 
removal is required, this would 
be small self-set trees along 
the edge of the woodland and 
pruning of overhanging 
branches.  Natural 
regeneration may therefore 
offer a mechanism for 
establishment of replacement 
trees, depending on the 
location and number of trees 
affected. 

8 Creation of new stools within 
coppice woodland to achieve 
an appropriate stocking 

Doc 
5.4.3I.1, 
Figure 

Yes, this will be detailed 
in the Tree and 
Hedgerow Protection 

As a preference, new stools 
would be created by layering 
existing adjacent stools as 
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density 3I.2b 
(G64) and 

Figure 
3I.2d 
(G127) 

Strategy, which is 
already secured by 
DCO Requirement 10 
(Doc 2.1(A)) 

(see Doc 5.4.3I paragraphs 
7.3.12, 7.3.17 and 7.9.4).  
Natural regeneration is 
expected within all woodland 
and this would also contribute 
to any restocking.  Only where 
these measures do not deliver 
an appropriate stocking density 
would planting of nursery stock 
be required. 

 

There is one place in which natural regeneration could be used to deliver the proposed planting: item 1 in the table 
above.  Items 4, 6 and 7 relate to places where a reasonable worst case assessment of effects has been made for 
which mitigation could not be delivered by natural regeneration but where it is likely that actual effects will be 
significantly less than has been assessed.  These areas may therefore become suitable for natural regeneration but 
it should not be a strict requirement.  Item 8 relates to a type of natural regeneration that is already proposed. 

It is not considered necessary for any of the above instances of the use or possible use of natural regeneration to 
deliver mitigation to be detailed within the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan, which is indicative.  This information will 
be included in the detailed scheme of mitigation planting that is secured by DCO Requirement 8 (Doc 2.1 (B)) and, 
in respect of coppicing, the Tree and Hedgerow Protection Strategy that is secured by DCO Requirement 10 (Doc 
2.1 (B)) and thereafter considered by the relevant post-consent discharging authority. 

Q2.2.17 Mr Boylan  Further to points made in your Deadline 3 submission [REP3-045], the Applicant’s Response to Q1.2.31 [REP2-016] 
and to issues raised at the Open Floor Hearings [REP3-022, Appendix 1, section 2.2], do you have any further 
concerns regarding the effect the proposed development would have on Kemberland Woods?  
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Q2.2.18 Canterbury 
City Council 

Do you agree with the Applicant’s position that there would be no direct loss of ancient woodland, in response to the 
LIR ID7.1.1 [REP3-014, Table 1, ID 7.1.1]? 

  Protection of habitats 

Q2.2.19 Applicant As noted, the updated Figures [REP2- 009] requested in Q1.2.39 are the same as ES Figures 3.13 [APP-034]. The 
Applicant should ensure clarity is provided on status of these Environmental Statement (ES) figures in the ES 
erratum document and/ or the ES definition in the DCO.  

The Applicant should confirm whether the updated Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) Limits of Deviation 
Potential, Figures 31.3a to 31.3v as requested in Q1.2.39 were submitted and if so where.  If not, why not?   

Applicant’s Response: 

As confirmed in the answer to Q1.2.39 (Doc 8.2) the effects on trees and hedges shown on Environmental 
Statement (ES) Figure 3.13 (Doc 5.3.3) and Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) Figures 3I.2a to 3I.2v (Doc 
5.4.3I) were the same.  The only difference between these two sets of figures was that the AIA figures provided more 
detail in relation to the different elements of construction than the ES figures.   

In response to Q1.2.39, the AIA Figures 31.2a to 31.2v were amended to change the colour of certain features 
shown on the drawings and these were provided as part of the AIA Addendum (Doc 5.4.3I.1) submitted at Deadline 
2.  However, the content of the drawings did not alter, therefore the content shown on ES Figure 3.13 (Doc 5.3.3) is 
still valid and forms part of the ES as defined in the Development Consent Order (DCO).  The figures provided in the 
ES should be read in conjunction with the AIA and AIA Addendum.  

The applicant confirms that the revised Figures 31.3a to 31.3v, as requested in Q1.2.39 were not submitted at 
Deadline 2.  The revised Figures are now submitted as part of the updated AIA Addendum (Doc 5.4.3I.1(A)) 
submitted at Deadline 4.  

The ES Errata and Changes document (Doc 5.2.1(A)) has been updated accordingly to reflect the updated 
documents.  National Grid can confirm that the ES definition in the DCO will be updated to ensure that it is complete 
and refers to all documents submitted during the Examination and which form part of the ES.  This will include all 
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reference to all amendments and errata submitted (please see response to action 8 in Doc 8.25 submitted at 
Deadline 4). 

Q2.2.20 Applicant Responses to Q1.2.50 and Q1.7.11 [REP2-016] make reference to trees which may be removed. Where are the 
trees which may be removed identified within the application documents, other than the AIA Limits of Deviation 
Potential, Figures 31.3a to 31.3v [APP-070].  

Notwithstanding explanations in the AIA regarding the proposed development not being able to “fill” the Limits of 
Deviation (LoD) [APP-070, section 7.13], explain how the ExA can be satisfied that the full potential extent of the tree 
and hedgerow removal has been factored into the assessment presented in the ES.  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid’s response to Q1.2.50 (Doc 8.2) does not contain reference to trees which may be removed as it 
seeks to respond to the question regarding bat surveys.  

National Grid’s response to Q1.7.11 (Doc 8.2) uses the phrase ‘trees that may be removed’ as a repetition of the 
wording in the Examining Authority’s question.  The response states that trees that may be removed are not shown 
on the marked up photomontages (Doc 8.9, Item 1) because no reference for such a category exists. 

The Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) (Doc 5.4.3I) does not describe a category of ‘trees that may be 
removed’.  The AIA describes trees and hedges that would be Removed, Managed or Unaffected under the 
preferred alignment and provides definitions for these categories (Doc 5.4.3I, Section 6.2).  It also identifies all trees 
and hedges that are within the Limits of Deviation (LoD) (Doc 5.4.3I, Figure 3I.3a to Figure 3I.3v).  It makes a 
reasonable worst case assessment of effects based on the preferred alignment and considers the capacity for those 
effects to vary as a result of the LoD.  It also compares the number of trees and hedges that would be affected within 
the LoD to the total number of trees and hedges within the LoD (Doc 5.4.3I, Section 7.13). 

There are two aspects of the proposal in which the most reasonable available description of effects may be based on 
an overestimate of the works than will actually be necessary to deliver the scheme.  These are: micro-siting and 
Limits of Deviation (LoD).  Some construction elements (such the installation of drainage) will be micro-sited within a 
specified area.  It is may therefore be necessary to remove any tree within that area even though it will not be 
necessary to remove all trees (Doc 5.4.3I paragraphs 7.2.8 and 7.2.9).  Within such areas, the assessment has 
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assumed that all trees will be removed and mitigation is proposed accordingly.  This is because individual 
construction elements and trees or tree groups tend to be comparable in scale and such an assessment therefore 
identifies with certainty which feature will be affected, even if the magnitude of that effect may be overestimated.   

A similar challenge applies to the assessment of the overhead line because of the possible variation in alignment 
within the LoD.  However, in this case it is not considered useful to simply present all trees within the conductor LoD 
area for removal because this would reduce the resolution and meaningfulness of the assessment.  At the scale of 
the LoD, such an approach would also not constitute a reasonable worst case assessment because it could not 
actually happen and so would not be reasonable.  This is why the assessment focusses on the preferred alignment 
and then separately considers whether the preferred alignment is reasonably representative of all other possible 
alignments. 

The AIA (Doc 5.4.3I, Section 7.13) describes the influence of the LoD on the assessment.  It concludes that:  

 there are relatively few trees within the LoD that are not already affected by the preferred alignment (paragraph 

7.13.12);  

 that most of the possible changes would have a neutral effect (paragraph 7.13.16);  

 that assessment of the preferred alignment does not produce a disproportionate or conservative effect and is 

reasonably representative of all possible arrangements within the design parameters (paragraphs 7.13.5, 7.13.6 

and 7.3.19); and  

 that there are no effects that could occur which could not be mitigated by the mechanisms already proposed 

(paragraph 7.13.19). 

All possible changes in design that could result in a change in the significance of effect are described in the AIA 
(Doc 5.4.3I, Table 33.0).  Movement in the location of pylon PC4 or PC5 is judged to be associated with the greatest 
potential for change in effect; all others are judged to be less significant.  However, all possible combinations of 
effects can be mitigated using the same principles as have been applied to the preferred alignment in terms of tree 
protection, woodland management and mitigation planting. 

It is not technically possible to assess all permutations because they are numerous.  In addition, most possible 
changes in design would limit the technical availability of the remaining possible changes in design in some way, 
either due to the Order limits, limitations on span length, limitations on conductor angles and interaction with other 
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fixed obstacles.  For this reason, the preferred alignment would only be altered within the LoD by necessity due to an 
unforeseen issue arising during construction. 

(See also responses to Q2.2.21 and Q2.2.22). 

Q2.2.21 Applicant Can you explain the statement “The total variability of effects on hedges is therefore similar to that of trees or 
groups.”? This is stated in the context of Table 32.0, which shows the total number of trees affected could increase 
by ten, total area of tree groups affected could increase by 0.01 hectare and the length of hedges affected could 
increase by 4,747 m, compared with the total affected hedge length (2,482m) in the preferred alignment [APP-070, 
para 7.13.13]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

It is assumed that the reference in this question should be to paragraph 7.13.12 of Arboricultural Impact Assessment 
(AIA) (Doc 5.4.3I). 

The AIA makes an assessment of the total number of trees, groups and hedges that are within the Limits of 
Deviation (LoD) but which would not be affected by the preferred alignment.  These totals are reported in Table 32.0.  
These are used as one indicator of the variability of reported effects that could arise due to possible changes in 
alignment within the LoD.  This can be considered to be one relatively simple metric for confidence in the 
assessment. 

The figure for hedges reported in Table 32.0 is proportionally much larger than the equivalent figures for trees and 
groups, which could be misinterpreted as indicating a lower confidence in the assessment of effects on hedges.  
However, hedges that are within the LoD but that are not affected by the preferred alignment tend to be beneath the 
conductors but nonetheless unaffected.  The main reason for this is that most hedges are not tall enough to be 
affected by the presence of an overhead conductor.  In other words, hedges that are unaffected by the preferred 
alignment due to low height may be numerous, but they would tend not to be affected under any other permissible 
alignment for the same reasons, irrespective of their location in plan.  A secondary reason for confidence in the 
assessment is that most hedge effects within the LoD are not caused by the conductors but by other construction 
elements, such as visibility splays.  These would therefore not change, irrespective of the final conductor position 
within the LoD. 
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The statement cited in the question (Doc 5.4.3I, paragraph 7.13.12) establishes that, despite the apparently large 
number of unaffected hedges within the LoD, the capacity for these to actually become affected is low.  The reason 
behind this low potential variability is different for hedges than it is for trees and groups but the result is a similar if 
not greater confidence in the assessment of effects on hedges. 

 

Q2.2.22 Applicant Are the trees and hedges shown on the AIA Limits of Deviation Potential, [APP-070, Figures 31.3a to 31.3v] as 
“potentially affected by limits of deviation” trees and hedges which might move from ‘removal’ or ‘managed’ to being 
‘unaffected’ as well as ones which might move from ‘unaffected’ to ‘managed’ or ‘removed’? If so, how has this been 
taken into account in the assessment presented in the ES?  

If not, explain how hedgerows such as H168 [App-070, Figure 31.3o and REP2-009, Figure 31.2o] can be shown for 
‘removal’ and also as ‘potentially affected by limits of deviation’.  

(Note there is a related question under Traffic and Transport relating to visibility splays).  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid confirms that trees and hedges shown in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) (Doc 5.4.3I) on 
Figure 3I.3a to 3I.3v (Limits of Deviation Potential Arboricultural Impacts Plan) as potentially affected by limits of 
deviation could theoretically change from being ‘removed’ or ‘managed’ to being ‘unaffected’ as well as changing 
from ‘unaffected’ to being ‘managed’ or ‘removed’.  This point is made in the AIA (Doc 5.4.3I, paragraph 7.13.5). 

Doc 5.4.3I, Figure 3I.3a to 3I.3v illustrates which surveyed trees, groups and hedges are within the Limits of 
Deviation (LoD) and which are not.  This set of figures does not show the predicted effects that result from the 
preferred alignment, which are the basis of the Arboricultural Impacts Plans (Doc 5.4.3I.1 Figure 3I.2a to 3I.2v).   

Effects that are not related to the geometry of the conductor are not subject to change within the LoD and could not 
change.  The scope of possible change in the effects on trees and hedges due to the LoD is therefore limited to 
those resulting from the position of the conductor itself.  All other construction elements (including pylons) have been 
determined in respect of their effects on trees and hedges.  Effects on trees and hedges that are within the LoD that 
are caused by a conductor and those that are caused by all other construction elements are therefore independent 
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of one another insofar as they may or may not coincide but if tree or hedgerow removal is required by either, the 
effect of the other is immaterial.  The scope for effects to change as a result of the conductor position is therefore 
limited to only those places where such effects would not arise anyway as a result of all other construction elements. 

The proposed removal of part of H168 is one example of this (Doc 5.4.3I.1, Figure 3I.2o).  The effect on H168 is 
due to something other than conductor geometry (in this case by access, visibility splays and land drainage areas) 
and the LoD could therefore not ‘increase’ this effect, only add a new reason for it.  It is considered important to 
maintain this distinction because the AIA is a reasonable worst case assessment.  It therefore includes opportunities 
to reduce or avoid some effects on site by micro-siting and the actual outcome is likely to have fewer adverse effects 
than have been assessed.  The micro-siting of land drainage is one example of this that relates to H168 and could 
therefore lessen actual effects in this case.  However, it is considered expedient for the submitted documents to 
reflect that, even if the drainage installation effects on H168 are found to be avoidable, the hedge is still within the 
LoD and therefore potentially affected by limits of deviation insofar as the technically possible positions of the 
conductors have the capacity to affect this feature. 

It is not always possible to categorise trees and hedges according to the reason for an effect on them.  Many 
features are affected by more than one design element and the resultant proposal to Manage or Remove them is a 
cumulative assessment based on all construction elements in combination.  It is also not practical to rule out certain 
features from LoD effects based on their low height because changes in conductor geometry may alter the sag 
height at any point.  For example, if a change in alignment within the LoD increased the length of a particular span, 
the centre point of that span could have a reduced ground clearance with consequential effects on trees or hedges 
at that point.  It is possible however to say that typically the conductor position does not directly affect hedges 
because they tend to be lower in height than trees and groups and most can be retained beneath the line.  This is 
because the minimum ground clearance for conductors (8.1m) is sufficient to accommodate most standard sized 
hedges.  This is demonstrated by the level of proposed hedgerow retention within the preferred alignment (Doc 
5.4.3I.1, Figure 3I.2a to 3I.2v).  More information on the methodology and confidence in this aspect of the AIA is 
provided in response to questions Q2.2.20 and Q2.2.21 in this document. 

Q2.2.23 Applicant Please explain which drawings landowners should consult to establish if the proposed development would result in 
trees and/or hedges to be removed, managed or that may be affected on their land and if mitigation or enhancement 
is proposed.  
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Applicant’s Response: 

Document 4.13 “Trees and Hedgerows to be Removed or Managed Plans”, submitted with National Grid’s 
application, shows the trees and hedgerows to be removed or managed. 

Doc 5.4.3I.1(A) (Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) Addendum – as submitted at Deadline 4) Figure 3I.2a to 
3I.2v (Arboricultural Impacts Plan) shows which trees and/or hedges would be Removed, Managed and Unaffected 
based on the preferred alignment.  Definitions for Remove, Manage and Unaffected are provided in Doc 5.4.3I (AIA) 
at Section 6.2. 

Trees and/or hedges that are within the Limits of Deviation (LoD) are shown on Doc 5.4.3I, Figure 3I.3a to 3I.3v.  
These have the potential to be affected by changes in the conductor alignment within the LoD.  Due to technical and 
practical limitations on the conductor alignment, and the location of all other construction elements, it is likely that the 
actual effects will be broadly similar to those relating to the preferred alignment.  The potential for effects to vary 
within the LoD is explained in the AIA (Doc 5.4.3I) at Section 7.13. 

The AIA (Doc 5.4.3I, Sections 8.2 and 8.3) describes the production of a detailed schedule of tree works, including 
plans.  This schedule will be based on the Arboricultural Impacts Plans but will incorporate any changes that arise, 
either due to the LoD or where ways to reduce or avoid impacts are identified on site.  It will also detail how trees 
within larger groups would be identified where works are only required to part of that group.  It would be used by 
contractors to identify trees for pruning or removal.  The production of the schedule and plans would be secured by 
DCO Requirement 10 (Doc 2.1(B)) and is a prerequisite to the commencement of each stage of the development. 

Doc 8.11 (Concept Mitigation Planting Plan) Figure 11.1a to 11.1zzzp illustrates a design for mitigation planting 
based on the preferred alignment and includes all commitments to mitigation planting.  The primary purpose of this 
document is to demonstrate that mitigation planting can be delivered within the available space by providing a 
scheme that could be secured.  DCO Requirement 8 (Doc 2.1(B)) secures the production of a detailed scheme of 
mitigation planting for each stage of development prior to commencement of that stage.  This final scheme would be 
broadly based on the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (Doc 8.11) but would be updated to reflect the final tree 
works schedule described above and possibly incorporate other changes to planting such as those relating to 
landowner or consultee preference that do not affect the delivery of mitigation objectives.  The technical and practical 
constraints to design and mitigation objectives are such that the final schedules of tree works and subsequent 
embedded (mitigation) planting will be broadly similar to those already submitted.  All assessments are made on the 
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basis of a reasonable worst case scenario and effects would not increase.  However, in some cases the actual 
magnitude of change may be less than is represented on submitted documents, such as where pruning of branches 
rather than tree removal is found to provide sufficient operational space or where drainage installation can be micro-
sited to avoid individual trees. 

Doc 5.8 (Landscape and Habitat Enhancement Scheme) shows areas of proposed enhancement planting.  These 
are not required to mitigate adverse effects but are proposed by National Grid to deliver additional benefits.  These 
require landowner agreement and landowners cannot be compelled to accept such measures.  Unlike the embedded 
(mitigation) planting, these also include planting outside the Order limits. 

Q2.2.24 Applicant 

 

The response to Q1.2.47 [REP2.016] regarding removal of Tree Preservation Order (TPO) trees explains the need is 
based on the connected land required for reptile mitigation. However it also indicates that not all trees may need to 
be removed – a worst case is presented.  

The Applicant should review the trees to be removed in this location to establish if loss of TPO trees can be 
minimised further.  

Applicant’s Response: 

As detailed in National Grid’s response to Q1.2.47, (Doc 8.2), it is not considered that all trees currently detailed for 
removal would necessarily be removed, with the more mature trees undergoing management where possible (such 
as crown reduction and pruning) to increase light levels as outlined in the Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS) 
Doc 5.4.3E(A) paragraph 8.3.1, Section 8, Annex 3E.2, Site Specific Method Statement: Westbere 
Compound– Receptor Site Habitat Creation Plan.  

Furthermore, as detailed in the BMS, Annex 3E.2, Section 7, para 7.1.3, Site Specific Method Statement: 
Westbere Compound, during delivery, the Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW), will oversee and quality-control the 
implementation of the ecological tasks undertaken, supervised by the Contractor’s supporting ecologists.  The aim 
would be to minimise tree removal whilst ensuring sufficient light levels and habitat conditions for the translocated 
reptile population. The exact amount of tree removal cannot be fully determined until these works have been 
undertaken, as it will be dependent on the light levels which will result after removing the smaller scrub trees.   

Therefore, the need for further tree pruning/removal would be determined at that stage by the ECoW in conjunction 
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with the contractor’s environmental team if additional light is required for reptiles.  This will also depend on whether 
the mature canopy trees are of a suitable structure/age for pruning/crown reduction as supposed to removal. 
Consequently, since the full scope of removal could not be determined until delivery, a worst case scenario 
assuming removal of all G141 group trees has been assessed with embedded mitigation measures incorporated, as 
detailed in National Grid’s response to Q1.2.47 (Doc 8.2).   

This approach is outlined in the design principles for trees Table 18.0, page 40 of the Arboricultural Impact 
Assessment (Doc 5.4.3I), which describes how the effects of a working area on a tree group is assessed.   

  European and other protected species 

Q2.2.25 Applicant 

The 
Environment 
Agency 

The response to Q1.2.55 is noted, which confirms that where full ecological surveys have not been possible to date 
for water vole and otter, they would be undertaken to support Flood Risk Activity Permitting (FRAP) applications.  

Could the results of the verification surveys affect the conclusions of the ES assessment?  

Is there a risk that any further mitigation measures which might be required through the FRAP process may not be 
compatible with the mitigation strategy secured in the DCO? 

Applicant’s Response: 

As detailed in National Grid’s response to Q1.2.55 (Doc 8.2), only two of the five ditch sections not fully surveyed (12 
and 94) are considered to have potentially suitable habitat for water vole and otter, and would be affected by 
proposed construction works. If water vole or otter were discovered in the ditches following pre-verification surveys, 
then effects would be mitigated with Method Statement F: Water Vole – Low impact, Section 15, Annex 3E.2, of 
the Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS) Doc 5.4.3E(A) and Method Statement A: Generic Protected 
Species –precautionary and low impact, Section 10, Annex 3E.2, Doc 5.4.3E(A).  

Method Statement F: Water Vole – Low impact, Section 15, Annex 3E.3, BMS Doc 5.4.3E(A) was updated and 
submitted for deadline 3.  

Should pre-verification surveys identify the presence of water vole burrows which could be damaged or disturbed by 
the construction works then the measures detailed above would be implemented and the Environment Agency (EA) 
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(as lead authority on water voles) and Natural England (lead on licensing) would be consulted as appropriate. As 
agreed in the EA Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) (Doc 8.4.1) the EA has advised that they do not foresee 
any issues with respect to water voles, as National Grid’s approach to water voles is acceptable (Table 3.1, SoCG ID 
3.4.8). 

National Grid’s response to Q1.2.55 describes that a “worst case scenario” has been assumed for the purposes of 
the assessment. Thus, it is considered that the implementation of the species specific embedded environmental 
measures would prevent any potential significant effects to their favourable conservation status and prevent 
breaches of legislation. Consequently, neither the mitigation proposals nor the ES assessment conclusions would be 
materially affected by the results of pre-verification surveys. 

The current embedded measures are considered applicable to and compatible with the Flood Risk Activity Permitting 
(FRAP) process, as the mitigation strategy incorporates flexibility to account for the mobility of water vole and otter. 
This includes for the provision of Natural England Licences should verification surveys identify the baseline has 
changed sufficiently (BMS para 10.4.1, Section 10.4, Annex 3E.2, Doc 5.4.3E(A) and para 15.3.1, Section 15, 
Annex 3E.2, Doc 5.4.3E). Para 1.1.7 (Section 1, 5.4.3E(A)) also outlines that the Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy 
will be reviewed regularly and if appropriate, in liaison with relevant local authorities (including regulatory authorities 
where appropriate) updated or amended as required in response to changes in scope, regulation or legislation or 
consequent effects.   

Q2.2.26 Applicant Is there something missing from the end of response to Q1.2.57?  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid has reviewed the response provided to Q1.2.57 at Deadline 2 and can advise that the full response 
was not submitted, in error.  The response which should have been submitted at Deadline 2 is shown below. 

Applicants Full Response to Q1.2.57  

The proposed development has no requirement for a badger derogation licence, nor to change the mitigation 
measures incorporated (Confidential Version of Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS), Doc 5.4.3E, Annex 
3E.2, Section 6, Site specific MS and Section 10, Method Statement A).  
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Doc 5.3.4E, Paragraph 1.1.7: The BMS is applicable to, and will be implemented for all work activities in respect of 
delivery of the proposed development. It will be reviewed regularly as required throughout construction (construction 
of the proposed 400kV PC route and dismantling of the 132kV PX route) and if appropriate, in liaison with relevant 
local authorities, updated or amended as required in response to changes in scope, regulation or legislation or 
consequent effects.  As stated in Paragraph 1.5.3 of the BMS National Grid may need to obtain agreement from the 
relevant planning authority if any changes are likely to result in a material effect, which would be conducted and 
secured through DCO 2.1(A) draft Development Consent Order (DCO) requirement 5. Non-licensed method 
statements would not be subject to agreement with Natural England, and would follow standing advice where 
available.  

As stated in Doc 5.4.3E, Paragraph 1.3.2, the BMS does not detail derogation licences. Licences to allow for 
impacts on protected species are processed outside the DCO and are licensed via Natural England. Thus, should a 
situation arise as a result of the ongoing review and monitoring of works where badger licensing, as opposed to a 
non-licensed method statement, is required, Natural England would be the relevant discharge authority, and 
licensing would be legally secured through the Protection of Badgers Act (1992).  The Local Planning Authority 
(LPA) would be informed through draft Requirement 5, as it would be a material change to the BMS.   

As requested by Natural England (Doc 8.4.3), National Grid has updated the draft DCO to include reference to 
Natural England in section 5 of Schedule 4, Discharge of Requirements (Doc 2.1(A)), as submitted for deadline 2. 

Q2.2.27 Natural 
England 

Please confirm that a letter of no impediment (LoNI) for water vole is not required.  

 

Q2.2.28 Joint Councils Are the Joint Councils content with the responses given by the Applicant in its Comments on LIR and Councils WRs 
document [REP3-022, ref 7.4.1, bullet 3 and 7.4.2] regarding justification of short-term effects on water vole in the 
Ash Level and Richborough Pasture Local Wildlife Site and the request for further details about the works in the 
vicinity of ditches with potential water vole habitat? If not what information is required?  

  Ornithology 
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Q2.2.29 Applicant Comment on the difference in numbers and species of birds and the matters raised about dusk and dawn flights in 
the response to Q1.2.16 by John Craddick and Graham Chandler [REP2-081], including the reference to large 
numbers of cormorant.  Comment also on the response of Mark Heath in the WR from Nethergong Camping [REP2-
089] in its response to Q1.7.53 [REP2-090].  

Applicant’s Response: 

As stated in the response to Q1.2.16 REP2-081 “Mr Caddick and Mr Chandler’s main concern is that the bird 
numbers recorded by the bird surveys do not correspond with their own records and personal knowledge of bird 
types, numbers and flight paths”.  

The ornithological survey programme, which follows best practice guidance, is summarised in Table 9.3 Chapter 9 
of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) and includes both breeding and non-breeding bird surveys, 
including diurnal and nocturnal walkover surveys recording groups of waterfowl on the ground and vantage point 
surveys recording flight activity. The full results of all the wintering surveys are included in Doc 5.4.9O(i) (Non 
Breeding Bird Survey Report 2012-2014) and Doc. 5.4.9O(ii) (Non Breeding Bird Survey Report 2014-2015) 
and summarised for each receptor in Sections 9.9-9.10, 9.21-9.23, Chapter 9 of the ES. 

Vantage point (VP) survey work to record bird flight activity was spread out over the daylight hours to provide 
representational data for analysis and assessment (paragraph 2.47-2.79 Doc 5.4.9O(i) and paragraph 2.18-2.37 
Doc 5.4.9O(ii)). Key areas with potential for species at risk of collision, bird flight movements and potential 
designated site connectivity were discussed and agreed with Natural England (NE) prior to survey work being 
finalised. Agreement with survey locations, scope and methods is included at Natural England SoCG specific 
matter ID 3.4.1, Doc 8.4.4.  The survey work included detailed flight monitoring from VP A (Drawing G3969.179A 
Doc 5.4.9O(i), referred to as the Hersden observation point in REP2-081. 

Whilst Mr Caddick and Mr Chandler highlight the lack of records from the ornithological flight line surveys for gadwall 
and teal, their own shooting bag records indicate that both these species are only occasionally present and shot 
within their landholding (14 teal and four gadwall were shot over the three year period reported in REP2-081 
compared to 404 wigeon and 162 mallard).  Although not recorded at VP A, gadwall were recorded in low numbers 
from other VPs and surveys (paragraphs 4.202-4.209 Doc 5.4.9O(i) and paragraphs 3.1-3.6 Doc 5.4.9O(ii). Teal 
as with gadwall were not recorded from VP A but were recorded in low numbers from other VPs and surveys 
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(paragraphs 4.248-4.254 Doc 5.4.9O(i) and paragraphs 3.19-3.26 Doc 5.4.9O(ii). 

Poor visibility and fog were considered within the collision risk assessment in terms of a reduction in the visible 
effectiveness of bird diverters in minimising collision. As detailed in paragraph 6.2.4, Doc 5.4.9P (Bird Collison 
Risk/Bird Flight Assessment) the use of spiral bird diverters reduces collision rate by up to 95%, however a lower 
diverter reduction factor of 60% was used in the collision calculations (paragraphs 6.2.6-6.2.7, Doc 5.4.9P) to allow 
for a conservation mortality estimate encompassing more general studies and a lower level of collision reduction 
potentially associated with poor visibility. 

As detailed in Section 9.7 and summarised in Box 9.3 Chapter 9 Doc 5.2 within the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) process, potential receptors are identified based initially on their importance for biodiversity 
conservation (see Box 9.1 and Box 9.2 Chapter 9 Doc 5.2) and whether the identified receptors are likely to be of 
sufficient ‘biodiversity conservation value’ that an effect upon them could be significant in this assessment 
(paragraph 9.7.1-9.7.4, Chapter 9, Doc 5.2). All potential receptors scoped in for further assessment are included 
within Table 9.7 Chapter 9 Doc 5.2). Bird receptors were included for the following relevant criteria:  

 Habitats Regulations  

 Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) Schedule 1  

 NERC Act 2006 section 41 Species of Principal Importance  

 Bird of Conservation Concern (BoCC) Red list species  

It is this biodiversity conservation value of the bird receptors and the value of the site to these species that is of 
importance in terms of EIA, not “those species most numerous in the area as it is the largest populations that are at 
the greatest risk” as mentioned in REP2-08.  

Both Mr Caddick (REP2-08) and Mark Heath in the Written Response (WR) from Nethergong Camping (REP2-089) 
in its response to Q1.7.53 (REP2-090) make reference to flocks of cormorants and question their lack of inclusion 
within the ES assessment. As detailed within the previous paragraph, simply because a species is recorded (in large 
numbers or small) within the Zone of Influence (ZoI) of the proposed development does not warrant its inclusion as a 
species with sufficient ‘biodiversity conservation value’. Cormorant is not a qualifying species for designated sites 
within the Richborough Connection project ZoI, nor does it fall within any of the qualifying criteria specified above, 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 30 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

therefore it was not assessed further as a species with sufficient ‘biodiversity conservation value’. 

In terms of potential collision risk posed by the proposed overhead line to commuting cormorant it should be noted 
that the proposed development is not being erected in a flat landscape without any other overhead powerlines 
already present. As noted by Mark Heath (REP2-089 and REP2 -090) “Cormorants are high flyers” and birds 
heading north over the proposed overhead line have already had to climb to a height beyond 40m to pass over the 
ridgeline along which the settlements of Westbere, Hersden and Upstreet are located. There is also a 132kV 
overhead line along the northern slopes of this elevated ridgeline, another barrier that commuting cormorant flying 
north would have to avoid at present. Once cormorant flocks have gained the height needed to pass over the 
Westbere -Upstreet ridgeline and its associated buildings and powerlines there is little to be gained from a flight 
energetics viewpoint, for them to alter their flight height until they reached their preferred foraging locations. 
Therefore addition of the proposed 400kV line into this landscape would not pose any significant further barrier or 
collision potential than that associated with the current landscape features. 

 

Q2.2.30 Applicant Respond to the concern raised by St John’s College regarding bird mortality collision risk and the positioning of the 
crossover “located directly under a known Swan flightline where previous mass bird-strikes have occurred” [REP2-
092], the approximate location of which was pointed out on the Accompanied Site Inspection (ASI) on 26 July 2016, 
where the ExA observed bird flight diverters on the 132kV line. 

Applicant’s Response: 

The risk of collision with swans was considered for this location and in addition to St John’s College’s comments 
regarding pylon type, bird flight diverters are proposed to be installed on the 400kV earth wires between pylons 
PC41 and PC43. These diverters are to be installed in the vicinity of the reservoirs at Monkton based on historical 
mute swan mortality in this location and are secured through Requirement 11 of the draft Development Consent 
Order (DCO) (Doc 2.1(B)). 

It is generally accepted that the earth wire is the part of an overhead power line that presents the greatest risk to 
birds in flight, primarily due to its position at the top of the overhead line and the reduced visibility of the single earth 
wire compared to the “bundle” of conductors below. As such, most studies on marking of power lines have therefore 
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concentrated on the marking of the earth wire, an outline review of diverter implementation and effectiveness is 
detailed in paragraph 6.2.4, Appendix E, Doc 5.5 (No Significant Effects Report).  

Within the crossover, the 400kV earth wire forms the highest wire that birds would try to fly over when climbing to 
avoid both the 400kV line and the 132kV line. With diverters in place, the 400kV earthwire would effectively screen 
the lower wires in terms of bird strike risk. The 400kV earthwire would be at the top of the obstruction formed by the 
combination of the 132kV and 400kV lines, hence the installation of diverters on this wire to minimise any potential 
collision risk. Figure 7.9.26 Photomontage VPD1 Doc 5.3.7 illustrates the wirescape experienced by flying birds 
and how the 400kV earthwire stands out as the wire over which birds would travel when avoiding the overhead lines. 

Q2.2.31 Applicant 

Natural 
England 

Respond to KWT’s concerns regarding impacts on Golden plover within a site of conservation interest at a County 
level and its suggestion that mortality thresholds, monitoring and a mechanism for further mitigation are required 
[REP2-082, point 5b].  

 

Is there any change to the Applicant’s or NE’s stated positions on bird mortality monitoring not being required; in light 

of: 

 SEW’s WR and Appendices [REP2-099, REP2-201 and REP3-031],  

 Dover District Council’s response to Q1.12.33 [REP2-065],  

 NFU’s Deadline 3 response [REP3-046] and 

 KWT’s points regarding Golden plover [REP2-082, point 5b]? 

  

Applicant’s Response: 

As detailed within paragraphs 9.9.44-9.9.54 Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) there is a 
potential low impact on golden plover in terms of overhead line collision.  However, potential collision impacts 
already exist in the Ash Level in terms of golden plover colliding with the two 132kV overhead lines already in place. 
Across the Ash Level, neither of these lines have bird flight diverters installed and neither have been previously 
assessed for collision risk analysis (CRA) for golden plover. Neither of these existing overhead lines have any 
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mortality thresholds, monitoring or mechanisms for further mitigation in place. 

The Richborough Connection project (RCP) involves removing one of these 132kV lines and constructing a new 
400kV line which will have bird flight diverters installed (between pylons PC51 and PC60), potentially resulting in a 
decrease in the overall overhead line collision risk for golden plover in the Ash Level compared to the current 
(unquantified) baseline level. 

The RCP collision risk assessment for the new 400kV overhead line did not use any level of bird collision associated 
with the currently active overhead lines within the Ash Level as a background level of collision mortality (Appendix 
E, Doc 5.5 (No Significant Effects Report). The RCP CRA employs a worst-case scenario assuming that any 
collision mortality associated with the new 400kV overhead line is additive to any baseline level. Even using this 
worst-case scenario, the CRA for golden plover resulted in a low level of magnitude in terms of operational collision 
effects (which is not significant) and therefore there was no requirement to quantify how much of this CRA mortality 
is encompassed within collision mortality already occurring within the Ash Level.  

There is no change to National Grid’s stated position on bird mortality monitoring not being required in light of South 
East Water’s (SEW) Written Representation (WR) and Appendices [REP2-099, REP2-201 and REP3-031],  Dover 
District Council’s response to Q1.12.33 [REP2-065] and National Farmers Union’s (NFU) Deadline 3 response 
[REP3-046]. Kent Wildlife Trust’s (KWT) points regarding Golden plover [REP2-082, point 5b] are responded to 
above. 

Within SEW’s WR and Appendices [REP2-099, REP2-201 and REP3-031], there is no factual representation that 
would alter the current position as agreed with Natural England (NE) that post construction monitoring is not required 
for the RCP. It is not possible to effectively assess any potential future magnitude of bird collision risk for a 
conceptual body of water (20-30 years before it would potentially attract waterbirds) within a changing agricultural 
and rural environment. This is especially pertinent when current levels of flight activity, of collision susceptible 
species in the area, are negligible and no flight corridors currently exist nor can the species makeup and magnitude 
of use of any new potential theoretical corridors be currently accurately identified. Implementation of post 
construction bird monitoring for the RCP to assess bird collision rates in the proposed Broad Oak Reservoir area 20-
30 years in to the future would therefore not yield any meaningful results.   

SEW would be expected to assess and report on ornithological impacts, including bird strike risk and any post 
construction monitoring in its Environmental Statement when the Broad Oak Reservoir scheme comes forward. If 
adverse impacts are predicted for any overhead line interacting with the proposed reservoir then mitigation would be 
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a subject for consultations with Natural England and National Grid at that time.  Such impacts are readily mitigated 
as evidenced by numerous studies and methods as detailed within paragraph 6.2.4, Doc 5.4.9P (Bird Collison 
Risk/Bird Flight Assessment). 

In terms of Dover District Council’s response to Q1.12.33 [REP2-065], as detailed previously in this response, there 
is no ecological justification for post construction bird collision monitoring especially as any such monitoring would 
probably record no valuable data to inform other developments due to the low level of potential impacts. If should be 
highlighted that potential collision impacts currently exist in the Ash Level in terms of golden plover colliding with the 
two 132kV overhead lines already in place. The RCP involves removing one of these 132kV overhead lines and 
constructing a new 400kV overhead line which will have collision prevention bird flight diverters installed, potentially 
resulting in a decrease in the overall overhead line collision risk for golden plover in the Ash Level. 

Following on from NFU’s Deadline 3 response [REP3-046] statement in 3.2.5 Requirement 11 Bird Flight diverters 
that “Landowners do not like to see birds hitting the line or having dead birds on their land…” it is assumed that bird 
collisions are not currently recorded or fatalities found in the Ash Level where diverters are proposed as part of the 
RCP (between pylons PC51-PC60). As already noted in this response, one of the existing 132kV overhead lines will 
be removed and replaced by the new 400kV line which will have collision prevention bird flight diverters installed, 
potentially resulting in a decrease in the overall overhead line collision risk for golden plover in the Ash Level.  

For the second area where diverters are proposed near Monkton Reservoir (between pylons PC41-PC43), the 
rationale for installing diverters in this location is not based on recorded levels of flight activity but historical evidence 
of mute swan collision with the existing overhead lines. Bird flight diverters are currently installed on sections of the 
existing overhead lines in this area and therefore this collision risk method will be extended to the proposed RCP 
400kV overhead line. As with the Ash Level, at Monkton the RCP is introducing an overhead line into areas where 
such infrastructure already exists and continues with the adoption of using diverters to minimise the risk of collision 
in the Monkton sections and introduces diverters into the Ash Level where the current overhead lines have no 
collision reduction measures employed. 

Therefore, National Grid maintains that there is no requirement for post construction monitoring, as agreed with NE 
in the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) Table 3.1SoCG ID 3.2.4 Doc 8.4.3. 
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Q2.2.32 Applicant Following on from the response to Q1.7.57 [REP2-016], do the different types of bird diverters that could be selected 
by the main contractor have different mitigating capabilities? Does this affect how the success of bird diverters has 
been assessed in the ES?  

Applicant’s Response: 

Whilst the exact type and manufacturer of the bird diverters will be dependent on the supplier chosen by National 
Grid’s contractor, the diverters will correspond to the type identified within Figure 6.1 and paragraph 6.2.5, Doc 
5.4.9P (Bird Collison Risk/Bird Flight Assessment). An outline review of diverter implementation and 
effectiveness which identified the effectiveness of the spiral type diverter is detailed in paragraph 6.2.2-6.2.4, Doc 
5.4.9P which details, amongst others, the results of the Abberton Reservoir Study, where a 95% reduction in mute 
swan collision rates was recorded after installation of spiral diverters of the type recommended for the Richborough 
Connection Project. 

Q2.2.33 Applicant Provide a response to KWT position which considers that alternatives were not considered in any greater detail 
before route selection was made with regards to ornithology, given that it had previously expressed concerns over 
the Northern Corridor having higher frequency of flocks of waders and small groups of wildfowl than the Southern 
Corridor. Also respond to KWT’s position over the proximity of the Northern Corridor to the SPA and wetland habitats 
within the Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs) of the Ash Levels and Chislet Marshes [REP2-082, point 5a].  

The Route Corridor Study [APP-131, para 11.25] states “The winter bird survey results have shown flocks of waders 
and small groups of wildfowl are more frequently observed within the North Corridor compared to the South. The 
presence of the Seaton Gravel pits on the South Corridor make parts of the South Corridor potentially more 
important for wildfowl (SPA species) compared with the North Corridor (Scenario 2) of greater interest for raptor 
species such as marsh harrier (non SPA species). The on-going bird surveys will provide a clearer picture of bird 
patterns and movements.” 

The Applicant should clarify what in fact the ongoing bird surveys did demonstrate in the response.  

Applicant’s Response: 
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Chapter 5 of the Route Corridor Study (RCS) (Doc 7.5) outlines the overall approach to identifying the initial study 
area and then two route corridors as part of this study. Initially desk study information, supplemented by fieldwork, 
was used to map environmental constraints such as designated nature conservation sites, to identify a broad study 
area and then the route corridors.  Environmental effects in relation to landscape and visual, ecology (including 
birds), historic environment and socio-economics were appraised in more detail.   

The appraisal of potential ecological effects, including those in relation to birds is outlined in paragraphs 10.39 to 
10.73, Chapter 10, Doc 7.5.  This appraisal included the consideration of winter bird surveys (paragraphs 10.39, 
Chapter 10 Doc 7.5).  In terms of consideration of the alternative options with specific reference to effects on birds, 
paragraphs 10.41 -10.45, Chapter 10, Doc 7.5 provide an overview of the findings of the work done at that stage.   

Chapter 10, Doc 7.5 discusses the potential effects on birds from the North Corridor Scenario 1 (paragraph 10.46-
10.51, 10.60), North Corridor Scenario 2 (paragraph 10.62-10.63, 10.68) and the South Corridor (paragraph 10.69, 
10.71-10.73).  A comparison of the potential effects of these three alternatives is outlined in Chapter 11, Doc 7.5, 
Paragraph 11.18 which compares potential effects from both northern options noting that scenario 2 is the preferred 
option, in terms of bird collision, as this option would have fewer risks.  The conclusions as to whether the North 
Corridor Scenario 2 or South Corridor would have the greater effect in terms of bird collision risk is presented in 
paragraph 11.23-11.25 Chapter 11, Doc 7.5.  The decision as to which corridor was taken forward took into 
account all potential environmental effects for each option, not just effects on birds.  Overall North Corridor (Scenario 
2) was found to have the lowest level of environmental effects and balancing all of the information available at the 
time the applicant concluded that this was the most appropriate option to take forward to the next stage of the 
appraisal (paragraph 12.4 Chapter 12, Doc 7.5). 

The ornithological survey programme is summarised in Table 9.3 Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement (ES) 
(Doc 5.2) and includes both breeding and non-breeding bird surveys, including walkover surveys recording groups of 
waders and wildfowl on the ground and vantage point surveys recording flight activity. The full results of all the 
surveys are included in Doc 5.4.9N (Breeding Bird Survey Report), Doc 5.4.9O(i) (Non Breeding Bird Survey 
Report 2012-2014), Doc. 5.4.9O(ii) (Non Breeding Bird Survey Report 2014-2015) and Doc 5.4.9Q 
(Confidential Ornithology Schedule 1 Bird Report) and summarised for each receptor in Sections 9.9-9.10, 9.21-
9.23, Chapter 9 of the ES (Doc 5.2).   

Overall, negligible numbers of waders and wildfowl were recorded on the ground within the Order limit, with higher 
levels of waders and waterfowl recorded in flight. There were no significant wildfowl flight corridors recorded, as 
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would have been expected in the vicinity of Seaton gravel pits, where wildfowl (primarily ducks) would be expected 
to commute between this site and Stodmarsh Special Protection Area (SPA). 

Surveys identified 13 ornithological receptors that were taken forward for assessment of effects, of these the 
following held wader and waterfowl interest: Thanet Coast & Sandwich Bay SPA/Ramsar (Section 9.9, Chapter 9, 
Doc 5.2) and Stodmarsh SPA/Ramsar (Section 9.10, Chapter 9, Doc 5.2) with effects to the wintering bird 
assemblage, comprising golden plover, curlew, lapwing and dunlin associated with Chislet Marshes, Sarre Penn and 
Preston Marshes Local Wildlife Site and Ash Level and South Richborough Pasture Local Wildlife Site addressed for 
each species in Sections 9.9, 9.21, 9.22 and 9.23 Chapter 9 Doc 5.2. 

For all wader and wildfowl receptors, surveys recorded a level of distribution and abundance of these species that 
resulted in an assessment of effects where the overall magnitude of change was no higher than low negative and 
therefore not significant.   

Q2.2.34 Kent Wildlife 
Trust 

Expand the reasoning behind KWTs in principle objection [REP2-082, point 5a] to the chosen route corridor in the 
context of the policy position on alternatives contained in National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-1, section 4.4 and EN-
5, section 2.7. 

  Mitigation and enhancement 

Q2.2.35 Applicant 

Joint Councils 

KWT 

 

In response to Q1.2.29, Kent Wildlife Trust expressed a desire to be kept appraised of future details of the 
Landscape and Habitat Enhancement Scheme (LHES) [REP2-083]. How should this happen?   

 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid is happy to provide Kent Wildlife Trust (KWT) with future information on the detail of the Landscape 
Habitat Enhancement Scheme (LHES) (Doc 5.8).  

The LHES is a proposed schedule of the s.106 between National Grid and the Councils that is currently under 
discussion and negotiation. The LHES schedule of the s.106 provides a mechanism through which National Grid will 
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submit future details of the LHES to the relevant Councils, including a LHES Delivery Scheme, a Replacement LHES 
in the event that the original LHES (or any part of it) cannot be delivered in accordance with the LHES, a completion 
report and that National Grid shall use reasonable endeavours to deliver the original or replacement LHES.   

National Grid will provide future information to KWT based upon the following deliverables set out in the LHES 
schedule of the s.106: 

 National Grid will provide a copy of the Landscape and Habitat Enhancement Delivery Scheme for a particular 
stage of the development to KWT at the time that it is submitted to the relevant Councils. The Landscape and 
Habitat Enhancement Delivery Scheme is a written programme for the timing of the delivery of a particular 
stage of the LHES. 

 National Grid will provide a copy of any Replacement LHES (if such scheme is required) following 
consultation with the relevant Councils.    

 National Grid will provide a copy of the Completion Report for a particular Landscape and Habitat 
Enhancement Delivery Scheme to KWT at the time that it is submitted to the relevant Councils. The 
Completion Report is a written report detailing the steps taken to implement a particular stage of the LHES.   

National Grid considers there is no requirement to provide further details to KWT beyond that already set out above 
and can provide a written commitment to KWT to provide such details as highlighted above. 

The content of the LHES Schedule within the s.106 agreement as described above has been agreed with the 
Councils to date, it is just other matters within the s.106 agreement that continue to be discussed.   

Q2.2.36 Applicant 

Kent County 
Council 

Canterbury 
City Council 

Dover District 

KCC has provided comments on the Concept Mitigation Planting Plans [REP3-040, Appendix 1]. This sets out a 
number of technical matters to do with planting species and mixes and also suggestions for improving ease of use of 
the drawings.  

 

This raises a number of matters: 

 Which Councils would be the post-consent discharging authorities for approvals to the mitigation planting 
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Council 

Thanet District 
Council 

 

scheme for the planting of trees, groups of trees, woodlands and hedgerows to be removed under 
Requirement 8? 

 Can agreement be reached on the species components and level of detail required in the Concept Mitigation 
Planting Plans between the Applicant and the Councils? Set out agreement and any remaining differences.  

 Is the level of detail requested for the drawings in KCC’s response necessary and proportionate, bearing in 
mind it was agreed at the first DCO hearing on 28 July 2016 that cross-referencing between mitigation and 
enhancement proposals would be undertaken by the Applicant?  The ExA would find the suggested 
annotation of pylon numbers and street names useful. 

 The Applicant and Councils are requested to review the KCC comments and provide a joint response on the 
three points above 

Applicant’s Response: 

The response below is provided by National Grid and is not a joint response by National Grid and the Councils. 
National Grid and the Councils have been in discussion on this matter but at this stage are unable to provide a joint 
response. Discussions between National Grid and the Councils will continue and an update on matters will be 
provided at the Issue Specific Hearings.  

National Grid believes that the post-consent discharging authority for detail on mitigation planting under Requirement 
8 would be the relevant planning authorities (Canterbury City Council, Thanet District Council, and Dover District 
Council), unless the Councils took the decision to defer matters on mitigation planting to Kent County Council (KCC) 
as an ecological matter. 

The broad principles promoted by KCC in REP3-040 Appendix 1, including tailoring species selection and planting 
arrangement at the site level, are noted and some can be addressed by the production of the final planting scheme 
under Requirement 8 but it is not considered appropriate for this level of detail to be considered as part of the 
Concept Mitigation Planting Plans.  The production of a scheme of mitigation planting would be secured by DCO 
Requirement 8 (Doc 2.1(B)).  The Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (CMPP) (Doc 8.11) is an indicative scheme to 
demonstrate that it is possible to construe a scheme of mitigation planting within the Order limits that delivers the 
commitments made in the Environmental Statement (ES) (Volume 5).  It allows sufficient flexibility to address 
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comments made by KCC in the detailed planting scheme. 

Doc 8.11, Section 1 explains that the main purpose of the Concept Mitigation Planting Plans (Figure 11.1a to 
11.1zzzp) is to identify possible locations for all mitigation planting (paragraph 1.1.2).  It also states that although 
the final detailed scheme will be broadly similar to the CMPP, it should not be regarded as final (paragraph 1.1.3) 
and that the final scheme will be secured by DCO Requirement 8 (paragraph 1.1.4). 

National Grid is satisfied that the level of detail presented in the CMPP is appropriate and fit for the purpose of 
considering the merits of the proposal.     It is not practical or necessary to engage in detailed planting design at this 
stage; partly because the final tree works plans, to which mitigation planting must respond, have not been produced 
and also because the proposal retains some design flexibility (e.g. Limits of Deviation) that could influence the 
requirement for and arrangement of mitigation planting. 

To assist with interpretation of the existing plans, pylon numbers and street names will be added as requested.  
These will be provided at Deadline 5 within an amended version of the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (Doc 
8.11(A)). 

Notwithstanding the broader response above, the technical points raised by KCC in its representation at Deadline 3 
in respect of species selection, planting design and other matters are the subject of a response by National Grid to 
KCC (see Briefing Note LA08) which is included at Appendix A of Doc 8.30, submitted at Deadline 4. 

Q2.2.37 Joint Councils Are the Joint Councils satisfied with the Applicant’s response in its Comments on LIR and Councils’ WRs to their 
points on long-term methods of maintenance of safety clearance zones [REP3-014, ref 7.4.6]? 

 

Q2.2.38 Joint Councils 

The 
Environment 
Agency 

Natural 

Provide any further comments on the Applicant’s updated BMS [REP3-004], and where relevant to biodiversity 
matters in the updated CEMP [REP2-007].  
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England 

The Kent 
Wildlife Trust 

Other 
Interested 
Parties 

 

Q2.2.39 Applicant Should the commitment stated in your Comments on LIR and Councils’ WRs to pass records to the Kent and 
Medway Biological Records Centre be secured, eg in the BMS [REP3-014, ref 7.4.7]? If so, provide drafting. 

Should the commitment stated in your Comments on LIR and Councils’ WRs to provide ecological monitoring reports 
for European Protected Species licence requirements and for up to five years’ replacement habitat planting to the 
County ecologist be secured eg in the BMS and/ or CEMP [REP3-014, ref 7.4.8]? If so provide drafting. 

Applicant’s Response: 

As set out in National Grid’s response to Written Question 1.2.57 (Doc 8.2), the Local Planning Authorities would be 
provided with updated data when a baseline change has occurred and consultation is required.  Thus, a commitment 
to the supply of any notable data (i.e. that which would assist in future decision making for the County Ecologist as 
posed in the Joint Councils Local Impact Report, paragraph 7.4.8, REP2-061) already exists within the Biodiversity 
Mitigation Strategy (BMS) (Doc 5.4.3E(A), paragraph 1.5.3) and which is secured through the Development 
Consent Order (DCO) (Doc 2.1(B)) requirement 5.   

This is in addition to the commitment in SoCG ID 4.6.11 (Doc 8.4.6), and as a requirement of the European 
Protected Species licences, that monitoring will be undertaken and those reports provided to the County 
Ecologist.   All data held by the County Ecologist would thus be available to the Kent and Medway Biological 
Records Centre (KMBRC).  National Grid has also committed to passing that data directly to the KMBRC as stated in 
the response on the LIR and Councils' WRs (Doc 8.14, Table 4, line 7.4.7).   
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Data gathered during the baseline surveys for the Project has already been submitted to the Kent and Medway 
Biological Records Center in March 2016.  

 

Q2.2.40 Applicant Update discussions with Persons with Interest in the Land (PILs) over the potential for extension(s) to Higher 
Stewardship Schemes (HLS) in the Ash Levels.  

Applicant’s Response: 

Further to National Grid’s response to Written Question 1.2.67, National Grid can confirm that there have been 
discussions with the one relevant party regarding the potential for extension to the Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) 
in the Ash Levels.  However, the ownership of the relevant land is still not confirmed due to outstanding probate 
matters.  This means that any potential expansion of the Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) scheme cannot be 
considered until the new owner is confirmed and has set a policy for the future farming of the land and therefore the 
current farming enterprise cannot commit to any additional arrangements under the stewardship scheme.   

National Grid has offered to meet the beneficiaries of the land and their agent to discuss the opportunities of the 
scheme in more detail, however the offer has not been taken up. 

 

3 

 

 3. Broad Oak  

 Respondents should note that if a question in this section is already answered in one of the post-hearing actions also to be submitted 
at Deadline 4, then a reference to that document with paragraph number(s) will suffice in response to the question(s) below.  

  Impacts of the proposed development on the proposed Broad Oak reservoir 
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Q2.3.1 Applicant 

South East 
Water 

What was the outcome of the meeting on 9 August 2016 which sought to make progress on finding a design solution 
that would enable both developments to proceed? Including flexibility to allow for retrofitting of mitigation measures 
should such measures be considered necessary. 

On 9 August South East Water (SEW) and National Grid, and their respective consultants and legal representatives, 
met to discuss how the parties could work together to complete a topic based Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) as requested by the ExA (Hearing Action Points List arising from the Issue Specific Hearing (ISH) on 29 July 
2016).  It was agreed at this meeting that iterations of the document would be shared between the parties and 
agreed as far as possible.  SEW and National Grid would have editorial responsibility for their respective tables in 
the Schedule.  The summary would then be written and agreed by the parties.    

Further meetings also took place between the specialists from both National Grid and SEW on 11 August (in relation 
to engineering and construction), and 15 August (in relation to ecology and biodiversity, and landscape and visual) 
with agreement to populate the Schedules to the topic based SoCG by 19 August 2016.  

Drafts have been circulated and progressed, however, the summaries in the draft Statement of Common Ground, 
prepared by SEW neither accurately reflect the discussions that took place last month nor National Grid’s position. 
SEW did not provide the ultimate draft of their inputs for National Grid to review and respond to until 2.54pm on 8 
September. The draft SoCG to be submitted, therefore, includes National Grid’s position as at 19 August due to the 
limited time National Grid has been provided with to comment on the changes made by SEW. 

The parties have agreed to meet as soon as reasonably practicable with a view to completing the SoCG by 23 
September 2016. National Grid hopes that the SoCG will be completed and ready for submission by 23 September 
2016 and by deadline 5 at the latest. 

Q2.3.2 The 
Environment 
Agency 

Natural 
England 

Please provide comments on the Applicant’s ‘Response to South East Water’s report Review of Alternative RCP 
Routes in Area of Interaction with Proposed Reservoir Scheme – July 2016’ [REP3-019, Appendix 5] indicating any 
areas of concern and provide comments on the Applicant’s views expressed on the potential for the two proposed 
developments to co-exist. 
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Q2.3.3 The 
Environment 
Agency 

Natural 
England 

 

Please provide comments on the Applicant’s Deadline 2 submission (the Mott MacDonald Report) [REP2-017, 
Appendix F] and SEW’s response to the Mott Macdonald Report [REP3-036, Appendix 4.1, Appendix 1]? Indicating 
any areas of concern and provide comments on the Applicant’s views expressed on the potential for the two 
proposed developments to co-exist.  

 

Q2.3.4 Applicant 

South East 
Water 

The Applicant and South East Water are requested to ensure that any ongoing differences between parties in terms 
of the application of visual (and/ or landscape) assessment methodology, such as those covered in SEW’s 
responses to Q1.7.5, Q1.7.9, Q1.7.16 and Q1.7.29 [REP2-098], are included in the relevant topic-based SoCG for 
submission at Deadline 4.  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid is working with SEW and will endeavour to ensure that any ongoing differences in terms of the 
application of visual (and/ or landscape) assessment methodology, are included in the relevant topic-based 
Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). 

Specifically, and with regard to the references quoted in the question (all within REP2-098): 

Written Response to Q1.7.5 

SEW’s response states that the landscape assessment method would have provided more accurate results if the 
Applicant had included in its cumulative assessment the impact of the Proposed Development on the Reservoir. 

As set out in the response to Q 2.3.30, National Grid and SEW are in agreement that there are no likely effects of a 
cumulative nature arising for the construction stage of the Richborough Connection Project (RCP).  

The reasons why it is not appropriate to include the reservoir in the cumulative impact assessment are set out in 
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Chapter 16 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2).  The matter of cumulative assessment is discussed 
within the draft topic based SoCG and a detailed response is provided in National Grid’s response to Written 
Question Q2.3.32. 

It is also worth highlighting that should a cumulative assessment have been undertaken it would only have 
considered existing receptors i.e. those that are currently present and which have been assessed in relation to the 
RCP.   Future receptors such as users of any new PRoW delivered by the reservoir, birdwatchers or participants in 
water sports, would not have been identified as receptors as they would only be there as a result of the reservoir and 
would not experience any change due to the RCP which they would only ‘know’ to be part of the baseline. 

Written Response to Q1.7.9 

SEW response states that it is not content with the conclusions of the cumulative landscape assessment because 
the Reservoir has not been included. 

As above please refer to the response to Q1.7.5 above. 

 

Written Response to Q1.7.16 

SEW has requested that further information be provided in relation to additional photomontages and that cumulative 
impacts (for the Reservoir) have not been considered.   

National Grid has responded on the matter of providing further photomontages in its written response to Q2.7.9.  In 
respect of cumulative assessment please see the response under Q1.7.5 above.  

Written Response to Q1.7.29 

SEW believe that the Applicant's application of the methodology is not adequate due to the omission of the Reservoir 
in the cumulative assessment. 

In respect of cumulative assessment please see the response under Q1.7.5 above. 
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Q2.3.5 South East 
Water 

Please provide any comments on the Concept Mitigation Planting Plans submitted by the Applicant at Deadline 2 
[REP2-014], with respect to the concept planting proposed and/ or on the Landscape and Habitat Enhancement 
Scheme (LHES) [APP-123] for land within SEW’s ownership?  

(There are other questions on the Concept Mitigation Planting Plans under the biodiversity section.)  

Q2.3.6 Applicant  

Canterbury 
City Council 

The 
Environment 
Agency 

Natural 
England 

South East 
Water 

 

Whilst SEW’s response to Q1.7.67 [REP2-098] is caveated with reference to the taking on board of the SEW 
Alternatives, there is a wider point regarding the necessary approvals for agreeing a planting scheme in the 
proposed reservoir area. Does the Applicant agree that planting (mitigation and enhancement) associated with all of 
SEW’s land (or some of SEW’s land associated with the reservoir) is an area where more certainty of design is 
desirable and should it also be subject to future approvals including NE and the EA as well as the relevant Local 
Authority?  

Do the Applicant and SEW consider securing a method of approval resolves the issues raised in the Jacobs 
response to the Mott MacDonald comment in SEW’s response to the Applicant’s Deadline 2 submissions [REP3-
036, Appendix 4.1, ref 3.4.2.8]?  

If so, the Applicant is invited to propose suitable wording for the DCO and /or the LHES. 

The views of CCC, the EA and NE are sought.  

Applicant’s Response: 

Written Question 1.7.66 states that there are a number of locations, where residual visual effects are assessed as 
adverse, where the Panel considers more certainty around delivery should be required than that which would 
currently be delivered through the embedded replacement planting in new locations and/or the Landscape and 
Habitat Enhancement Scheme (Doc 5.8).  Q1.7.67 goes on to ask if there are other locations where such increased 
certainty regarding function and location for planting and habitat mitigation or enhancement would be 
beneficial.  South East Water’s (SEW) response to Q1.7.67 refers to certainty for planting and mitigation in the 
reservoir area.   
 
As detailed in National Grid’s response to 1.7.66 (Doc 8.2), mitigation planting is described within the embedded 
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environmental measures (Doc 5.4.3B(A)) and forms part of the authorised development secured through the powers 
of the Development Consent Order (DCO) and also through DCO Requirement 8 (Doc 2.1(B)).  
 
Doc 8.11 Concept Mitigation Planting Plan was provided at Deadline 2 and shows locations for mitigation 
planting. The Concept Mitigation Planting Plan demonstrates that all embedded environmental measures can be 
provided within the Order limits and illustrates a planting scenario that meets all of the mitigation planting objectives. 
The production of detailed planting plans is secured by DCO Requirement 8 and implemented by Requirement 9.  
 
Those planting measures specifically associated with biodiversity have been described in the Biodiversity 
Mitigation Strategy (BMS) (Doc 5.4.3E(A)), outlined in Ecological Mitigation Plan, Pylon PC03, Section 4, 
Annex 3E.1 and  Figure 3E.1.5 PC03 Annex 3E.3, Cover Note: Ecological Mitigation Plan, Pylon PC08, para 
Section 9.3, Annex 3E.1, Cover Note: Ecological Mitigation Plan, Pylons PC09 and PC10, Section 10.3, Annex 
3E.1 and detailed on Figure 3E.1.12, Annex 3E.3.   
 
The measures in the BMS are secured via draft DCO requirement 5. These planting measures are also shown in 
Doc 8.11 Concept Mitigation Planting Plan, Figure 11.1e, Figure 11.1s, Figure 11.1t and Figure 11.1u.  As 
detailed in Paragraphs 1.13-1.14 of Doc 8.11, these figures shows possible arrangements of the embedded 
mitigation planting. Operational and space constraints, and the technical parameters set in respect of mitigation 
make it likely that the final detailed scheme will be broadly similar but they should not be regarded as absolute.  
 
There are a number of areas in which the detail of proposed planting is already final in terms of both detail and 
location. Embedded measures for dormice (as referenced above for pylons PC8 through to PC10 and listed in Table 
1 below), a European Protected Species (EPS) are further secured via the licensing process under the Habitat 
Regulations 2010 (as amended). These embedded measures have been approved by Natural England, for which a 
Letter of No Impediment (LoNI) has been issued, and therefore has confirmed certainty in respect of mitigation 
function in relation to the effects of the Richborough Connection project (RCP) on dormice.   
 
A summary of all embedded measures proposed in full or in part on land owned by SEW is provided in Table 1 
below. It should be noted that the proposals’ descriptions are as those on the Concept Plans, and where they cross 
the boundary of SEW lands, may consequently only be undertaken in part on their landholding.   
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Table 1: Concept Mitigation Planting Plans – Embedded Environmental Measures, Doc 8.11, 
Figures 8.11 d,e,f,q,r,s,t,u,v,w,x,y. 
 

Installed sequentially as temporary and permanent forms of mitigation 
 

(Please refer to Doc 8.11, Section 3, Table 3.1 for species selections) 

ID and Reference  Proposals 

 

Purpose 

Measures in the vicinity of pylons PC2-PC3 (Figures 8.11 d, e, f.) 

 

Figure 11d/e  Mix: L 

Total Area to Plant: 18289m2 

Wildflower Species Grassland seeding: 

mitigation  

ID T123 Species Mix: I 
Trees to Plant: 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

ID T125 Species Mix: I 
Trees to Plant: 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

ID T133 Species Mix: I 
Trees to Plant: 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

ID T135 Species Mix: I 
Trees to Plant: 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

ID H23 Mix G  

6m hedgerow replanting 

Standard hedge planting 
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Measures in the vicinity of the proposed reservoir (Figures 8.11 q,r,s,t,u,v,w,x,y) 
 

ID H8 Mix G  
hedgerow replanting 17m 

Standard hedge planting 

ID H8.2 Mix Q  

17m 

Dormouse Habitat Species mix (EPS 

Licensed requirement) 

ID H8 Mix G  

17m 

Standard hedge planting 

ID H12 Mix C  

Hedgerow 30m 

Dormouse Habitat Species mix (EPS 

Licensed requirement) 

ID G59 Mix C,  
15 trees, Area 59m2 &  

Mix C 258 trees 1031m2 

Dormouse Habitat Species mix (EPS 
Licensed requirement) 

T148 Mix I  
Tree to Plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement (EPS 
Licensed requirement) 

T149 Mix I 
Tree to Plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement (EPS 
Licensed requirement 

ID T158 Trees to Plant- 4  

Mix I 

Direct Tree Replacement (EPS 

Licensed requirement) 
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T180 Mix I 
Tree to Plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

T181 Mix I 

Tree to Plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

H32 Mix H 

Trees to Plant 1 

Hedge mitigation (EPS Licensed 

requirement) 

ID H34 Mix G  

Hedgerow to replant 1m 

Standard hedge planting 

ID H38 Mix C  
Hedgerow replant 32m  

Dormouse Habitat Species mix (EPS 
Licensed requirement) 

ID H55 Mix C  
Hedgerow replant 35m 

Dormouse Habitat Species mix (EPS 
Licensed requirement) 

ID T159 Mix I  
Trees to plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement (EPS 
Licensed requirement) 

ID G72  Mix C  

Trees to plant 43 Area 170m2 

Dormouse Habitat Species mix (EPS 

Licensed requirement) 

ID G94 Mix A  

Area 912m2 trees to plant 228 

Standard Coppice 
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ID T182 Mix I  
Trees to plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

ID G85 Mix C  

Area 776m2 Trees 194 

Dormouse Habitat Species mix (EPS 

Licensed requirement) 

ID H65 Mix G  

Hedgerow length to replant 37m 

Standard Hedge Planting 

ID G100 Mix E  

Area 1252m2 Trees to plant 313 

High Value Mix 

ID T213 Mix I  
Trees to plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

ID T214  Mix I  
Trees to Plant 4 

Direct Tree Replacement 

ID G100 Mix E  
Area 1252m2 Trees to plant 313 

High Value Mix 

ID H80 Mix G  

Hedgerow to replant length 1m 

Standard Hedge planting 
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ID G107 Mix B  
Area 33m2 Trees to plant 8 

Standard slow growing mix 

 

 
The LHES has been prepared and submitted in compliance with National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-1 and EN-5. It 
is proposed that an obligation is included within the Section 106 Agreement between National Grid and the relevant 
local authorities of Canterbury City Council (CCC), Dover District Council (DDC), Kent County Council (KCC) and 
Thanet District Council (TDC) (‘the Councils’) which commits National Grid to use reasonable endeavours to 
implement the LHES, or a replacement LHES.   
 
There is no biodiversity enhancement planting on SEW land however, the landscape and visual planting (Refs. 
MA1.16 and MA1.18) as shown on Figure 5.8.2 of the LHES would also benefit dormouse.  
 
Enhancement proposed on SEW land is illustrated on Figure 5.8.1 and 5.8.2 and summarised in Table 2:  
 
 

Table 2: LHES – Doc 5.8, Figures 5.8.1 and 5.8.2 
 

(Outside Order Limits) 
 
Please refer to Appendix B Doc 5.8 for Planting Palettes 

ID and Reference  Proposals Purpose 

MA1.4c Standard Slow Grow Mix (planting 

mix B). 
Standard tree planting mix for 
replacement of smaller groups or 

those in which coppice management 
is unsuitable. 

 

Gapping up Tree Planting Business 

along Broad Oak Road, receptor 
A1.B9 and A1.R4. 
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MA1.11 Standard Slow Grow Mix (planting 
mix B).  
Standard tree planting mix for 

replacement of smaller groups or 
those in which coppice management 

is unsuitable. 
 

Gapping up Tree Planting 
Receptor A1.H39 Mayton Cottages 
 

MA1.16 Standard Slow Grow Mix (planting 
mix B).  
Standard tree planting mix for 

replacement of smaller groups or 
those in which coppice management 

is unsuitable. 

Gapping up Tree Planting 
PRoWs that run on a north - south 
alignment, north of Broad Oak, 

receptor A1.F13 
 

MA1.17 Standard Slow Grow (planting mix 

B)  
Standard tree planting mix for 
replacement of smaller groups or 

those in which coppice management 
is unsuitable. 

 

Gapping up Tree Planting 

Along field boundary west of 
Barnett's Lane, receptor A1.R6 
 

MA1.18 High Impact Mix (planting mix F)  

Species and planting sizes selected 
to deliver faster establishment 
screening or aesthetic presence for 

use where mitigation relates mainly 
to views 

 

Native Tree Planting 

Between the 
Farmhouse at Vale 
Farm, receptor 

A1.H41, and Vale Cottage, receptor 
A1.H43 

 
 

MA1.26 High Impact Mix (planting mix F)  
Species and planting sizes selected 
to deliver faster establishment 

screening or aesthetic presence for 
use where mitigation relates mainly 

Native Tree Planting 
 Foxhill Garden Centre and Everlast 
fencing, receptor A1.B16 
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to views 
 

 

 

No element in the embedded environmental mitigation nor the landscape enhancement proposals would preclude or 
conflict with SEW’s proposals as they currently stand.  
 
In relation to SEW’s response to Q1.7.67 requesting certainty regarding their mitigation objectives, National Grid 
would not provide detailed embedded measures for the effects that would result from SEW’s reservoir proposals, as 
that would be the responsibility of SEW to provide and implement as part of any planning application they bring 
forward.  
 
Given the agreed conceptual stage of the SEW proposals and lack of detailed design, this cannot be fulfilled by SEW 
at this stage.  Jacob’s response in REP3-036, Appendix 4.1, ref 3.4.2.8, (which was responding to a Mott 
MacDonald statement on landscape and visual impact planting) is noted.  However, National Grid has provided 
detailed guidance on the nature and type of planting which could be undertaken by SEW to ensure that its 
requirements, as stated in the SEW response in respect of biodiversity function and mitigation for connectivity and 
riparian function, can be met.  
 
As detailed in Table 1 above, limited embedded mitigation is proposed as part of the RCP proposed development on 
SEW land in the area of the reservoir and the reasons for any specific embedded measures primarily relate to 
necessary EPS licence requirements and hedgerow replanting, with some direct tree replacement. Any necessary 
embedded measures that would result from SEW’s reservoir proposals would form part of the planning approvals for 
the reservoir development at that time, which National Grid assume would include a planting scheme which would be 
the subject of approval by the relevant local planning authority in consultation with relevant bodies. National Grid 
does not consider that in relation to the RCP proposed embedded measures any further certainty of design is 
required at this stage.  
 
Doc 5.4.6D (NBS Landscape Specification for Planting) illustrates the diversity of locally appropriate species that 
National Grid is proposing to plant under and in the vicinity of the proposed overhead line in the wider area, whilst 
Doc 8.11 includes a broad range of species that are already proposed for RCP planting and that could be used in 
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the SEW area, including target species for SEW (oak and alder).   
 
As detailed in Doc 8.17, National Grid’s Written Summary of Case put Orally (paragraphs 2.21-2.38, 2.46-2.47) and 
Doc 8.19, National Grid’s response to SEW’s Written Representation (paragraphs 4.11-4.36) the range of these 
species can be managed to provide continuous connectivity, diversity and where required, shading to meet SEW’s 
stated requirements.  
The LHES enhancements which fall on SEW land as presented in Table 2, are by their very nature, outline at this 
stage as the details have to be necessarily agreed with SEW as the relevant landowner. As part of that process, 
whilst recognising the conceptual stage of SEW’s proposals, National Grid is very willing to consult on the relocation 
and redesign of those enhancement proposals in order to compliment SEW’s future objectives in respect of planting 
requirements, whilst still providing the desired enhancement in respect of the RCP.  

However, this would not be secured through the DCO, and the LHES already provides for an equivalent scheme to 
be delivered should it not be possible to deliver the original LHES (paragraph 1.3.1 of the LHES Doc 5.8). National 
Grid does not consider the need to propose any further wording for the LHES on this basis.    

Q2.3.7 Applicant Please comment on SEW’s response to Q1.7.70 and set out the implications for the DCO, including temporary 
possession, if the Secretary of State was to find that a ten year maintenance period was appropriate for the reservoir 
area for the reasons set out in SEW’s response to Q1.7.70 [REP3-098]?  

Applicant’s Response: 

The five year maintenance period is secured by article 30 of the draft Development Consent Order (DCO) (Doc 
2.1(B)), Requirement 8(2)(c), and Requirement 9(3).  

Should the Secretary of State determine that a ten year maintenance period was appropriate for the reservoir area 
then the necessary powers to secure this extended maintenance provision would not be provided for under the 
order.  To enable a ten year maintenance period it would, therefore, require National Grid to make a formal request 
to make a formal request to change the DCO with the ensuing delays that this would mean for delivery of this 
nationally significant project.  

National Grid is proposing five years’ maintenance, because it is a sufficient period for plant maintenance to ensure 
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the successful establishment of new planting. The first five years following completion of planting works are the most 
important for the establishment of the planting.  

A five years’ maintenance period for planting is standard practice in granting planning permissions and is therefore 
supported by Dover District Council and Kent County Council (see their responses to Q1.7.70). The drafting of 
Requirement 9 (implementation of landscaping and mitigation planting) is consistent with the model requirement laid 
out in the Infrastructure Planning (Model Provisions) (England and Wales) Order 2009, which suggests the following 
wording at Schedule 4, requirement 8 (implementation and maintenance of landscaping): 

 “Any tree or shrub planted as part of an approved landscaping scheme that, within a period of five years after 
planting, is removed, dies or becomes, in the opinion of the Commission, seriously damaged or diseased, 
must be replaced in the first available planting season with a specimen of the same species and size as that 
originally planted, unless otherwise approved by the Commission”. 

 The model requirement for tree planting (Schedule 4, requirement 9 (Trees)) suggests two years as the 
appropriate maintenance period for trees, within which trees that are removed, uprooted, die or become 
diseased or defective would be replaced. 

Whilst the model provisions no longer have formal status, the Planning Inspectorate’s advice is that it may 
nevertheless still be useful and helpful for applicants to show how and why they have departed from the Model 
Provisions Order in their applications. In this case, it has not been considered necessary or justified to depart from 
the drafting suggested by the Secretary of State, save that in respect of tree planting National Grid has also 
proposed a five year maintenance period. When National Grid has undertaken other off-site planting schemes in 
connection with its projects, the maintenance and establishment period has been five years. 

In addition to the five year maintenance power, article 40 of the Draft DCO (Doc 2.1(B)) provides for the felling or 
lopping of trees and shrubs near any part of the authorised development where necessary to prevent obstruction or 
interference with the construction, maintenance, or operation of the authorised development or any connected 
apparatus, or to prevent danger to persons using the authorised development. 

 

Q2.3.8 Applicant Please provide a plan to show the relative positions of the various elements of the reservoir and RCP, situated within 
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the corridor said to be available, which are identified [REP3-019, para 4.10]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

Plans to show the relative positions of the various elements of the reservoir and RCP for the 32.5m and 36mAOD 
can be viewed in Doc 8.26.1 (Appendix B), submitted at Deadline 4.  
 
National Grid confirmed at Deadline 2:  
 
“National Grid does not agree with SEW’s position because for the 36mAOD TWL (considered the scenario with the 
greatest interaction on this issue) the distance between the reservoir embankment toe and PC10 is approximately 
175m. The fish pass should be situated a suitable distance from the toe of the primary dam embankment to avoid 
stability concerns, a minimum gap of 10m has been assumed suitable. The fish pass cut incorporates a valley 
bottom of 10m, with 1 in 4 slopes rising back to existing ground level, and this creates a total footprint of 
approximately 80m. Therefore a minimum gap to install the fish pass infrastructure is 90m which is considerably less 
than the 175m available. In addition, the dam embankment incorporates 1 in 6 side slopes, a 20m wide berm and 
low level side slopes of 1 in 8. This is a large footprint and considered conservative; indeed, through value 
engineering it is likely the total footprint of the embankment could be reduced providing even more space to install a 
fish pass. The remaining space would be able to accommodate any required footpaths and access roads”. 
 
The dimension of 175m stated at Deadline 2 is the minimum distance between the centre point of pylon PC10 and 
the toe of the proposed dam embankment at a top water level of 36mAOD. The plan now includes the proposed 
below ground foundations (approximately a further 25m in width) which subsequently reduces the corridor to 
149.7m. Therefore, flexibility of approximately 45m remains. 

Q2.3.9 Applicant If considering a generic situation where the Sarre Penn realignment, in cutting, would cross the proposed overhead 
line, how would the planting of each of the species in the potential mix be affected in terms of overhead line impact 
zones and their suitability for specific species [REP3-019, para 4.14]?  The Applicant is requested to respond in a 
tabular or diagrammatic form. 

Applicant’s Response: 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 57 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

In terms of the Richborough Connection Project, there is no potential mix because no planting is proposed by 
National Grid in this area other than that shown on the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (Doc 8.11).  It is presumed 
that this question relates to the interaction between the Richborough Connection Project and possible future 
arrangements of mitigation planting that may be designed and implemented by South East Water for its proposed 
reservoir in the context of a constructed and operational overhead line. 

Any tree species could be planted beneath or adjacent to the proposed overhead line.  The only restriction to 
planting location would be the pylon footprints and associated conductor clearances.  The height of any mitigation 
planting could be restricted, depending on the location of that planting in respect of conductors or pylons but this 
would be a function of safety clearances and not tree species. 

The table below describes a generic worst case scenario for each span adjacent to the potential Broad Oak reservoir 
site based on the minimum ground clearance for each span.  This is normally a description of a tree growing at the 
centre point of the span and directly beneath the line.  Trees offset from the centre of the span or offset to one side 
of the line could be managed at a greater height than the minimum figures given.  This effect would increase relative 
to the size of the offset.  Where trees are grown within a cutting, their overall height could also be increased. 

 

Conductor 
Span 

Height above 
existing 
ground level 
at maximum 
sag 

Height of 
coppice 
growth 
beneath 
conductor 

Depth of 
Sarre Penn 
cutting 
within span 
for 
36.0mAOD 
(note the 
channel 
may not be 
under the 
overhead 
lines) 

Theoretical 
range of 
coppice 
height 
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PC8 – PC9 >10.7m >7.6m 10m 7.6 to 17.6m 

PC9 – PC10 >13.6m >10.5m 11m 10.5 to 
21.5m 

PC10 – PC11 >12.6m >9.5m 0m 9.5m  
 

Q2.3.10 Applicant What are the typical anticipated and potential heights of the species identified in Table 7.1 of the Jacobs Stage 1b 
Study Report [REP3-019, para 4.24]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

South East Water (SEW) – Appendix 10 to Written Representation – Stage 1b Report Table 7.1 (REP2-140, page 
55) gives a Height potential for a range of riparian corridor planting and high canopy woodland species.  Actual tree 
heights will depend on growing conditions but most figures are reasonable.  The largest potential height quoted is for 
Quercus robur (English oak) and Castanea sativa (sweet chestnut); both given a top height of 20-30m.  National Grid 
agrees that trees of these species would typically mature within this height range.  There is an apparent discrepancy 
between this evidence and that presented by South East Water in REP3-034 paragraph 55 that oak grows to 40m, 
which National Grid does not agree is correct. 

The statement made by National Grid at Doc 8.19, paragraph 4.24 was not principally to contest the figures 
presented in Table 7.1 but speaks to the representativeness of section drawings within Appendix J of the same 
document.  Appendix J (REP2-170 to REP2-181) illustrates sections of woodland at and exceeding 30m in height, 
which is discrepant with the Height potential figures presented in Table 7.1.  In respect of riparian corridor planting, 
which SEW has submitted must contain alder (REP3-034, paragraph 45), this discrepancy is larger, because the 
plans do not illustrate the 20m height of this ‘key tree species’ that is attested by SEW with broad consistency in 
REP2-140 and REP3-034).  For woodland to reach 30m in height using the species presented in the Jacobs report it 
must be assumed that the high canopy entirely comprises only English oak and sweet chestnut and that every tree 
reaches or exceeds the maximum height within its growth range.  This is not a sensible description of normal tree 
development or woodland structure; a more realistic top height for a mixed broadleaved woodland would be 25m, 
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including trees at all heights up to the maximum.  This would take many years to develop and be strongly influenced 
by the prevailing edaphic and climatic conditions. 

The anticipated height of trees within a riparian corridor beneath the proposed conductors would be constrained by 
the requirement to maintain safety clearances.  In this respect, species is irrelevant; any tree species can be planted 
beneath a conductor.  The possible range of tree heights within a representative generic situation where the Sarre 
Penn realignment in cutting would cross the proposed overhead line is described in response to Q2.3.9. 

 

Q2.3.11 South East 
Water 

Provide evidence in support of its view that a continuous, and not semi-continuous, corridor of high canopy woodland 
is present along the Sarre Penn and why this habitat should be replaced along the Sarre Penn realignment [REP3-
019, para 4.25]? 

Q2.3.12 Applicant Notwithstanding the stated uncertainty over flight paths, could the removal of the existing overhead line have any 
effect on bird collision risk in relation to the reservoir proposal [REP3-019, para 4.54]?  If so, what? 

Applicant’s Response: 

Under item 4.55 of (Doc 8.19), National Grid confirmed:- 

4.55 There are two existing overhead lines that currently cross the proposed reservoir land (see paragraphs 
132 and 133 of SEW’s WR). Paragraph 132 states that it is proposed to underground the 132kV line but in 
paragraph 133 it is stated that the existing 400kV line would not be undergrounded or realigned. 

With regard to the Richborough Connection Project (RCP) Development Consent Order submission, there is no 
requirement for any works to be undertaken on the existing 400kV overhead line (ZV route). Therefore, the ZV Route 
does not form part of the RCP proposed development.  As noted above, there is no proposal by South East Water 
(SEW) to underground or remove this line and SEW is not currently in discussion with National Grid in relation to any 
changes to the existing 400kV ZV line. 

The existing 132kV overhead line that SEW states is proposed to be undergrounded is owned and operated by UK 
Power Networks. This 132kV overhead line is not required to be undergrounded or realigned for the RCP. National 
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Grid has not undertaken any assessment of the impact of the removal of this 132kV overhead line and cannot 
therefore comment any further on bird collision risk in relation to SEW’s Broad Oak reservoir proposal and its impact 
on any other existing overhead lines. 

 

Q2.3.13  South East 
Water 

How has the 260m key bird collision distance been determined [REP3-019, para 4.57]? 

Q2.3.14  South East 
Water 

Provide details of the proposals to accommodate the RCP in relation to the Sarre Penn realignment, the fish pass 
and the access bridge which have been costed and confirm whether or not these proposals represent a potential 
physical solution to enable a 32.5m AOD top water level reservoir and the RCP to co-exist [REP3-019, para 9.16]. 

Q2.3.15  South East 
Water 

Provide details of the proposals to accommodate the RCP in relation to the Sarre Penn realignment, the fish pass 
and the access bridge which have been costed and to confirm whether or not these proposals represent a potential 
physical solution to enable a 36m AOD top water level reservoir and the RCP to co-exist [REP3-019, para 9.24]. 

Q2.3.16 Applicant 

South East 
Water 

The parties are requested to provide plans as set out in the agreed joint statement in relation to Action No 8 from the 
29 July 2016 Broad Oak Issue Specific Hearing [REP3-024, secn 2 action 8].  The SEW understanding is correct on 
the scope of the plans, in that the requested plans should not include any of the parties’ proposed alternatives. The 
opportunity is however available for any party to consider whether they wish to provide supplementary information in 
relation to this written question.  For the avoidance of doubt, separate plans should be prepared for the 32.5 and 
36m AOD reservoir proposals and the profile views, under item 9, should effectively be longitudinal sections along 
the line of the conductors. 

Applicant’s Response: 

South East Water have submitted the following drawings (prepared by Jacobs), on behalf of National Grid, in the 
South East Water Deadline 4 submission :- 
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Plan of 32.5m AOD Reservoir Scheme – Drawing Number B4000AT-500 
Section Keys - Drawing Number B4000AT-501 
Section AA 32.5m - Drawing Number B4000AT-502 
Sections BB and CC 32.5m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-503 
Sections DD and EE 32.5m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-504 
Sections FF and GG 32.5m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-505 
Sections HH and II 32.5m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-506 
Section JJ 32.5m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-507 
 
Plan of 36m AOD Reservoir Scheme - Drawing Number B4000AT-600 
Section AA 36m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-602 
Sections BB and CC 36m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-603 
Sections DD and EE 36m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-604 
Sections FF and GG 36m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-605 
Sections HH and II 36m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-606 
Section JJ 36m AOD - Drawing Number B4000AT-607 
 

National Grid does not wish to provide any supplementary information in relation to this written question. 

 

Q2.3.17 South East 
Water  

What is the scope and cost of undergrounding the existing UK Power Networks overhead powerline where this has 
been included within the 2014 WRMP [REP3-036, section 2.2]? 

Q2.3.18 South East 
Water 

Is the fish pass anticipated to be used in low flow periods?  If so, when and why?  What is anticipated to be the 
lowest flow and the shallowest gradient that would need to be accommodated for effective fish pass operation 
[REP3-036, section 3.2.4]? 

Q2.3.19 South East 
Water 

For reservoir top water levels above 32.5m AOD, is there anything that would prevent the Sarre Penn realignment 
route being positioned onto the route shown for a 36m AOD top water level [REP3-036, secn 8.1]?  Would this 
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minimise direct conflict with proposed Pylon PC9 at intermediate water levels between 32.5 and 36m AOD?  Would 
there be any adverse effects from this transfer to a more southerly route before it was directly required by the 
reservoir proposal alone? Would a combination of the 36m AOD route and water levels between 32.5 and 36m AOD 
release additional land between the overhead line and the reservoir shoreline for biodiversity connectivity and 
landscape impact mitigation planting? 

 

Q2.3.20 The 
Environment 
Agency 

The EA states that the riparian environment on the realigned Sarre Penn should be continuous with shading and that 
it is keen to see a connected environment [REP3-039, hearing comments summary]. Is the EA of the view that 
continuous shading is necessary to avoid deterioration in the Water Framework Directive status of the watercourse 
in the context of its existing characteristics? 

Q2.3.21 Applicant In the context of the SEW proposals and the Mott MacDonald alternative solutions for the Sarre Penn realignment, 
for both the 32.5 and 36m AOD reservoir concept designs, how could a future design accommodate issues with the 
hydromorphological quality elements identified by the EA [REP3-039, Sarre Penn realignment design principles, 
Sarre Penn realignment]?  In other words, how much flexibility would be likely to remain when the effect of the 
proposed overhead line is included in the consideration of issues relating to these matters? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid recognises that the presence of the proposed Richborough Connection Project (RCP) overhead line 
route places an additional constraint on the design and construction of the proposed Broad Oak Reservoir, including 
the Sarre Penn realignment. However, regarding the hydromorphological design principles recommended by the 
Environment Agency [REP3-039] in National Grid’s view, there remains sufficient flexibility for a geomorphologically 
(and so ecologically) sound design that allows both projects to co-exist. 

With respect to geomorphology, there are a number of hydromorphological quality elements against which rivers can 
be assessed as referenced in EA [REP3-039]. They include:  

 Quantity and dynamics of water flow 
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 Connection to groundwater bodies 

 River continuity 

 River depth and width variation 

 Structure and substrate of the river bed 

 Structure of the riparian zone including shading from vegetation 

These quality elements have been considered by South East Water (SEW) in their concept Sarre Penn realignment 
presented in the stage 1a and 1b studies [REP2-121 and REP2-140]. This is summarised below.  

Quantity and dynamics of water flow The maximum quantity of flow in the channel is 3m³/s. Flows 
greater than this (flows above a 1 in 2 year flood event) will be 
diverted in to the reservoir. 

Connection to groundwater bodies This is not considered in detail in REP2-121 and REP2-140. 
However, factual information suggests groundwater at 2.5m to 
3.5m below ground level along the current route of the Sarre 
Penn.  

River continuity 2.0km of the existing Sarre Penn is flooded by the reservoir; 
however a further 1.8km of diversion is required to avoid the SSSI. 

 

A gradient of 1v:400h adopted to mimic the existing stream power. 
However, it is reported that the existing channel has an average 
gradient of 1v:180h. A gradient of 1v:1000h is proposed for the 
portion of diversion channel which crosses the secondary 
embankment at the head of the reservoir. The fish pass is 1v:50h. 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 64 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

 

The realignment is constrained in plan to be no closer than 10m to 
the reservoir perimeter. 

River depth and width variation A two stage channel is proposed. The low flow channel should 
mimic the existing channel. Low flow channel is 1m wide and 0.3m 
deep. The high flow channel is 0.7m deep. 

  

The proposed side slope for the low flow channel is 1v:1h. The 
proposed side slope for the high flow channel is 1v:3h. This yields 
a total width of 6.8m. 

Structure and substrate of the river bed A minimum of 10Wm² in order to transport particles up to “coarse 
sand” and prevent deposition of fine material on the gravel bed. 

Structure of the riparian zone including 
shading from vegetation 

Riparian trees / channel shading (or at least partial shading) to be 
reinstated. This will act to improve aquatic habitat and habitat 
connectivity.  

These design parameters are the same regardless of the reservoir top water level.  

The proposals in the Mott MacDonald study (Appendix F within National Grid Doc 8.2.1) adopt the same 
fundamental design parameters.  

The presence of the RCP, when considering the hydromorphological quality elements of the proposed Sarre Penn 
realignment, is discussed below.  

Quantity and dynamics of water flow 
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National Grid considers that the quality and dynamics of the flow of water in the proposed Sarre Penn realignment 
will not be constrained by the RCP. It is National Grid’s understanding that the flow in the proposed Sarre Penn 
realignment is controlled at the upstream extent of the diversion, with a maximum of 3m³/s [Jacobs stage 1b in 
REP2-140] allowed in the realignment and the remainder (flows above a 1 in 2 year flood) being diverted in to the 
reservoir [Jacobs stage 1a in REP2-121]. The RCP does not constrain this operating regime with either proposed 
Top Water Level (TWL) of 32.5mAOD and 36.0mAOD, therefore, National Grid considers that the same flexibility in 
design remains.  

Connection to groundwater bodies 

The proposed reservoir would have a significant effect on any local groundwater bodies. The current proposal to 
realign the Sarre Penn on the southern side of the valley would potentially disconnect the watercourse from any local 
groundwater bodies. Geotechnical investigations for the SEW studies located groundwater at 2.5m to 3.5m below 
ground level along the current route of the Sarre Penn and concluded shallow groundwater was present [Jacobs 
stage 1a in REP2-121]. The RCP does not further constrain this quality element with either proposed TWL of 
32.5mAOD and 36.0mAOD, therefore, National Grid considers that the same flexibility in design remains.  

River continuity 

National Grid recognises that the proposed route of the RCP may place an additional constraint to river continuity by 
placing a constraint on the lateral and longitudinal location of the Sarre Penn realignment. In plan (laterally) the RCP 
will place a constraint on where the channel can physically be located. In elevation (longitudinal) the RCP may also 
place a constraint on the extents of the excavation required for a steeper gradient than currently proposed.  

In both instances the construction of the Sarre Penn realignment may be constrained by the presence of overhead 
lines above the excavation. However, as discussed in the Mott MacDonald report [(within Appendix F of National 
Grid Doc8.2.1), a competent contractor should be able to overcome this constraint and work safely beneath the 
overhead lines.  

There is inevitably a reduction in the width of corridor available for the Sarre Penn realignment in the location of the 
RCP. This width is reduced further when the Limit of Deviation (LoD), which is a movement of up to 10m to the north 
and 5m to the south, is considered. The impacts are quantified in Table 1.   

Table 1: Minimum distances from the centre point of pylons to reservoir shore 
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 Centre point 
of pylon PC8 

(existing) 

Centre point of 
pylon PC8 (with 

10m LoD movement 
north) 

Centre point of 
pylon PC9 
(existing) 

Centre point of pylon 
PC9 (with 10m LoD 
movement north) 

32.5mAOD 
TWL 

146.35m* 136.35m* 103.33m 93.33m 

36mAOD TWL 107.76m 97.76m 45.94m** 35.94** 

*No interaction between the RCP and hydromorphological considerations for the Sarre Penn realignment at this TWL 

**Note that for TWL 36.0mAOD the Sarre Penn realignment is located to the south of pylon PC9 and therefore is not constrained by the 

reservoir. 

TWL 32.5mAOD 

Pylon PC9 will reduce the flexibility in design for the Sarre Penn realignment by presenting a physical constraint to 
the location of the channel. However, there are technically feasible solutions presented in the Mott MacDonald study 
(Appendix F within National Grid Doc 8.2.1) which demonstrates that the Sarre Penn realignment can still meet the 
Environment Agency assessment criteria [REP3-039]. Such solutions include moving the realigned channel further 
north and the use of slope stability techniques to locally reduce the cross section.  

At a TWL of 32.5mAOD, there is a distance between the reservoir and centre point of pylon PC9 of 103.33m. This is 
reduced to 93.33m if movement of the line was to occur to the maximum extent of the LoD. There is a 16m exclusion 
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zone1 from the centre point of pylon PC9 and a 10m minimum distance required from the channel to the reservoir. 
Therefore the planned corridor for excavation of the realigned Sarre Penn is 77.33m if PC9 does not move from the 
current position, should the pylon move 10m north a worst case width of 67.33m would be available. At pylon PC9, 
the top width of the excavated channel is in the region of 95m as indicated on SEW drawings [Jacobs stage 1b in 
REP2-140]. This has been reduced to approximately 75m in the Mott MacDonald study (Appendix F within National 
Grid Doc 8.2.1) in REP2-017] by moving the channel to the north. This width can be further reduced with slope 
stabilisation techniques. Therefore it can be concluded that there is minimal flexibility for the location of the Sarre 
Penn realignment at the location of pylon PC9 at a TWL of 32.5mAOD. This flexibility is increased however if slope 
stabilising techniques are adopted to minimise the cross section, or if the realignment is moved to the south. 

TWL 36.0mAOD 

Pylon PC8 and the maintenance zone of pylon PC9 will reduce the flexibility in design for the proposed Sarre Penn 
realignment by presenting a physical constraint to the location of the channel. However the same technically feasible 
solutions as discussed for the 32.5mAOD TWL are applicable. It should be noted that the Sarre Penn realignment is 
located to the south of pylon PC9 in this instance, therefore the interaction between the channel and the RCP is 
greatly reduced.  

At a TWL of 36.0mAOD there is a distance between the reservoir and centre point of pylon PC8 of 107.76m. This is 
reduced to 97.76m if movement of the line was to occur to the maximum extent of the LoD. There is a 16m exclusion 
zone from the centre point of pylon PC8 and a 10m minimum distance required from the channel to the reservoir. 
Therefore the planned corridor for excavation of the realigned Sarre Penn is 81.76m if pylon PC8 does not move 
from the current position, should the pylon move 10m north a worst case width of 71.76m would be available. At 
pylon PC8, the top width of the excavated channel is in the region of 70m as indicated on SEW drawings [Jacobs 
stage 1b in REP2-140]. However, this has been reduced to approximately 55m in the Mott MacDonald study 
(Appendix F within National Grid Doc 8.2.1) by moving the channel to the north. This width can be further reduced 
with slope stabilisation techniques. Therefore the proposed Sarre Penn realignment fits within the corridor, however 
it is noted that the flexibility in design is reduced.  

                                                           
1 The 16m Exclusions zone is from the centre of the tower and is for the protection of foundations. The exclusion zone could be smaller if the foundations reduce, for example 

the use of piled foundations. A 5m zone outside the length of the widest cross arm is required for a safety zone and to allow the maintenance platform to be raised and 

lowered. 
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The flexibility in design (lateral and longitudinal) of the proposed Sarre Penn realignment is reduced when 
considering river continuity. However, the Mott MacDonald report (Appendix F within National Grid Doc 8.2.1) has 
presented a number of technically feasible solutions to overcome this using the design parameters set in the SEW 
studies.  

River depth and width variation / Structure and substrate of the river bed 

The technically feasible solutions presented in Mott MacDonald report (Appendix F within National Grid Doc 8.2.1) 
adopted the same channel design parameters as the SEW studies. Therefore it can be concluded that the RCP does 
not present an additional constraint to river depth and width variation. This is also true of the structure and substrate 
of the river bed, as this is intrinsically linked to flow, width and gradient. The RCP does not further constrain this 
quality element with either proposed TWL of 32.5mAOD and 36.0mAOD, therefore National Grid considers that the 
same flexibility in design remains.   

Structure of the riparian zone including shading from vegetation 

The presence of the RCP places a constraint on the structure of the riparian zone as high canopy planting is not 
possible under the overhead lines. However, the technically feasible solutions presented in the Mott MacDonald 
report (Appendix F within National Grid Doc 8.2.1) adopt a managed section of coppice woodland, further details of 
riparian zone planting under overhead power lines is provided below.  

 

Shading 

It is possible to implement a system of continuous cover coppicing wherein maintenance would be undertaken 
manually, on an annual and cyclical basis by way of diffuse coppicing of individual stools rather than clearance of 
compartments.  In this way it is also possible to ensure that a proportion of species will be at or approaching the 
maximum permissible height for that location at all times to achieve consistent shading. 

Connectivity 

There will be continuous connectivity through the coppice stools retained in between management phases.  Any 
form of continuous cover woodland management would retain branch to branch connectivity at all times. 
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Wood material drop 

Due to the variety of coppice age, woody material would contribute to the aquatic environment.  All species are 
capable of contributing to specific debris requirements. The RCP would not restrict woody material deposition in 
terms of quantity or species representation. 

Diversity of species and age structure 

Through the continuous cover coppicing system, trees at all stages in the coppice cycle would be present at all 
times. This would also include maturing stools, which can offer under-represented niche habitats that maiden trees 
do not support. Coppice trees are also capable of outliving maiden trees and may therefore present a better 
opportunity to produce veteran trees in the long term. It would also be possible to incorporate shrub and/or non-
coppice understorey planting, increasing diversity yet further. 

Summary 

Sufficient flexibility in the design of the Sarre Penn realignment will remain, despite the presence of the RCP, to 
ensure the realignment is as good as the existing course of the Sarre Penn. 

 

Q2.3.22 The 
Environment 
Agency 

What times of year are the migratory trout and eels likely to be migrating [REP3-039, Sarre Penn realignment design 
principles, reservoir fish pass]? 

 

Q2.3.23 Applicant In the context of the SEW proposals and the Mott MacDonald alternative solutions for the Sarre Penn realignment, 
for both the 32.5 and 36m AOD reservoir concept designs, how could a future design accommodate variation in the 
factors that could affect the design identified by the EA? Again, in other words, how much flexibility would be likely to 
remain when the effect of the proposed overhead line is included in the consideration of issues relating to these 
matters [REP3-039, Sarre Penn realignment design principles, reservoir fish pass]? 

Applicant’s Response: 
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National Grid recognises that the presence of the proposed Richborough Connection Project (RCP) overhead line 
route may place an additional constraint on the design and construction of the proposed Broad Oak Reservoir, 
including the proposed fish pass. However, regarding the design principles recommended by the Environment 
Agency (EA) [REP3-039] in National Grid’s view, there remains sufficient flexibility to construct a working fish pass 
and allow both projects to co-exist. 

With respect to the design of a fish pass, there are a number of factors against which fish passage can be assessed 
as referenced in EA [REP3-039]. They include: 

 Maximum gradient of the water course in the pass. 

 Velocity of water, influenced by channel depth and width and use of spillways to allow water to bypass 
the fish pass. 

 Number and position of resting places before, in and after the fish pass  

 Nature of the substrate and materials used in construction of the fish pass. 

 Nature and extent of vegetation in and beside the fish pass. 

 Need for routine and occasional maintenance of the fish pass to ensure it continues to function as 
intended. 

These factors have been considered by South East Water (SEW) in their concept fish pass design presented in the 
stage 1a and 1b studies [REP2-121 and REP2-140]. This is summarised below. 

Maximum gradient of the water course in 
the pass 

A maximum gradient of 2% (1 in 50) to achieve a natural-like 
meandering river.  

Velocity of water, influenced by channel 
depth and width and use of spillways to 
allow water to bypass the fish pass 

The water velocities (and flow depths) have been reported as  

 Q70 = 0.54m/s (0.03m) 
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 Q10 = 1.24m/s (0.22m) 

 1 in 2 year peak = 1.77m/s (0.60m) 

Flows greater than the 1 in 2 year flood event will be diverted into 
the reservoir.  

Number and position of resting places 
before, in and after the fish pass 

The number and position of resting places has not been 
presented. It is reported that a 10m wide corridor containing the 
fish pass is proposed to allow for some flexibility in the 
preliminary design and that the options developed overshoot 
target channel lengths to allow for resting pools and other river 
features. 

Nature of the substrate and materials 
used in construction of the fish pass 

This is not considered in detail in REP2-121 and REP2-140. The 
channel bed has been described as a gravelled channel with 
cobbles with a proportion of larger particle sizes to provide a 
stable channel.  

Nature and extent of vegetation in and 
beside the fish pass 

Riparian trees / channel shading (or at least partial shading) to 
be reinstated. This will act to improve aquatic habitat and habitat 
connectivity. 

Need for routine and occasional 
maintenance of the fish pass to ensure it 
continues to function as intended 

This is not considered in detail in REP2-121 and REP2-140. A 
bridleway is proposed to run adjacent to the fish pass and could 
also provide suitable maintenance access.  

These design parameters are the same regardless of the reservoir top water level. 

The proposals in the Mott MacDonald study (within Appendix F of National Grid Doc 8.2.1) adopt the same 
fundamental design parameters. 
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Jacobs stage 1a and 1b report [REP2-121 and REP2-140] identifies a natural-like bypass channel as the most 
suitable option. This option is likely to be the preferred option to deliver the factors identified and best meet the 
requirements of the Water Framework Directive (WFD). As such further discussion is associated to a natural-like 
solution. It should be noted that other technical fish pass solutions are available which if designed sensitively may 
not alter the current status of the WFD and achieve, to an acceptable level, the above requirements.  

The presence of the RCP, when considering the above design factors, is discussed below.  

Maximum gradient of the water course in the pass 

National Grid recognises that the maximum gradient of the watercourse would be constrained by the proposed 
location of pylon PC10. The current channel gradient presented in Jacobs stage 1a and 1b studies [REP2-121 and 
REP2-140] is 1 in 50. A steeper channel gradient will result in a shorter fish pass with a deeper initial excavation, 
whilst a shallower gradient will produce the opposite scenario.  

32.5mAOD 

For a 32.5mAOD TWL the RCP would have no impact on a 1 in 50 fish pass gradient (this assumes a Sarre Penn 
River diversion gradient of 1 in 400 (should this gradient alter the starting level and location of the fish pass may 
change altering the interaction). 

The centre point of pylon PC10 to the closest point of the proposed dam foundation is 172.6m. This is reduced to 
162.6m if movement of the line was to occur to the maximum extent of the LoD. There is a 16m exclusion zone2 from 
the centre point of pylon PC10. Therefore the planned corridor for excavation of the fish pass is 156.6m assuming 
pylon PC10 does not move from its current position, should the pylon move 10m towards the dam a worst case width 
of 136.6m would be available. At pylon PC10 the top width of the fish pass is in the region of 60m as indicated on 
SEW drawings [Jacobs stage 1b in REP2-140], an additional 10m to incorporate a bridleway is also likely to be 
required. Therefore, National Grid considers that sufficient flexibility for the fish pass design remains.  

36.0mAOD 

                                                           
2
 The 16m Exclusions zone is from the centre of the tower and is for the protection of foundations. The exclusion zone could be smaller if the foundations reduce, for example the use of piled 

foundations. A 5m zone outside the length of the widest cross arm is required for a safety zone and to allow the maintenance platform to be raised and lowered. 
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For a 36.0mAOD TWL the channel would need to be realigned to avoid the current interaction shown for the 1 in 50 
fish pass gradient (this assumes a Sarre Penn River diversion gradient of 1 in 400, should this gradient alter the 
starting level and location of the fish pass may change thus again altering the interaction). The Mott MacDonald 
Report (within Appendix F of National Grid Doc 8.2.1) has identified technically feasible solutions to address this 
interaction.  

The centre point of pylon PC10 to the closest point of the dam foundation is 149.7m. This is reduced to 139.7m 
when considering the LoD. There is a 16m exclusion zone from the centre point of pylon PC10. Therefore the 
planned corridor for excavation of the fish pass is 133.7m if pylon PC10 does not move from the current position, 
should the pylon move 10m north a worst case width of 123.7m would be available. At pylon PC10 the top width of 
the fish pass is in the region of 45m as indicated on SEW drawings [Jacobs stage 1b in REP2-140], an additional 
10m to incorporate a bridleway is also likely to be required. Therefore, National Grid considers that there is sufficient 
flexibility to relocate the fish pass between the proposed dam foundations and pylon PC10.  

Velocity of water, influenced by channel depth and width and use of spillways to allow water to bypass the 
fish pass 

The velocity of water in the fish pass will not be constrained by the RCP. The velocity of water in the fish pass will be 
determined by the channel gradient (previously discussed), channel width, channel depth and in river features.  A 
10m wide river corridor has been identified in Jacobs Stage 1b report [REP2-140] to allow the creation of channel 
features. The RCP does not impact this corridor for either the 32.5mAOD or the 36.0mAOD TWL. 

Number and position of resting places before, in and after the fish pass nature of the substrate and 
materials used in construction of the fish pass 

The inclusion of resting places on the fish pass is not impacted by the RCP. The 10m wide corridor would be suitable 
to incorporate resting places along the fish pass, the RCP does not impact this corridor for either the 32.5mAOD or 
the 36.0mAOD TWL. 

Nature of the substrate and materials used in construction of the fish pass 

The RCP has no influence on the nature of the substrate and materials used in the construction of the fish pass for 
either the 32.5m AOD and the 36.0mAOD TWL.  

Nature and extent of vegetation in and beside the fish pass 
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The presence of the RCP may place a constraint on the structure of the riparian zone as high canopy planting is not 
possible under the overhead lines. However, the technically feasible solutions presented in the Mott MacDonald 
report (within Appendix F of National Grid Doc 8.2.1) adopt a managed section of coppice woodland, further details 
of riparian zone planting under overhead power lines is provided below.  

Shading 

It is possible to implement a system of continuous cover coppicing wherein maintenance would be undertaken 
manually, on an annual and cyclical basis by way of diffuse coppicing of individual stools rather than clearance of 
compartments.  In this way it is also possible to ensure that a proportion of species will be at or approaching the 
maximum permissible height for that location at all times to achieve consistent shading. 

 

 

Connectivity 

There will be continuous connectivity through the coppice stools retained in between management phases.  Any 
form of continuous cover woodland management would retain branch to branch connectivity at all times. 

Wood material drop 

Due to the variety of coppice age, woody material would contribute to the aquatic environment.  All species are 
capable of contributing to specific debris requirements. The RCP would not restrict woody material deposition in 
terms of quantity or species representation. 

Diversity of species and age structure 

Through the continuous cover coppicing system, trees at all stages in the coppice cycle would be present at all 
times. This would also include maturing stools, which can offer under-represented niche habitats that maiden trees 
do not support. Coppice trees are also capable of outliving maiden trees and may therefore present a better 
opportunity to produce veteran trees in the long term. It would also be possible to incorporate shrub and/or non-
coppice understorey planting, increasing diversity yet further. 
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Need for routine and occasional maintenance of the fish pass to ensure it continues to function as intended 

Maintenance access for the fish pass has not been identified in the stage 1a and 1b reports [REP2-121 and REP2-
140]. There is a bridlepath proposed by SEW to the east and then to the south of the fish pass which could be 
utilised for maintenance.  

Summary 

Sufficient flexibility in the design of the fish pass channel will remain, despite the presence of the RCP. 

 

  Environmental Impact Assessment 

Q2.3.24 The 
Environment 
Agency 

In responding to Q1.2.23 regarding the scope of the biodiversity receptors considered in the cumulative assessment 
EA stated “The scope of impacts and receptors have been reviewed and it appears that all of those of interest to the 
Environment Agency have been included individually and in the cumulative assessment.”[REP2-060]. 

EA also referred to ID 3.4.2 of their SoCG with the Applicant [REP2-020] (also in the updated version, [REP3-009]), 
which does not raise any further concerns regarding scoping out of receptors for cumulative assessment. The ExA 
notes that one matter is still outstanding in the earlier and updated SoCG with the Applicant [REP3-009] at ID 4.1.1 
is the “Cumulative effects of the Richborough development and the proposed Broad Oak Reservoir on WFD status of 
the Sarre Penn.” 

In EAs Deadline 3 submission it states “As previously indicated in meetings with National Grid, the Environment 
Agency considers that National Grid should have assessed the environmental effects of the proposed Broad Oak 
Reservoir cumulatively with those of the Richborough Connection Project… Specifically, this assessment would 
ensure that construction of the Richborough Connection Project is not pursued in such a way which may prevent the 
construction of the Broad Oak Reservoir by precluding necessary mitigation under the Water Framework Directive, 
Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975, Water Resources Act 1991 (as amended) and the Eels Regulations 
2009.”  [REP3-039]. 

Can you clarify if the “environmental effects” to which EA refers in Deadline 3 submission [REP3-039] solely 
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comprise the WFD status of the Sarre Penn as stated in the SoCG. If not, explain precisely which other potential 
effects (if any) and what other receptors (if any) EA consider the Applicant’s cumulative assessment in its ES should 
have considered and why, relating this to the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2009 and any relevant guidance and/ or advice. 

Q2.3.25 The 
Environment 
Agency 

Has the environmental information submitted by both the Applicant and SEW during the course of the Examination 
assisted the EA in understanding the relationship between the two schemes in the proposed location of the Sarre 
Penn diversion? Is any further clarity required to be provided by either party to assist you in understanding the 
potential effects? If so what?  
 

Q2.3.26 South East 
Water 

Does SEW have any comments on the Applicant’s response to SEW’s WR [REP3-019]? 

Q2.3.27 South East 
Water 

 

Is SEW content that the information in the Appendices to the Applicant’s response to SEW’s WR that set out 
communication between the two parties is an accurate reflection of that communication [REP3-019, Appendices 1 
and 2]? If not set out your differences, and provide evidence of these.  

Q2.3.28 South East 
Water 

Provide comments on the Applicant’s approach to its cumulative assessment in the context of PINS Advice Note 17 
(Cumulative Impact Assessment). 

Q2.3.29 South East 
Water 

Further to your summary of oral submission at the 29 July 2016 ISH [REP3-034, para 127]; does the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the 2015 - 2040 WRMP cover the proposed Richborough Connection 
development in assessment of cumulative impacts? Did the SEA for the 2014 WRMP take the Richborough 
Connection development into account? If not explain why not? 

Q2.3.30 Applicant 

South East 

Is there agreement that there are no likely significant effects of a cumulative nature arising for the construction stage 
because as currently proposed the construction stages of the two projects would not overlap?  
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Water 
Applicant’s Response: 

South East Water and National Grid are in agreement that there are no likely effects of a cumulative nature arising 
for the construction stage because as currently proposed the construction stages of the two projects would not 
overlap. 

 

Q2.3.31 Natural 
England 

As statutory nature conservation body (SNCB) is NE’s agreed position still that the scope of impacts considered in 
the assessment set out in the ES Appendices and the scope of receptors considered in the cumulative assessment 
are adequate (response to Q1.2.23 [REP2-073] and SoCG [REP2-022, section 3.2]), in light of SEW’s WR and 
related Appendices? If not, what is the basis for any changes and is any further clarity required to be provided by the 
Applicant or SEW to assist NE in understanding the potential effects? If so, what?  

Q2.3.32 Applicant Following Deadline 2 submissions, agenda item 2 on the adequacy of the ES at the ISH on 29 July 2016 [EV-030], 
SEW’s summary of oral submission at the 29 July ISH [REP3-034, para 124 to 136] and the EA’s Deadline 3 
submission [REP3-039], is the Applicant considering the submission of ‘other information’ as set out in Regulation 2 
of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 in relation to likely significant 
cumulative effects of the proposed development and the proposed reservoir to the Examination?  

If so what is the anticipated content and timescale?  

If ‘other information’ is to be provided; anything that can be submitted at Deadline 4 should be submitted then. Any 
information which has already been submitted to the Examination, which the Applicant considers would form the 
basis of ‘other information’ should be submitted in an appropriate form, suitably identified as ‘other information’.  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid is not intending to submit other information as set out in Regulation 2 of the Infrastructure Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009, however National Grid does wish to make the following 
points.  
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As confirmed in National Grid’s response to Q 2.3.30, it has been agreed with South East Water (SEW) that there is 
no potential for cumulative construction effects, as the construction works for the two projects would not overlap. 

National Grid set out its position with respect to cumulative impact assessment of the SEW reservoir proposal in the 
Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) Table 5.3, Chapter 5.  The approach was set out in the ES and, in 
accordance with PINs Advice Note 9, this was agreed with the local authorities (See SoCG ID 4.31 of Doc 8.4.6).   
Further explanation of National Grid’s position was included in Doc 8.19 (Applicant’s Response to South East 
Water Written Representation submitted for Deadline 2) submitted at Deadline 3 (see Part F – Environmental 
Impact Assessment).  Please see the documents listed above for full details of National Grid’s position on this 
matter. 

In terms of the Richborough Connection project, should the DCO be granted in 2017, as set out in the ES, the 
programme for delivery of the new overhead line means that the Richborough Connection project would be 
constructed and operational by 2018.  The associated works to remove the PX 132kV overhead line would be 
complete by 2021.  Based on current information from SEW’s WRMP (2014), this would all happen prior to the 
consenting of and/or construction of the proposed SEW reservoir.  The Richborough Connection project would 
therefore be in existence and fully operational as part of the baseline that would exist by the time SEW’s EIA was 
completed and should therefore be included in the baseline information within that assessment.  National Grid 
contends it is not appropriate to undertake a cumulative impact assessment of the two projects.   

The points being made by SEW and the Environment Agency (EA) relate to the interaction between the two projects 
and whether the Richborough Connection project would put the reservoir proposal at risk.  This does not relate to 
cumulative impact assessment in the context of EIA.  

In order to assist the ExA, National Grid has prepared further information to provide an explanation of the potential 
for operational stage cumulative impact assessment and what, if any, cumulative effects there could be (considering 
both the short and longer term).  The table included in Appendix C (Doc 8.26.1 submitted at Deadline 4) explains 
that the main potential for significant effects results from the reservoir proposal and are therefore not cumulative 
effects.  It should be noted that any attempt at an appraisal of the possible effects of SEW’s proposals are based on 
high level conceptual design information and the assumed presence (in some areas) of sensitive, and thus scoped in 
receptors where they are relevant to those identified in the Richborough Connection project assessment.  For 
example, dormouse found within the Order limits are considered to be part of a wider population outside the Order 
limits, and thus are likely to be present in habitat contiguous with where they were identified within the Order limits 
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based on habitat suitability.  For some topics, there is insufficient data to base any appraisal on. 

Please note that the appraisal presented in Appendix C of Doc 8.26.1 considers existing receptors that have been 
assessed in National Grid’s ES.  Future receptors such as users of any new Public Rights of Way delivered by the 
reservoir, birdwatchers, fishermen etc. would only be there as a result of the reservoir and would not experience any 
change due to the Richborough Connection project which as explained above, would already be part of the baseline 
environment at the time these ‘new’ receptors began using the reservoir.   

The further information presented in Appendix C should not be taken to prejudice National Grid’s position that the 
reservoir proposal should not be included in any cumulative impact assessment for the Richborough Connection 
project EIA. 

Q2.3.33 Applicant With whom has it been agreed that effects on the water environment, in relation to the WFD status of the Sarre 
Penn, during the operational phase can be scoped out of the EIA cumulative assessment [REP3-009, section 4.1.1]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

For clarity, with regards to the implication that an agreement with the Environment Agency (EA) on the specific 
matter that effects on the Water Framework Directive (WFD) status of the Sarre Penn during the operational phase 
could be scoped out of the EIA cumulative assessment, this is not the case.  It was not National Grid’s intention to 
suggest that agreement on this very specific matter had been agreed.   

The agreement being referred to by National Grid in SoCG ID 4.1.1 of the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) 
between National Grid and the Environment Agency (Doc 8.4.1) is the long-standing general agreement with the 
Environment Agency that "effects on the water environment during the operational phase can be scoped out of the 
assessment", which had been set out in the Richborough Connection project Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) Scoping Report (National Grid, July 2014), PINS Scoping Opinion (Doc 5.4.1A, September 
2014), the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) (National Grid, February 2015), and the 
Environmental Statement (ES; Doc 5.2), and discussed during previous meetings (see minutes of meetings held 
on 17 April 2015, 13 October 2015, included in Annex 13A.2 of the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (Doc 5.4.13A).  
Details relating to this general agreement are set out in the individual sub-sections below.   

With respect to the inclusion of the statement in SoCG ID 4.1.1 of the SoCG with the EA (Doc 8.4.1), that “effects on 
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the water environment during the operational phase can be scoped out of the assessment”, the point intended to be 
made was that, in the absence of detailed South East Water (SEW) proposals, once operational, the Richborough 
Connection Project (RCP) would have no impact on the water environment, and hence no permanent effect on the 
WFD status of the Sarre Penn.  This will remain the case if the reservoir is not brought forward.   

The key point being made by National Grid is that, in the absence of an impact from the RCP during the operational 
phase, it follows that there would not be a cumulative impact associated with any other development.  The EA’s 
position, as set out in SoCG ID 4.4.1, is clearly more nuanced in the specific instance of the WFD status of the Sarre 
Penn, in suggesting that the RCP could impact SEW’s ability to deliver a reservoir that would comply with the 
requirements of the WFD.  However, National Grid maintain that this in itself is not a cumulative impact.  National 
Grid’s position remains that SEW would be still be able to deliver a reservoir, including mitigation that meets the 
requirements of the WFD, by adapting its concept design where appropriate to take into account the new overhead 
line. 

The subsections below set out the history of National Grid’s long-term understanding that an agreement had been 
reached with the EA that "effects on the water environment during the operational phase can be scoped out of the 
assessment".   

EIA Scoping Report and Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) 

The general agreement that “effects on the water environment during the operational phase can be scoped out of the 
assessment” has been agreed since the earliest stages of the project.  Paragraph 11.6.8 of National Grid’s EIA 
Scoping Report stated that effects on water quality and flood risk receptors during the operational phase could be 
scoped out of the assessment, a position agreed with by the Secretary of State in the Scoping Opinion response 
(September 2014).  The Scoping Opinion response (Doc 5.4.1A) was itself was informed by the EA’s response to 
National Grid’s EIA Scoping Report.  This scoping out of effects on the water environment during the operational 
phase was reiterated in the bullet points set out in paragraph 13.6.19 of the PEIR.  In addition to the general 
scoping out of operational effects on the water environment, a bullet was also included which specifically scoped out 
any water environment related effects on the ability of SEW to deliver their planned Broad Oak Reservoir, on the 
basis that “there is anticipated to be no overlap in the construction periods of the two developments and the 
operational phase of the Richborough Connections Project is not anticipated to have any adverse effect on the 
Reservoir proposals”.  It is worth noting that it is now agreed with SEW that due to the timing of the two projects 
there would be no cumulative construction stage effects – see Q 2.3.30 - as construction activity would not overlap. 
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Preparation of the Environmental Statement 

National Grid’s understanding that a general agreement had been reached with the EA that effects on the water 
environment during the operational phase could be scoped out of the assessment was maintained during 
subsequent meetings held between the submission of the PEIR and the DCO application, the minutes for which are 
included in Annex 13A.2 (Records of Consultations) of the FRA.  At the meeting with the EA held on 17 April 2015, 
“there was general agreement that the scope, approach and conclusions of the PEIR assessment and the level of 
detail provided with respect to mitigation measures were appropriate.”  This followed an overview discussion on the 
water environment chapter of the PEIR and the draft FRA during which National Grid set out that “potential impacts 
were considered to arise during the construction/demolition phase of the development only,” i.e. by implication, not 
during the operational phase.  This matter was again covered during a meeting with the EA held on 13 October 
2015, when National Grid provided an update on the ES Water Environment Chapter and the FRA (assisted by 
some Powerpoint slides, which are appended to the minutes) and specifically requested feedback from meeting 
attendees on the list of potential effects that were proposed to be scoped out of the water environment assessments 
(Item 3 of the minutes, pp162/196 of the FRA).  The list of potential effects to be scoped out included effects arising 
from the overhead line infrastructure during the operational phase, and effects on the ability of SEW to construct and 
operate the proposed Broad Oak Reservoir.  With respect to cumulative effects in particular, National Grid noted that 
effects could arise as a consequence of coincidence of construction phases of developments in same stream 
catchments/aquifers, i.e. not during the operational phase.  During the meeting on 13 October 2015, National Grid 
provided an update on studies by Jacobs on Broad Oak reservoir, and advised that a SoCG was being prepared with 
SEW, but no additional concerns were raised by the EA.   

The general agreement that “effects on the water environment during the operational phase can be scoped out of the 
assessment” was also included (as SoCG ID 3.4.4) in an initial draft of the SoCG between National Grid and the EA.  
This initial draft was provided to the EA for comment in April 2016, for discussion at the meeting held on 18 April 
2016.  No comments were forthcoming on this statement, either at the meeting or following.  However, in the interest 
of brevity this specific agreement (and others) were subsequently removed by National Grid from the first SoCG 
submitted to the ExA (Issue 1, Doc. 8.4.1), because it was thought that this statement covered unnecessary detail 
which could be sufficiently covered by the principal agreement on the general approach of the EIA included as under 
bullet 1 of Section 3.2 of the SoCGs submitted at Deadline 2 and 3, i.e. it was not removed at the request of the EA 
because of any disagreement.     

In the interest of clarity on the subject, it is worth noting that the EA had raised the issue of Broad Oak being 
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considered in the cumulative impact assessment during the 17 April 2015 meeting, on the basis “the Broad Oak 
Reservoir is stated as an option within Southeast Water’s (SEW’s) Water Resources Management Plan”.  However, 
it was also noted during the meeting that “... the Broad Oak Reservoir was unlikely to be progressed until after the 
Richborough Connection project had been completed.  Therefore, irrespective of the wider decision to include or 
omit the Broad Oak Reservoir from the cumulative impact assessment in the ES, National Grid were of the 
understanding that there would not be a cumulative impact on the water environment, on the basis that the RCP 
would not have an effect on the water environment during the operational phase, as discussed above.  

Q2.3.34 The 
Environment 
Agency 

The signed SoCG appears to suggest that the EA had agreed that effects on the water environment, in relation to 
the WFD status of the Sarre Penn during the operational phase, could be scoped out of the EIA cumulative 
assessment [REP3-009, secn 4.1.1]. Is this correct? If so, when? 

  Policy 

Q2.3.35 Applicant In respect of matters discussed at the ISH on 29 July 2016, can you provide any comments on SEW’s note on policy 
addressing the relationship between the Planning Act 2008 and the Water Industry Act 1991 [REP3-037] and how 
this relates to the WRMP?  

Applicant’s Response: 

This response also incorporates National Grid’s response to Q2.12.23. 

National Grid is in agreement with South East Water (SEW) that there is no formal relationship between the Water 
Industry Act 1991 and the Planning Act 2008. Water Resource Management Plans (WRMP) do not have any specific 
status under the Planning Act 2008.  

National Grid acknowledge that proposals supported by a WRMP could form a relevant consideration for the ExA in 
determining an application for development consent. However, the appropriate weight to be attached to such a 
consideration must depend on a number of factors, including the certainty of the project identified in the WRMP 
coming forward, the timescales of the project, and the likelihood of the project securing funding.  
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National Grid is of the view that only limited weight can be afforded to the proposed reservoir as there is no certainty 
that the scheme will be pursued or will achieve the necessary consents and approvals if pursued. Additionally, there 
is as yet no certainty that any such proposal would secure the necessary funding from Ofwat.  

Furthermore, insofar as the WRMP should be accorded some weight in determining National Grid’s application for 
the Richborough Connection Project, it is the 32.5mAOD top water level reservoir identified within the WRMP that 
should be accorded that weight. A 36mAOD top water level reservoir is an aspiration of SEW and has no formal 
status within the WRMP. 

Q2.3.36 The 
Environment 
Agency 

The EA has set out the reasons why the proposed Broad Oak reservoir is an important strategic supply option 
identified within SEW’s WRMP 2014 [REP3-009]. In this context are there any exemptions to meeting the Water 
Framework Directive (WFD) which might apply?  

Q2.3.37 Canterbury 
City Council 

SEW argues that the status of WRMPs for the purposes of the PA 2008 is not materially different from local planning 
authority development plans [REP3-037, para 3]. Notwithstanding the point the EA makes that the post hearing 
action is for the Applicant and SEW, it states “… we understand that there is no direct relationship between the 
Water Industry Act 1991 and the Planning Act 2008 and that Water Resources Management Plans are not part of 
the development plan framework.” [REP3-039].  

Canterbury City Council is requested to comment on these two stated opinions. 

Q2.3.38 Canterbury 
City Council  

The SoCG with the Joint Councils includes Section 4.34.2 which sets out the policy position in respect of South East 
Water proposals for a new reservoir at Broad Oak. Policy CC13- Water resources refers to Broad Oak as a ‘major 
supply option’ in supporting text but the policy itself does not includ it as a site specific allocation and land is not 
safeguarded for its future position [REP2-024]. 

Would Canterbury City Council explain why the land required for the reservoir has not been allocated /safeguarded 
in the adopted/emerging local plan? 

  SEW Alternatives 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 84 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

Q2.3.39 Applicant Further to the photograph of a relevant cable sealing end (CSE) compound [REP3-019, Appendix 5, Inset 4.7], can 
you submit a photograph of such a structure from further away so the entire compound is illustrated.  

Also, please submit a photograph each of a terminal pylon one with and one without auxiliary cross arms.  

Applicant’s Response: 

A photograph has been provided at Appendix D of Doc 26.1 submitted at Deadline 4. 

Q2.3.40 South East 
Water 

Is the SEW “Option 2 – an alternative overhead line route to the north of the RCP proposal”, which was not pursued 
further, the same or different from the Applicant’s Option D [REP3-019, Appendix 5]? If it is different how is it 
different?  

  General 

Q2.3.42 South East 
Water 

The purpose of the request for a list of Appendices was to ease navigation of the documents submitted at Deadline 2 
by name of the pdf documents as submitted, (which are the document names given in the Examination library). SEW 
is requested to resubmit the list of Appendices to achieve that purpose and to include in the list only documents 
which have been submitted to the Examination.  

 

4 4. Compulsory Acquisition 

 

  Written Representations 
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Q2.4.1 Finn’s LLP Finn’s LLP is requested to provide the example plan offered [REP2-047, para 1.1.3]. 

 

Q2.4.2 Finn’s LLP What is the large discrepancy that is identified [REP2-047, para 1.2.2]?  Is this suggested discrepancy within the 
draft DCO and its related documents? 

Q2.4.3 Applicant The Applicant is requested to respond to para 1 [REP2-050]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid has considered the alternative permanent access route to pylon PC33 proposed by GG Baxter, but 
considers that it cannot be accommodated as it would be necessary for a permanent new bridge to be installed by 
National Grid, the environmental impact and cost of which cannot be justified when the frequency of access required 
to the overhead line following the completion of the construction works will be minimal.  In addition, National Grid is 
not seeking such rights of permanent access within the draft Development Consent Order (Doc 2.1(B)). 

The 400kV overhead line will be subject to an annual inspection which is usually carried out on foot and there will 
also be periodic helicopter patrols undertaken. These inspections are required to identify if there are any visible 
faults or signs of wear to the apparatus, or changes in plant or tree growth or development have occurred in the 
vicinity of the overhead line which may risk infringing on safety clearances. Following these inspections, there may 
be a requirement to undertake additional maintenance or refurbishment work, however it is not anticipated that any 
significant work will be required for many years. 

The overhead line is made up of a variety of materials, from concrete and steel for the foundations, steelwork for the 
pylon, glass or porcelain and steel for the insulators and fittings and aluminium for the conductors. The expected 
lifespan of the materials which make up an overhead line will vary depending on how the overhead line is used and 
where it is located. Typically, pylons have a life expectancy of 80 years, the conductors have a life expectancy of 
approximately 40 to 50 years and the insulators and fittings have a life expectancy of approximately 20 to 40 years. 
This provides some indication of the timelines for when access will be required by National Grid for maintenance 
purposes and the infrequency of those access requirements.    
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In addition, the alternative access route being proposed by GG Baxter crosses land owned by other parties, which 
would require National Grid to secure separate agreements with these additional parties. 

Q2.4.4 Applicant The Applicant is requested to respond to paras 2 and 3 [REP2-052]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

In response to paragraphs 2 and 3 of the concerns raised in the Written Representation submitted on behalf of PB 
Headley & Son, Mr RP & Mrs M Headley, Dr PM Headley, The Quinlan Trust and Messrs AC & JD Quinlan, National 
Grid respond as follows:- 

Pylon Positioning – In National Grid’s view, the optimal location for the lattice pylons has been identified as shown on 
the Works Plans (Doc 4.6) on land within the interests of PB Headley & Son, Mr RP & Mrs M Headley, Dr PM 
Headley, The Quinlan Trust and Messrs AC & JD Quinlan, has taken into consideration the feedback received from 
these parties.  Any alterations to the final locations of these pylons due to unforeseen issues arising during 
construction will only become known once National Grid’s contractor has undertaken and assessed the outputs of 
the remaining investigation works, including intrusive surveys.  Assistance from landowners in allowing access for 
these surveys will enable more detailed information to be obtained and allow National Grid the opportunity to further 
discuss the micro-siting of the pylons with these landowners, where appropriate.  Please see National Grid’s 
response to WQ2.5.1 for further clarification on this point. 

Table 10.31 (page 449) of the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) provides details of how National Grid took into 
consideration the feedback received to the siting of pylons in this location.   

It has previously been explained that pylon PC12 cannot be moved into Kemberland Wood as this would result in a 
pylon being sited within the ancient woodland, which National Grid has sought to avoid.. The Local Wildlife Site 
(LWS) designation, and Ancient Woodland status of Kemberland is due to the fact that the woodland supports 
European Protected Species (bats and dormouse).  Movement of pylon PC12 into the woodland would result in 
greater harm to those species, and would fail the relevant satisfactory alternative test under the Habitat Regulations 
2010 (as amended). Pylon PC12 is therefore located sufficiently away from the ancient Kemberland Wood to avoid 
negative effects to the Ancient woodland from pylon construction and any future maintenance, whilst minimising the 
interference caused to farming practices as much as possible.  
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The routeing of pylons in this vicinity (pylons PC15 to PC17) was informed by the historic environment features in 
this location, in particular Tile Lodge Farm Listed Building and the Conservation Area. Pylon PC17 has also been 
located in a position to minimise visual and setting effects and effects to trees and farming practices.  Further 
information on Kemberland Wood as a LWS and Ancient Woodland can be found in Section 9.14 of the 
Environmental Statement (Doc 5.2). Plans showing the extent of ancient woodland associated with this scheme 
and more specifically the full extent of Kemberland Wood is shown in Fig 6.1a of the Landscape Chapter (Doc 
5.3.6).  The trees to the west of pylon PC17 form a significant connective link between the ecological rich area 
associated with the Sarre Penn corridor and the area of ancient woodland to the south, Square Wood.  Species 
including bats and dormice could suffer effects of geographical isolation (with consequential population implications), 
should this link be severed.  Since an environmentally alternative was available which negated this negative impact, 
best practice was followed, and the tree belt retained in the design.   

Pylons PC18 and PC21 cannot be moved to the Headley’s preferred locations as they would unacceptably increase 
the height of the associated pylons at those locations. National Grid have offered a meeting with the landowner and 
their agent to discuss the health and safety concerns raised in relation to the distance of pylon PC22 from the Public 
Right of Way (PRoW), however it can be confirmed that pylon PC22 will be located approximately 140m away from 
the Public Right of Way (PRoW). Pylon PC24 is located in the corner of the field in order to minimise the impact to 
farming practices. If this pylon was located north of the Sarre Penn it would have an effect on the subsequent pylons, 
moving them from the pasture land into agricultural land. 

Access - with reference to the concerns raised in relation to the proposed access roads for the land at Hersden. The 
amended route being suggested by Mr Headley cannot be accommodated due to the presence of newts in the pond 
referred to as feature 2. The access route proposed by National Grid in the DCO application (identified as A-3 on 
plan PDD-21497-2-OHL-0857-V2 attached to the Written Representation submitted by Finn’s LLP [Rep 03-044]) 
avoids the ponds sufficiently so that it does not result in any effects on this newt population that would require a 
European Protected Species (EPS) derogation licence through the Habitat Regulations (2010, as amended).  One of 
the key tests in the application to obtain such a licence is an examination of reasonable alternatives to the proposed 
development.   

The alternative access proposed by Mr Headley would have a potentially greater effect, and require licensable 
activities (as a barrier to movement, fencing would have to be licensed).  National Grid believe this would not be 
viewed as a reasonable, satisfactory alternative, as it would not follow best practice to promote such an 
alternative.  Consequently, it would fail the satisfactory alternative test, and thus is likely to be refused by Natural 
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England in a licence application.  In respect of Pond 1, this was fully assessed. It is labelled as Pond 4C on Figure 
9I.1c Great Crested Newt Field Survey figures (Doc 5.4.9I, Great Crested Newt Survey Report).  Following the 
habitat suitability assessment, it was screened out of any further detailed surveys as being dry/part of ditch and 
having no suitable connectivity features, as detailed in Doc 5.4.9I, Table 3.2. 

In response to the concerns raised about the proposed access off Hoath Road, BM22 has been located south of the 
barn structure for safety reasons.  The location of the access road at this point provides greater visibility along Hoath 
Road as the access is further away from the corner at Tile Lodge Farm where visibility is more limited. The access is 
also further from the junction of Hoath Road and Bredlands Lane, which helps improve the safety at this junction, as 
vehicles entering access BM22 will not impede the flow of traffic through this junction. The proposed access is also 
separated from the existing barn access which avoids a potential conflict between construction vehicles and 3rd party 
vehicles using the access to the barn.   

In response to the concerns raised that farm traffic will not be able to use the access road during construction, which 
is likely to sever large parts of the farm, National Grid has given assurances that during construction 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 viable for farming during the construction phase of the project, the 
affected party would 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).  

In response to the concerns raised about the proposed construction of access roads and impact to drainage, a 
guidance note has been produced and can be viewed in Doc 8.26.1 (Appendix E) submitted at Deadline 4. 

Q2.4.5 Finn’s LLP What are the alternatives for access which are said to have not been sufficiently explored by the Applicant [REP2-
053, para 2]? 

Q2.4.6 Applicant The Applicant is requested to respond to para 2 [REP2-053]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid considers that currently, the only viable permanent access identified to the two pylons proposed on BB 
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Stephen’s land is through the farmyard as set out in the Development Consent Order (DCO) submission. 

Reference has been made by the Person with an Interest in Land (PIL) to possible alternative access routes around 
the farmyard that would avoid the need for vehicles having to travel through the farmyard.  National Grid would be 
happy to consider these alternative access routes when they are available for use. The construction access route 
being suggested by Mr Stephens across neighbouring land is only available via a bridge over the Sarre Penn for 
which consent can only be secured by National Grid on a temporary basis. Therefore, National Grid does not 
consider that this can be used as a permanent access for pylon maintenance.  In addition, the frequency of access 
for maintenance purposes will be minimal as explained in response to Written Question 2.4.3.   

Payment for access to the two pylons is included in the consideration offered for the rights being sought. 

Q2.4.7 Applicant The Applicant is requested to respond to para 2 [REP2-054]. 

 

Applicant’s Response: 

The proposed access through the farmyard utilises an existing farm track, which in National Grid’s assessment, 
offers the most suitable route in terms of proximity to the proposed pylon locations on this holding and connectivity to 
the proposed access routes located to the south of the railway line. The alternative access that has been considered 
would involve extending the access off March Farm Road, however this is a much longer route to the pylons and so 
National Grid has concerns about the impact that installing an access track across the low lying and potentially very 
wet land would have on both farming practices and the environment. National Grid also has a concern regarding the 
length of time it would take National Grid to reach the pylons, especially in adverse weather in an emergency 
situation and towards the west end of the holding using this longer route. 

National Grid’s response to Q2.4.3 explains that the anticipated frequency of access required to the overhead line 
will be minimal following the completion of the construction works and as explained in our response to Q2.4.8, 
National Grid believe the security of the holding will be no worse and in fact would most likely be improved during the 
construction work due to the presence of contractor security on site. In the event of any maintenance work being 
required in the future, a site meeting would be arranged with the landowner prior to commencement of those works 
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to discuss any issues they might have, including security. 

Further details have also been requested from the landowner regarding the reference made to ‘loss in value’ as it is 
also unclear as to what this refers to. 

A photographic record of condition will be undertaken by National Grid prior to access being taken for maintenance 
and refurbishment works on all access roads affected by those works. Should any damage be caused to these 
access roads by National Grid or their contractors, then this will be assessed accordingly and appropriate repairs 
carried out or compensation paid to the affected party. 

 

Q2.4.8 Applicant The Applicant is requested to respond to para 2 [REP2-055]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

As has previously been explained to the Person with an Interest in Land, traffic movements during the construction 
phase of the project will be carefully controlled. Safety is a key consideration for National Grid on all of its projects 
and will seek meetings with landowners and their agents to discuss specific concerns relating to site traffic to ensure 
the safety of all those who may be affected. 

It is a requirement of the Construction Environment Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3C(B)) that National Grid will 
appoint a Community Relations Agency for this project who will provide safety briefings to all National Grid 
contractors and employees of FW Mansfield & Son and P&J Soft Fruits. Signage will also be erected to make all 
those working on or visiting the site aware that construction activities are taking place. 

National Grid believes that, with security on site during construction, including at access points, the security of 
holdings will be improved during the works, especially as National Grid will also have machinery and equipment on 
site.  A site meeting would take place prior to commencement of works to co-ordinate with the landowner on any 
issues they might have, including security.  Security personnel will be present at appropriate access points, as well 
as other locations throughout the route, and that when not in use, all access points and gates will be left secure, as it 
is National Grid’s standard practice to ensure the security of construction sites across all of its projects. 
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Q2.4.9 Applicant The Applicant is requested to respond to para 1 [REP2-057]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

With regard to the concerns raised around the proposed permanent access route through the farmyard, National 
Grid has requested further details from the landowner about the significant health and safety risks referred to in their 
written representation as it is unclear as to what specific issues are being referred to in their written representation. 
National Grid’s response to Q2.4.8 explains that safety is a key consideration for National Grid on all of its projects 
and and will seek meetings with landowners and their agents to discuss specific concerns relating to site traffic to 
ensure the safety of all those who may be affected. 

In relation to concerns raised about security, National Grid’s response to Q2.4.3 explains that the anticipated 
frequency of access required to the overhead line will be minimal following the completion of the construction works 
and, as explained in the response to Q2.4.8, it is believed that the security of the holding will be improved during the 
construction work due to the presence of security on site. In the event of any maintenance work required in the 
future, a site meeting would be arranged with the landowner prior to commencement of those works to discuss any 
issues, including security. 

Reference is made in the written representation to access to pylon PC29 from Chitty Lane, however this is not 
included in the Development Consent Order (DCO) application, as construction access for pylon PC29 is proposed 
to be taken from the east.  The proposed access shown along Chitty Lane in the application is for pedestrian access 
or using a light vehicle to implement environmental mitigation measures.  

Q2.4.10 Finn’s LLP Which of the proposed permanent accesses are of particular concern [REP2-058, para 1]? 

  Deadline 3 Submissions 

Q2.4.11 Applicant What detailed arrangements for land subject to temporary possession for access purposes, where this land is used 
by others for access purposes to enable the land to be used by others during the period of temporary possession, be 
put in place? And how would this use by others be secured [REP3-013, para 2.3.50]? 
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Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid will seek to agree individual voluntary agreements with each affected landowner in relation to 
access.  These agreements will necessarily be bespoke and reflect the individual access requirements of 
others.  National Grid has asked landowners and their agents to provide details of specific areas of concern so that 
those can be considered.  Where possible, arrangements for shared access will be secured through any voluntary 
arrangement with the landowner.   It is only where no voluntary agreement is reached, that temporary possession 
powers would be exercised under the Development Consent Order but in discussion with the landowner as to any 
arrangements needed for access. 

 

Q2.4.12 Applicant How would any arrangements intended for access to land severed by land subject to temporary possession or other 
rights, be secured [REP3-013, para 2.3.49]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid will seek to agree individual arrangements with each landowner affected by severed land to agree 
appropriate crossing points.  Where possible, these arrangements will be secured through any voluntary agreement 
for rights sought with a landowner.  If no voluntary agreement is reached, then temporary possession powers would 
be exercised under the Development Consent Order but in discussion with the landowner as to any arrangements 
needed for access to severed land. 

Q2.4.13 Applicant How has the Applicant taken into account the draft DCO, Article 18, notice clarity request from the NFU [REP3-016, 
para 2.35]?  If not, why not? If so, how? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid has considered the request from the NFU for additional clarity in any notice served under article 18 of 
the draft DCO but remains of the opinion, for the reasons set out below, that additional changes are not required to 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 93 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

this article. 

No changes have, therefore, been made to this article of the draft DCO (Doc 2.1(B)) submitted at Deadline 4. 

As previously stated, Article 18 (Authority to survey and investigate the land) is a well precedented provision based 
on model provision 16 of the Infrastructure Planning (Model Provisions) (England and Wales) Order 2009. It remains 
National Grid’s view that the article is clear as to the content and scope of the notice. 

The provisions of article 18 of the draft DCO and sections 172-176 of the Housing and Planning Act 2016 (the Act) 
effectively mirror each other so that National Grid believes that there is no need for additional clarification in the 
drafting of article 18. 

Article 18(1) confirms the purposes for which entry onto the land can be taken, including to survey or investigate the 
land, the carrying out of ecological or archaeological investigations and the making of trial holes, including the 
leaving of apparatus on the land.  Section 174 of the Act confirms that the notice must confirm details of the 
proposed survey as well as confirming that apparatus may be left on the land. 

Both provide that at least 14 days’ notice must be given (article 18(2) of the draft DCO and Section 174(a) of the 
Act). 

Both provide that parties must provide written evidence of their authority to enter land (article 18(3) of the draft DCO 
and section 172 of the Act). 

Both provide a right to compensation (article 18(5) of the draft DCO and section 176 of the Act). 

Conclusion  

National Grid’s view is that the drafting of article 18 provides the necessary clarity on the content and scope of the 
notice as well as appropriate notification provisions and matches the provisions provided by sections 172 -176 of the 
Act.  

Finally, it is National Grid’s usual practice is to include in such a notice detail confirming the scope and purpose of 
the survey proposed including whether apparatus will be used or left. It is not possible to provide names of 
individuals who may enter the land but confirmation as to the company is provided – not least because the person(s) 
who do subsequently enter the land must produce written evidence of their authority to enter the land on behalf of a 
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company (article 18(3) before entry is permitted). 

 

Q2.4.14 Applicant Are there other powers outside of the PA 2008 which could be used for access to land subject to escheat [REP3-
016, para 2.38]? The Applicant is also requested to provide the more substantive update on this matter offered in the 
first DCO issue specific hearing. 

Applicant’s Response: 

As National Grid indicated at paragraph 4.2 of the “Schedule under section 135 of the Planning Act 2008 in respect 
of Crown Land” (Doc 8.3), National Grid does not anticipate that the relevant land will lose its status as land “subject 
to escheat” during the examination period.  This will leave National Grid with the following options: 

1. Acquire a new freehold interest in the relevant estate roads and paths (if The Crown Estate were willing to 
grant such an estate to National Grid/UKPN).  This would be disproportionate to the rights sought over this 
land (dismantling) and therefore National Grid/UK Power Networks do not intend to pursue this option. 

2. There is an existing easement over the relevant land that relates to the infrastructure to be dismantled.  It is 
dated 17 September 1956, made between (1) Shelford (Canterbury) Brickworks Limited and (2) Central 
Electricity Authority, and is registered on the relevant Land Registry title.  The easement provides for the 
ability to remove the infrastructure and UK Power Networks, as statutory successor to Central Electricity 
Authority in this instance, could rely on those rights to enter the land and carry out the dismantling work. 

3. Whilst the property remains subject to escheat, The Crown Estate have indicated that although they will not 
grant consent for the rights sought, they are not going to take any action to prevent National Grid/UK Power 
Networks in dismantling the lines (letter dated 5 January 2016 from the Crown Estate’s appointed solicitor – 
Burges Salmon).  This would allow National Grid to enter the land and undertake the work without objection 
from The Crown Estate. 

In the circumstances, National Grid/UK Power Networks intends to rely on option 2 in order to carry out this 
work.  Option 3 is also a possibility but would be used as a fall-back option (it is not envisaged that it will need to be 
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utilised in this instance). 

 

Q2.4.15 Applicant Is Article 29 necessary in the draft DCO [REP3-016, para 2.40]?  If so, why? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid believes that this question relates to the issue raised by the Examining Authority (ExA) at the Issue 
Specific Hearing on the Development Consent Order (DCO) on 28 July 2016 as to the necessity of Article 27 of the 
draft DCO submitted at Deadline 2 (Doc 2.1(A)).  This issue was summarised in action point 17 of the ExA’s Hearing 
Action Points List published on 1 August 2016, which National Grid, in its submissions for Deadline 3, confirmed that 
it would review and, if appropriate, reflect in the next iteration of the draft DCO to be submitted for Deadline 4 (Doc 
8.16, para 2.40).   

National Grid can now confirm that it does not require the rights conferred by Article 27 of the draft DCO submitted at 
Deadline 2 (Doc 2.1(A)) in relation to the Richborough Connection Project. This provision has accordingly been 
removed from the revised iteration of the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 4 (Doc 2.1(B)).   

Q2.4.16 Applicant What is the latest position regarding negotiations with statutory undertakers [REP3-016, para 2.54]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

UK Power Networks 

National Grid and UK Power Networks have agreed the substantial terms and form of a commercial agreement and 
are working on the form of the attachments to this agreement. National Grid is also seeking interests over land held 
by a subsidiary of UK Power Networks, South Eastern Power Networks, and is progressing these negotiations. 

Thanet Offshore Wind Limited 

Following further investigations, National Grid has formed the view that the works proposed in respect of the 
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Richborough Connection Project do not impact upon the interests of Thanet Offshore Wind Limited as it is 
understood that the relevant assets of Thanet Offshore Wind Limited were transferred to Thanet OFTO 
Limited.  National Grid believes that the relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate by Thanet 
Offshore Wind Limited on 2 March 2016, may, due to a historic transfer of the offshore and onshore transmission 
assets, have been lodged in error.  National Grid is currently seeking to discuss these issues with Thanet Offshore 
Wind Limited and will update the Examining Authority as to the progress of any discussions in due course.   

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited 

National Grid and Network Rail have agreed a statement of common ground (Doc 8.4.10) and this was submitted to 
the Examination at Deadline 3 (Doc 8.4.10).  The position remains as set out within that statement as it has not yet 
proven possible for the parties to agree the form of protective provisions to be included within the Draft DCO (Doc 
2.1(B)).  

Network Rail has now formally confirmed, through the statement of common ground, that it is not willing to agree that 
the protective provisions should follow those contained within the National Grid (Hinkley Point C Connection Project) 
Development Consent Order 2016, as proposed by National Grid. In view of this, National Grid has again reviewed 
those protective provisions (a copy of which was set down within Appendix J to National Grid’s response to the first 
round of written questions (Doc 8.2.1) submitted to the Examination at Deadline 2) against the form of protective 
provisions being sought by Network Rail.  

Having done so, National Grid remains strongly of the view that the form of protections which were imposed in the 
case of the Hinkley Point C Connection Project are appropriate here. National Grid notes the content of the 
Examining Authority’s second round written question 2.5.17, addressed to Network Rail and awaits Network Rail’s 
response.  On the assumption that Network Rail’s position does not change, tNational Grid intends, in response to 
Network Rail’s written answer, to provide the Examining Authority with fuller information as regards its own position 
on this matter. 

In the meantime, National Grid wishes to propose some minor drafting amendments to the form of protective 
provisions it is proposing for the benefit of Network Rail, with a view to reducing the scope of the matters between 
the parties. A copy of the updated protective provisions can be found as tracked changes in Doc 8.26.1 (Appendix 
F) submitted at Deadline 4, and included as a clean version in the Draft DCO Doc 2.1(B) (also submitted at deadline 
4).  
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Heads of Terms for the acquisition of permanent rights over Network Rail’s land have not been issued on the basis 
of the outstanding matters between National Grid and Network Rail. 

 

Southern Gas Networks PLC 

National Grid and Southern Gas Networks plc are in discussion and it is anticipated that an agreement will be 
reached imminently.  National Grid hopes to be able to confirm completion of this matter by Deadline 5. 

Southern Water Services Limited 

National Grid is waiting for confirmation as to extent to which Southern Water considers that its apparatus is affected 
by the Richborough Connection Project.  Once this confirmation is received from Southern Water, it can be reflected 
in the terms of a formal agreement. 

Royal Mail 

National Grid and Royal Mail have reached an agreement and both parties are in the process of executing the same. 
National Grid expects to confirm that the matter has been completed by Deadline 5. 

South East Water 

Discussions are ongoing between National Grid and South East Water in relation to a number of matters. 

Environment Agency 

Signed Heads of Terms have been received from the Environment Agency and documents have been issued for 
approval.  

 

Q2.4.17 Applicant The Applicant is requested to provide a detailed response to the Explanatory Note from PB Headley concerning 
Land and Access at Hersden, including whether any changes to the access routes identified are under consideration 
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[REP3-044]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

With reference to the explanatory note for Mr PB Headley submitted by GW Finn at Deadline 3, and the concerns 
raised in relation to the proposed access roads for the land at Hersden. Please see National Grid’s response to 
Written Question 2.4.4 in relation to the access between points A and C (identified as A-3 on plan PDD-21497-2-
OHL-0857-V2 attached to the Written Representation submitted by Finn’s LLP [Rep 03-044]). 

The concerns raised about National Grid’s proposals to use a construction access road to the south of the ditch 
between points C and D on plan PDD-21497-2-OHL-0857-V2 (attached to the Written Representation submitted by 
Finn’s LLP) and the suggestion to utilise the existing farm track to the north of the ditch have been acknowledged 
and this route is being re-considered by National Grid. The decision to route the proposed construction access route 
to the south of the ditch includes the potential time and cost savings from utilising the existing ditch crossings at the 
points where this access route connects with the existing farm track.  

The alternative route being proposed by the Headleys north of the ditch would require a new culvert to be installed 
which is not within the Order limits, whereas National Grid’s proposal utilises existing culverts, which may only 
require minimal strengthening work or could possibly be used in their current state. In addition, the access track to 
the north of the ditch is a Public Right of Way (PRoW) and National Grid has tried to avoid PRoWs as far as possible 
when designing the scheme. There would also be the added benefit of keeping the construction traffic separate from 
agricultural vehicles with having a separate construction access road to the south of the ditch.  

In light of the information that has been received, National Grid has written to Mr Headley to confirm that it is willing 
to reconsider on the basis of the alternative proposed and will look to advise Mr Headley on completion of the 
intrusive ground surveys currently being undertaken. 

Between points D to E on plan PDD-21497-2-OHL-0857-V2 (attached to the Written Representation submitted by 
Finn’s LLP), the access route proposed by National Grid is to use the existing access route and ditch/river crossing 
points. The alternative crossing point being suggested by Mr Headley would require the installation of a temporary 
crossing point over the Sarre Penn which, as mentioned above, would be an additional cost to National Grid. With 
reference to the concerns raised in relation to avoiding the old brick culvert along the existing access track, National 
Grid’s contractors will make an assessment of the condition of this culvert prior to the start of the construction work. 
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If it is found to be unsuitable then a further assessment will be undertaken as to whether strengthening work would 
be suitable or whether the alternative access route being proposed by Mr Headley (which is also outside the Order 
limits) would be more appropriate. 

 

Other issues raised: 

11kV Overhead Lines  

National Grid’s agents have been offering meetings with PILs and/or their agents to discuss the undergrounding of 
11kV overhead lines since spring of this year. The comments raised in this explanatory note have been 
acknowledged and a further meeting has been requested to discuss these points in more detail.  

Dismantling Access  

The dismantling access route proposed by National Grid utilises an existing access route which has an existing ditch 
crossing point to the north of the PX route. The access route suggested by Mr Headley running along the PX 
overhead line would require National Grid to install a new culvert or bridge for the short term access track for the 
dismantling works which is not considered to be the most cost effective solution. 

Crossing Points  

National Grid has given assurances that during construction 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 viable for farming during the construction phase of the project, 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).  

Detailed designs relating to access will be made available as soon as National Grid’s contractor has finalised this 
information and any further concerns raised by affected parties will be considered and developed further. With 
regards to the use of access roads by landowners where this overlaps existing farm tracks, the mitigation to be put in 
place or the potential shared use of the access road, subject to restrictions, will be discussed on a case by case 
basis and Mr Headley’s agent has been asked to provide details on the specific areas of concern. 
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Separation 

Although generally preferred, the segregation of construction traffic and agricultural vehicles is not a necessity, 
however it does require the need for a greater level of management from the contractor to ensure the safety of all 
those using the access roads. The amount of daily traffic movements along the access routes on this holding will be 
relatively low for this scheme and with the exception of the access road, construction activities will involve a peak of 
activity at the commencement and completion of a shift which will assist in managing the interface of any third party 
vehicles. The access routes are all designed for two way traffic through the provision of regular passing places which 
will enable both construction traffic and agricultural vehicles to use the same access roads.  

 

5 5. Draft Development Consent Order 

 

 Respondents should note that if a question in this section is already answered in one of the post-hearing actions also to be submitted 
at Deadline 4, then a reference to that document with paragraph number(s) will suffice in response to the question(s) below.  

  Articles 

Q2.5.1 Applicant 

NFU 

Land Agents 

Interested 
Parties 

Article 5 - Limits of Deviation 

At the DCO hearing, the ExA requested a Post Hearing Note setting out the mechanism for discussions with land 
owners and National Grid Land Team in relation to micro siting and limits of deviation.  Doc 8.23; 10 [REP3-023] 
describes in broad terms a process by which the Applicant would consult with Persons with an Interested in Land 
(PILs)/Agents in relation to use of LoD but does not provide details.    

Should a more prescriptive mechanism be considered in relation to consultation with PILs/ Agents in relation to the 
micro-siting of the pylons to ensure that impacts on arable practices are considered alongside construction related 
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 issues?   

If so, what should that mechanism entail and how would this be secured in the draft DCO? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid does not consider that a more prescriptive mechanism is required regarding discussions with PILs/Agents in 
relation to the micro-siting of pylons.  

It is important to note that a significant degree of design activity has already taken place with regard to the Proposed 
Development, based on a substantial amount of knowledge and survey information and consultation with the public, statutory 
consultees, other bodies and persons with an interest in land (PILs). Design considerations to date have sought to establish the 
most optimal location of each pylon within the proposed development, on the basis of environmental factors, technical 
requirements and farming practices. It is not always possible that the optimal location of a pylon in terms of farming practices 
will be the optimal location on environmental and technical grounds.   

As a general principle, it is expected that the Proposed Development as constructed will reflect the application documents and 
drawings submitted.  However, an important degree of flexibility is sought (via the limits of deviation (LoD) set out in Article 5 of 
the Development Consent Order (DCO)) to cover the eventuality that new or unforeseen information is discovered prior to 
construction that were not apparent during the pre-application design phase. 

The LoD will only be used where localised constraints or previously unknown or unforeseeable issues arise during construction 
which would require a minor adjustment to the overhead line alignment and the pylon positions.   The LoD is therefore, primarily 
a means to provide operational flexibility in moving (micro-siting) pylons to reflect local ground conditions.   

In assessing any proposed refinements a number of criteria will have to be considered covering planning, environment, design 
and construction and interests of landowners and so will necessitate consideration of the matter by a number of experts and 
discussion with different parties including PILs.  The views and concerns of PILS will, therefore, be taken into consideration 
when considering the need for the micro-siting of any of the works if an unforeseen issue arises and flexibility within the LoD is 
required. 

National Grid remains of the view, therefore, that it is not appropriate for a detailed prescriptive mechanism (setting out 
principles underpinning discussions with PILs and other parties in relation to micro siting and limits of deviation) to be 
incorporated in the drafting of the DCO. 

Whilst National Grid does not believe, for the reasons set out above, that a prescriptive mechanism be considered in relation to 
discussing micro-siting with PILs/Agents, the following are the steps that National Grid could follow : 
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Initial consideration – of proposed micro-siting with information on the ground conditions found that necessitated a possible 
move; 

Preliminary Impact Assessment – to define all relevant engineering, environmental, planning and landowner constraints;  

Engineering study - feasibility study to consider engineering options and implications; 

Final Decision – final consideration of all relevant engineering, environmental, planning and landowner concerns before 
arriving at final solution. Feedback final solution to all parties. 

It would be the responsibility of the National Grid Land Officer/Land Agent to co-ordinate all relevant consultation with 
PILs/Agents regarding any utilisation of the LoD to ensure that all their concerns are considered, and met where practicable, 
during the Preliminary Impact Assessment before a final decision is reached on the micro-siting of the pylon. However, as 
noted above, this would only be implemented in the instance that an unknown or unforeseen issue arose during construction 
which resulted in the need to amend the proposed location of the pylon (as shown on the Works Plans (Doc 4.6)) within the 
LoD. 

Q2.5.2 Applicant 

Kent County 
Council 

NFU 

Land Agents  

Interested 
Parties  

 Article 41 - Felling or Lopping of Trees 

 Should the wording of this Article be amended to meet the concerns expressed by KCC in their D3 response 
to Action Point 41?  If so, what would the alternative wording be? If not, why not?   

 Can the Applicant respond to the proposal raised by NFU that landowners / and or occupiers should be 
notified of any proposal to fell or lop trees. Furthermore, that the notification should explain to the 
landowner/occupier how that tree will obstruct or interfere with the construction maintenance of operation of 
the authorised development as set out in their response to D3 [REP3-047].  

 Does the NF / land agents / landowners or PILs wish to comment on applicants response to Action Point 24 
and Appendix B [REP3-023] 

 How could compliance with the Energy Networks Association Engineering Technical Report: 136 – Vegetation 
Management Near Electricity Equipment – Principles of Good Practice be [REP3-023, point 24 and Appendix 
B] be secured in the DCO?   

 What is the status of the bullet points in relation to the Land Officer’s role in communicating with affected 
parties about tree felling or lopping [REP3-, point 24]. Should these points be added to a Land Officer role 
description in the CEMP? 

Applicant’s Response: 
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(i) National Grid believes that the Examining Authority (ExA) is referring in this part of the question to Kent County 
Council’s (KCC) Deadline 3 response to action point 23 and not action point 41.  

National Grid does not believe that there is a conflict between the rights conferred by article 41 of the draft 
Development Consent Order (DCO) (Doc 2.1(A)) and KCC’s maintenance of the required sight lines.  As such, it is 
not considered that there is any need to amend the wording of article 41.  

National Grid will require the ability to maintain sight lines at new bellmouths during the construction works. The 
powers required to undertake these works are included in article 41.  However, the powers conferred by article 41 
are not only limited to the maintenance of sight lines.  The powers are much wider and may be exercised wherever 
National Grid considers that it is necessary to do so to prevent the tree or shrub:  

(a)  From obstructing or interfering with the construction, maintenance or operation of the authorised development 
or any apparatus used in connection with the authorised development; or  

(b)  From constituting a danger to persons using the authorised development. 

For instance, one of the primary functions of this article is to ensure that National Grid has the necessary powers to 
comply with its legal obligation to maintain safe clearances between the overhead line conductors to items, including 
trees and shrubs, underneath the line.  

National Grid’s powers to fell or lop trees under article 41 and KCC’s powers to maintain sight lines are each capable 
of coexisting alongside the other.  National Grid does not consider that its powers to fell or lop any tree or shrub is to 
the detriment of KCC’s ability to maintain the required sight lines.  As set out in National Grid’s response to Written 
Question 1.5.18, if any pruning or tree removal work is undertaken in accordance with BS3998:2010 (Tree Work 
Recommendations), then it would not be capable of causing a hazard to highway users.  Similarly, National Grid 
does not consider that KCC’s powers in respect of the maintenance of sight lines are to the detriment of its ability to 
undertake felling or lopping works pursuant to article 41.  

Article 41 of the draft DCO is a standard provision which has been included in numerous Orders granting 
development consent, including the recent A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme Development 
Consent Order 2016.   

National Grid can confirm that article 41 (felling or lopping of trees) is now article 40 in the draft DCO (Doc 2.1(B)) 
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submitted at Deadline 4. 

(ii) As set out in the response to action point 24 in the Applicant’s Hearing Note on Actions requested at the Issue 
Specific Hearing on the Development Consent Order held on 28th July 2016 (Doc 8.23), National Grid does 
recognise the importance of effective communication with landowners in relation to the exercise of powers under 
article 41.  National Grid follows the guidelines for maintenance of the overhead line as set out in the ‘Energy 
Networks Association Engineering Technical Report: 136 – Vegetation Management Near Electricity Equipment – 
Principles of Good Practice’ (‘the Guidelines’), which are enclosed at Appendix B of Doc 8.23.   

An important aspect of these guidelines is ‘good planning and clear communication of plans’ (Para 9.1) as well as 
detailed discussions with landowners (Para 9.2).  In addition, there is a requirement for the operator to explain to the 
landowner the statutory/operational reasons for its proposed works and include details of the specific work to be 
undertaken in each location.  The ExA will note that many of the examples of good practice cited in Para 9.2 of the 
Guidelines are reflected in the role and responsibilities of the National Grid Land Officer/Land Agent as set out in the 
response to action point 24 of Doc 8.23.   

National Grid considers that the duties to notify landowners of proposed work and explain how trees are affecting its 
operations, as cited by the NFU in its Deadline 3 submissions, are only two aspects of a much more comprehensive 
protocol for the carrying out of tree and shrub management under the Guidelines.  In addition, these are practical 
arrangements that National Grid is involved with on a day-to-day basis with landowners.  National Grid remains of 
the view, therefore, that it is more appropriate for the detailed principles underpinning discussions with landowners to 
be reserved for the Guidelines as opposed to taking any single, standalone aspect of the Guidelines and 
incorporating the same into the drafting of the DCO.    

Article 41 is a standard provision and has been used in substantially the same form in numerous Orders granting 
development consent, including the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme Development Consent 
Order 2016.  In addition, as noted in National Grid’s response to Written Question 1.5.18, article 41 is identical to 
article 39 of the Model Provisions (Felling or lopping of trees). 

(iii) This part of the question is addressed to Interested Parties. 

(iv) National Grid does not consider that it is necessary to secure the Guidelines through the DCO.   

The Guidelines constitute industry standard practice which National Grid follows in relation to all of its overhead 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 105 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

lines. National Grid’s compliance with the Guidelines is not contingent on any specific wording in the consent 
conferring authority to construct and maintain those lines which requires National Grid to comply with them.   

In addition, it is envisaged that article 41 will be particularly relevant during the operational phase of the authorised 
development, where National Grid will need to exercise powers to fell or lop trees in order to ensure that it can 
comply with its legal obligation to maintain prescribed safety clearances to the overhead line conductors.  These 
powers will, in many instances, be exercised many years after the construction of the authorised development.  It is 
quite possible therefore that, in respect of those works, new industry standard guidance will be in existence which 
would, in effect, render any reference to the Guidelines in the DCO obsolete.  

It is for these reasons that National Grid believes that it is not necessary to secure the Guidelines through specific 
wording in the DCO or the plans, schemes and strategies accompanying the DCO. 

(v) As noted at point (ii) above, the bullet points in relation to the Land Officer’s role in communicating with affected 
parties about tree felling or lopping reflect for the most part the examples of good practice cited at Paragraph 9.2 of 
the Guidelines.  As such, these bullet points constitute practices that National Grid follows, and will continue to 
follow, in respect of all its overhead lines, including the Richborough Connection Project.  

National Grid does not consider that it is necessary to include these bullet points to a Land Officer role description in 
the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).  The practices identified in the response to action point 
24 in Doc 8.23, which for the most part mirror the Guidelines, are undertaken by National Grid for all of its overhead 
lines and do not depend upon formal documentation in the consents to construct and maintain those lines or the 
plans, schemes and strategies accompanying the same.   

In addition, construction comprises only one of the phases of the authorised development with which article 41 is 
concerned.  As set out at point (iv) above, National Grid considers that the powers conferred by article 41 will be 
particularly relevant during the operational phase of the Scheme. As such, adding the bullet points to a Land Officer 
role description in the CEMP will provide no greater clarification of the role to be undertaken by the Land Officer 
during the operational phase of the Scheme. 

  Schedule 3 - Requirements 
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Q2.5.3 Applicant Requirement 1- Commence 

 Is the Applicant content with the proposed wording put forward by the Joint Councils in response to Action 29 
at Deadline 3[REP3-42]?  If not, why not? 

 Should requirement 3 be replaced with a substantive provision as per the A14 decision and if not, why not? 

Applicant’s Response: 

(i) National Grid has considered carefully the suggested drafting amends to the definition of ‘commence’ by the 
Councils.  Three matters of importance have either been removed/amended by the Councils.  For the reasons set 
out below National Grid is not content with the proposed drafting: 

1) The Councils’ proposal to remove the reference to Environmental investigation and monitoring from the existing 
definition.    

National Grid is not able to accept this deletion as it is absolutely essential for National Grid to be able to carry out 
such environmental monitoring and investigation as a precursor to being able to discharge requirements in the 
Development Consent Order (DCO) – for example the preparation of the detailed site construction mitigation plans 
secured under Requirement 6 may require such environmental investigation and monitoring to be able to prepare 
those plans. The Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS) (Doc 5.4.3E(A)) will, should the Order be made, be certified 
by the Secretary of State and this will inform any works carried out pursuant to that document – in particular the 
preparation of the various construction and mitigation plans secured through Requirement 6 referred to earlier.      

It is also most likely that environmental surveys will also be required as part of any engineering investigations. For 
example, where National Grid is undertaking engineering investigations (such as bore holes) then pre-verification 
environmental surveys (e.g. water voles/dormice) are required in some locations where invasive surveys will be 
undertaken. Without the ability for National Grid to conduct the appropriate environmental investigations or 
monitoring then it would not be possible for the necessary engineering investigations to take place.  Therefore, it is 
necessary that the definition of commence includes this reference to environmental investigation and monitoring.  

2) The wording Investigations for the purpose of assessing ground conditions has been included by the Councils in 
the definition of commence instead of the reference to ‘site or soil survey’.  

National Grid’s view is that the reference to soil surveys is a standard term and which references a clear survey 
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activity.   National Grid’s concern is that the term ‘assessing ground conditions’ is, itself, too broad a term and does 
not actually provide for the undertaking of the survey itself e.g. soil survey. Furthermore, site survey would relate to 
walk-over or topographical surveys which would not be considered an investigation for the purpose of assessing 
ground conditions.   

National Grid’s view remains that the reference to ‘site or soil survey’ is precise and appropriate for the purpose 
intended and that the reference should be left in the definition of commence. 

3) The Councils have suggested that the reference to Environmental mitigation measures be removed from the 
definition.  

As above this is a matter that National Grid is not able to agree with as environmental mitigation measures may be 
required as part of undertaking an engineering investigation/environmental survey conducted by National Grid for the 
reasons specified above.  For example, if, in carrying out a pre-verification water vole survey, water voles are found, 
then the mitigation measures prescribed by the BMS to protect the water voles may need to be put in place to 
continue the engineering investigation.  Another example could include the translocation of reptiles at particular sites 
including Westbere Working Compound where the drafting would allow for such activities (mitigation measures) to 
take place.   

The drafting must, therefore, refer to environmental mitigation measures (which it is acknowledged is broad in scope) 
as without such a reference to environmental mitigation measures in the definition, the measures specified in the 
BMS could not be carried out.     

National Grid can confirm that it is content with the Councils suggestion that the word ‘temporary’ be added in 
relation to the definition of stock fencing and demarcation fencing.  National Grid has provided this explanation to the 
Councils in writing and is awaiting a response on this matter to discuss further. 

(ii) National Grid understands that the Examining Authority (ExA) is asking in this part of the question whether the 
definition of “commence” in Requirement 1 (interpretation) of the draft Development Consent Order (DCO) (Doc 
2.1(B)) should be moved to a substantive provision of the draft DCO, in order to follow similar practice in the A14 
Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme DCO 2016 (‘the A14 Scheme’), where it was moved from the 
definitions in article 2 (Interpretation) to article 5 (development consent, etc., granted by the Order).  National Grid 
believes, therefore, that the reference to Requirement 3 in this question is made in error and should refer instead to 
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the definition of “commence” in Requirement 1.  

This question follows on from the comments raised by the ExA at the Issue Specific Hearing on the DCO on 28 July 
2016 and National Grid’s comments in response to action point 30, as set out in the Applicant’s Hearing Note on 
Actions requested at the Issue Specific Hearing on the Development Consent Order held on 28th July 2016 (Doc 
8.23).   

The A14 Scheme  

At paragraph 63 of its decision letter dated 11 May 2016 in respect of the A14 Scheme, the Secretary of State noted 
as follows:  

“In article 2 (interpretation), the Secretary of State is replacing the definition of “commence” with a substantive 
provision in article 5 (development consent, etc., granted by the Order) to make clear that the works referred to in 
that definition may be carried out once the Order comes into force and are not subject to prior approval under the 
requirements.” 

National Grid does not consider that it is necessary for the definition of “commence” to be moved to a substantive 
provision (whether within Schedule 3 of the DCO or otherwise) in respect of the Richborough Connection Project 
DCO.  National Grid believes that the current drafting makes clear the relationship between the plans, schemes and 
strategies that it must prepare under the various requirements prior to the commencement of any stage of the 
authorised development, and the pre-commencement activities that it is permitted to undertake which are not subject 
to prior approval under the requirements.   

National Grid does not believe that, by replacing the definition of “commence” with a substantive provision, any 
greater clarity in the drafting would be achieved, nor that any greater weight would be attributed to a substantive 
provision over and above the definition of “commence” in its existing form.  

The form of drafting proposed by National Grid is common for many Orders granting development consent and an 
equivalent provision was included in the National Grid (Hinkley Point C Connection Project) Order 2016 as made by 
the Secretary of State.  

For these reasons, National Grid does not consider that it is necessary that the definition of “commence” be replaced 
with a substantive provision in the same way as the A14 Scheme.  
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Q2.5.4 Applicant Requirement 3 - General Accordance with Design Drawings 

Suggest a form of wording for Requirement 3 which would enable it to read “in accordance with the Design 
Drawings” but would be subject to Article5(b) - Limits of Deviation.   

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid’s view remains that the use of the wording ‘in general accordance with the design drawings’ in 
Requirement 3 of the draft Development Consent Order (DCO) (Doc 2.1(B)) is appropriate and confers the 
necessary degree of flexibility in the implementation of the authorised development.  

As explained at the Issue Specific Hearing on the Development Consent Order on 28 July 2016, the lateral and 
vertical Limits of Deviation (LoD) are secured and constrained by the LoD shown on the Works Plans (Doc 4.6) (in 
the case of lateral LoD) and Article 5 (Limits of Deviation) (in the case of both lateral and vertical LoD).  By contrast, 
the Design Drawings (Doc 4.14) show indicative locations of pylons but not the lateral or vertical LoD within which 
these indicative pylon locations may change.  

National Grid considers that the wording of article 5 (Limits of Deviation) in combination with the words ‘in general 
accordance with the design drawings’ in Requirement 3 makes clear that the purpose of the design drawings is to 
provide an indicative illustration of pylon locations, but not to limit in any way the powers granted by article 5.  

National Grid is concerned that by including the wording ‘in accordance with the design drawings’ is to suggest that 
the final location of pylons is in some way fixed by reference to the design drawings.  This is an outcome that the 
Design Drawings themselves seek to avoid, as note 2 of each drawing indicates that ‘all dimensions are indicative 
and may change subject to article 5 (Limits of Deviation) of the DCO’.  

It is for this reason that the words “in general accordance with the design drawings” are used in respect of the 
Richborough Connection Project and were also used and subsequently approved by the Secretary of State in 
respect of the National Grid (Hinkley Point C Connection Project) Order 2016.  

Notwithstanding National Grid’s view that the current wording of Requirement 3 remains appropriate, the following 
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wording is suggested as requested by the Examining Authority:   

‘Subject to article 5 (Limits of deviation), the authorised development must be carried out in general accordance with 
the design drawings unless otherwise agreed by the relevant planning authority following consultation with the 
relevant highway authority’.  

Requirement 3(2) would also have to be deleted as it would no longer be relevant, as it defines what is meant by 
reference to ‘general accordance with’, which would become a redundant term. 

Whilst this wording does achieve substantially the same result as that currently proposed in Requirement 3, National 
Grid is of the view, for the reasons stated, that the current wording is preferable.  

Q2.5.5 Joint Councils Requirement 4- Stages of Authorised Development 

Is the Applicant’s response to Action Point 33[REP3-023] sufficiently precise to enable local authorities to discharge 
this requirement?    

Q2.5.6 Canterbury 
City Council 

Dover District 
Council 

Kent County 
Council 

Requirement 5 - CEMP 

Further to comments on Q1.2.57 are you satisfied with Requirement 5(4) of the draft DCO [REP2-003], which now 
includes provision for NE to be consulted and the Method Statement A in the Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy, which 
states that if pre-works verification surveys identify new badger setts adjacent to working areas that a licence may be 
required from Natural England (NE) and species method statements would be required to accompany licence 
applications [APP-066, para 10.4.1]? 

Q2.5.7 Applicant 

Kent County 
Council 

Requirement 5 -CEMP 

5(2) refers to various plans schemes and strategies “which specifies the measures to be used to minimise the 
impacts of construction”.  5(3) states “any works carried out pursuant to the plans, scheme and strategy referred to in 
sub-paragraph (2) must be carried out in accordance with the approved plan, scheme or strategy unless otherwise 
agreed with the relevant planning authority.”   
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Section 5.19 of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) refers to a Travel Plan “to be produced by the 
contractor at detailed design stage and will form aprt of the evolution of this CTMP.”  Given that the CTMP is a 
certified document under Requirement 5, explain the reference to ‘evolution of this CTMP. 

Should the Outline Travel Plan be a separate requirement, the outline of which would be certified by the SoS as per 
the precedent set in a number of other made DCOs.  If not, why not? 

The ExA has not come to a view as to whether there should be a separate requirement for travel planning.  
However, it would assist the ExA if an agreed draft form of wording was provided, for further consideration.  

Applicant’s Response: 

‘Evolution of the CTMP’ 

National Grid agrees that the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) (Doc 5.4.3G(A)) is a plan to be 
certified by the Secretary of State should the order be made.  National Grid acknowledge that the reference in the 
CTMP to the Travel Plan forming part of “… the evolution of this CTMP” is potentially misleading as it implies that the 
CTMP, which will be a certified document, is subject to further future change. 

This is not intended to be the case as the only changes proposed to the plans certified by the Order are changes, 
which must be agreed with the relevant planning authority, to reflect minor revisions to details in the plans as 
approved and certified (including the CTMP) so as to allow for any changes in the environment, guidance or 
legislation which may need to be incorporated or referenced in the certified plan.   

Please see National Grid’s responses to the first round Written Questions 1.5.34 and 1.5.40 (Doc 8.2) for 
justification of the inclusion of tailpieces in requirements. 

The CTMP (secured through Requirement 5 of the draft Development Consent Order (DCO)) requires the contractor 
to produce a Travel Plan – the CTMP provides an outline of the Travel Plan to be prepared at detailed design stage 
and so will inform the development/evolution of the Travel Plan.   

The reference to ‘the evolution of this CTMP’ will be changed to make clear that the CTMP will not evolve or change 
further following certification, save for the limited circumstances referred to above. 
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Travel Plan as a separate requirement and certified plan 

The Travel Plan is not an overarching plan as envisaged by Requirement 5 (and which includes the CTMP).  The 
Travel Plan is a detailed construction management plan (secured by Requirement 6)) which sets out in detail travel 
plan requirements for different stages of the authorised development.   

The detail in a Travel Plan can only be prepared at detailed design stage and so it is not appropriate for the Travel 
Plan to be included as a plan to be certified by the Secretary of State. 

National Grid does not believe that the Travel Plan needs to be set out as a separate requirement as it is already 
covered by Requirement 6 and a further requirement would lead to duplication of matters. 

As stated above, the CTMP (secured by Requirement 5) requires the preparation of, amongst other things, a Travel 
Plan.  The CTMP provides an outline of the Travel Plan to be prepared and the detail and information to be included 
in the Travel Plan when prepared at detailed design stage.  The Travel Plan, itself, is secured by requirement 6 of 
the draft DCO. 

National Grid and Kent County Council (KCC) have discussed this question and the Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) between National Grid and KCC concerning Public Rights of Way and Highways (Doc 8.4.5(A)) has been 
updated as submitted at Deadline 4.  SoCG ID 3.5.6 states that National Grid and KCC agree that the Outline Travel 
Plan does not need to be set out as a separate requirement. This reflects the fact that it is already covered by 
Requirement 6 and KCC’s view that the number of staff on any individual site at any one time would not be 
significant enough to warrant the Outline Travel Plan being a separate requirement. 

Suggested draft of requirement 

National Grid remains of the view that a separate requirement regarding Travel Planning is not required (for the 
reasons given above).  However, should the ExA be of the opinion that a separate requirement is appropriate 
National Grid sets out below suggested drafting for such a requirement: 
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      Travel Plan 

(1) No stage of the authorised development is to commence until a Travel Plan, for that stage, has been 
submitted to and approved by the relevant highway authority. 

(2) The measures specified in the Travel Plan must include the measures set out in the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan (Document 5.4.3G(A)). 

(3) The approved plan must be implemented at the commencement of, and maintained during, the construction of 
the stage of the authorised development to which it relates.” 

Q2.5.8 Applicant 

Natural 
England 

Requirement 6  

Should Natural England be added to Requirement 6(1) in the same way as the Environment Agency is included? 
This would be with regards consultation on the proposed lighting scheme. 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid agrees that Natural England should be added to Requirement 6(1) and has made the necessary 
drafting change to the iteration of the draft Development Consent Order submitted for Deadline 4 (Doc 2.1(B)).  

Q2.5.9 Applicant Requirement 6 - Construction Mitigation Plans 

The current drafting of the tail piece appears to allow non-compliance with plans/schemes.  Planning Inspectorate 
Advice Note 15 - Drafting DCOs makes the following comment:  

Para 19.4  “On the other hand, a requirement might make the development consent conditional on the LPA 
approving detailed aspects of the development in advance (for example, the details of a landscaping scheme). 
Where the LPA (or other discharging body) is given power to approve such details it will be acceptable to allow that 
body to approve a change to details that they had already approved. However, the tailpiece (or other wording) 
should not allow the LPA to approve details which stray outside the parameters set for the development as part of 
the examination process and subsequent approval of the Secretary of State.” 
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Please comment on the suggested form of alternative wording below to overcome this concern.   

(2) The construction works for each stage ……. must be carried out in accordance with the approved plans and 
scheme referred to in sub-paragraph(1) or with any amended plans or scheme that may subsequently be approved 
in writing by the relevant planning authority. 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid is content with this suggested form of alternative wording and can confirm that the necessary drafting 
change has been made to the revised iteration of the draft Development Consent Order submitted for Deadline 4 
(Doc 2.1(B)).  

Q2.5.10 Applicant 

Canterbury 
City Council 

Dover District 
Council 

Thanet District 
Council 

Requirement 8 - Mitigation Planting 

Can all parties provide an agreed update on the outcome of the meeting held on 15 August 2016 between the 
Applicant and Joint Councils in respect of Requirement 8 - locations that would benefit from advance planting?  

Should there be a reference to ‘areas left for natural regeneration’ in Requirement 8(2)(a)?  

Do the Joint Councils, discharging post-consent approvals have any further comments on the need to specify what 
would be contained in the scheme for planting trees, groups of trees, woodlands and hedgerows? 

Applicant’s Response: 

Part One 

The Local Authorities took an action from the DCO Issue Specific Hearing (Action 41) to comment on areas for 
advanced planting, but National Grid is not aware that a response was provided on this matter at Deadline 3.  The 
matter was raised and discussed with the Councils at a meeting on 18 August 2016 in which the officers advised that 
Tile Lodge Farm and Nethergong Camping were two areas they would suggest would benefit from advance planting.  
Kent County Council (KCC) advised they would consider this further. National Grid is continuing to liaise with Kent 
County Council on this matter, and will ensure that it be included in the next iteration of the Councils’ Statement of 
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Common Ground, intended to be submitted at Deadline 5. 

Please also see National Grid’s response to Written Question 2.7.25. 

Part Two 

National Grid does not consider it appropriate or necessary to include natural regeneration in Requirement 8(2)(a) of 
the DCO for the reasons set out in the Written Response to Question 2.2.16. 

Part Three 

This is a matter for the Joint Councils to respond to. 

 

Q2.5.11 Applicant Requirement 10 - Retention and Protection of Existing Trees and Hedgerows 

Please update the document reference in Requirement 10(1) to include the Deadline 3 addendum and any Deadline 
4 addendum.  

Should reference also be made in 10(1) to the drawings ‘Trees or Hedgerows to be Removed or Managed’ plans 
[APP-025] as these are more detailed, particularly where a hedgerow coincides with the Order limits.  

Should there be a reference to minimum stand-off distances, in the Tree and Hedgerow Protection Strategy (THPS), 
even if they are aspirational, in Requirement 10(2)? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The draft Development Consent Order (DCO) (Doc 2.1(B)) submitted at Deadline 4 has been updated to include 
references to additional addendums provided at Deadline 3 and Deadline 4. 

The Trees and Hedgerows to be Removed or Managed Plans (Doc 4.13) do not include more detail than the 
Arboricultural Impacts Plan (Doc 5.4.3I.1, Figure 3I.2a to 3I.2v).  They present the same information but in a 
different way.  Prior to commencement of any tree works, a new set of plans at a much larger scale and a detailed 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 116 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

schedule of tree works will be produced.  This will form part of the Tree and Hedgerow Protection Strategy (THPS) 
and will effectively supersede the detail in the above documents in respect of tree works.  The production of this 
detail is secured by DCO Requirement 10(2)(b) and is described in detail in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment 
(Doc 5.4.3I, Section 8.2), in accordance with which the THPS must be prepared in order to discharge DCO 
Requirement 10(1).  It is, therefore, the view of National Grid that the suggested reference should not be included in 
the DCO because it would not secure any additional function and could also be confusing. 

A minimum stand-off for trees and hedges is already secured by the reference to BS5837:2012 Trees in relation to 
design, demolition and construction Recommendations in the wording of DCO Requirement 10.  This document 
includes a design guide for the protection of all woody plants and sets the parameters for protection that will be 
applied to the production of the Tree and Hedgerow Protection Strategy (THPS).  Further to this minimum standard, 
an aspiration to incorporate a stand-off of 5m for hedges (which is larger than would normally be recommended by 
BS5837:2012) is described in Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement (Doc 5.2, paragraph 9.6.6) and discussed 
further in Doc 8.2, Q1.2.44.  This 5m stand-off would be incorporated within the THPS except for in locations where 
it is prevented by land use (e.g. construction elements, highways, water, agricultural crops); or where this would be 
outside the Order limit; or where such a stand-off would be smaller than that required according to BS5837:2012 
(e.g. due to a larger tree growing within the hedge). 

Draft DCO Requirement 10(2)(a) (Doc 2.1(B)) has been amended to give greater clarity on hedgerow protection, 
including a minimum 5m stand-off from hedges, where practicable.  

 

Q2.5.12 Applicant 

The 
Environment 
Agency 

IDB 

Requirement 12 - Reinstatement Schemes 

Notwithstanding the fact the Environment Agency (EA) has indicated enhancement measures would be agreed 
outside the DCO as part of the Land Drainage Consent Process; and mindful of NPS EN-1, paras 5.3.4 and 5.3.18, 
do parties consider there is a case for the specific reinstatement proposals for removal of temporary culverts that 
benefit elvers?  

The EA has suggested these as enhancement measures (response to Q1.2.64 [REP2-009]) secured in Requirement 
12, or included in the CEMP or the BMS.  If they are not secured in the DCO, should these be included in the 
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Landscape and Habitat Enhancement Scheme (LHES)?  

The EA is requested to provide an update on its discussions with the River Stour (Kent) IDB regarding the afore-
mentioned reinstatement proposals.  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid does not believe there is a case for the inclusion of specific reinstatement proposals (for removal of 
temporary culverts) that benefit elvers in order to comply with paras 5.3.4 and 5.3.18 of EN-1.  The enhancement 
measures set out in the Landscape and Habitat Enhancement Scheme (LHES) (Doc 5.8) ensure compliance with 
the relevant paragraphs of EN-1.   

It would not be appropriate to secure these additional enhancement measures in the draft Development Consent 
Order (DCO) (Doc 2.1 (B)). The enhancement suggested involved ‘leaving capacity in the banks for elvers’.  Such 
‘capacity’ would inevitably result in loss of a bank itself, i.e. would likely have a land-take implication, either in terms 
of direct loss of bank or loss of agricultural land as a result of unstable banks.  The enhancement measures set out 
in the LHES would require landowner permission therefore National Grid does not consider that it is appropriate for 
this to be made a requirement of the DCO (Doc 2.1 (B)).   

The approach at present, to investigate such opportunities as part of the consenting process for Flood Risk Activity 
Permits (FRAPs) has been agreed with the Environment Agency (EA) as an appropriate approach, as set out in 
SoCG ID 3.4.7 of the EA SoCG (Doc 8.4.1 (A)). Opportunities to provide such additional enhancement, over and 
above the enhancement already set out in the LHES (Doc 5.8), will be explored on a case by case basis at the time 
of that consenting process.  The EA has indicated that it would lead on exploring such possibilities, in liaison with the 
Internal Drainage Board. There is no requirement to secure such additional enhancement as part of the DCO.   

For clarity, the agreed position on this matter, under SoCG ID 3.4.7 of the EA SoCG (Doc 8.4.1 (A)), does not 
suggest that these enhancement measures need to be secured as part of Requirement 12 (or the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3C (B)) or the Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS) (Doc 5.4.3E (A)), 
simply that any reinstatement proposals agreed between the EA, IDB and NG would still be subject to Requirement 
12, which requires the approval by the relevant planning authority for reinstatement to anything other than ‘its former 
condition’. 
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Q2.5.13 Applicant 

MMO 

Requirement 17 - Clearance over the Tidal Stour 

What is the outcome of discussions with MMO in relation to Action Points 46; 50 and 51 (REP3-023) 

Applicant’s Response: 

In relation to Action Point 46, National Grid has engaged with the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) on the 
potential for removal of Requirement 17 from the Development Consent Order (DCO), as was suggested by the 
Environment Agency during the 28 July 2016 DCO Issue Specific Hearing. The MMO, in consultation with Sandwich 
Port and Haven Commissioners, have requested that Requirement 17 remains within the DCO. The letter response 
provided by the MMO in this regard illustrates their reasons for this (see Appendix G of Doc 8.26.1 submitted at 
Deadline 4). 

After further reflection, National Grid agrees with the MMO that Requirement 17 should be retained within the draft 
DCO. National Grid’s position is that, due to the River Stour being navigable, a ten metre overhead line clearance is 
appropriate and that such a clearance should be secured by DCO requirement (as is currently provided by 
Requirement 17). 

On Action Point 50 and 51 National Grid has sought the view of the MMO on a potential clarification of the term 
'method statement' as used at Condition 7 of the Deemed Marine Licence (DML). This clarification would be 
provided within Part 1 of the DML and is included within the updated DCO submitted at Deadline 4 (Doc 2.1(B)).  

No further changes to Condition 7 of the DML have been made as it already provides a time mechanism of 'at least 
20 business days' for approval prior to commencement of licenced activity, and that the authorised development 
'must be undertaken in accordance with the approved method statement'.  

The MMO has confirmed that it is happy with the suggested position on the basis that it is aware of the activities to 
be undertaken and can ensure that works are undertaken in an appropriate manner. 

  Additional Provisions 

Q2.5.14 Applicant Please provide a form of wording for a draft additional requirement in relation to the handling of complaints, so that 
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this can be considered further (REP3-023 Action 47, Appendix D).  

Applicant’s Response: 

The Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP) (Doc 5.4.3C(B)) submitted at Deadline 4 includes at 
section 2.14 a complaints handling procedure.  As such, National Grid is of the opinion that there is no necessity to 
include a specific requirement in the draft Development Consent Order to secure the handling of complaints as this 
is now secured in the CEMP and any new requirement would lead to a duplication with requirement 5 and any other 
new requirement proposed. 

Should the ExA decide, however, that an additional requirement is needed in relation to the handling of complaints, 
National Grid sets out below suggested drafting: 

 

residential amenity:  complaints handling 

 

XX. — (1) The authorised development must not commence until a written scheme for the handling of complaints 
has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority, after consultation with the relevant highway 
authority. 

(2) The scheme must include a complaints procedure (including but not limited to complaints relating to noise, dust, 
vibration, pollution and construction traffic) setting out— 

 (a) how and to whom complaints can be made; 

 (b) a reasonable timeframe for responding to complaints; 

 (c) the potential remedies available to address complaints; and 

 (d) who to contact in the event that the complainant is not satisfied with the outcome of the complaints 
 procedure. 
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(3) The approved scheme must be implemented as approved throughout the construction of the authorised 
development, unless otherwise approved by the relevant planning authority.” 

Q2.5.15 Applicant  In response to concerns expressed by Nethergong Camping at the Open Floor Hearing (EV-019), please explain the 
effect on the proposed development of an additional requirement included in the DCO that would prevent all works 
from being carried out in connection with the construction of pylons PC26 and PC27 between the months of May to 
September inclusive?   

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid considers that the effect of an additional requirement in the Development Consent Order (DCO) 
preventing all works from being carried out in connection with the construction of pylons PC26 and PC27 between 
the months of May to September (inclusive) would be to introduce an unacceptable level of uncertainty to its ability to 
deliver the proposed development within the timescales required.   National Grid requires flexibility in the delivery of 
the construction programme in order to ensure that the Richborough Connection Project (the Project) can be 
delivered in-line with its connection agreement with Nemo Link, which provides that the Project be completed and 
operational by Autumn 2018.  

National Grid is particularly concerned that a requirement preventing all works from being carried out in connection 
with the construction of pylons PC26 and PC27 would potentially preclude works and activities from being 
undertaken and which are required for the construction of those pylons, even where those works are relatively 
discreet in nature and, in many cases, do not require the use of heavy goods vehicles or any other plant and 
machinery.    

Such works and activities are nevertheless an essential component of the construction programme and an ability to 
undertake those works within a specified period, particularly where delays may have been incurred in the delivery of 
other stages in the construction programme, could seriously impact National Grid’s ability to deliver the proposed 
development on time.    

For the reasons set out above, National Grid does not propose to include an additional requirement in the DCO in 
the terms stated.  
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  Schedule 14 – Protective Provisions 

Q2.5.16 Applicant What is the Applicant’s position on the protective provisions provided to the Applicant by SEW on 27 July 2016 
[REP3-019, para 8.2]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid continues to negotiate the protective provisions with South East Water and will provide an update at 
Deadline 5. 

Q2.5.17 Network Rail Why would protective provisions, as in previous Orders, not prevent the identified detrimental impact, and suggested 
serious detriment, on the operation of the railway [REP3-041, para 2.2]? 

 

6 6. Historic environment 

 

  Heritage assets 

Q2.6.1 Canterbury 
City Council 

Is the Council content with the Applicant’s response to Q1.6.12 [REP2-016] regarding the heritage assessment of 
the Church of St Mary the Virgin in Chislet? If not, why not? 

Q2.6.2 Broad Oak 
Preservation 
Society 

Please provide any further comments you may have following the Applicant’s response to the BOPS’ response to 
Q1.6.7 in connection with listed buildings in Broad Oak. 
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7 7. Landscape and visual  

 

  Applicant’s landscape assessment 

Q2.7.1 Kent County 
Council 

Provide any further comments on first round questions Q1.7.7, Q1.7.9, Q1.7.14, Q1.7.15, Q1.7.16, Q1.7.29, 
Q1.7.38, Q1.7.39 and Q1.7.67, as the Council advised would be the case [REP2-069], other than those contained in 
response to first round questions [REP3-040]:  

Q2.7.2 Kent County 
Council 

In places KCC’s response to first written questions refers the ExA to specific parts of the Joint Councils’ SoCG; 
which, whilst topically relevant, do not answer the specific questions [REP2-069]. Please can the council respond to: 

Q1.7.34 – reference to SoCG section 4.1; 

Q1.7.40 – reference to SoCG section 4.23; and 

Q1.7.44 – reference to SoCG section 4.23. 

Q2.7.3 Applicant 

 

Further to Kent County Council’s (KCC’s) response to Q1.7.1 [REP2-069] and its comments on responses to Q1.7.4 
[REP3-040], please explain the apparent discrepancy in response to Q1.7.2 and Q1.7.4 regarding ‘regional’ value.   

Are there areas which don not trigger assessment characteristics for ‘regional’ or ‘national’ value where the 
assessment remains as ‘local’, but have some special characteristics?  

If so should those areas be identified in some way in the landscape assessment?  

Please respond to this in the context of KCC’s comments regarding the soundness of the Connection Options Report 
(COR) methodology and KCC’s ongoing disagreement over the way the methodology in the ES has been applied in 
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arriving at landscape sensitivity [REP3-040].  

Applicant’s Response: 

Part 1 

The Applicant has received the comments on responses to the ExA’s first written questions from Kent County 
Council (KCC) dated 4th August 2016.  A written response to KCC’s response to Q.1.7.1 has been provided by 
National Grid for Deadline 3 (Doc 8.15) to explain the variance in assessment methodology.  

To clarify the apparent discrepancy in response to Q1.7.2 and Q1.7.4 regarding ‘regional value’ National Grid’s 
response is set out below.  

As provided in National Grid’s answer to Q.1.7.2 (Doc 8.2), National Grid acknowledged that the Landscape Method 
(Doc 5.4.6A) did not include a methodology for assessment of regional value and this was updated in the response 
provided to Q 1.7.2 and is included in the Environmental Statement Consolidated Errata and Changes (Doc 
5.2.1(A)) submitted at Deadline 4.  

Table 6.11 from Doc 5.2 and Table 6A.2 and paragraph 6.2.9 in Doc 5.4.6A have been updated (with italicised 
revisions) to allow for a regional value as presented in Doc 8.2 and reproduced for clarity below:  

Table 6.11 Landscape sensitivity (Doc 5.2) 

 

Landscape 
sensitivity 

Typical criteria 

High The landscape has a high susceptibility to change and has 
national value or regional value; or 

The landscape has a medium susceptibility to change and 
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has national value. 

Medium The landscape has a high susceptibility to change and has 
local value; or 

The landscape has a medium susceptibility to change and 
has local value or regional value. 

Low The landscape has a low susceptibility to change and has 
local, regional or national value. 

 

Table 6A.2 Landscape Sensitivity (Doc 5.4.6A) 

 

Landscape 
sensitivity 

Typical criteria 

High The landscape has a high susceptibility to change and has 
national value or regional value; or 

The landscape has a medium susceptibility to change and 
has national value. 

Medium The landscape has a high susceptibility to change and has 
local value; or 

The landscape has a medium susceptibility to change and 
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has local value or regional value. 

Low The landscape has a low susceptibility to change and has 
local, regional or national value. 

 

Paragraph 6.2.9 (Doc 5.4.6A) was updated as follows: 

GLVIA3 also states in Box 5.1 under paragraph 5.28, those factors that can help in the identification of valued 
landscapes.  These include: landscape quality (condition); scenic quality; rarity; representativeness; conservation 
interest; recreation value; perceptual aspects and associations.  These factors have been considered when 
determining landscape value.  Local landscape character assessments have also been reviewed to inform 
judgements made on landscape value as well as the inclusion of a regional value assessment, and consultation with 
the representative consultees have been used to help identify locally valued landscapes and features. 

Within the landscape assessment, the River Stour is assessed as having regional value as it lies within an Area of 
High Landscape Value (AHLV) which is a Regional landscape designation and is therefore afforded a degree of 
protection by local authorities.  

Orchards are a regionally distinctive feature in Kent which make a valuable contribution to the local landscape; they 
have been assessed as having a regional value. 

The assessment of the River Stour and Orchards, as features of regional value, is in accordance with the updated 
Landscape Methodology and with GLVIA3. 

 

Part 2  

The applicant can confirm that there is no instance where the assessment is identified as local but with special 
characteristics.  

The applicant’s response to Q1.7.4 addresses the value assessed for AHLVs, Special Landscape Areas (SLA) and 
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the Ash Level in both the Connection Options Report (COR) (Doc 7.7) and Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2).  
Table 6.9 within the landscape assessment (Doc 5.2) (Landscape sensitivity of identified receptors) provides the 
value for these, identifying the AHLVs, SLAs and the Ash Level as having local value. Para 6.2.7 (Doc 5.4.6A) 
states “Highly valued landscapes are typically identified by national level designations such as National Parks and 
AONB.  Landscapes of local value may be identified by designations in the local planning process such as Areas of 
Great Landscape Value and Special Landscape Areas although Planning Policy Statement 7 (replaced by the 
NPPF) advised against local designations and advocated a ‘criteria-based’ approach to landscape protection and 
enhancement.” 

GLVIA3 para 5.46 explains that there can be a complex relationship between the value attached to landscape 
receptors and their susceptibility to change which are especially important when considering change within or close 
to a designated landscape and provides the example “an internationally, nationally or locally valued landscape does 
not automatically, or by definition, have a high susceptibility to all types of change.”  

Para 6.11.1 (Doc 5.2) of the landscape assessment explains that “The AHLV is not of County significance but is 
designated for its distinctive high quality landscape which is locally important.  It has low sensitivity to the proposed 
400kV overhead line due to the landscape being heavily influenced by built form, industry and the presence of 
existing overhead lines along with screening and backgrounding by development.”  National Grid’s answer to Q.1.7.4 
(Doc 8.2) explains that it is recognised that the AHLV and SLA are highly valued locally.  

The applicant has not deemed it necessary to identify another value range between local and regional and does not 
consider that identifying another value range would serve a meaningful purpose.  

Part 3 

With regards to the soundness of the COR methodology and the disagreement over the way the methodology in the 
ES has been applied in consideration of landscape sensitivity this has been set out in a briefing note to KCC (issued 
on 31 August 2016) and provided by National Grid in response to REP3-040 (see Appendix A of Doc 8.30 
submitted at Deadline 4).  For clarity the answer is set out below.  

Chapter 2 of the ES (Doc 5.2) at para 2.4.51 states “The Preferred Connection Option and Route Corridor Study 
(Doc 7.6) included a commitment that further investigations would inform decisions on final pylon type and 
positions”. In the applicant’s answer to Q1.7.4 it was expounded that the level of detail of assessment at the COR 
stage (Doc 7.7) is not as detailed as that of an ES.  Further, the technical assessment for landscape (and visual 
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effects) in the COR appraisal process does not assess a defined, fixed proposed development but considers options 
and variables for both pylon types and routes.  Para 5.1 of the COR states “The purpose of this report is to consider 
alternative alignments for an overhead line between Richborough and Canterbury within the preferred route corridor. 
It is also to consider the most appropriate pylon design (whether steel lattice or T-pylon) for different Sections of the 
proposed route and whether any use of underground cable technology is appropriate.”  

The methodology provided at Appendix C of the COR (Doc 7.7) (not Appendix 3) is entitled ‘Outline Environmental 
Methodologies’ and is an outline method to reflect the level of detail of the COR.  It is acknowledged that at para 3 
the method for Landscape states “Desk based studies have been supplemented by field assessment of both 
landscape character and assessment of existing features which shape the character of the landscape.”  Field 
assessments were carried out prior to the production of the COR in May 2014 and the consideration of value, 
susceptibility and sensitivity of the landscape have been carried out in accordance with the methodology provided in 
the COR.  

As the COR has not been undertaken for EIA purposes it is not required to establish whether the effects arising are, 
or are not significant.  The emphasis on likely ‘significant effects’ in LVIA undertaken for the ES stresses the need for 
an approach that is proportional to the scale of the project that is being assessed and the nature of its likely effects.  
The same principle (focussing on a proportional approach) also applies to appraisals of landscape and visual 
impacts outside the formal requirements of EIA. 

National Grid’s written answer provided for Q.1.7.4 (Doc 8.2) sets out that a high landscape value was ascribed to 
Section C as part of the COR landscape appraisal and this was based on published landscape character 
assessment (Canterbury City Council’s Landscape Character Biodiversity Appraisal of the Canterbury District 
(LCBA).  Furthermore, with regards to landscape value of the Ash Level this was recorded as having a medium-high 
value in the COR (Para 10.21) as this was based on the published character assessments, not an independent 
assessment by the applicant.  The method for the COR appraisal was based on GLVIA3 but does not provide a 
critique or interrogation of the published landscape character appraisals.  The values ascribed in the COR in this 
instance are taken from published documentation.  Field work was undertaken as part of the baseline landscape 
character assessment but generally this was to provide a descriptive commentary on landscape character and to 
consider if there were any notable anomalies between the landscape characters described in published 
assessments and that experienced in the field. 

When considering the value of the landscapes for the ES, it is important that the assessment has in mind the range 
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of potentially affected landscapes.  Consideration has been given to potential effects on the Kent Downs Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and that has been ascribed high value at a national scale.  To make the 
assessment clear and useful to the decision-maker there needs to be a distinction between this landscape and 
others of value.  That has required some descriptive change between the reports in the COR and the ES. 

The judgements on the sensitivity of landscapes set out in the published character assessments are ‘generic’ and 
are not specific to any type of development. It is clear from GLVIA3 that in considering the sensitivity of a landscape, 
it is important to state and consider to what that landscape is sensitive.  That is not undertaken in the published 
assessments and it is anticipated that they would tend towards overstatement of sensitivity so that it is clear, for 
example, that the assessor has considered them sensitive to extensive, tall and dense urban built form. 

Table 6A.2 (Doc 5.4.6A) which supports the Landscape Assessment in the ES (Doc 5.2, Chapter 6) provides 
landscape sensitivity criteria which has attuned the ‘typical’ criteria for sensitivity based on the proposed 
development and it is why this differs from the table provided at paragraph 7, Appendix C of the COR (Doc 7.7).  
The ES Landscape Methodology (Doc 5.4.6A) further provides explanatory text at paragraph 6.4.8 in consideration 
to paragraph 5.46 of GLVIA3 with regards to the complex relationships between the value of a landscape and that 
landscape’s susceptibility to change.  Landscape value (including landscape quality) has been assessed as part of 
establishing the baseline environment for the landscape assessment both for the COR and ES.  Table 6.9 Chapter 
6 (Doc 5.2) (Landscape sensitivity of identified receptors) provides the value for all identified receptors including 
those with low sensitivity (landscape with a low susceptibility to change and which has a local value).  

GLVIA3 requires that the 'susceptibility to change' of the landscape from the Proposed Development is assessed, 
and presented as part of the assessment of effects.  The susceptibility to change of a landscape as defined by 
GLVIA3 refers to the ability of the landscape to accommodate the Proposed Development without undue 
consequences for the maintenance of the baseline situation.  Judgments on landscape value and susceptibility to 
change are combined to determine landscape sensitivity are provided in the COR and ES.  Landscape sensitivity 
and the judgement on the magnitude of effect on landscape are combined to determine the significance of the effect 
within the ES.  

The applicant trusts that this further explanation is helpful and reassures the ExA and third parties that the 
assessment methods applied for the COR and ES are appropriate, proportionate to the stages of assessment and 
consistent with GLVIA3. 
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Q2.7.4 Applicant SEW’s comments in its WR [REP2-099, para 74 to 75], to which its response to Q1.7.7 refer, relate to the COR 
rather than the ES assessment, but the Applicants response relates to the ES [REP3-015]. Are there any points you 
wish to add in reference to the SEW points made on the COR? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid acknowledges that the response that it made to Q1.7.7 was in relation to the Environmental Statement 
(ES) (Doc 5.2).  The response provided specifically relates to the significance of landscape effects in accordance 
with the ES Landscape Methodology (Doc 5.4.6A) and not the Connection Options Report (COR) methodology 
provided at Appendix C (Doc 7.7). 

National Grid takes this opportunity to respond to SEW’s comments on the COR, made at paragraphs 74 to 75 of 
their written representation [REP2-099].  Paragraph 74 states that the landscape effects of undergrounding 
described are contradictory, and that effects are described in the Connections Option Report (COR) as “not 
substantial, moderate-major adverse and positive”.  

The COR methodology provided at Appendix C (Doc 7.7), titled ‘Outline Environmental Methodologies’, is an 
outline method, reflecting the level of detail of the COR.  The technical assessment for landscape (and visual) effects 
in the COR appraisal process considers options and variables for both pylon types and routes.  Paragraph 5.1 of the 
COR states that “The purpose of this report is to consider alternative alignments for an overhead line between 
Richborough and Canterbury within the preferred route corridor. It is also to consider the most appropriate pylon 
design (whether steel lattice or T-pylon) for different Sections of the proposed route and whether any use of 
underground cable technology is appropriate.”   

With regards to an underground cable route resulting in a moderate-major adverse effect on the landscape in 
Section A (COR paragraph 7.53).  This has been determined as, overall, there would be a ‘major’ alteration to key 
features and characteristics in the existing landscape (major/high magnitude of effect), and a perceivable scale of 
change to the character of to the landscape (moderate magnitude of effect), as defined at Appendix C, paragraph 8 
of the COR. This has resulted in the moderate to major (high) adverse effect reported. National Grid considers that 
the Summary of Findings Landscape and Visual conclusion is based on a robust and logical assessment, 
undertaken at the COR stage.  
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Paragraph 7.216 of the COR (Doc 7.7), recognises the beneficial effects of undergrounding on visual amenity, with 
localised adverse effects on the landscape resource (ancient woodland and orchards) in Section A.  Paragraph 
7.216 also states that it is not considered that an overhead line would result in a change to the significance of these 
assets so substantial as to necessitate underground cabling. 

To provide further clarification of this conclusion, National Grid refers to the National Policy Statement for Electricity 
Networks Infrastructure (EN-5), which provides guidance as to when there may be circumstances such that an 
overhead line may be unacceptable.  

Paragraph 2.8.2 of EN-5 states that “at particularly sensitive locations the potential adverse landscape and visual 
impacts of an overhead line proposal may make it unacceptable in planning terms, taking account of the specific 
local environment and context. It follows that locations which may be particularly sensitive will be relatively 
infrequently encountered.  If these locations were found regularly, it could not be stated that generally the effects of 
an overhead line on landscape and views are acceptable.  

Paragraph 2.8.9 of EN-5 advises where the Secretary of State may consider that undergrounding should be used 
because the effects on landscape and views of an overhead line would make it unacceptable.  It states that “In this 
context it [the Secretary of State] should consider: 

the landscape in which the proposed line will be set, (in particular, the impact on residential areas, and those of 
natural beauty or historic importance such as National Parks, AONBs and the Broads). 

There are no landscapes where those designations apply within the proposed overhead line route. With regards to 
Section A, and as assessed at paragraph 7.126 of the COR (Doc 7.7), the landscape through which the RCP in 
Section A passes is not considered a ‘particularly sensitive location’ and the localised adverse effects assessed for 
ancient woodland and orchards would not result in a great scale of change (magnitude of effect) to the overall 
character of the landscape.  The assessment concludes that this does not necessitate underground cabling when 
assessed against the criteria of EN-5 and the assessment of scale of change.  

In response to paragraph 75 of SEW’s WR [REP2-099], requesting assessment of SEW’s proposed alternatives, the 
COR landscape and visual appraisal, substantiated by the ES landscape and visual assessments, identified that 
none of the landscapes (or views) within the RCP route are sufficiently sensitive to necessitate undergrounding, in 
the context of EN-5, discussed above.  This conclusion would still have been drawn if SEW’s alternative options had 
been assessed at the COR assessment stage.  However, it would not be appropriate to assess an option proposed 
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by SEW (not being taken forward by National Grid) in this manner. 

Please see response to Written Question 2.7.16 for further information in Section A.  

Q2.7.5 South East 
Water 

SEWs response to Q1.7.7 refers to its WR [REP2-099, para 74 to 75], which firstly questions the logic of the COR 
landscape effects in relation to undergrounding then calls for a review of the SEW Alternatives taking into account 
sensitivity values of landscape and visual receptors. Q1.7.7 specifically asked about the ES assessment and 
whether IPs agree that significant predicted effects would amount to no greater than moderate adverse effects [APP-
029, Table 6.14]. Further explanation is required in order to explain the point being made. 

Q2.7.6 Kent County 
Council 

KCC made comments about the “accumulative effect of a very large number of less significant adverse effects over 
a very extensive geographical area..” [REP2-069 and REP2-068].  

Does the Applicant’s response to KCC’s response to Q1.7.7 [REP3-015] referring to the cumulative effects 
assessments in the technical chapters of the ES, satisfy KCC? 

If not set out in detail where KCC’s opinion differs; and confirm how this relates to the agreement reached on the 
approach to presenting inter-related effects as set out in the SoCG [REP2-024, ID4.31.1].  

  Applicant’s visual assessment 

Q2.7.7 Applicant Set out a concise tabulated list of the documents Interested Parties, such as Broad Oak Preservation Society 
(BOPS) [REP3-048], should view to understand the visual assessment methodology and its application.  

 

Also indicate where the following can be found: 

 explanation of the relationship between landscape and visual assessments; and 

 assessments which are outward looking from Broad Oak. 
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Applicant’s Response: 

Part A 

Table Q2.7.7 provides reference information for Interested Parties to view, in order to understand the visual 
assessment method and its application.   

The Visual Assessment is based on the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd edition 
(GLVIA3).  This is the latest edition of the Landscape Institute’s and the Institute of Environmental Management and 
Assessment’s best practice guidance and interested parties may be interested to refer to this for further information. 

The method was discussed and agreed with the local councils (Doc 8.4.6, Statement of Common Ground with the 
Councils, Table 4.1 Matters Agreed, SoCG ID 4.3.1). 

Table Q2.7.7 

Document 
Title 

Document 
reference 

ExA 
reference 

Document content 

Visual 
Methodology 

Doc 5.4.7A APP-078 Sets out the approach and method used to provide an 
assessment of effects on views during operation, 
construction and life-time of the proposed 
development. 

Holford Rules 
and Visual 
Amenity 
Principles  

Doc 5.4.7B APP-079 Section 7.2 of this document sets out the principles 
relevant when considering the potential effects of the 
different transmission pylon designs that were 
considered for the RCP.  The principles consider the 
potential visual effects of different pylon designs in 
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different landscapes. 

Applicants 
written 
response to 
Q1.7.12 

Doc 8.2 
Responses to 
the ExA’s first 
written 
questions 

REP2-016 Confirms that tree and hedgerow removal was 
considered as part of the visual (and landscape) 
assessment. 

Applicants 
written 
response to 
Q1.7.22 

Doc 8.2 
Responses to 
the ExA’s first 
written 
questions 

REP2-016 Confirms the definition of ‘at their peak’ as described 
in the visual assessment method. 

Applicants 
written 
response to 
Q1.7.23 

Doc 8.2 
Responses to 
the ExA’s first 
written 
questions 

REP2-016 Confirms what planting growth rates have been 
assumed in the application of the visual assessment 
method. 

Applicants 
written 
response to 
Q1.7.24 

Doc 8.2 
Responses to 
the ExA’s first 
written 
questions 

REP2-016 Clarifies how some instances of susceptibility to 
change have been determined and how this has been 
applied throughout the visual assessment. 

Applicants 
written 
response to 

Doc 8.2 
Responses to 
the ExA’s first 
written 

REP2-016 Clarifies the way in which the value of a view has 
been assigned and how this has been applied 
throughout the visual assessment. 
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Q1.7.27 questions 

Applicants 
written 
response to 
Q1.7.28 

Doc 8.2 
Responses to 
the ExA’s first 
written 
questions 

REP2-016 Clarifies and discussed how significance of effect has 
been determined. 

 

Part B 

The relationship between landscape and visual assessments is clarified below: 

The landscape assessment presented within the ES (paragraph 6.1.3, Doc 5.2.) acknowledges the relationship 
between the landscape and visual assessments.  

 

‘There is a close relationship between effects on the landscape and effects on views. The proposed 
development is a linear development of approximately 21km and the landscape and visual effects are 
presented in separate chapters of this ES to clearly distinguish between them. The Guidelines for Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment 3rd edition (GLVIA) emphasise the distinction between landscape effects and 
visual effects suggesting that they are considered in separate chapters.  The assessment of visual effects is 
reported separately in Chapter 7 within this document.’ 

The visual assessment presented within the ES (para 7.1.2, Doc 5.2) acknowledges the relationship between the 
visual and landscape assessments. 

‘There is a close relationship between effects on the landscape and effects on views. These two assessments 
are often reported together in Environmental Statements (ES) because of their close association. The 
Richborough Connection project is a linear development of approximately 20.6km and the landscape and 
visual effects are presented in separate chapters to distinguish between these effects. GLVIA emphasises the 
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distinction between landscape effects and visual effects suggesting that they are considered in separate 
chapters. The assessment of landscape effects is reported in Chapter 6 within this document.’ 

Further clarification of the relationship between landscape and visual assessment is provided in GLVIA at 
paragraphs 2.18 to 2.22 and which, for ease of reference, is quoted below:  

The role of LVIA 

2.18 - LVIA must address both effects on landscape as a resource in its own right and effects on views and visual 
amenity.  

Effects on landscape as a resource 

2.19 - The European Landscape Convention (ELC) definition of landscape supports the need to deal with landscape 
as a resource in its own right.  In the UK this particularly reflects the emphasis on landscape character that has 
developed since the 1980s.  Landscape results from the interplay of the physical, natural and cultural components of 
our surroundings.  Different combinations of these elements and their spatial distribution create the distinctive 
character of landscapes in different places, allowing different landscapes to be mapped, analysed and described.  
Character is not just about physical elements and features that make up a landscape, but also embraces the 
aesthetic, perceptual and experiential aspects of landscape that make different places distinctive.  

Views and visual amenity 

2.20 - When the interrelationship between people (‘human beings’ or ‘population’ in the language of the EIA Directive 
and Regulations) and the landscape is considered, this introduces related but different considerations, notably views 
that people have and their visual amenity – meaning the overall pleasantness of the views they enjoy of their 
surroundings.  

2.21 - Reflecting this distinction the two components of LVIA are:  

1. assessment of landscape effects: assessing effects on the landscape as a resource in its own right;  

2. assessment of visual effects: assessing effects on specific views and on the general visual amenity 
experienced by people. 
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GLVIA goes on to say at para 2.22, that the distinction between these two aspects is very important.  LVIA must deal 
with both and should be clear about the difference between them.  If a professional assessment does not properly 
define them or distinguish between them, then other professionals and members of the public are likely to be 
confused. 

Part C 

Reference to the assessment of visual receptors (individuals and/or defined groups of people who have the potential 
to be affected by a proposed development) which are ‘Outward looking from Broad Oak’ are provided below:  

Visual receptors within 1 km of the proposed development can be found on Figures 7.4a to 7.4g within the ES (Doc 
5.3.7).  These are A3 coloured plans which show the location of all private and public visual receptors.  Receptors 
which are ‘outward looking from Broad Oak’ (i.e., with views looking out or away from the village of the proposed 
development) can be identified as A1. H22, A1. H23, A1. H24, A1.H25, A1.H27, A1. B11, A1.H28, A1.H37a, 
A1.H37b, A1.B13, A1. H36, A1.C4, A1.H34, A1. H33, A1. H44, A1.F6, A1.F1, A1.F8, A1.F13 and A1.F17. 

These receptors can then be cross referenced with the Visual Impact Assessment Tables (Doc 5.4.7C(A)) which 
describe the existing (baseline) view and assessment information relevant to each receptor, including the 
significance of effect, at construction (short-term), on completion (medium term) and after 15-years (long-term). 

Q2.7.8 Applicant Where in the documentation is the ‘panorama photo’ from the north of Broad Oak Valley which it is stated as having 
been submitted and referred to in the Response to the SEW WR [REP3-019, para 4.38].  

It should be submitted if not already.  

Is this the information to which SEW’s WR refers [REP2-099, para below 224]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The view and panorama photo from the north of Broad Oak valley referred too, has been allocated the reference 
Representative View within 1-3km of the proposed development, A2.4. 

It was the intention that this photograph be sent to South East Water (SEW), in conjunction with other information, 
via e-mail on 23 June 2016 (correspondence between National Grid and SEW). Unfortunately the photograph was 
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not issued with the e-mail. 

The panorama, together with the summary assessment, has now been provided directly to SEW and is hereby 
appended to this written answer, located in Doc 8.26.1 (Appendix H) submitted at Deadline 4. 

Q2.7.9 Applicant  

South East 
Water 

Is there still disagreement between parties on the need for further photomontages? If so, SEW is requested to 
describe what it considers is still required. The Applicant is asked to set out its position.  

Applicant’s Response: 

The verified photomontages included in Volume 5, Doc 5.3.7 (Part 2 – Part 7) illustrate the proposed development 
including the proposed 400kV overhead line, the dismantling of the 132kV PX overhead line and the diversion of the 
132kV PY overhead line. As set out at Paragraph 7.7.11 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) they do not 
illustrate any of the associated development or embedded environmental measures (such as biodiversity 
environmental measures). 

A number of the requests from South East Water (SEW) were to seek additional photomontages for alternative 
options that SEW has recently proposed.  As these options do not form part of the proposed development it is not 
considered appropriate or necessary to prepare additional photomontages in relation to these requests.  This is 
consistent with the approach taken in the ES where photomontages have not been prepared in relation to 
alternatives considered by National Grid.  Only the elements of the proposed development, which National Grid is 
seeking consent for, form the verified photomontages prepared and submitted as part of the application for 
development consent.  National Grid does not consider there to be any justification for the preparation of additional 
photomontages proposed by SEW and has communicated this position to them. 

Q2.7.10 Applicant The Applicant is invited to reconsider the assessment of “visual receptor with no view of proposed development” for 
the location immediately to the north of A1.H51 in Calcott [REP2-017, Appendix L, page 2 of 7] following inspection 
nearby on the Accompanied Site Inspection (ASI) on 25 July 2016.  

Applicant’s Response: 
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National Grid has reconsidered the assessment of the ‘Visual receptor with no view of proposed development’ to the 
north of Receptor A1.H51. 

At the time of survey, there was one property on this site close to the road and with no view of the proposed 
development.  An adjacent area, now subject to further residential development and currently under construction is 
located to the west of the property and this was visited during the Accompanied Site Inspection (ASI) on 25 July 
2016.   

National Grid has prepared an assessment for this new receptor, based on observations made during the ASI.  The 
receptor has been allocated the reference A1.H66 and has been added to page 31 of the Visual Assessment Impact 
Tables Doc 5.4.7C(A).  A replacement page 31 is appended to this written answer (Doc 8.26.1, Appendix I). 

The figures identifying the visual receptors within 1km of the proposed development have also been updated.  These 
are Figure 7.4b (page 2 of 7), Figure 7.10b (page 2 of 7) and Figure 7.13b (page 2 of 7) and are appended to this 
written answer (Doc 8.26.1, Appendix I). 

Please note that the assessment will be verified with a further site visit at the next available opportunity and should 
further refinement of the submitted assessment for receptor A1.H66 be required National Grid will provide this to the 
ExA at Deadline 5. 

Q2.7.11 Applicant Please provide an update on progress on the possible photomontage from Sandwich Church Tower. 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid has recently been advised that public access to Sandwich church tower is now possible and will be 
arranging a site visit to assess the view from the tower in the forthcoming weeks. 

Subsequent to the site visit, National Grid will provide an assessment and discuss the findings with Dover District 
Council (who have requested the assessment) and agree whether a photomontage would be useful or not.  If it is 
agreed that a photomontage would be useful, then it would be prepared and submitted at Deadline 5. 

Q2.7.12 Kent County Is KCC satisfied with the explanation in the Applicant’s response to Q1.7.27 that a clearly deterministic method to 
identifying views of regional value was not adopted in the ES, that site assessments were also considered, resulting 
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Council in the judgements in the Visual Impact Assessment Tables [REP-2016]? 

Q2.7.13 Kent County 
Council 

Dover District 
Council 

Are KCC and DDC satisfied with the way in which the sequential views from long distance trails (footpaths and 
cycleways) have been assessed in the ES [APP-029, Table 7.1]?  

 

  Other feasible means of connection (alternative technologies) 

Q2.7.14 Interested 
Parties 

Are there any further comments (other than those already made) on the Applicant’s response to Q1.7.30, setting out 
its position on alternative technologies and routeing [REP2-016]?  

Q2.7.15 Applicant Please respond to the BOPS’ comments regarding the undergrounding across the Wirral Peninsula [REP3-048]?  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid believes that the point raised by BOPS is set out within REP3-043 and National Grid seeks to respond 
on this basis.  The point raised by BOPS would be in relation to the Nemo Link converter station being located at 
Canterbury, thus requiring the Nemo Link High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) cable to continue on from Pegwell 
Bay to Canterbury.  However, this is not the case as the Nemo Link converter station and onshore cables are 
connecting at the former Richborough Power Station site, for which Nemo Link has obtained planning consent.  The 
consideration of the use of a HVDC connection from Richborough for the Richborough Connection Project is set out 
at Paragraph 4.19 of the Strategic Options Report (Doc 7.4). 

National Grid refers the Broad Oak Preservation Society to the response to a consultation submission from The Kent 
Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England, (National Grid Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) Non Prescribed 
Consultees pages 497 and 498), submitted with the Development Consent Order Application in January 2016, 
which confirmed:- 

“The Nemo Link project is a joint venture between National Grid Nemo Link Ltd (NGNLL) and Elia (the Belgian 
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transmission system operator). National Grid Electricity Transmission, who is responsible for the Richborough 
Connection project is unable to respond to questions or comments on the details of the Nemo Link project or 
its chosen landfall point. National Grid understands that Nemo Link investigated a number of landfall locations 
for its HVDC convertor station, and determined Richborough as the most suitable location, and gained outline 
planning consent for building the connection at this site in December 2013. 

With regard to the Western HVDC link, 33km of the 418km DC cable route of will run underground across the 
Wirral to the DC Converter station at Deeside. National Grid understands that this is not an option for Nemo 
Link as they are not connecting at Canterbury. Further information on the Nemo Link project can be found at 
www.nemolink.com. 

Q2.7.16 Applicant Further to the responses to the last part of Q1.7.30 and to Q1.7.45 [REP2-016 and REP2-017] which set out the 
reasons for not taking forward undergrounding in Section A: 

 

 Is the reference for the summary of socio-economic effects from the COR correct, stated as COR, para 
7.210?  

 Is it the case that the consideration of undergrounding at COR stage was undertaken on a section by section 
basis? This seems to be borne out by the Q1.7.30 (including Appendix N) response on consideration of 
undergrounding in areas of landscape and visual sensitivity “With respect to high sensitivity landscape and 
visual areas and receptors in Section A the landscape and visual assessment concludes that an underground 
cable would give rise to beneficial effects on visual amenity with localised adverse effects on the landscape 
resource (ancient woodland and orchards) in Section A. Overall, it is not considered that an overhead 
alignment would result in such a substantial change to landscape and views that it would necessitate 
undergrounding.” [REP2-017, Appendix N]. 

 Was the suggestion by some IPs that a length of proposed overhead line which is contained within, but not 
extending for a full section length, should be undergrounded considered?  

 Could the approach at the COR stage have led to significant adverse effects in one length of a section being 
balanced with less significant effects in another part of that section, arriving at an overall section conclusion, 
which might differ from that of a part of the section? 

 Please respond to the BOP points regarding undergrounding from the vicinity of PC13 to Canterbury 

http://www.nemolink.com/
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substation, including the need for only one CSE compound, cabling taking circuitous routeing, the benefits in 
terms of proximity to Broad Oak and therefore less interaction with eg Goose Farm and the proposed 
reservoir; and points made regarding the other benefits of underground lines [REP3-048] and costs. 

 Would there be any difference in the type of CSE compound for undergrounding all the way from PC13 to 
Canterbury from that which would be required to deliver the two underground SEW Alternatives? If so provide 
a photograph.  

 Explain the need for the size of CSE compound, in response to the photographs in the BOPS’ submission 
[REP3-048]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

This response has been set out against each of the parts of the question raised (questions raised by the Examining 
Authority are indicated in bold). 

 Is the reference for the summary of socio-economic effects from the COR correct, stated as COR, para 
7.210?  

The summary of socio-economic effects for Section A from the Connection Options Report (COR) (Doc 7.7) is set 
out in Paragraphs 7.208 – 7.212 in particular in relation to underground cable are paragraphs 7.210 and 7.211.  

 Is it the case that the consideration of undergrounding at COR stage was undertaken on a section by 
section basis? This seems to be borne out by the Q1.7.30 (including Appendix N) response on 
consideration of undergrounding in areas of landscape and visual sensitivity “With respect to high 
sensitivity landscape and visual areas and receptors in Section A the landscape and visual 
assessment concludes that an underground cable would give rise to beneficial effects on visual 
amenity with localised adverse effects on the landscape resource (ancient woodland and orchards) in 
Section A. Overall, it is not considered that an overhead alignment would result in such a substantial 
change to landscape and views that it would necessitate undergrounding.” [REP2-017, Appendix N].  

The COR considers the options to use the traditional steel lattice pylon and the T-pylon for the overhead line 
sections of the connection. In accordance with the National Policy Statement (NPS) for Electricity Networks (EN-5) it 
also considers whether it is appropriate to use an underground cable solution for any parts of the connection based 
on landscape and visual considerations, underground costs, and the environmental consequences of 
undergrounding (Para 1.3 of COR Doc 7.7). An overview of the options considered in the COR, the approach to the 
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appraisal and a summary of the conclusions is set out from paragraph 2.4.67 – 2.4.100 of Chapter 2 ‘Need for the 
proposed development and alternatives considered’ of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2). 

The overall approach to the appraisal as set out in the COR has been guided by National Policy Statements EN-1 
(Overarching Energy) and EN-5 (Electricity Networks), relevant planning policies at national and local level and by 
National Grid’s Approach to the Design and Routeing of New Electricity Transmission Lines and the Approach to 
Options Appraisal which were published in August 2012. 

As set out at paragraph 2.38 of the COR (Doc 7.7) the approach adopted for the appraisal included a number of 
elements: 

 appraisal of the most appropriate alignment options and type of pylon (traditional steel lattice or T-pylon 
design) in each Section of the proposed route; 

 consideration of whether the use of underground cable technology would be appropriate in any Sections of 
the proposed route based on landscape and visual considerations, undergrounding costs and the 
environmental impacts of undergrounding; 

 comparing the effects arising from the use of steel lattice pylons, T-pylons and underground cable for the 
proposed route in each Section; 

 consideration of how these solutions may be assembled to form a proposed route, i.e. a draft alignment, for 
the whole connection between Richborough and Canterbury, should that be required. 

As set out in the COR, EN-5 sets out guidance on when there may be circumstances such that an overhead line may 
be unacceptable.  It is clear from paragraph 2.8.2 that these circumstances are envisaged to arise possibly at 
‘particularly sensitive locations’.  Paragraph 2.8.2 sets out that there will be adverse effects from an overhead line 
and that generally these do not make an overhead line incompatible with having regard to amenity.  It follows that 
locations which may be ‘particularly sensitive’ will be relatively infrequently encountered.  If these locations were 
found regularly, it could not be stated that generally the effects of an overhead line on landscape and views are 
acceptable. 

Paragraph 2.8.9 of EN-5 (as summarised at paragraph 3.8 of the COR) sets out that consent should only be refused 
for overhead line proposals in favour of an underground line if ‘the benefits from the non-overhead line alternative 
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will clearly outweigh any extra economic, social and environmental impacts and the technical difficulties are 
surmountable’. In this context it should consider:  

 

 ‘the landscape in which the proposed line will be set, (in particular, the impact on residential areas, and those 
of natural beauty or historic importance such as National Parks, AONBs and the Broads); 

 the additional cost of any undergrounding; 

 the environmental and archaeological consequences of undergrounding’. 

  

The advice does not preclude the Secretary of State considering areas other than National Parks, AONBs and the 
Broads as being particularly sensitive.  However it clearly sets out that it is anticipated that areas where the effects of 
an overhead line on landscape and views will be where there are acknowledged qualities and landscapes of the very 
highest quality.   

The COR sets out the consideration of whether the use of underground cable would be appropriate in each section 
of the proposed route based on landscape and visual considerations, undergrounding costs and the environmental 
impacts of undergrounding. The COR sets this appraisal out on a Section by Section basis (Section A – Section D). 
However, this should not be interpreted to mean that if a particular part of any Section of a route was considered 
appropriate for undergrounding that this would not have been proposed. The use of Sections allowed for meaningful 
appraisal and reporting across the length of the linear connection based on landscape character. If the appraisal 
findings had demonstrated that it was appropriate to underground a particular part of any Section of the route then 
the overall conclusion for that Section of the route would have shown that finding. However, the findings of the 
appraisal did not demonstrate that the use of underground cable was considered appropriate based on landscape 
and visual considerations, undergrounding costs and the environmental impacts of undergrounding. There are no 
landscapes in any Section of the proposed route regarded to be of this highest quality.   

Within Section A to which this question specifically refers, Orchards are a regionally distinctive feature and they are 
assessed within the ES as having a medium sensitivity (regional value and medium susceptibility to change).  The 
Canterbury Area of High Landscape Value (AHLV) has been assessed as low sensitivity (local value and low 
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susceptibility to change) and the Blean Woods Special Landscape Area (SLA) has been assessed as medium 
sensitivity (having local value and a medium susceptibility to change). 

The conclusion of the COR (paragraph 7.229 Doc 7.7) in relation to the use of underground cable in Section A of the 
route states ‘while the underground alignment option (5) offers minor long-term visual amenity benefits to the local 
communities of Broad Oak and Sturry, this is not considered sufficient to differentiate this option from the overhead 
line alignments or to justify the additional costs. Overall, it is not considered that an overhead alignment would result 
in such a substantial change to landscape and views that it would necessitate undergrounding’.  

 Was the suggestion by some IPs that a length of proposed overhead line which is contained within, 
but not extending for a full section length, should be undergrounded considered?  

As set out above the appraisal undertaken as part of the COR provided for the consideration of undergrounding 
within any part of the route. Whilst the appraisal was set out on a Section by Section basis, this would not preclude 
an area being identified for undergrounding within a part of a Section of the route.  

As set out in the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) representations received on the undergrounding of the connection 
were taken into account, and in doing so National Grid back-checked and reviewed the assessment work undertaken 
in relation to the use of underground cable in the Strategic Options Report (SOR) (Doc 7.4) and COR  and the 
decisions taken at that stage. National Grid believe that the assessment had not changed taking into account the 
feedback received. The COR indicated that there are no areas where the benefits of placing the connection 
underground would justify the use of underground cable, and their associated environmental impacts, and the 
additional cost. 

As set out above, National Grid does not consider that an overhead alignment would result in such a substantial 
change to landscape and views that it would necessitate undergrounding. 

 Could the approach at the COR stage have led to significant adverse effects in one length of a section 
being balanced with less significant effects in another part of that section, arriving at an overall 
section conclusion, which might differ from that of a part of the section?  

In addition to the details provided above, and in relation to the assessment of underground cables within each 
section of the route, it is not the case that any significant adverse effects identified in one length of a Section would 
have been balanced out by less significant effects in another length of that Section.  The COR assessment would 
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have identified any specific parts of the route that were considered particularly sensitive, and the findings would have 
been reported as such.  The COR assessment did not identify any one length within any Section that was so 
sensitive as to warrant the use of underground cable.   

 Please respond to the BOP points regarding undergrounding from the vicinity of PC13 to Canterbury 
substation, including the need for only one CSE compound, cabling taking circuitous routeing, the 
benefits in terms of proximity to Broad Oak and therefore less interaction with eg Goose Farm and the 
proposed reservoir; and points made regarding the other benefits of underground lines [REP3-048] 
and costs. 

As detailed above an assessment of the use of underground cable was undertaken as set out in the COR. The 
findings of the COR in relation to Section A of the route did not change when taking on board the points raised by the 
Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOPS) [REP3-048]. A length of underground cable at any point in Section A to 
Canterbury North 400kV Substation would always only require one Cable Sealing End (CSE) Compound at the point 
at which the overhead line transfers to an underground cable. The other end of the underground cable at the 
Canterbury North 400kV Substation site, would not require a CSE Compound as it would connect directly into the 
substation. This formed the basis of the assessment looking at the use of underground cable within the entire length 
of Section A as set out in the COR.  

Section A extends from Canterbury North 400kV Substation to Bredlands Lane to the east of proposed pylon PC15. 
The option raised by BOPS is similar to the extent of undergrounding already assessed in the COR. Furthermore, as 
detailed above, if the COR appraisal findings had demonstrated that it was appropriate to underground a particular 
part of any section of the route e.g. PC13 to Canterbury North 400kV Substation then the overall conclusion for that 
section of the route would have shown that finding. However, the findings of the appraisal did not demonstrate that 
the use of underground cable was considered appropriate based on landscape and visual considerations, 
undergrounding costs and the environmental impacts of undergrounding.  

As detailed above National Grid considers that the findings of the appraisal in the COR did not demonstrate that the 
use of underground cable was considered appropriate based on landscape and visual considerations, 
undergrounding costs and the environmental impacts of undergrounding. There are no landscapes in any section of 
the proposed route regarded to be of the very highest quality (further details on landscape sensitivity in Section A is 
provided above). 

National Grid’s appraisal of the use of underground cables has been guided by NPS EN-1 and EN-5 as detailed 
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above and National Grid consider that the appraisal findings are consistent with the policy requirements of the 
national policy statements.  

 Would there be any difference in the type of CSE compound for undergrounding all the way from 
PC13 to Canterbury from that which would be required to deliver the two underground SEW 
Alternatives? If so provide a photograph.  

No, there would not be a difference in the type of CSE compound required by the option proposed by BOPS from 
that which would be required in the underground cable alternative proposed by SEW. The details provided by 
National Grid in relation to the design considerations for an underground cable would be the same as that proposed 
by BOPS (see Chapter 4 (including photo at Inset 5) of Appendix 5 to Doc 8.19 ‘Applicants response to SEW written 
representations submitted for Deadline 2 – submitted for Deadline 3). Please also see National Grid’s response to 
Q2.3.39 included in this document.  

 Explain the need for the size of CSE compound, in response to the photographs in the BOPS’ 
submission [REP3-048]. 

The first image shown in Annex 3 of the BOPS submission [REP3-048] shows a 132kV cable sealing end mounted 
on a pylon gantry. Although relatively common at 132kV, at 400kV it is not technically feasible to mount the cable 
sealing end on a pylon due to the size and weight of the gantry required to support the significantly larger and 
heavier 400kV cable sealing ends, safety clearance distances and the additional electrical apparatus required.    

The second image shows an overhead line transitioning from a pylon to a gantry and then on to a cable sealing end.  
A 400kV cable sealing end compound would typically consist of a terminal pylon inside or just outside the compound, 
a set of downleads between the pylon and a gantry located within the compound. A connection would then be made 
to equipment within the compound consisting of surge arrestors, earth switches and cable sealing ends. In order to 
prevent unauthorised access the compound would be enclosed within a palisade fence.  Further details including the 
appropriate document reference in relation to a 400kV cable sealing compound which would be required for a project 
of this type is set out in the response to bullet 6 above. 

  Routeing, including Holford Rules and lines of deviation 
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Q2.7.17 CPRE Kent A response was not provided to Q1.7.47. Does CPRE Kent wish to respond?    

Q2.7.18 Applicant KCC is of the opinion in its WR [REP2-068] that Holford Rule 6 (in flat and sparsely planted countryside high voltage 
lines should be kept, as far as possible, independent of smaller lines and converging routes, so as to avoid a 
concentration or ‘wirescape’) has not been taken into account in the design of the diamond crossover, as illustrated 
with photomontage VPD1 [APP-044]. 

The Applicants response to Q1.7.43, which includes a summary table outlining how the Holford Rules have been 
applied to each section of the final route alignment [REP2-017, Appendix O] makes no mention of the diamond 
crossover, which straddles the boundary of Sections C and D.  

As the crossover was not part of earlier options, provide an explanation of how this part of the overhead lines (the 
crossover) meets Holford Rule 6 and clarify what alternatives were considered in this location to aim for compliance 
with Holford Rule 6.  

Applicant’s Response: 

The Holford Rules are guidelines for the routeing of new high voltage overhead transmission lines as set out in EN-5 
(para 2.8.5).  They provide guidance and National Grid considers that appropriate weight has been given to them 
when making decisions relating to the routeing of the overhead line in line with para 2.8.6 of EN-5.  It may not always 
be possible to be compliant with each Holford Rule in every instance but the Holford Rules have been used to guide 
the design of the proposed overhead line. 

The table accompanying National Grid’s response to Q1.7.43 (Doc 8.2, Appendix O) sets out how Rule 6 has been 
applied as widely as possible through each of the Sections of the proposed development, including in Sections C 
and D (where the diamond crossover is located).  Efforts have been made to synchronise overhead line alignments 
within Sections C and D as closely as possible, however there comes a point when the existing PY 132kV overhead 
line and the proposed 400kV overhead line must cross, at which point keeping them independent from one another 
and avoiding a concentration of lines becomes difficult, particularly due to the temporary diversions required during 
the construction phase and the permanent diversion required.  

Undergrounding was considered in this location for the cross-over of the overhead lines as an alternative to above 
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ground technology.  A response explaining the alternatives considered, is provided in the Applicant’s response to 
Q2.7.33. 

The diamond crossover is a technical response to this which takes into consideration the combined constraints 
presented by the relevant environmental issues, including those of landscape and visual amenity and ecology. 
National Grid acknowledge that with these combined constraints it has not been possible to fully comply with Holford 
Rule 6.  

To comply as far as reasonably practicable with the guidance, particularly Rule 6, consideration was given to 
maintaining a consistent appearance of infrastructure; steel lattice pylons are proposed for both the PY route 
diversion and the proposed 400kV pylons in order that tower (pylon) types are of a coherent appearance. 

Furthermore it should be noted that some of the proposed structures (wooden poles) would be short term structures, 
required for the temporary diversion of the PX 132kV overhead line, and removed on completion. 

 

Q2.7.19 Applicant  BOPS questions the application of Holford Rule 6 because of the existence of two existing lines in the Broad Oak 
area [REP2-077]. The Applicant’s response in the summary table outlining how the Holford Rule 6 has been applied 
in Section A addresses landscape susceptibility and selection of pylon type [REP2-017, Appendix O].  Please 
explain how in the Broad Oak area Rule 6 has been applied.  

Applicant’s Response: 

The Holford Rules are guidelines on overhead transmission line routeing as set out in EN-5 (para 2.8.5).  They are a 
valuable tool in the selection and assessment of potential route options as part of the design and routeing process of 
an overhead line.  It is not always possible to comply fully with the guidelines in all instances, and in such 
circumstances they have been given appropriate weight in the decision making process to the routeing of the 
overhead line in accordance with para 2.8.6 of EN-5. 

Holford Rule 6 refers specifically to ‘country which is flat and sparsely planted’.  This is not a description which can 
be directly applied to the Broad Oak valley and its environs.  Notwithstanding this, National Grid acknowledges that 
keeping high voltage lines as far as possible independent of other overhead lines and structures, so as to avoid a 
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concentration of wires or ‘wirescape’, is an important consideration when routeing overhead lines. 

In its written response to WQ 1.7.43 (REP2-077), the BOPS consider that the Applicant has ignored most of the 
Holford Rules and has in one case taken the opposite view to Holford Rule 6.  National Grid rejects this claim.  The 
proposed route of the 400kV overhead line around Broad Oak has been kept independent of existing overhead lines 
as far as is possible, and the 132kV PX route will be removed from the landscape following the commissioning of the 
new 400kV overhead line. 

To the south west of Broad Oak, in the vicinity of the Shelford landfill site, it is not possible to keep lines independent 
due to physical constraints (without affecting other pylons and underground cables) and ecological considerations 
(potentially greater direct effects on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and ancient woodland at Lynne 
Wood).  National Grid acknowledges that with these combined constraints it has not been possible to fully comply 
with Holford Rule 6. However to comply as far as reasonably practicable with the guidance, particularly Rule 6, 
consideration was given to maintaining a consistent appearance of infrastructure; steel lattice pylons are proposed in 
order that pylon types are of a coherent appearance with the existing steel lattice pylons in the Broad Oak area, 
thereby minimising an inconsistent and incoherent appearance. 

In relation to the BOPS comment regarding the presence of existing overhead lines in the Broad Oak valley, the 
method adopted for visual impact assessment is set out in the Visual Methodology (Doc 5.4.7A).  The presence of 
existing overhead lines in the view influences the scale of the change to the view and is one of the factors taken into 
consideration in assessing the magnitude of effect.  The introduction of an additional existing feature into a view is 
considered to be a smaller scale of change than the introduction of a new or unfamiliar feature into a view which may 
give rise to a relatively greater scale of change.  In the case of the Broad Oak area, the presence of existing 
overhead lines in views to the west of the village tends to reduce the magnitude of effect, compared to views to the 
north of the village where no overhead lines are present. 

Q2.7.20 Applicant SEW considers Holford Rule 7 has been overlooked as set out in its WR [REP2-099, para 194]. This is not 
specifically addressed in the Applicant’s responses on Holford Rules and responses on SEW’s WR [REP2-016, 
REP2-017 and REP3-019]. The BOP also makes reference to this Holford Rule in its response to Q1.7.43 [REP2-
077]. The Applicant is requested to set out a more specific response to the points made by SEW and the BOP in 
connection with how it considers Holford Rule 7 has been applied in Section A of the proposed development.   
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Applicant’s Response: 

The Holford Rules are guidelines for the routeing of new overhead lines as set out in EN-5 (paragraph 2.8.5). They 
provide useful guidance and the Applicant considers that they have followed this in line with paragraph 2.8.6 of EN-
5.  It may not always be possible to be compliant with each Holford Rule in every instance but the Holford Rules 
have been used to inform the design and routeing of the overhead line. The table accompanying Q1.7.43 (Doc 8.2.1, 
Appendix O) sets out how Rule 7 has been applied as widely as possible through each Section of the proposed 
development, including Section A (within which the Broad Oak area is located).   

This answer is structured into four sections:  

1) Holford Rule 7;  

2) Application of Holford Rule 7 to Section A; 

3) Response to points made by South East Water (SEW); and 

4) Response to points made by the Broad Oak Preservation Society (BOP). 

 

1) Holford Rule 7: 

For clarity, Holford Rule 7 (and its accompanying note) states: 

“Rule 7 

Approach urban areas through industrial zones, where they exist; and when pleasant residential and recreational 
land intervenes between the approach line and the substation, go carefully into the comparative costs of the 
undergrounding, for lines other than those of the highest voltage. 

Note on Rule 7: 

When a line needs to pass through a development area, route it so as to minimise as far as possible the effect on 
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development. 

Alignments should be chosen after consideration of effects on the amenity of existing development and on proposals 
for new development. 

When siting substations take account of the effects of the terminal towers and line connections that will need to be 
made and take advantage of screening features such as ground form and vegetation.” 

 

2) Application of Holford Rule 7 to Section A: 

 

As noted in National Grid’s response to Q1.7.43 (Doc 8.2.1, Appendix O), the route corridor approaches Canterbury 
North 400 kV Substation through the eastern urban fringes of Canterbury, an area characterised by light industry, 
retail parks, landfill and existing high voltage electricity infrastructure. This is in line with Rule 7 which requires an 
applicant to approach urban area through industrial zones, where they exist.  

The other part of Rule 7 states that ‘… when pleasant residential and recreational land intervenes between the 
approach line and the substation, go carefully into the comparative costs of the undergrounding.’ As set out in 
response to Q1.7.43 (Doc 8.2.1, Appendix O) undergrounding was considered for Section A of the proposed route.  

There are a number of obstacles in Section A which an underground cable route would need to cross. The 
Connection Options Report (COR) (Doc 7.7) considered that this would be technically challenging than using either 
the lattice or T-pylon options. The major crossings are the River Stour (in two locations), the Railway, multiple UK 
Power Networks 132kV, 33/11kV circuits (some of which are underground cables) and the four main roads.  

There is also a constraint associated with South East Water’s proposed reservoir development to the north of Broad 
Oak. An underground cable alignment in the vicinity of the proposed reservoir would limit the tree planting and 
habitat creation that may need to be created as part of the proposed reservoir scheme. 

An underground cable route would have permanent negative effects on views from residential properties to the north 
west and west of Broad Oak, and from public rights of way in these areas, where orchards are a component of the 
view. A cable route would leave a clear swathe through the orchards where fruit trees would need to be removed to 
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facilitate cable trenching and which could not subsequently be replanted in the same location.  In addition there is 
the potential for adverse visual effects arising from the presence of up to two cable sealing end compounds in 
proximity to Broad Oak. 

In accordance with Holford Rule 7 and the requirements specified at paragraphs 2.8.2, 2.8.4, 2.8.8 and 2.8.9 of EN-
5, National Grid has assessed whether the benefits of undergrounding across the length of the connection would 
clearly outweigh the additional costs, archaeological, ecological and socio-economic consequences and if the 
technical difficulties were surmountable. This assessment considered the potential effects of four overhead line and 
one underground cable alignments across the route corridor and is detailed in the COR (Doc 7.7). 

As such, it is considered that National Grid has also looked carefully into the comparative costs of the 
undergrounding in line with Holford Rule 7.Further information on the consideration of underground cables in Section 
A can be found in detail in response to Written Question 2.7.16. 

 

3) Response to SEW Written Representation: 

The South East Water (SEW) Written Representation at paragraph 194 states: 

“Holford Rule 7 which requires the Applicant to carefully assess the comparative costs of undergrounding to protect 
recreational areas has been overlooked in respect of the Reservoir.  The Reservoir would provide a key recreational 
area for the local residents, particularly for walking and boating.” 

In relation to the points raised in the SEW Written Representation, it is important to consider EN-5, which at para 
2.8.2 states: “Government does not believe that development of overhead lines is generally incompatible in principle 
with developers’ statutory duty under section 9 of the Electricity Act to have regard to amenity and to mitigate 
impacts.” 

As noted at the Issue Specific Hearing on the effect of the Broad Oak reservoir proposal held on 29th July 2016 
(Doc 8.17), the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) was based on existing visual receptors, both 
public and private, it does not identify or assess visual receptors associated with the potential future uses of the 
reservoir as the reservoir proposal did not form part of the assumed future baseline or the cumulative impact 
assessment. 
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In terms of potential future reservoir users – it is considered that they will tend to be focussed on recreational 
activities (for example sailing, swimming, fishing, bird watching etc.), although scenic quality would be appreciated 
as well.  Should the Richborough Connection Project (RCP) be consented, it would be built and operational prior to 
the development of the reservoir and consequently these future reservoir users would experience the reservoir in the 
context of the future baseline in which the proposed overhead line would already be a feature.   

The landscape and visual effects identified for existing receptors relating to the RCP, whilst recognised as being 
significant, were not incompatible with recreational activities and would not compromise the overall function of the 
reservoir as an amenity facility. 

Examples of popular recreational lakes with National Grid’s overhead lines in close proximity (and in some cases 
oversailing), such as Lee Valley Regional Park (north London and Hertfordshire), Sale Water Park (Cheshire) and 
Burghfield Sailing Club, Theale (Berkshire) have been cited. At the Lee Valley Regional Park, activities including 
walking, cycling, bird watching and horse riding, as well as water sports, take place. Burghfield Sailing Club is Royal 
Yachting Association accredited with Champion status. It caters for experienced racers, families and beginners and 
the presence of overhead transmission lines does not compromise its success as one of the largest sailing clubs in 
England. 

Furthermore, the socio-economic assessment draws no significant direct or indirect amenity effects on the existing 
Public Rights of Way and recreational network, recognising the transient nature of users of these routes and the 
context within which the development is proposed with pylons and overhead lines already a feature in the landscape. 
The examples cited are popular destinations for walking and cycling and it is not considered that the presence of the 
RCP would impact on the recreational potential of the future reservoir, as it  would be a feature within the landscape 
before the reservoir is constructed.  

In response to the SEW Written Representation, recreational areas have not been overlooked in respect of the 
proposed development, indeed, it is considered that the RCP would not preclude the future use of the land 
associated with the proposed reservoir for open space and recreation. In particular, it would not prevent the activities 
of walking and boating as specifically referenced in the SEW Written Representation.  

Holford Rule 7 also requires National Grid to carefully assess the comparative costs of undergrounding – which is 
detailed in the previous section of this response. 
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4) Response to BOPS Written Representation: 

BOPS in response to Q1.7.43 state: 

“We think the Applicant has ignored most of the Holford Rules: 

The approach line to the Canterbury North sub-station passes through “pleasant residential and recreational land” 
but there has been no careful assessment of the comparative costs of undergrounding – it has been rejected out of 
hand.” 

National Grid rejects this claim. In response to Q1.7.43 National Grid sets out in considerable detail how the Holford 
Rules have been applied to both the routeing of the preferred route; and to the final alignment of the overhead line 
between Richborough and Canterbury in line with the requirements of paragraphs 2.8.5 and 2.8.6 of EN-5.  

The previous sections of this response have set out how Holford Rule 7 has been applied to Section A of the route 
and details the consideration given to the comparative costs of undergrounding.  

Overall, as detailed within sections 2 – 4 of this response Holford Rule 7 has been followed in Section A of the 
proposed development. National Grid has routed the proposed development to approach the urban area through an 
industrial zone, where it exists. Where pleasant residential and recreational land intervenes between the approach 
line and the Canterbury North 400 kV Substation, careful consideration has been given to the comparative costs of 
undergrounding. The proposed alignment has been routed to minimise as far as possible the effect on development, 
the amenity of existing development and future proposals for new development. 

Q2.7.21 Kent County 
Council 

 

In your opinion are there opportunities that the Applicant should seek to explore to ensure that the final design of the 
proposed development would offer a greater degree of compliance with the Holford Rules?  

  Pylon design 

Q2.7.22 Applicant Please provide a photograph each taken from a similar distance of a standard 132kV lattice pylon, a standard 400kV 
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lattice pylon and a low height lattice pylon.  

Using the photographs, please explain what is meant by “consistent appearance” between the low height 400kV 
pylons and the 132kV pylons in the justification of Holford Rule 6 compliance in Section D [REP2-017, Appendix O].  

Applicant’s Response: 

Suitable locations for the photography of the following pylons are being identified. 

 Low height lattice pylon. 

 Standard height 400kV lattice pylon; and 

 A 132kV pylon. 

In order to provide comparable photographs, National Grid will do the following; 

 Take a photograph of each pylon from a distance of around 300m.  This has been calculated to be the most 
appropriate distance to ensure that the tallest of the pylons fits comfortably within a single frame shot; 

 Take the photograph looking ‘front on’ to the pylon, such that the cross arms are perpendicular to the view; 

 Use a digital SLR camera with a fixed 50mm lens, using a tripod with the centre of the lens positioned 1.6m 
above the ground (average eye level); 

 Ensure that the tripod and camera are on flat ground, level with the ground level at the base of the pylon, as 
far as is practical.  This is to ensure that the view is level, and not looking up or down to the pylon; 

 Endeavour to provide sky backgrounds, as far as is possible, to maximise the visibility of the pylons within the 
photograph, thereby presenting a ‘worst case’ view; and 

 Take the photograph from a publicly accessible vantage point, wherever possible, or make access 
arrangements with landowners as necessary. 

National Grid has not been able to complete the above prior to Deadline 4 and will provide the photographs at 
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Deadline 5, or before if available and the ExA accepts this.  They will be presented on a single A1 sheet for easy 
comparison. 

The landscape and visual assessments undertaken during the course of the Richborough Connection Project (RCP) 
have been undertaken by Chartered Landscape Architects experienced in the assessment of electricity infrastructure 
and overhead transmission lines.  They have a full understanding of the different types of infrastructure, including the 
support structures that National Grid utilises throughout the UK.  It is with this knowledge and experience that the 
assessments have been undertaken. 

The table accompanying National Grid’s response to Q1.7.43 (Doc 8.2, Appendix O) sets out how Rule 6 has been 
applied as widely as possible through each of the Sections of the proposed development, including in Section D.  It 
states that ‘the selection of low height lattice pylons for Section D was preferred in part due to their consistent 
appearance and similar height to existing infrastructure’.  The existing infrastructure referred to within Section D are 
the 132kV pylons of the PX and PY routes.  These cross the Ash Level and are steel lattice support structures with 
conductors suspended from cross arms.  They are typically 24.16m tall and 9.51m wide. 

The proposed low height lattice pylons are also steel lattice support structures with conductors suspended from 
cross arms.  They are typically 35.3m tall and 29.70m wide.  In this regard the existing pylons and the proposed 
pylons are considered to be consistent in their appearance.  The similarity in height within the open and flat 
landscape throughout Section D was considered to be an important factor in the comparison of technology types, 
making the low height lattice pylon the preferred option over the taller standard lattice pylon (typically 46.43m high) 
and the T-pylon (typically 34m high) with its solid central column and solid cross beam.  The measurements for the 
existing and proposed lattice pylons are set out in Section 3.4 of the Environmental Statement (Doc 5.2) and in 
Figure 3.2 (Doc 5.3.3). 

Furthermore, within Section D, the proposed low height lattice pylons would be routed, parallel and as close as 
possible (whilst maintaining safety clearances) to the existing infrastructure ensuring that they are located within the 
same part of the Ash Level, where pylons are already a feature, rather than being introduced into a different part of 
the landscape where pylons are not currently present.  It is only at the proposed diamond crossover where the lines 
will converge giving rise to a greater concentration of wires (conductors). 

Q2.7.23 Applicant Further to the response to Q1.7.56 [REP2-016] please resubmit Sheet 1 of the Design Drawings [APP-026] revised, 
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so it illustrates pylon heights associated with this proposed development, rather than standard pylon heights.  

Applicant’s Response: 

Sheet 1 of the Design Drawings has been amended (Doc 4.14(A)) submitted at Deadline 4), to illustrate the pylon 
heights associated with the proposed development.  The drawings now show the following: 

 The maximum Terminal Pylon – this is the pylon which takes the conductors down into the substation. 

 The maximum and minimum Standard Lattice Pylon proposed to be used. 

 The maximum and minimum Low Height Lattice Pylon proposed to be used. 

The heights for all pylons proposed are shown in a Staking Table which can be found on sheet 21 of the Design 
Drawings (Doc 4.14(A)). 

Please note the dimensions shown on these drawings and in the table are indicative and may change subject to 
article 5 (Limits of Deviation) of the draft DCO (Doc 2.1(B)). 

The drawings for the 132kV standard pylon heights, which have not been amended, are now shown on sheet 1A of 
these drawings. 

Q2.7.24 Applicant 

Kent County 
Council 

Is the agreement on mitigation for landscape and visual effects set out in the SoCG [REP2-024, ID4.3.6 and ID4.4.6] 
included in the event the Secretary of State permits an overhead line? It appears to conflict with the statement in 
KCC’s WR “As the adverse landscape and visual effects have been under-reported and cannot be effectively 
mitigated, it is recommended that further consideration is given to the undergrounding of the connection.” [REP2-
068].  

Clarification is requested from KCC.  

The Applicant may wish to elaborate on its understanding of the SoCG statement.  

Parties to review and advise whether a revised SoCG is necessary.  
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Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid welcome the opportunity to clarify the agreement that was reached with KCC regarding the approach 
for embedded environmental measures, and enhancement measures.  

A meeting was held on 1st October 2015 between National Grid and relevant local planning authorities to provide an 
update on the RCP. This meeting was attended by Liz Shier, (Senior Planning Officer), and Stefanie Bramley, at 
Kent County Council.  Meeting minutes are appended to this response (see Appendix J of Doc 8.26.1 submitted at 
Deadline 4).   

A detailed discussion was held with regards to the Environmental Statement (ES) and the Landscape and Visual 
Assessment (LVIA) that had been undertaken since the production of the Preliminary Environmental Information 
Report (PEIR). The Arboricultural Implications Assessment (AIA), and tree and hedgerow losses were discussed. 
The difference between embedded environmental measures (mitigation) and enhancement planting was discussed, 
and it was confirmed that enhancement planting would be undertaken in locations where it was deemed possible to 
further reduce adverse landscape, visual, biodiversity or historic environment effects, or a combination of these, in 
accordance with National Policy Statement EN-1 and EN-5 (in particular, section 2.8.11 of EN-5), but was not 
deemed a necessary embedded environmental measure, and which would require landowner agreement. National 
Grid clarified that discussions with relevant landowners regarding proposals would begin prior to submission of the 
DCO and would continue during the Examination period. Item 4 of the meeting agenda records a discussion on the 
environmental measures schedule and the meeting minutes state: 

“It was agreed that issues regarding the environmental measures schedule had been discussed throughout the 
meeting and that National Grid need to undertake some further refinement.  However, the aim of discussing this at 
the meeting today was to provide officers with the confidence that National Grid is carrying out adequate 
assessments, and would welcome any comments that the officers may have.” 

A subsequent meeting with the Landscape Officer from KCC; Ruth Childs (RC) and a representative from the North 
Kent Downs AONB Unit; Katie Miller (KM), was held on 13th October 2015 to discuss progress on the RCP following 
consultation on the PEIR. National Grid wrote to Ruth Childs at KCC, and Katie Miller at the AONB Unit following this 
meeting, summarising meeting discussions. The letter is appended to this response (see Appendix J of Doc 8.26.1 
submitted at Deadline 4).   
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Item 4 of the letter refers to the discussion on replacement planting and the management proposed and item 5 
details discussions and comments on the environmental measures schedule (embedded mitigation).  The letter 
states: “RC advised she was generally happy with the planting mixes and species and was pleased not to see any 
exotics or species un-characteristic of the local landscape included.” 

The SoCG between National Grid and the Councils (Doc 8.4.6), Landscape and Visual matters (SOCG ID 4.3.6 and 
SoCG ID 4.4.6) state: “KCC agree with the approach for embedded environmental measures and enhancement 
measures in principle; the rationale behind tree replacement and hedgerow planting using predominantly native 
species.”  

This statement was agreed with KCC following detailed discussions during the two meetings held in October 2015 
and following written correspondence regarding both embedded environmental measures and enhancement 
measures. The SoCG, submitted to the Examining Authority at Deadline 2, has been signed and agreed with 
relevant local planning authorities including KCC.   

National Grid queries KCC’s comment in REP2-068, as it suggests that it has subsequently changed its mind, 
regarding agreed landscape and visual mitigation.  The SoCG is considered to provide an accurate record of agreed 
matters.  National Grid does not consider it necessary to revise this matter within the SoCG and will discuss with 
KCC any new matters which it wishes to add to the SoCG. 

Q2.7.25 Applicant Please provide an update in relation to advance planting and potential locations including:  

 Broad Oak in the vicinity of the proposed reservoir; 

 Foxhill Farm; 

 Nethergong Campsite; and  

 Tile Lodge Farm.   

 

The response should cover advance mitigation planting, which could be secured through the DCO. It should also 
cover the potential to build agreements to deliver advance enhancement planting through the LHES, such as ex-situ 
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planting at Foxhill Farm as mentioned in response to Q1.7.48 [REP2-016]. 

Applicant’s Response: 

The mitigation planting illustrated on the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (CMPP) (Doc 8.11) uses as its starting 
point the proposed effects on trees and hedges (Doc 8.11, Section 2.2) and mitigation is designed according to the 
principles outlined in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) (Doc 5.4.3I, Table 35.0 and 36.0).  For this reason, 
the majority of mitigation planting is in-situ: it will be planted at the same location as the vegetation which would be 
affected by the proposed development.  It is therefore not possible in the vast majority of cases to deliver advanced 
planting because it would be vulnerable to the same construction effects as the existing vegetation.   

Mitigation planting that is ex-situ is inherently more likely to be suitable for advance planting.  In most cases, this 
comprises individual tree planting (individual tree removal mitigation) identified on Doc 8.11, Figure 11.1a to Figure 
11.1zzzp.  Many of these trees could in theory be planted in advance but this would be a very small proportion of the 
total proposed mitigation planting and would not deliver significant benefits.  There are also a small number 
instances of ex-situ planting of tree groups as described by the AIA (Doc 5.4.3I) at Table 45.0.  Ex-situ planting may 
still be restricted in some cases by construction effects. 

The CMPP does not make reference to the timing of planting.  DCO Requirement 9 states that all planting must be 
implemented at the earliest opportunity and no later than the first available planting season after that part of the 
authorised development to which the mitigation planting works apply is first brought into operational use.  All 
assessments have been made on this basis and advanced planting has not been relied upon in any assessment 
unless otherwise specified.  There are numerous instances in which the timing of planting is detailed in the 
description of the mitigation measure and thereby secured ahead of the general requirement of the DCO.  These 
relate to biodiversity mitigation that requires implementation at a specific time in order to have the intended effect.  
For example, the Embedded Mitigation Measures Schedule Doc 5.4.3B(A) page 3 states, ‘PC4 will have understory 
retained, and gaps filled with dead hedging over night during works and gap planted with saplings directly after 
works’; the Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS) Doc 5.4.3E(A) para 5.3.1 states, ‘prior to tree management works 
a strip of broadleaved saplings will be planted’; and Document 5.4.3E(A) para 13.3.1 states, ‘Native broadleaved 
saplings shall be planted directly after the creation of Bellmouths’.  The timing of all mitigation planting that is 
secured by the DCO and application documents is sufficient to ensure the efficacy of embedded measures. 

National Grid accepts in principle that advanced planting may be capable of delivering certain benefits.  However, 
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the mitigation proposed is in proportion to the assessed effects of the proposed development and an accelerated 
timetable for delivery would constitute an enhancement.  As such, it would not be possible to deliver advanced 
planting without landowner consent and it could not be secured via the DCO.  In respect of enhancement planting 
proposals (Doc 5.8), it is possible to undertake any planting outside the Order Limits as advanced planting because 
this is not subject to any restrictions due to construction.  However, these are also subject to landowner agreement 
as these cannot be secured through the DCO.  Agreements to undertake advance planting could be pursued as part 
of the LHES. 

The following table addresses each of the locations cited in the question in respect of suitability for advance planting 
and one additional identified by National Grid: 

Location Type Suitability for 
advance planting? 

Reason 

Broad Oak in 
the vicinity of 
the proposed 
reservoir 

Embedded 
(mitigation) 

Some 8.11 Figure 11.1s and 11.1t Mitigation 
tree group planting (landscape and 
biodiversity) could be delivered by 
advance planting, as could most 
individual tree planting shown on these 
plans. Tree group removed (planting in-
situ); Hedgerow removed (planting in-situ) 

could not. 

Foxhill Farm Enhancement Yes, subject to 
landowner 
agreement 

The proposed enhancement planting at 
Foxhill House is intended to filter views 
from the property.  It is not considered 
that advance planting would bring 
demonstrable enhancement in this 
instance although there would be no 
grounds to resist it in terms of Landscape 
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and Visual effects. 

 

To date, access to Foxhill House for 
further survey has been denied so no 
further progress has been made on the 
detailed design of the LHES planting or 
landowner agreement. 

Nethergong 
Campsite 

Enhancement Yes, subject to 
landowner 
agreement 

The proposed enhancement planting at 
Nethergong Campsite is standard tree 
planting along the northern edge of the 
site to filter views of pylons and 
conductors but it will also restrict the open 
view that is currently enjoyed.  It is not 
considered that advance planting would 
bring demonstrable enhancement in 
although there would be no grounds to 
resist it in terms of Landscape and Visual 
effects. 

Tile Lodge Farm Embedded 
(mitigation) 

Yes There would be a slight benefit arising 
from advance planting of Mitigation tree 
group planting (landscape and 
biodiversity) shown on Document 8.11, 
Figure 11.1zi (south of Tile Lodge) 
because construction activities would be 
better screened in views from the listed 
farmhouse and gardens.  However, taking 
into account the overall effect of the 
mitigation planting, the extent of existing 
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screening, and comparing the duration of 
construction and operational effects with 
the time taken for the mitigation planting 
to mature, it is likely that any benefit 
would be notional. 

Lynne Wood 
and Beechams 
Wood 

Embedded 
(mitigation) 

Some 1,704m² of Species Mix C shown on Doc 
8.11, Figure 11.1n is designed to 
reinforce the woodland connection 
between Lynne Wood and Beechams 
Wood.  Some advance planting at this 
location could be delivered (excluding 
within working areas for the 
undergrounding of the existing 132kV 
line) but this approach would be mutually 
exclusive with a ‘natural regeneration’ 
approach as suggested in Q2.2.16. 

 

While there is no mitigation requirement for additional advance planting, doing so would create some difficulties in 
delivery.  In particular, it would create new phases of planting that would have overlapping maintenance periods, 
possibly in respect of adjacent trees that were planted at different times.  It would also be necessary to ensure that 
advance planting could not prejudice the efficacy of tree and hedgerow protection measures by constraining options 
for its design.  The resultant arrangement would be more difficult and time-consuming to scrutinise, authorise and 
monitor than one with fewer phases.  It would also mean determining the detail of certain parts of the mitigation 
planting ahead of others whilst relying on a back-up scheme that could be secured if no agreement was reached. 

In consideration of the small proportion of mitigation that could be delivered in advance; the limited benefits this 
would provide, due to the limited timescales involved; the constraints this could present to other mitigation such as 
tree protection; the additional complexity for the post-consent discharging authority; and the lack of detailed planting 
plans at this stage, National Grid does not consider advance planting to be a reasonable default mechanism for the 



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 164 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

delivery of mitigation except where this is already proposed.  The only new areas that could reasonably be delivered 
in this way are those listed in the table above and enhancement planting. 

Q2.7.26 Applicant The Applicant is requested to explain where the fixed detail design is set out and where the areas open to further 
agreement within fixed parameters as relied on in the ES are set out.  

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid sought additional clarification from the ExA on the scope of this question and it was confirmed that it 
relates to the detail design of mitigation planting.  This response is therefore written in that context. 

The planting of trees, hedgerows, woodland, grass, climbing plants and ground cover vegetation is proposed as 
mitigation for effects reported in the Environmental Statement (ES) (Docs 5.1-5.4): Landscape assessment (Doc 
5.2, Chapter 6), Visual assessment (Doc 5.2, Chapter 7), Historic Environment assessment (Doc 5.2, Chapter 8), 
and Biodiversity assessment (Doc 5.2, Chapter 9); and Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) (Doc 5.4.3I). 

The proposed embedded measures relating to replacement and/or mitigation planting are described in the ES within 
the technical chapters at Sections 6.6 (Landscape), 7.6 (Visual), 8.6 (Historic Environment) and 9.6 (Biodiversity) 
and in the AIA at Chapter 8. 

Further detail for specific locations where mitigation planting is required is presented in the Embedded 
Environmental Measures Schedule (Doc 5.4.3B(A)) along with a summary of the measure proposed, a cross-
reference to where in the ES this information is provided and a description of how the measure would be secured 
(such as a Development Consent Order (DCO) Requirement 5 and/or 6 and the relevant management plan for 
example the Biodiversity Mitigation Strategy (BMS) (Doc 5.4.3E(A)).  This sets the fixed parameters which have 
been relied upon in the assessment of effects but the detail will be secured through the DCO Requirements. 

The purpose of the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (Doc 8.11) submitted at Deadline 3 was to demonstrate that all 
mitigation planting that is described in the ES can be secured and delivered.  It shows one possible arrangement of 
all embedded mitigation planting (which may be required for landscape, visual, biodiversity or historic environment 
effects, or a combination of these).   

There are a number of areas in which the detail of proposed planting in respect of specific receptors is already 
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secured, such as in areas in which works require a European Protected Species licence from Natural England (see 
Doc 7.2 and Section 4.3 of the BMS, Doc 5.4.3E(A)) and where specified via the BMS. 

Generally, mitigation planting is not detailed further in the application documents as mitigation planting would be 
covered by the scheme for planting of trees, groups of trees, woodlands, and hedgerows to replace those to be 
removed. This scheme is to be prepared and submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority secured 
by Draft DCO Requirement 8 (Doc 2.1(B) submitted at Deadline 4). 

All planting described in the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (and plans within it) is embedded mitigation. It is an 
integral part of the proposed development and has been included in the assessment of effects in the ES.  Embedded 
mitigation is that which is necessary to control otherwise unacceptable adverse effects and National Grid is seeking 
powers through the DCO to implement all embedded mitigation.  Most of the planting described by this report is 
replacement planting for trees and hedgerow that would be removed.  

It is possible that the requirement to remove trees and hedgerow will be less than reported by the AIA (Doc 5.4.3I). 
Reasons for this include trees being removed by the landowner prior to construction; micrositing of construction 
elements to reduce effects; and rationalising ‘worst case’ assessments of effects, such as where the removal of 
peripheral parts of tree groups amounts to only pruning rather than felling. Where such instances occur, mitigation 
for those effects may not be necessary. It will be the responsibility of the Ecological Clerk of Works to record the 
actual extent of tree works and subsequent mitigation that is required. The eventual scope of replacement planting 
will be determined by this ongoing assessment. This report therefore describes mitigation for the worst case scenario 
(i.e. effects assessed by the ES). 

Q2.7.27 Canterbury 
City Council 

Is Canterbury City Council content with the Applicant’s response to Q1.7.49 setting out why it does not consider it 
would be possible to increase the lines of deviation (LoD) in the areas mentioned [REP2-016]?  

Q2.7.28 Broad Oak 
Preservation 
Society 

Further to BOPS comments regarding screening, are there any further  comments on the proposed line of native tree 
planting along the rear of the properties on Mayton Lane and along the northern boundary of Nook Farm shown as 
ID: MA12 [APP-123, Figure 5.8.2 and Appendix A, page 6], summarised in Applicant’s response to Q1.7.66 [REP2-
016]. This is proposed as enhancement planting (not mitigation) by the Applicant and subject to landowner 
agreement, and therefore the location is not guaranteed.  
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Q2.7.29 Mrs Christine 
Jenkins 

Provide any comments you have on the proposed line of native tree planting along part of the northern boundary of 
Nethergong campsite, south of Nethergong Penn at the base of the embankment, shown as ID: MB1.2 [APP-123, 
Figure 5.8.4 and Appendix A, page 13], summarised in Applicant’s response to Q1.7.66 [REP2-016]. This is 
proposed as enhancement planting (not mitigation) by the Applicant and subject to landowner agreement.  

Q2.7.30 Mr Richard 
Jones and Ms 
Lindsay 
Halpin 

Provide any comments you have on the proposed line of native tree planting along part of the track south west of 
Lower Chitty Farm shown as part of ID: MB1.6 [APP-123, Figure 5.8.4 and Appendix A, page 15], summarised in 
Applicant’s response to Q1.7.66 [REP2-016]. This is proposed as enhancement planting (not mitigation) by the 
Applicant and subject to landowner agreement, therefore the location is not guaranteed. 

Q2.7.31 Mr Headley 

Mark 
Chandler for 
Finns 

Do you have any comments on the mitigation planting which is shown on the Concept Mitigation Planting Plans 
[REP2-014, Figure 11.1zi, page 35 of 94 and other drawings eastwards]? 

Provide any comments you have on the proposed line of native tree and hedgerow planting in the vicinity of Tile 
Lodge Farm, shown as parts of ID: MB1.1 [APP-123, Figure 5.8.3 and Appendix A, page 12]. This is proposed as 
enhancement planting (not mitigation) by the Applicant and subject to landowner agreement. 

Both are summarised in the Applicant’s response to Q1.7.66 [REP2-016]. 

Q2.7.32 Canterbury 
City Council, 

Dover District 
Council, 

Thanet District 
Council 

Kent County 
Council 

Further to the Applicant’s response to Q1.7.69 [REP2-016], please confirm if there are any other opportunities for 
enhancement which you consider the Applicant should explore?  

In the case of Dover District Council, if you consider the remit of the enhancements are beyond the planning remit 
(response to Q1.7.63 [REP2-065]), who do you consider is best placed to represent the interests of the Countryside 
Stewardship scheme?  



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 167 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

   Good Design 

Q2.7.33 Applicant The response to Q1.7.52 [REP2-016] and responses to comments from the NFU and Richborough Agents [REP3-
013, para 2.3.26 to 2.3.28] explains that comments were received during consultation which led to a decision to 
move the proposed overhead line alignment at the eastern end.  

 

 How is the design of the proposed development in the location of the crossover compliant with the policy 
requirements of NPS EN-1, section 4.5 and NPS EN-5, para 2.7.1 to 2.7.5?  

 Set out a summary of the reasoning behind this decision and the consequential evolution of the design.  

 How were the effects (biodiversity including ornithology, socio-economic including farming, drainage and soils, 
landscape and visual) of the change assessed?  

 Was undergrounding of the existing 132KV line (that will remain) and / or the proposed 400KV line or other 
alternatives for the diamond crossover design and location considered? If not why not?  

 If the location of cable sealing end (CSE) compounds or CSE pylons in sensitive locations would be 
significant, were alternative locations for CSE compounds or CSE pylons considered?  

 What would be the cost, socio-economic and environmental implications of undergrounding the overhead line 
at the crossover  

Applicant’s Response: 

The response to part 1 of this question relating to compliance with the policy requirement of National Policy 
Statement (NPS) EN-1 and NPS EN-5 is provided at the end of this response, as the National Grid response to the 
other parts of this question provide the background context to respond to that element of the question.  

Response to Part 2, 3, 4 and 6 of Q2.7.33 

In responding to the questions raised by parts 2, 3, 4, and 6 of this question it is necessary to explain the evolution of 
the design of the proposed development within the Ash Level (Section D of the Route) at each relevant stage of the 
project development process. This is important as the design of the alignment in the Ash Level has driven the need 
for and location of the permanent diversion of the 132kV overhead line to be retained (known as the PY route) and 
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the temporary diversion of the 132kV overhead line to be removed (known as the PX route). This response seeks to 
provide the detail of the design of the proposed development in the location of the crossover, the reasoning behind 
decisions taken, how the effects of the change were assessed and the consideration of undergrounding the 
overhead line at the crossover.   

Connections Options Report 

The Connection Options Report (COR) (Doc 7.7) considered five alignments which at the eastern end of the route 
comprised T-pylon or lattice pylon options to the north or south of the existing 132kV overhead lines as well as an 
underground cable option. The eastern end of the route fell within Section D – Ash Level. Chapter 6 of the COR 
outlined which environmental topics were considered in detail (scoped-in) and the overall approach to appraising the 
potential environmental effects associated with each of the options.  

Chapter 10 of the COR provided the detailed appraisal of options considered in Section D – Ash Level. Paragraphs 
10.41 (landscape), 10.81 (visual), 10.110 (historic environment), 10.150 (ecology) and 10.172-10.173 (socio-
economics) provide the summary conclusion of relevance to the alignment in the Ash Level. As set out in the COR 
and summarised at paragraph 2.4.92 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) the appraisal findings for  
Section D determined that all environmental topics recommended an alignment to the north of the existing 132kV PX 
overhead line due to fewer or reduced environmental effects. This would result in the crossover of the 132kV PY 
route being located to the south of Monkton. 

Overall in Section D the underground alignment option was considered likely to give rise to considerable disturbance 
of buried archaeological features and to ecological receptors and whilst it would bring minor long-term benefits, 
these were not considered sufficient to differentiate this option from the overhead line alignments or to justify the 
additional costs. In addition, it was also not considered that any landscape and visual receptors were sensitive 
enough that undergrounding in Section D could be justified (Doc 5.2, para 2.4.94).  

The COR alongside the proposed draft route which included an alignment to the north of the 132kV lines in the Ash 
Level was published in May 2014 and information events were held and feedback was received.   

Design evolution and review process 

A process was implemented to address relevant design changes to the proposed draft route that came forward 
through feedback to National Grid following the publication of the COR and draft route in May 2014.  In looking at 
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design changes proposed, environmental (including socio-economics), technical (including construction and design) 
and lands’ considerations were taken into account to assess the design change being proposed and to enable a 
decision to be taken. An overview of this process and the approach taken is outlined in para 2.4.101-103 of the ES 
(Doc 5.2).   

Following publication of the COR several design change requests to move the proposed draft route in Section D 
further south and further away from Monkton and Minster to provide greater benefit to residential receptors were 
received.  

Consideration at this time was also given to a design change in connection with a consented solar farm at the 
eastern end of the route alignment where it entered Richborough 400kV Substation and which would be constructed 
before the Richborough Connection Project (RCP). Therefore there was a need to consider a change to the route in 
this location to avoid siting pylons within the solar farm which had gained planning permission.  The route adjacent to 
the substation was changed which meant that the route options north or south of the existing 132kV lines were 
approximately equidistant to the Richborough Fort schedule monument, a key consideration in this part of the route.  

As part of the design review process a further assessment of the options was undertaken based on the feedback 
received to move the route to the south of the existing 132kV overhead lines, whilst also taking into account the 
change made due to the solar farm.  The environmental review found that in relation to noise, traffic, air quality, land 
quality, socio-economic and water effects no change in likely significance of overall effects as a result of moving the 
alignment south would occur.  The distance to the closest noise sensitive receptors from either alignment meant that 
receptors would be unlikely to experience a change in any potential effects. There would be a slight improvement for 
some historic environment and landscape and visual effects due to increased distance to sensitive receptors at 
Monkton and Minster, this is in light of the consideration in relation to the Richborough Fort no longer differentiating 
between the options.  For ecology there would be a slight worsening of effects due to an increase in the area of the 
Local Wildlife Site (LWS) affected by the southern alignment although overall the amount of vegetation requiring 
removal was likely to be similar for either option.   

The findings of the environmental review for the change to the route in the Ash Level indicated that overall the 
likelihood of significant effects was unlikely to alter by moving the alignment south, it was determined that the route 
could be moved south of the 132kV PY route to be retained as requested in the feedback received. As a result of this 
change the crossover of the 132kV PY route needed to be moved to the eastern end of the Ash Level, west of the 
railway line, rather than at the previous location for this crossing south of Monkton (para 2.4.129, Doc 5.2). 
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This route was then incorporated into the overall proposed route for the connection as presented for statutory 
consultation and assessed within the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR). The statutory 
consultation under s42 and s47 of the Planning Act 2008 was held between 10 February 2015 and 27 March 2015.   

Post Statutory Consultation design changes 

Following statutory consultation a number of new design changes wererequested in the feedback received and, as 
before, the same design review process was implemented.  

As set out in para 2.4.159 – 2.4.161 of the ES (Doc 5.2) consultation representations from a number of PiLs and 
discussions including the representation received from Natural England (NE) requested that the route across the Ash 
Level be amended back to an alignment running to the north of the retained 132kV PY route. Please see the 
Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) which provides details of the representations received at this stage and how they 
were taken into account by National Grid. The alternative option proposed in the representations would be similar to 
the route proposed in the COR to the north of the 132kV lines, but with the use of low height lattice pylons in this 
section of the route (see para 2.4.145 of the ES) as per the findings of the Pylon Design Options Report (PDOR) 
(Doc 7.8).  

As detailed in Table 10.31 of the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) in response to the statutory consultation NE raised 
concerns with the route of the connection to the south of the 132kV lines in Section D, proposed by National Grid as 
part of the statutory consultation,  as the alignment passed over fields in High Level Stewardship (HLS) schemes 
managed either for feeding or breeding areas for birds and expressed concerns over the distance (or spacing) that 
would remain between the proposed 400kV line and the 132kV line to be retained across the Ash Level. (To Note: a 
route to the north of the existing 132kV lines in the Ash Level would be closer in distance to the existing 132kV line 
that would remain in place, a route to the south would include an increased separation distance as the existing 
132kV PX route proposed to be removed, would be located between the route for the 400kV overhead line to the 
south and the PY route to be retained. The PX route would need to remain in place until the 400kV overhead line is 
operational and prior to its removal, therefore increasing the distance between the line to be retained and the 
proposed 400kV overhead line). National Grid held a meeting with NE to further explore the concerns raised and at 
which both alignments to the north and south of the existing lines in the Ash Level were discussed.  NE expressed a 
preference for an alignment to the North of the existing 132kV lines, which would change the crossover location back 
to the area south of Monkton.  

The consultation representations and the appraisal of options previously completed for the Ash Level were reviewed 
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and further assessment undertaken.  As set out in paragraph 2.4.160 of the ES (Doc 5.2) the summary of 
conclusions of the environmental appraisal were:  

 Biodiversity: the northern route would mean less construction and operational effects on the Ash Level LWS, 
due to the shorter length of the route within the LWS and the movement of 132kV diversion works outside the 
LWS. It would still run through HLS scheme wader enhancement areas (both breeding and wintering 
provisions) although there would be less direct impact (via displacement/exclusion of breeding birds in near 
proximity to the overhead line) on the breeding wader pools than with the southern alignment (as shown for 
Statutory Consultation). 

 Landscape and views: although the northern alignment would be closer to Monkton and Minster the 
intervening distance is such that it would not alter the significance judgements of the route published for 
Statutory Consultation. There is also existing low level screening of the route. The re-location of the temporary 
diversion works to the western end of the Ash Level would be visible to a greater number of receptors, but 
these are short term effects of moderate to minor adverse significance. There is very little difference in effects 
on landscape character arising from the north and south alignments. 

 Historic Environment: there is not much difference between the potential effects of the proposed northern 
alignment and the southern alignment which were considered in the PEIR. There would be a slight but 
discernible reduction in the change in the setting of Richborough Castle as the proposed overhead line would 
be visible through the existing 132kV overhead line rather than in front of it, and would be discernibly further 
from the asset. Change to the settings of other designated heritage assets in Section D would be comparable 
to that arising from the southern alignment. Direct effects would be comparable. There is no evidence to 
suggest any increase in the magnitude of direct disturbance of archaeological deposits. 

 Noise: there were no concerns about moving to the northern alignment on operational noise grounds due to 
the distance from receptors. 

In relation to other environmental topics including socio-economics no changes in the likely significance of effects 
were identified to distinguish between the options south or north of the existing overhead line in the Ash Level. This 
is primarily due to the options being very similar, in length and siting and the location of the receptors in this location.      

Overall taking into account the representations received at statutory consultation including the concerns raised by 
NE regarding bird collision risk and impacts on the HLS scheme, and the review of the environmental appraisal, 
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National Grid considered that in light of the further review and representations received, that the route across the 
Ash Level should be changed to an alignment to the north of the PY 132kV overhead line. The alignment to the north 
of the retained PY 132kV line minimised the distance between the PY route and the proposed 400kV overhead line 
and avoided the wader pools associated within the areas under management for HLS schemes. 

PX and PY route 132kV crossing alternatives  

In considering a change to the proposed 400kV overhead line to the north of the existing PX and PY 132kV 
overhead lines in the Ash Level, the location of the temporary crossing of the PX and permanent crossing of the PY 
(to be retained) at the western end of the long parallel alignment in the Ash Level, had to be further considered. The 
crossing of the proposed 400kV overhead line on a northern alignment with the PX and PY overhead lines is 
required to be undertaken as close to the point at which the proposed 400KV overhead line intersects with the 
existing PY 132kV overhead line.  Consideration also needed to be given to how the 400kV overhead line connected 
to the route in Section C (adjoining Section D and as shown at statutory consultation), which is routed south of the 
existing 132kV line and was not proposed to be changed. On this basis the likely location for the crossing would 
have occurred directly to the south of Monkton Reservoir in close proximity to the railway line, and receptors in this 
area, where issues including bird collision risk associated with the reservoir needed consideration.  

Taking all this into account, the location of the crossing of the existing PX and PY 132kV lines for the northern 
alignment was proposed to the east of Monkton Reservoir within the Ash Level between pylons PY 19 and PY 22 of 
the 132kV line. This ensured that the route of the overhead line in Section C was maintained and the sensitivity of 
Monkton Reservoir and its surrounding receptors was avoided.    

Undergrounding of the existing and retained 132kV PY line between pylons PY19 and PY22 was considered as one 
option for the crossing with the proposed 400kV alignment. Undergrounding of the 400kV line (as it crosses the PY 
line) was also considered but was ruled out as an option, as undergrounding the lower voltage 132kV line would 
represent a lesser effect on all the factors considered when placing cables underground, but in particular on the 
reduced land take required for 132kV cable sealing end compounds, the cable swathe, and cost.  Furthermore, the 
findings of the COR did not identify the need for use of underground cable in Section D of the route.  

Further consideration was also given in terms of the environmental factors considered from the survey work 
undertaken as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment: 

 Biodiversity – an underground cable solution in this location would have affected the local ditch network 
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known to be occupied by water vole, which would result in the direct loss of water vole habitat during the 
construction period. In addition, indirect effects in the form of the displacement of water voles, altered water 
levels and connectivity in the remaining ditch system could also occur.  The likelihood of negative significant 
effects would have been increased when taking into account the direct effects from undergrounding along with 
additional ditch crossings through this section.   

Bird activity in this area is characterised by waterfowl activity associated with Monkton reservoir and flight 
activity of foraging marsh harrier. The current PY 132kV overhead line runs closer to the reservoir than the 
proposed overhead diversion and as such incurs a higher potential risk of bird collision. This risk of collision, 
particularly for waterfowl (ducks, geese and swans), was considered to be reduced for an overhead line 
crossing, as the increase in separation from the waterfowl activity associated with the reservoir, in 
combination with the installation of diverters on the 400kV overhead line, would bring the potential impacts 
associated with collision down to a negligible level. The marsh harrier activity in this area is characterised by 
low level foraging flights, which, by their nature, are considerably slower than transiting waterfowl. The slow 
and low flights therefore also provide a very low probability of collision with a line marked with diverters.  Due 
to the minimal levels of SPA/SSSI designate species’ flight activity through the possible collision risk window, 
and the consequent lack of likely significant effects, there was no overriding ornithological preference for 
undergrounding the line in this area.  

In terms of biodiversity taking into account both terrestrial and ornithology, it was considered that there is no 
clear ornithological preference for overhead or underground, and that there are potential negative effects 
associated with terrestrial ecology where water vole ditch habitat is affected, the preference was for an 
overhead option. The response to Question 2-02-030 (set out in this document) submitted at deadline 4 
describes further how specific consideration was given to the flight collision risk, and in particular the effects 
on swans as a species historically recorded as being affected at this location from the existing PY line.   

 In relation to landscape and visual effects, the preferred option was for undergrounding as this would result in 
reduced visual effects on near and middle distance receptors due to the presence of fewer pylons in the view 
and the simpler arrangement and similar appearance of the pylons (associated with the 400kV proposed 
overhead line) resulting in a lower magnitude of change and the overall significance. There would also be 
reduced effects on landscape character, due to the reduced number and type of structures introduced into the 
area.  Although undergrounding would give rise to minor adverse effects from vegetation loss and on ditches 
these would be short-term and would not be significant.  Ground cover vegetation could be successfully re-
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established on completion of the work. 

 In relation to the historic environment, there are no specific records of archaeological features in the area, 
although there is a potential for as yet unknown remains to be disturbed. A permanent overhead line diversion 
would result in less intrusive groundworks compared to the underground cable works and so there would be 
slightly reduced potential direct impact. In terms of historic landscape, the temporary diversions and cabling 
would present a greater effect during construction (although any effect would be temporary and confined to 
this phase); the lasting effect of the permanent OHL diversion would be slightly greater due to their continued 
presence and visibility in the landscape. This change is restricted given the existing presence of the PX and 
PY overhead lines and the effects associated with the long-term presence of the RCP.  

For effects on setting of heritage assets, the permanent overhead diversion would have a slightly greater 
effect in the long term than a temporary diversion and underground cabling. This is as a result of the presence 
of more pylons comprising a number of pylons of differing scale and design with attendant changes in 
conductor alignments. These effects would be most discernible in close views, with distance minimising 
visibility of conductors and earth wires. The lower height of the pylons required for the 132kV overhead line 
crossing would also tend to be lost in foreground features and backgrounding in longer views from higher 
ground. However, the receptors of high significance in this area are either distant (Sarre), or well screened 
(Monkton), and therefore any increase in magnitude of effect would be negligible. Overall, the reduced 
potential effect on archaeological features from a 132kV overhead line crossing, would slightly outweigh the 
adverse effects on setting and historic landscape in this area. 

Other environmental factors including socio-economics were not considered to differentiate between the option for 
an underground cable solution or overhead line diamond crossover. From a socio-economic perspective this was 
particularly the case given the context of the existing PX and PY routes in this location and the land take associated 
with this existing infrastructure. Removal of the PX route also offers some benefit in terms of land currently 
associated within this route being able to return to agriculture.  

Specifically in relation to the crossing of the PY route, it was recognised that both an underground option and an 
overhead line option would have implications on farming practices with restrictions placed on land above an 
underground option and land take associated with pylon infrastructure for an overhead option. Given the existing 
baseline situation and that fact that agricultural activities currently (and would be able to in the future) continue up to 
and around the pylon infrastructure, the difference in extent of the implications was not considered significant 
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enough to differentiate between options from a socio-economic perspective, particularly when assessed alongside 
other environmental and technical considerations.  

In considering the technical requirements for an overhead line or underground cable solution for the permanent 
diversion of the PY route, it is important to also consider the requirements of UK Power Networks. UK Power 
Networks has confirmed to National Grid that the PY route supplies a significant number of customers in the Thanet 
area and if a fault occurred on the PY route, it would be imperative for UK Power Networks to identify and rectify the 
fault as speedily as possible to minimise the impact on its customers. An overhead line would allow UK Power 
Networks to visually find and assess the location of and any damage caused during a fault quickly, keeping 
restoration times for customer supplies as short as possible and the potential for further damage due to overloading 
of other parts of their network which would have to carry the additional electrical load until repair of the fault, to a 
minimum. Due to the ground conditions in the area (known for flooding particularly in winter months) an overhead 
line solution ensures UK Power Networks will be able to respond and repair faults quickly all year round.  

In addition, UK Power Networks has raised significant concerns to National Grid that if the crossing was placed 
underground, a fault on the underground cable would require significant mobilisation of resources and dewatering 
equipment which would prolong the locating and repair of the cable fault to a much greater time period than for an 
overhead line. This would place a significant strain on the remaining ‘in service’ part of their network, which would 
put a significant number of customers at risk of being off supply for longer periods. On this basis UK Power Networks 
expressed a clear preference to National Grid for the temporary crossing of the PX route and permanent crossing of 
the PY route, to be undertaken with an overhead line diamond crossover solution. This is confirmed in the Statement 
of Common Ground between National Grid and UK Power Networks (Doc 8.4.14(A), SoCG ID 3.3.2).  

Notwithstanding the noted benefits of an underground cable solution on landscape and views and the historic 
environment, it was considered that these benefits would only be marginal and did not outweigh the technical 
requirements of UK Power Networks, and the ecological and archaeological effects of an underground cable. An 
underground cable option including associated cable sealing ends would also be more expensive than the overhead 
line option which is considered preferable in this instance based on the reasoning set out above. Therefore, it was 
considered that an overhead line diamond crossover solution was preferable to an underground cable solution. The 
change of the route to a northern alignment in the Ash Level (Section D), including the diamond crossover by 
overhead line at the western end of the Ash Level formed part of the proposed route of the Richborough Connection 
for which consent is sought.   
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Part 5: Cable Sealing End (CSE) compounds or CSE pylons 

In relation to part 5 of the question regarding CSE compounds or pylons: Technically at 132kV, a CSE can be 
located in a compound or mounted on a pylon platform, although it is more likely that a pylon mounted CSE platform 
would be utilised. A compound would require a larger land take than a pylon mounted CSE platform and would be 
surrounded by palisade fencing. Both options would require a permanent access road to be installed to ensure 
access could be achieved at all times, and particularly during emergencies.  

Visual effects would arise from a CSE compound/platform particularly in a flat, open landscape such as the Ash 
Level. Furthermore, the use of screen planting to reduce the visual effects of a CSE compound/platform would not 
be particularly appropriate in the Ash Level, as it would not be consistent with landscape character or existing 
landscape features. However, as set out above, in landscape and visual terms an underground cable solution for the 
diversion was considered to present a lower magnitude of change and overall significance of effect.  

It is not considered that the requirement for a CSE compound/platform formed the basis of the decision for not 
progressing an underground cable solution.  Therefore, it was not considered necessary for alternative locations for 
this structure to be investigated further. As noted above it was considered that the benefits of an underground cable 
solution would only be marginal and did not outweigh the technical requirements of UK Power Networks, and the 
ecological and archaeological effects of an underground cable. An underground cable option including associated 
cable sealing ends would also be more expensive than the overhead line option. Therefore, it was considered that 
an overhead line diamond crossover solution was preferred to an underground cable solution. 

Part 1: National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5  

The Planning Statement (Doc 7.1) sets out how the policy requirement of EN-1, Section 4.5 ‘Criteria for “good 
design” for energy infrastructure’ has been addressed.  

Paragraph 4.5.1 of EN-1 notes: 

The visual appearance of a building is sometimes considered to be the most important factor in good design. But 
high quality and inclusive design goes far beyond aesthetic considerations. The functionality of an object — be it a 
building or other type of infrastructure — including fitness for purpose and sustainability, is equally important. 
Applying “good design” to energy projects should produce sustainable infrastructure sensitive to place, efficient in 
use of natural resources and energy used in their construction and operations, matched by an appearance that 
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demonstrates good aesthetic as far as possible”. 

Paragraph 4.5.3 accepts that the nature of much energy infrastructure development will often be limited to the extent 
to which it is able to contribute to the enhancement of the quality of the area.  

As set out at paragraph 6.2.25 of the Planning Statement (Doc 7.1) the proposed development submitted as part of 
the application for development consent is considered to offer a solution which meets the requirements of EN-1 for 
good design and National Grid’s obligations under the Electricity Act 1989. 

The crossover is required due to the physical interaction between the proposed 400kV overhead line and the existing 
132kV line to be retained (known as the PY route – permanent crossing) and the existing 132kV line to be removed 
(known as PX route – temporary crossing).  A technical design solution was required to provide a temporary crossing 
of PX route and a permanent crossing of the PY route which met the technical requirements of both National Grid 
and UK Power Networks. The location and design of the crossing is dependent on the routeing of the 400kV 
overhead line as it needs to take place at the point of interaction. Please see the detailed response above on the 
routeing and decisions taken in respect of the route of the 400kV overhead line in the Ash Level.  

The location of the crossover at the western end of the Ash Level was guided by proximity to Monkton Reservoir, the 
railway and other receptors in that area. Options to undertake the crossover by overhead line and underground cable 
were considered (as detailed above). Whilst noted benefits of an underground cable on landscape and views and the 
historic environment arise, it is National Grid’s view that these benefits would only be marginal and do not outweigh 
the technical requirements of UK Power Networks, and the ecological and archaeological effects of an underground 
cable. In particular in ecological terms it was identified that an underground cable solution would result in direct loss 
of water vole habitat during construction and indirect effects in the form of the displacement of water voles, altered 
water levels and connectivity in the ditch system in that location.  

In terms of the technical functionality of the temporary crossing of the PX route and permanent crossing of the PY 
route, UK Power Networks identified a preference for an overhead line solution. UK Power Networks has confirmed 
to National Grid that the PY route supplies a significant number of customers in the Thanet area and if a fault 
occurred on the PY route, it would be imperative for UK Power Networks to identify and rectify the fault as speedily 
as possible to minimise the impact on its customers. An overhead line would allow UK Power Networks to visually 
find and assess the location of and any damage caused during a fault quickly, keeping restoration times for customer 
supplies as short as possible and the potential for further damage due to overloading of other parts of their network 
which would have to carry the additional electrical load until repair of the fault, to a minimum. Due to the ground 
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conditions in the area (known for flooding particularly in winter months) an overhead line solution ensures UK Power 
Networks will be able to respond and repair faults quickly all year round. A fault on the underground cable would 
require significant mobilisation of resources and dewatering equipment which would prolong the locating and repair 
of the cable fault to a much greater time period than for an overhead line. This would place a significant strain on the 
remaining in service part of UK Power Networks network, which would put a significant number of customers at risk 
of being off supply for longer periods.  

The use of an overhead line solution for the crossover results in the requirement for the diamond formation at this 
point. At the point in which a higher voltage overhead line (the proposed 400kV connection) crosses a lower voltage 
overhead line (the 132kV PY route) a diamond crossing is established in which the 400kV overhead line is routed 
over the lower voltage line. It should be noted that the crossing of the 132kV PX route is temporary in nature and will 
be removed once the 132kV line is dismantled. A diamond crossing is an established method for the crossover of 
overhead lines and best meets the technical requirements to reduce potential impacts on security of supply.  

National Grid considers that the design of the proposed development in this location, which requires the use of an 
overhead line diversion for the crossing of the 132kV lines in the Ash Level is compliant with National Policy 
Statement (NPS) EN-1 ‘criteria for good design’ for energy infrastructure’ (section 4.5) as the proposal provides the 
functionality required taking into account the technical requirements required of the infrastructure in terms of 
operational, safety and security requirements.  

In terms of the aesthetic considerations for this element of the proposed development this is due to the functional 
requirements of the infrastructure in providing a crossover of the overhead lines. It is recognised that Holford Rule 6 
points towards the avoidance of a concentration of lines or ‘wirescape’. Efforts have been made to synchronise the 
overhead line route within Section C and D as closely as possible, however there comes a point when the existing 
PY 132kV overhead line and the proposed 400kV overhead line must cross, at which point keeping them 
independent from one another and avoiding a concentration of lines becomes more difficult. Consideration has been 
given to maintaining a consistent appearance of infrastructure; steel lattice pylons are proposed for both the PY 
route diversion and the proposed 400kV pylons in order that pylon types are of a coherent appearance. Please see 
National Grid’s response to Q2.7.18 for further details on Holford Rule 6 in relation to the diamond crossover.  

In this location it is considered that the appearance of the crossover demonstrates good aesthetics as far as is 
possible given the functional requirements of the infrastructure, which National Grid considers is recognised by NPS 
EN-5 Section 4.5.  
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Section 2.7 of NPS EN-5 makes specific reference to the potential for large birds to collide with overhead lines and 
other associated infrastructure and that the consideration of such problems should be reflected in the EIA. Particular 
consideration should be given to feeding and hunting grounds, migration corridors and breeding grounds and 
appropriate mitigation such as the placement of the line and its visibility should be proposed where necessary. As 
stated in Table 9.1, Chapter 9, of the ES (Doc 5.2), as assessment of collision risk is fully detailed (Doc 5.4.9P) and 
the assessment is presented in Section 9.9-9.10 and 9.21-9.27 of Chapter 9, Doc 5.2. This includes the description 
of the proposed installation of bird diverters on the 400kV overhead line where it would result in an avoidance of an 
adverse effect on statutory interests.  This embedded measure would mitigate predicted effects for golden plover in 
the Ash Level and mute swan south of Monkton Reservoir. This is secured through the Biodiversity Mitigation 
Strategy (Doc 5.4.3E(A)) and requirements 5(2)(b) and 11 of the DCO (Doc 2.1(B)). As detailed above in relation to 
the location of the crossover, bird activity in this area is characterised by waterfowl activity associated with Monkton 
reservoir and flight activity of foraging marsh harrier. The current PY 132kV overhead line runs closer to the reservoir 
than the proposed overhead diversion and as such incurs a higher potential risk of bird collision. This risk of collision, 
particularly for waterfowl (ducks, geese and swans), was considered to be reduced for an overhead line crossing, as 
the increase in separation from the waterfowl activity associated with the reservoir, in combination with the 
installation of diverters on the 400kV overhead line, would bring the potential impacts associated with collision down 
to a negligible level. The marsh harrier activity in this area is characterised by low level foraging flights, which, by 
their nature, are considerably slower than transiting waterfowl. The slow and low flights therefore also provide a very 
low probability of collision with a line marked with diverters.   

As set out above, bird collision risk was not a differentiating factor in the decision between the use of an overhead 
line or underground cable option for the crossover. It was the case that in terms of biodiversity taking into account 
both terrestrial and ornithology, it was considered that there is no clear ornithological preference for overhead or 
underground, and that there are potential negative effects associated with terrestrial ecology where water vole ditch 
habitat is affected, therefore in biodiversity terms the preference was for an overhead option 

National Grid considers that the proposed crossover by overhead line at this location is compliant with the 
requirements of NPS EN-5 (section 4.7).   
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8 8. Noise and vibration, electro-magnetic fields 

 

Q2.8.1 Applicant 

Joint Councils 

A draft Noise and Vibration Management Plan was subject to discussion with the Joint Councils prior to the 
submission of an NVMP [REP2-044] to the Examination. Does the submitted document adequately address the 
concerns raised by the Joint Councils about noise and vibration? What, if any, are the outstanding issues?   

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid has engaged with the Joint Councils on the development of the draft Noise and Vibration Management 
Plan (NVMP) (Doc 8.8) including sharing draft copies of the plan and amending the plan in light of concerns raised. 
This included the addition of Table 1.3 of the NVMP, on the basis of feedback received, which restricts core working 
hours for specific construction activities/locations (see National Grid’s response to Written Question 2.8.3). The 
Joint Councils concerns in relation to the Draft Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP)can be summarised 
as follows:  

 Core Working Hours Baseline.  

 Baseline Vibration Monitoring.  

 Thanet District Council request National Grid add address points for additional residential receptors within 

500m of the route of the proposed overhead line to Table 1.3 of the Noise and Vibration Management Plan.    

National Grid has provided a detailed response to the Joint Councils on the concerns raised in 'Response to Joint 
Councils: Noise and Vibration Management Plan' (Ref: LA05), included at Appendix B of the Applicant’s 
comments on the joint Local Impact Report and the Council’s Written Representation (Doc 8.14) submitted at 
Deadline 3.  

National Grid considers that the NVMP as submitted addresses the concerns of the Councils as is relevant and 
necessary, and does not consider that this plan should be subject to any further substantial amendments.  

Set out below is a summary of National Grid’s response to the continued concerns raised by the Council (please see 
Doc 8.14 for further details). 
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National Grid has proposed to the Councils a further meeting with environmental health officers, and is awaiting 
confirmation (indicative date for a meeting is 13 September 2016).  

Core Hours  

The "Core Working Hours" for the Richborough Connection project are as per the draft DCO Requirement 7 
(Document 2.1(B)) and consistent across the draft DCO, NVMP (Doc 8.8) and as assessed within the Noise 
chapter (Chapter 11) in the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2):  

 Between 0700 to 1900 Monday to Friday; and  

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

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

 National Grid (as licenced under the Electricity Act 1989) has signed a connection agreement with Nemo Link 

which requires the Richborough Connection project to be completed and operational by autumn 2018. 

Engineering design work and construction phase programming has been undertaken, to take on board likely 

seasonal restrictions (adverse weather, ground conditions and ecological constraints etc.) which will apply in 

some parts of the route. 

 It is standard practice across National Grid’s overhead line projects to work a six day week (i.e. 12 days on; 

two days off) so generally only every other weekend is worked.  This is secured by Requirement 7(3) of the 

DCO (Doc 2.1(B)).  

 The proposed approach is consistent with other National Grid Overhead Line DCO projects granted to date by 

the Secretary of State. 

 Due to the nature of the work being outside and highly weather dependent, working evenings (as per the 

proposed working hours) and weekends allows for flexibility and safer programming of the work if there is 

inclement weather forecast at other times. Typical weather dependant operations such as pylon erection with 

mobile cranes (high winds) or piling (ground conditions), pylon erection or conductor (wires) installation works 

(lightning) can then be reprogrammed to other times in the week when they are safer to undertake.  

 Also, due to the presence of protected species that have been identified along certain sections of the route 

(golden plover at Richborough or dormice at Canterbury for example) being able to work in this manner 
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means that work can be finished sooner in these sections reducing the impact on these species and avoiding 

seasonal restrictions. 

Due to the location of the majority of works (rural agricultural fields), distance to receptors (Doc 5.4.11A, Table 11A. 
11.1 sets out the distances between pylon locations and receptor locations) and transient nature of the works (a 
linear scheme with brief period of activity at each pylon location i.e. a few weeks on around five occasions over the 
entire construction/ removal period) it is not considered that there is a need to restrict working hours more generally 
across the project.   

 

Baseline Vibration Monitoring  

National Grid believes baseline vibration surveys (measurements) will serve little or no purpose in assessing and 
considering the vibration impacts from construction works, particularly piling. The ES assessment (Chapter 11, Doc 
5.2) suggests significant effects as a result of vibration are unlikely due to the distance between piling locations and 
receptors.   

Should vibration effects arise (or be reported to arise) as a result of construction activities they would be considered 
as absolute values (levels defined in the NVMP (Doc 8.8)) and would not be considered against baseline vibration 
levels. 

The piling locations are distant from any obvious vibration sources such as roads and rail.  It is also highly unlikely 
that vibrations from road and rail sources would mask vibrations from piling.  The ES (Doc 5.2) paragraph 11.5.5 
indicated that no baseline vibration surveys have been carried out as there are no obvious sources of vibration likely 
to be significant and that the only potential baseline vibration sources may be in close proximity to railway lines or on 
occasion from HGVs where there are notable irregularities in the road surface.    

Construction vibration effects will be managed through provisions in the Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (CEMP; Document 5.4.3C(B)) and provisions in the NVMP. The contractor is obliged, by provisions in the 
NVMP) to implement Best Practicable Means (BPM) to achieve the vibration limits set out in Section 1.9, Table 1.5 
of the NVMP.  The ES has indicated that vibration levels are not expected to be significant.   

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

National Grid has requested that Dover District Council identify locations where they consider baseline vibration 
surveys are required and indicate how the survey data could be used.   

 

Inclusion of Residential Receptors within 500m in Table 1.3 of the NVMP 

Table 11.15 in Chapter 11 of the ES (Doc 5.2) indicates that at beyond 60m all construction activities will be within 
the daytime noise limit of 70dB(A). Within 170m from any construction works the noise limit of 60dB(A) for weekends 
(Saturday 13:00-19:00 and Sunday 07:00-19:00) would be exceeded (i.e. beyond 170m the 60dB(A) noise limit 
would not be exceeded).   

The predictions in Table 11.15 of the ES do not consider any mitigation.  The NVMP (Doc 8.8) places an obligation 
on the contractor to adopt BPM, to implement the noise control measures in Section 1.5 of the NVMP and to meet 
the noise limits set out in Table 1.1 of the NVMP. Table 1.3 of the NVMP presents the locations where receptors are 
in close proximity to the works and the activities proposed have the potential to cause disruption.  

Table 1.3 of the NVMP presents a worst case by considering unmitigated noise levels. On the basis that noise limits 
for unmitigated noise impacts would only be exceeded within close proximity to construction works, National Grid is 
of the opinion that there is no merit to including all address points for residential properties within 500m in Table 1.3 
of the NVMP.     

Q2.8.2 Joint Councils Are the Joint Councils content with the noise and vibration monitoring proposals contained in Section 1.10 of the 
NVMP?  

Do random monthly noise surveys adequately deal with short term activities such as bellmouth and access track 
construction?  What alternative measures, if any, would they propose?   

Q2.8.3 Applicant The Joint Councils in their LIR [REP2-061 Para 7.7.4] suggest that the inclusion in the DCO of more specific 
restrictions on hours of work at the defined locations set out in the NVMP [REP2-044  Para1.5.6 Table 1.3] would go 
some way to address their concerns over the impacts of construction noise and vibration. What are the Applicant’s 
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Joint Councils views on such a change? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid has considered the point raised by the Joint Councils in their Local Impact report regarding the 
inclusion in the Development Consent Order (DCO) of a more specific restriction on hours of work at the locations 
defined in the Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP) (Doc 8.8). 

National Grid can confirm that Requirement 7 (Construction Hours) of the draft DCO (Doc 2.1.(B)) has been updated 
so as to include a specific reference to the restricted working hours for specific construction activity at locations 
identified in Table 1.3 of the NVMP and which was submitted at Deadline 4. 

Q2.8.4 Applicant In Table 7 of the draft NVMP [REP2-044], why have no mitigation options been provided in respect of 1 Shalloak 
Road where a 60dB noise threshold is exceeded? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The same mitigation options will apply at 1 Shalloak Road as set out for the other receptors where the 60dB(A) noise 
threshold is exceeded. In error, this was not shown in Table 7 of the Noise and Vibration Management Plan 
(NVMP) (Doc 8.8).  This is included in the Environmental Statement consolidated errata and changes (Doc 5.2.1(A)) 
submitted at Deadline 4 and may be included in an update to the NVMP if further changes are required to that 
document at a subsequent deadline. 

The mitigation options would include: 

 Acoustic screens 5 to 10dB;  

 More efficient exhaust system 5 to 10dB; and  

 Super-silenced plant and equipment 5dB or more. 

Q2.8.5 Applicant In assessing the effects of overhead line noise at the Nethergong Camp Site, what account has been taken of the 
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 fact that human receptors in this area will typically be under canvas at night?   

Applicant’s Response: 

The operational noise assessment is based on the principles of BS4142:2014 ‘Method for rating and assessing 
industrial and commercial sound’. The method described in this British Standard uses outdoor sound levels to 
assess the likely effects of sound on people who might be inside or outside a dwelling or premises used for 
residential purposes. The criteria presented in Table 11.29, Chapter 11 of the Environmental Statement (Doc 5.2), 
which form the basis of the operational noise assessment, are based on predicted external sound levels. They take 
no account of building attenuation effects to predict levels inside residential dwellings. Consequently being based on 
external sound levels they are applicable to occupants within dwellings and occupants outside dwellings; this could 
include occupants inside a tent. 

The operational noise levels at Nethergong Camping are assessed as negligible during dry conditions and low 
adverse during wet conditions. Absolute noise levels during dry conditions are predicted to be 18.7dB(A). This level 
is well below the guideline level for suitable sleeping conditions as described in BS8233 ‘Guidance on sound 
insulation and noise reduction for buildings’, which is 30dB(A) measured as an 8 hour average between the hours of 
11pm to 7am.  

BS8233 refers to desirable noise levels for sleeping. Whether a person is sleeping in a tent or a house, the desirable 
noise levels for sleeping remain the same. Consequently it is not necessary to take account of any reduction in noise 
afforded by the structure in which a person is sleeping. 

During wet weather conditions the highest noise levels generated by an overhead line generally occur during rainfall. 
However, some of the effect of this increased noise is masked by increased ambient noise due to rainfall. The 
background noise level during wet weather conditions (due to rainfall) is predicted to be 41dB at Nethergong 
Camping, whilst the absolute noise level due to the overhead line is predicted to be 34.3dB. The noise from the 
overhead line is therefore predicted to be lower than the noise level due to rainfall. It is likely that the noise due to 
rainfall hitting a tent is higher than has been assumed in the operational noise assessment and therefore the 
operational noise assessment is likely to overestimate the impact during wet weather conditions for occupants of 
tents. 
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Q2.8.6 Applicant What steps have been taken to ensure that the appropriate sized conductor arrangement would be selected in order 
to minimise potential noise from overhead lines? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The size and number of conductors have been chosen to achieve the appropriate electrical rating (or electricity flow) 
for the route. The least number and smallest overall size is normally used as it is the most cost effective option and 
has the least visual impact. However, a slightly larger conductor than is necessary has been chosen for the 
Richborough Connection Project with the sole aim of minimising the impact of operational noise.  

 

9 9. Socio-economic 

 

Q2.9.1 Applicant In a first written question [PD-006 Q1.7.33] the Applicant was asked how farming was taken into account in the local 
economic impact of the socio-economic appraisal at SOR stage and whether consideration was given to specialist 
cropping and irrigation needs.  

In response [REP2-016 Q1.7.33] the Applicant states that ‘….the SOR is a high level appraisal of the options and 
does not consider at that stage the localised impacts such as those mentioned in the question and referenced in 
relevant representations. The appraisal at strategic options stage focusses on the identification of potential effects to 
major areas of economic activity, or tourism assets of regional or national importance which may differentiate one 
strategic option from another. Farming impact is not something that is considered to be significant enough to 
differentiate between options at that stage. Specialist cropping and irrigation needs were therefore not considered at 
SOR stage...’   

Is this approach consistent with the requirements of NPS EN-1, in particular Para 5.10.8?   
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Applicant’s Response: 

The Strategic Options Report (SOR) (Doc 7.4) forms part of the pre-application procedure adopted by National Grid 
in developing major infrastructure projects and provides an overview of the approach used to consider strategic 
options to meet an identified need.  In this case, a need was identified to extend the electricity transmission system 
in the south east of England, between Richborough and the existing transmission infrastructure as set out in the 
Need Case report (Doc 7.3). 

The SOR is the initial stage (Stage 1: Strategic Options) in National Grid’s approach to the design and routeing of 
new electricity transmission lines (Appendix S of Doc 8.2.1) At this stage, National Grid will:  

i. Identify feasible Strategic Options for meeting the identified transmission system development need;  

ii. Appraise the Strategic Options to identify one or more preferred Strategic Option(s) to be taken forward to 
the next stage of development; and  

iii. Consult core stakeholders about the potential Strategic Options being considered, how they should be 
assessed and on the results of the options appraisal.  

The focus of the SOR is therefore on the identification of options which are technically compliant and also on the 
relative costs and benefits of these options (technical, environmental and socio-economic).  As described in National 
Grid’s response to Written Question 1.7.33 (Doc 8.2), the socio-economic element of the SOR focusses on local 
economic impact and considers any relevant centres of economic activity, land allocated for economic uses, key 
sectors (including tourism) and other receptors of national importance (e.g. long distance footpaths).   

When considering the question specifically, paragraph 5.10.8 of NPS EN-1 states: 

“Applicants should seek to minimise impacts on the best and most versatile agricultural land (defined as land in 
grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification) and preferably use land in areas of poorer quality (grades 
3b, 4 and 5) except where this would be inconsistent with other sustainability considerations. Applicants should also 
identify any effects and seek to minimise impacts on soil quality taking into account any mitigation measures 
proposed. For developments on previously developed land, applicants should ensure that they have considered the 
risk posed by land contamination.” 
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As described in Appendix F, paragraph F.8 of the SOR (Doc 7.4):  

“Any agricultural land temporarily affected during construction would be restored for such use.  While there would be 
some permanent land loss associated with overhead line options, this would be insignificant in terms of the local land 
resource and cannot be used to distinguish between options.”  

Therefore, at the strategic options stage of the project it was considered that this factor would not distinguish 
between the options considered, particularly as the options at that stage had not identified route corridors of land.  

At the strategic options stage National Grid considers that not all requirements of NPS EN-1 may be relevant due to 
the level of design detail at that stage e.g. without design detail (e.g. pylon positions) consideration of best and most 
versatile (BMV) agricultural land would not assist in appraising strategic options.  In addition, BMV agricultural land 
was considered as part of the Route Corridor Study (Doc 7.5) where a more tangible geographic area had been 
defined. The ES (Doc 5.2) which accompanies the application also considers in detail the impacts on BMV 
agricultural land and soil quality through Chapter 14, Geology, Soils and Agriculture. 

Q2.9.2 Applicant In a first written question [PD-006 Q1.7.37] the Applicant was asked to provide a response to the point made which 
argued that the additional cost of undergrounding would add little to the annual bill of an average electricity 
consumer.  

It is unclear from the Applicant’s response, what the economic cost of undergrounding would be and the likely impact 
on an average domestic consumer’s bill of an underground option compared with an overhead. Can the Applicant 
explain matters further? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid own and maintain the high voltage electricity transmission network in England and Wales (Scotland 
has its own networks), which comprises 7,200 kilometres of overhead line and around 690 kilometres of 
underground cable. As a regulated company National Grid is duty bound under the Electricity Act 1989 to maintain 
‘an efficient, co-ordinated and economical’ system of electricity transmission. The costs of major infrastructure 
projects such as the Richborough Connection Project are paid for by all users of the Electricity Transmission 
System. This is because the projects benefit all electricity consumers across England and Wales.  



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 189 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

A key part of National Grid’s regulatory duty is to provide an economical system of electricity transmission. There are 
2.38 million households in fuel poverty in England (2014 data from Department of Energy and Climate Change 
“Annual Fuel Poverty Report” issued on the 30 June 2016) National Grid therefore has to apply a consistent 
approach to the total costs of all its major projects throughout England and Wales to balance between the decisions 
on adding significant costs to all users bills i.e. by placing circuits underground and meeting its regulatory 
responsibilities, to minimise the fuel cost impact on all bill payers but particularly those in or close to fuel poverty.  

National Grid has carefully considered the use of underground cables throughout the development of the 
Richborough Connection Project. The Consultation Report (Doc 6.1), Strategic Options Report (SOR) (Doc 7.4), 
Connections Options Report (COR) (Doc 7.7), responses to ExA First Round Questions Q1.7.37 and Q1.7.45 
(Doc 8.2) and ExA Second Round Question Q2.7.16, provide more detail on the considerations made. Chapter 2 
of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) sets out National Grid’s consideration of alternatives for the 
Richborough Connection Project including the options considered as part of the SOR and COR.  

These documents confirm that the cost of placing National Grid Transmission Circuits underground which are 
substantially higher than for an overhead line is one of a number of key factors that National Grid has used to 
consider whether any part of the connection is required to be placed underground.  

Chapter 2 of the ES (Doc 5.2) sets out National Grid’s consideration of alternatives for the Richborough Connection 
Project. Table 2.3 included in Chapter 2 of the ES provides a summary of cost estimates for the strategic options 
reported in the 2013 Strategic Options Report. This includes the capital and lifetime costs associated with each 
strategic option including overhead line and underground cable options. Table 2.4 included in Chapter 2 of the ES 
provides a summary of the cost estimates for the options considered in the Connection Options Report. This 
includes the capital and lifetime costs associated with the pylon options (Lattice and T-pylon) and the underground 
cable option appraised within each section of the route. National Grid considers that the details of the cost of 
underground cable relevant to this project has been provided in the submission documents.  

As detailed in Paragraph 2.4.78 of the ES in appraising the use of underground cable in the COR a range of criteria 
was considered, as set out at paragraph 2.8.9 of the National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-5, to determine whether 
benefits of the underground cable would ‘clearly outweigh any extra economic, social and environmental impacts’: 

 the landscape in which the proposed line will be set; 
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 the additional costs of placing any connection underground; and 

 the environmental and archaeological consequences of placing the connection underground.  

Any decision to place part or all of any proposed new National Grid Transmission Infrastructure underground is not 
just made on costs basis alone, including costs to consumers. Taking account of the landscape in which the 
proposed line will be set, the additional costs of underground cable, and the environmental and archaeological 
consequences of undergrounding, National Grid considers that the proposed route strikes the right balance between 
the sensitivities of a new overhead line on the residents of Broad Oak and the additional cost of the Project on 
everyone’s bills. 

Q2.9.3 Applicant 

 

In first written question [PD-006 Q1.7.52] the Applicant was asked to set out the reasons for the change in the 
alignment of the 400kV line across Ash Level in Section D from south of the remaining 132kV line to the north. The 
Applicant replied [REP2-016 Q1.7.52] that the decision was made following the statutory consultation and a review 
of all feedback as detailed in the Consultation Report [APP-124].  

 

 What were the factors taken into account and the reasoning that led to this decision?  

 What account was taken of the impact on farming operations during construction and subsequently?  

 What account was taken of the need for additional pylons on Monkton marshes to facilitate the passage of the 
400kV line over the remaining 132kV PY line necessitated by the change of alignment?  
 

Applicant’s Response: 

The factors taken into account and the reasoning to move Section D from south of the PY 132kV overhead line to 
the north of it are set out in the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1 section 12.5 paragraph 12.5.1 and 12.5.2), in the 
Environmental Statement (ES) Doc 5.2 para 2.4.159 to 2.4.161 and further explained in detail in National Grid’s 
response to WQ2.7.33. 

The account taken of farming operations during construction and subsequently is set out in National Grid’s response 
to WQ2.9.4 and WQ2.12.13 and is also discussed in paragraph 15.13.17 of the ES.  
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National Grid’s response to WQ2.7.33 provides a detailed response on the change to the alignment in the Ash Level 
through the design process.  

Furthermore, the answer sets out how the change to the alignment in the Ash Level was considered on the basis of 
feedback received from persons with an interest in land during the statutory consultation (as shown in the 
Consultation Report (Doc 6.1)), alongside feedback from Natural England and a review of the appraisal of alignment 
options in this area.  

In relation to the crossover of the existing 132kV PY route, the siting of the additional pylons was based on the 
design process, which identified achievable solutions and then appraised these on the basis of technical, 
environmental and lands matters. This process considered the use of underground cable and overhead line options. 
The design of the crossover, including pylon positioning, was driven by the location of the interaction between the 
proposed 400kV overhead lines and the existing 132kV lines, the technical requirements in the crossing of overhead 
lines, and the environmental constraints in this area.  

As set out in the detailed response to WQ2.7.33, an overhead line solution through a diamond crossover including 
associated additional pylons was considered the most preferred option.   

Q2.9.4 Applicant What steps has the Applicant taken in the design of the proposed development to ensure that existing agricultural 
operations are able to continue in areas through which the 400 kV overhead line passes? What account has been 
taken of the potential loss of production area where agricultural machinery and spray irrigation equipment can no 
longer operate owing to field width or height restrictions?  

How does the approach adopted comply with the approach detailed in to the Route Corridor Study [APP-131 
Appendix 2 Para 1.14] which notes that “..National Grid would work closely with any landowners on whose land its 
equipment is sited to negotiate the terms to install and maintain its equipment including compensation if this is 
appropriate….the residual economic impact is expected to be small…”? 

Applicant’s Response: 

During the non-statutory and statutory stages of consultation, National Grid discussed with PILs where pylons could 
be located, the nature of the land use and the types of machinery and operations. Feedback about a pylon’s position 
and any request to make changes was used in the change control process, which is discussed further in the 
Environmental Statement (ES) Doc. 5.2 paragraph 2.4.101 to 2.4.107. The change control process considered 
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requests raised in relation to farming practices and irrigation from all PILs, some of which conflicted. These requests 
were considered along with environmental and technical constraints and the most appropriate solution adopted.  

Environmental constraints included matters such as: locating away from field boundaries, avoiding specific sensitive 
sites and balancing the height of pylons against the number of pylons, as any increase in the span length between 
pylons, if technically possible, may result in the need to increase the height of pylons.  

Technical constraints included limits on the maximum distance between pylons and the safety clearance of 
conductors over ground or obstacles. The change control process also had to consider requests to vary other pylon 
locations which, if they then moved out of line in a section, could introduce a new angle pylon, which would not have 
been in accordance with Rule 2 and 3 of the Holford Rules.  

Paragraph 2.4.151 of the ES explains that, where possible, change requests from PILs were actioned.  The 
changes that could be made and those which had to be rejected are further discussed in paragraphs 2.4.108 to 
2.4.130 and 2.4.149 to 2.4.162 of the ES for the relevant stages of the project.  

The assessments reported in Chapters 14 and 15 of the ES (Doc 5.2) consider loss of production from direct land 
take associated with pylon infrastructure. Paragraph 15.13.17 of Chapter 15 concludes that “the construction of 
pylons on the land holdings is not expected to materially affect economic activity and thus is not considered to be 
significant. The removal of the PX route pylons as part of the proposed development would also bring some 
permanent positive effects to agricultural land with the land returned to agriculture where the surrounding land uses 
allows”. Chapter 14 considers the potential loss of production area in relation to Agricultural Land Classification 
(ALC) grades and the potential effect on Best Most Versatile (BMV) land.  

In relation to potential loss of area due to landowners or tenants not being able to operate agricultural machinery and 
irrigation equipment, National Grid has requested further clarity from the National Farmers Union (NFU) and 
Richborough Agents on the exact locations where this may be the case. Once responses have been received and 
reviewed, this will allow National Grid to fully understand the concerns and respond as appropriate. However, it is 
important to note that National Grid considers that the location of pylons as shown by the proposed development is 
the most optimal solution taking into account technical, environmental and socio-economic factors.  

Further to National Grid’s response to Question 1.9.7 in Doc 8.2 submitted at Deadline 2, the socio-economic 
assessment at Chapter 15 of the ES assumed that the majority of activities would be able to continue in the vicinity 
of the overhead line and therefore overall effects are not considered to be significant. The assessment also reflected 
the current baseline where agricultural activities continue up to and around the existing 132kV PX route along many 
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parts of the proposed development.  

 

 

10 10. Traffic and Transport  

 

Q2.10.1 Applicant 

Kent County 
Council 

The SoCG between the Applicant and KCC [REP3-011 SoCG 3.4.3] notes that  

‘construction traffic would avoid travelling past local schools where possible. Construction traffic 
will not travel past schools during the morning and afternoon periods when pupils arrive and 
leave school.’ The sections of the CTMP [APP-068] referred to in the SoCG in this connection 
(3.4 and 5.3) make no mention of local schools or preventing construction traffic passing them 
at specified times.  

What schools would be affected and how would construction traffic be controlled so as to deliver 
this agreement? How would this be secured in the DCO?  

 

Applicant’s Response: 

Construction vehicle routes pass directly in front of the entrances to two schools: 

1. Chislet Church of England Primary School, Church Lane, Chislet 

2. Spires Academy, Bredlands Lane, Sturry 

The route past Chislet Church of England Primary School will be used by light vehicles for access to a track off 
Chitty Lane, in order to install environmental mitigation measures in this location. Therefore, it is envisaged that the 
work could take place outside of the morning and afternoon school arrival and departure periods. 
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Bredlands Lane is used by construction traffic exiting from bellmouths BM22, BM23 and BM24 (accessed via Babs 
Oak Lane/Hoath Road via an informal one-way system for construction traffic as described section 5.10.15 of the 
Transport Assessment Doc. 5.4.10(A)). BM22 gives access for construction of pylons PC12 to PC15, removal of 
pylons PX15 to PX19, and for scaffolding. BM23 gives access for construction of pylon PC16, removal of pylon 
PX20, and scaffolding. BM24 provides access for construction of pylons PC17 to PC20, for removal of pylons PX21 
and PX22, and scaffolding. 

The exact times at the start and end of the school day that construction traffic will avoid passing both the above 
schools will be determined through further discussion with officers of Kent County Council (KCC) and (if required) 
representatives of the schools themselves.  

Table 3G.3.1 of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3G(A)) will be updated and submitted at 
Deadline 5 to include further details of the measures in relation to the schools detailed in this response. 

National Grid and KCC have discussed this question and the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) between 
National Grid and KCC concerning Public Rights of Way and Highways (Doc 8.4.5(A)) has been updated, as 
submitted at Deadline 4.  SoCG ID 3.4.3 has been updated to reference that KCC and National Grid agree that 
measures to control construction traffic passing local schools will be agreed and secured through the CTMP (Doc 
5.4.3G(A)). 

Q2.10.2 Applicant 

Kent County 
Council 

The SoCG between the Applicant and KCC [REP3-011 SoCG ID3.3.2] notes that there is agreement on ‘… the 
scope of traffic surveys undertaken to inform the TA…’   

 

 What analysis has been carried out to ensure that the capacity of road junctions is not adversely affected by 
construction traffic from the proposed development?  

 How have impacts on junction capacities been assessed?  

 How have likely queue lengths and delays been calculated or otherwise assessed at, for instance, the 
roundabout at the junction of the A28 and Vauxhall Road and the junction of the A28 and the A291 at Sturry 
Station? 
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Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid and Kent County Council (KCC) have discussed this question and the Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) between National Grid and KCC concerning Public Rights of Way and Highways (Doc 8.4.5(A)) has been 
updated, as submitted at Deadline 4.  SoCG ID 3.3.3 has been included and states that KCC and National Grid 
agree with the assessment made of impacts on junction capacities and the assessment of likely queue lengths and 
potential delays presented in Chapter 10 of the ES (Doc 5.2). KCC and National Grid agree that further junction 
capacity analysis was not required as the increase in traffic flow on the highway network would not result in an 
increase in queue lengths or delays at junctions along the construction route.  

In response to the question National Grid has provided the following details. 

The analysis as set out in Section 10.9 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) determines that due to the 
negligible increase in traffic flow on the highway network, it will be unlikely the proposed development would result in 
a significant increase in queue lengths or delays at junctions along the construction route.  Therefore, it was agreed 
with Kent County Council that junction capacity assessments were not required as there would be no adverse effect. 

This analysis was concluded by comparing the predicted cumulative construction traffic flows with existing (baseline) 
traffic flows. Table 10.15 of the ES shows the predicted increase in average weekly traffic flows as a result of the 
Proposed Development, while Table 10.16 shows the predicted increase in peak weekly traffic flows. 

In almost all cases, the predicted increase is less than 10%, with most being significantly less than 10%. The 
conclusion in paragraphs 10.9.5 (for average flows) and 10.9.6 (for peak flows) is that no further assessment is 
required for locations where the increase is less than 10%. Those locations with predicted increases over 10% are 
considered further in paragraphs 10.10.8 to 10.10.10, the last of which concludes that "Given the low average 
weekly two-way flow, it is considered very unlikely that the proposed development would result in delay to non-
development traffic at site entrances, key intersections, side roads or where there are parked cars on the highway." 

Within section 10.10 a similar analysis is undertaken on HGV flows, showing that a number of roads will see a 
larger percentage increase. Locations with predicted increases in HGV flows above 30% are assessed in 
paragraphs 10.10.11 to 10.10.14. That latter paragraph concludes “there would be negligible effects on road user 
journey times and effects would be not significant”. 

Tables 10.15 and 10.16 show a comparison of the cumulative construction vehicle flows on key roads throughout 
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the project. For Vauxhall Road, this equates to an average weekly increase of 0.5% and a peak weekly increase of 
2%. For the A291 (Herne Bay Road), this equates to an average weekly increase of 0.4% and a peak weekly 
increase of 1.1%. All of these have been assessed as negligible effect with a minor or negligible significance.  

As construction traffic flows will be spread through the working day, rather than occurring during the existing “rush 
hour” peaks, the increase to baseline traffic flow at junctions would be negligible.  For example, at the A28 / Vauxhall 
Road junction there would be an increase of only four movements at ‘rush hour’ on an average week during the 
construction of the development.  During peak construction activity, there would only be an increase of 16 additional 
movements over the peak hour.  It is unlikely that this marginal increase would result in increased delay or queue 
lengths.    

Q2.10.3 Applicant  

Joint Councils 

The SoCG between the Applicant and KCC [REP3-011 SoCG ID3.2.1] notes that ‘Advance warning signs will be 
provided where a PRoW is subject to closure or diversion. Where applicable maps showing temporary diversions 
and alternative rights of way will be provided at sites affected by the works as detailed in Section 3.2 of the PRoW 
Management Plan (Document 5.4.3H  APP-069). National Grid will also work with KCC to include information on 
proposed mitigation on the ‘Explore Kent’ website.’  

 

 How would this be secured in the DCO? 

 Are the Joint Councils content with this approach, particularly in respect of proposed closures of the Saxon 
Shore Way?  

 Should a specific mechanism be identified which ensures timely communications to PRoW users to mitigate 
adverse impacts on PRoW users and address the concerns expressed in the DCC Written Representation 
[REP2-064 Para 1.8]? 
 

Applicant’s Response: 

The Public Rights of Way (PRoW) Management Plan (Section 3.2.3 and Section 3.5 of Doc 5.4.3H(A)) confirms 

that advanced warning signs will be provided of the proposed PRoW closure, including details of the proposed dates 

and specific hours of closure.  
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Communications on temporary diversions and alternative rights of way will be provided at sites affected by the 

Proposed Development. As confirmed in Section 3.2.1 of the PRoW Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3H (A)), where 

applicable maps showing temporary diversions and alternative rights of way will be provided at sites affected by the 

works.  

Section 2.10 of the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (Doc 5.4.3C(B)) also identifies that a 

community relations agency will continue to provide dedicated community relations and external communication 

support throughout the construction of the proposed development. This would include for example, providing 

advance updates to local communities and rambling groups with regard to PRoW closures and diversions. 

The measures identified above are all secured through the CEMP (Doc 5.4.3C (B)) and/or the PRoW Management 

Plan (Doc 5.4.3H(A)) both secured through Requirement 5 of the draft Development Consent Order (DCO) (Doc 

2.1(B)). The CEMP and PRoW Management Plan will be documents certified by the Secretary of State under 

Article 43 of the draft DCO. 

National Grid and Kent County Council (KCC) have discussed this question and the Statement of Common Ground 
(SoCG) between National Grid and KCC concerning Public Rights of Way and Highways (Doc 8.4.5(A)) has been 
updated, as submitted at Deadline 4.  SoCG ID 3.2.1 states that KCC and National Grid agree that measures to 
provide advance warning to users of the PRoW network during times of temporary closure and diversions would be 
secured through the CEMP (Doc 5.4.3 (B)) and PRoW Management Plan (Doc 5.4.3H(A)) as documents certified by 
the Secretary of State under Article 43 of the draft DCO (Doc 2.1(B)). 

In addition, National Grid and the Councils are discussing including an obligation in the s.106 Agreement relating to 
provision of details of the proposed mitigation, to be published on the Kent County Council (KCC) /Explore Kent 
Websites. This is likely to include a contribution to enable the KCC/Explore Kent websites to be updated regularly, 
keeping users further informed and up to date in relation to the works, planned and operational closures and 
management. A position statement on the draft s.106 Agreement between National Grid and the Councils has been 
submitted at Deadline 4 (Doc 8.27). 

Q2.10.4 Applicant How do the topics to be included in the travel plan, set out in REP3-023 Appendix C Section 2.7, meet the 
requirement set out in EN-1 Para 5.13.4 that the Applicant should prepare a travel plan?   
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How does the Embedded Environmental Measures Schedule [REP2-006)] define the measures which would be 
secured by the travel plan?  

Applicant’s Response: 

EN-1 Para 5.13.4 requires that a Travel Plan should include details of proposed demand management measures to 
mitigate transport impacts and details of proposed measures to improve access by public transport, walking and 
cycling, to reduce the need for parking associated with the proposed development.  

National Grid’s Hearing Note on Actions requested at the Issue Specific Hearing on the Development Consent Order 
on 28th July 2016 (Appendix C, Section 2.7, Doc 8.23) confirms the broad topics that will be included in the Travel 
Plan, as detailed in the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) (Doc 5.4.3G(A)).  

Taking each of the requirements of EN-1 Para 5.13.4 in turn, demand management measures would be included in 
the Travel Plan within the topic of ‘travel planning awareness’, ‘car sharing and construction traffic management’. In 
addition, Section 6.1 – Section 6.4 of the CTMP (Doc 5.4.3G(A)) includes information on how construction traffic 
would be managed, such as demand management issues including managing construction vehicle / contractor trips. 

Proposed measures to improve access by public transport would be included in the Travel Plan within the topic of 
‘public transport’.  

National Grid therefore considers that each of the requirements of EN-1 Para 5.13.4 would be covered in the broad 
topics to be included in the Travel Plan and by other information provided in the CTMP (Doc 5.4.3G(A)), 
supplemented by measures set out within the Travel Plan. It is important to note that the primary Traffic and 
Transport matters on the Richborough Connection Project relate to construction of the proposed development, and 
would be managed primarily by measures set out in the CTMP (Doc 5.4.3G(A)). Measures within a Travel Plan 
would normally relate to the operation of a scheme, and in the instance of the proposed development, operational 
Traffic and Transport matters would be limited to maintenance of the overhead line. 

The Travel Plan will be produced at detailed design stage by the contractor. The CTMP (Doc 5.4.3G(A)) will be a 
document certified by the Secretary of State under Article 43 of the draft DCO (Doc 2.1(B)).  

The Embedded Environmental Measures Schedule (Doc 5.4.3B(A)) defines the measures to mitigate the impact of 
the Proposed Development during construction that would be secured by the Travel Plan in relation to Air Quality 
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(potential effects, relating to fugitive dust emissions leading from health effects / effect on ecological sites) and 
Traffic (effect on local receptors through an increase in traffic flows and change in flow composition). The Embedded 
Environmental Measures Schedule also defines the measures that would be secured through the CTMP (Doc 
5.4.3G(A)). 

Q2.10.5 Applicant A revision to the Transport Assessment [REP3-007] was submitted for Deadline 3. The Summary of Changes sheet 
referred to in the document control sheet is not included in the published document and should be submitted. 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid can confirm that the summary of changes sheet for the Transport Assessment (Doc 5.4.10(A)) is the 
sheet that can be found on the page after the front cover which is titled “Purpose of this further update (August 
2016). 

Q2.10.6 Applicant The degree of protection afforded to trees and hedges in visibility splays is uncertain and the rationale for the extent 
of some of the land required for visibility splays is unclear. For example, plot 394 is shown on the Land Plans [APP-
015 Sheet 3B] as adjacent to the A291 Herne Bay Road. In an answer to a question [REP2-016 Q1.4.12] the 
Applicant produced a document [REP2-017] detailing the use to which each plot would be put, this indicates that Plot 
394 would be used as a visibility splay. The Trees and Hedgerows to be Removed or Managed Plans [APP-025 
Sheet 3] do not indicate that trees or hedges that are to be removed or managed in this area, but the tree constraints 
drawing in the AIA [APP-070, Figure 31.1d] shows a hedge H81 along the line of the Order Limits. What steps will be 
taken to ensure that hedges and trees will not be unnecessarily removed or damaged in providing suitable visibility 
for traffic using BM19?  

 

There is no hedge shown on the opposite side (west) of Herne Bay Road, (plot 396) so it is unclear why the Order 
Limit is required for the visibility splay for BM20.  What works will be undertaken in such plots identified for visibility 
splays if there is no vegetation to be managed or removed? Likewise in plots 405 and 406 [APP-015 Sheet 3B], what 
work is to be undertaken other than the management of Tree T216 at the tip of the Order Limits?  
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How can the ExA be satisfied that: 

 The effects on trees and hedges in visibility splays not shown for management or removal, has been 
adequately covered in the ES? and 

 The land shown in the Order Limits for visibility splays is required for class 5 access?  

 

Applicant’s Response: 

The proposed methodology for dealing with vegetation within visibility splays is outlined within the design principals 
set out within the Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) Doc. 5.4.3I - Table 17, Table 18 and Table 19 for 
trees, groups and hedges respectively. These design principals outline the degree of protection afforded to trees and 
hedges within visibility splays. Table 17 states that where the stem of a tree is within the visibility splay the tree will 
be removed and that where the canopy is within the visibility splay the tree will be managed to remove foliage up to a 
height of 5.2m.  For Groups, Table 18 identifies removal or management depending on where the stems are located. 
Finally for hedges Table 19 outlines that these will be managed by reducing the height to 1m.  

Plot 394 shown in Doc. 4.3 Land Plans sheet 3B is within the highway boundary and covers the footway and the 
grass verge to the base of the hedge and trees. At the time the vegetation was surveyed the hedge and trees in this 
location did not extend into the visibility splay and therefore no management of this vegetation has been highlighted 
within the Trees and Hedgerows to be removed or managed plans Doc.4.13. The potential for this occurrence 
has been highlighted within the AIA Doc. 5.4.3I, Para. 6.2.5, which states that hedges that have not been pruned to 
maintain the dimensions at the time of survey may require cutting and that trees adjacent to highways or existing 
access routes that have been allowed to encroach and obstruct access to normal vehicles may also require minor 
remedial works. As any such works would only require cutting back the vegetation to the level recorded in the 
baseline survey they are seen as consistent with normal maintenance requirements and this is how they have been 
assessed in the Environmental Statement.   

In terms of protecting trees from not being unnecessarily removed or damaged, only trees identified within Doc.4.13 
for removal or potentially new trees planted within a visibility splay between the time of the survey and the 
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commencement of the works would be removed. Similarly tree canopies and hedges will only be managed if they are 
identified for management within Doc.4.13 or if additional growth leads them to encroach on a visibility splay. The 
methods of removal and management are outlined within Doc. 5.4.3I.  

There is a potential for trees and hedges to be planted within or adjacent to any of the visibility splays that would 
subsequently require removal or management in line with the design principals discussed above. Additionally, the 
class 5 right would allow National Grid to remove any object placed within a visibility splay that impedes the view 
from the bellmouth. This applies to plots 396, 405, 406 and indeed all other visibility splays. 

 

11 11. Water Issues  

 

  Environmental Statement – Chapter 13 (Water environment) [APP-030] 

Q2.11.1 The 
Environment 
Agency 

When is new data published for Cycle 2 of the WFD assessments of the SE River Basin District likely to be available 
[APP-030, para 13.5.52]? 

 

Q2.11.2 Applicant Is it possible to incorporate new data published for Cycle 2 of the WFD assessments of the SE River Basin District in 
the ES baseline water quality data during the course of the examination or is it necessary for there to be a 
commitment in the DCO for the Applicant to undertake this assessment before finalising its mitigation strategy [APP-
030, para 13.5.52]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid anticipate that it will be possible to update Chapter 13 (Water Environment) of the Environmental 
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Statement (ES) (Doc 5.2) based upon the new data published for Cycle 2 of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) 
assessments of the South East River Basin District during the course of the examination, subject to confirmation 
from the Environment Agency (EA) that the key information necessary to undertake this is, or will be, available (see 
the EA’s answer to question WQ2.011.001).  A request for the data has been submitted to the EA. 

The update would take the form of an addendum to Chapter 13.  The addendum would cover an updated baseline 
(the relevant sub-sections of Section 13.5 covering water quality and WFD change, including Table 13.7, and Doc 
5.4.13B, Supporting Water Quality Baseline Information) and, if necessary the affected elements of the impact 
assessment itself.  If the updated assessment requires any amendment or update to the embedded environmental 
measures, the addendum would also cover Section 13.6 of the ES, and the resulting measures would be captured 
in an update of the CEMP (Doc 5.4.3C(B)) and embedded measures schedule (Doc 5.4.3B(A)).   

Provided the necessary information is already available/provided in sufficient time National Grid anticipate being able 
to submit the addendum update for Deadline 5 (7 October 2016).   

National Grid considered incorporating the draft Cycle 2 data prior to finalising the ES, but not all information was 
available at that time; the supporting information received from the EA related to the previous Cycle 1 assessments.  
Given that the Cycle 2 data were still in draft at that time, it was considered appropriate not to proceed with a partial 
update.  Updated elements of the Cycle 2 River Basin Management Plan information were incorporated into the 
updated Land Contamination Desk Study (Doc 5.4.14A(A)) submitted at Deadline 2.   

National Grid therefore commits to incorporating the Cycle 2 data and preparing the addendum at such time as the 
data becomes available.   

  Environmental Statement – Chapter 13A (Flood risk assessment) [APP-111] 

Q2.11.3 Kent County 
Council 

Is KCC satisfied that Requirement 5 in the draft DCO [REP2-003] and the CEMP [APP-064] adequately secure all 
measures required to mitigate flood risk in terms of its statutory responsibilities as Lead Local Flood Authority [APP-
111, para 7.1.2]?  If not, why not? 
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  Deadline 3 Submissions 

Q2.11.4 Applicant Is agreement anticipated on these points during the course of the Examination [REP3-010, table 4.1 item 4.1.1]?  If 
agreement is not achieved, how does the Applicant intend that the draft DCO will comply with s150 PA 2008 in this 
regard? 

 

Applicant’s Response: 

Agreement has not yet been reached with the River Stour Internal Drainage Board (IDB) and the dis-application of 
certain land drainage byelaws but discussions between the parties continue and National Grid remains hopeful that 
agreement will be reached before the end of the examination. 

If it is not possible for agreement to be reached between the parties the powers sought by National Grid through 
Article 47 and Schedule 15 (Amendment of local legislation) of the draft DCO (Doc 2.1(B)) are not dependent upon 
National Grid complying with section 150 of the Planning Act 2008.  Section 150 provides for the removal of certain 
prescribed consent or authorisation to be granted, but only where the relevant body has consented to the inclusion of 
the provision.    

The consent requirements which may, with the approval of the relevant consenting body, be removed by orders are 
set out in Schedule 2 of the Infrastructure Planning (Interested Parties and Miscellaneous Prescribed 
Provisions) Regulations 2015 (SI No.462).  With regards to internal drainage boards, the Schedule confirms that a 
consent under section 23 (prohibitions of obstructions etc in watercourses) of the Land Drainage Act 1991 cannot be 
dis-applied with the approval of the relevant drainage board.   

Section 150 of the Planning Act 2008 does not apply to the dis-application of local byelaws and so the consent of the 
IDB is not required for the dis-application of land drainage byelaws though National Grid (as would any promoter) 
must satisfy to the ExA and, ultimately, the Secretary of State that the inclusion of such powers in an order is justified 
and appropriate.  National Grid’s preference remains to reach agreement with the IDB but, ultimately, its consent to 
such a dis-application is not required. 
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For the avoidance of any doubt, National Grid is not seeking to dis-apply the IDB’s land drainage consenting 
powers.  All works associated with the authorised development in or near watercourses will require appropriate 
consent from the IDB pursuant to section 23 of the Land Drainage Act 1991.  See Details of other Consents and 
Licences (Doc 7.2(A)) submitted as part of the application which confirms this position.  This point has been agreed 
between parties in their Statement of Common Ground (Doc 8.4.2(A), SoCG ID 3.2.1). 

National Grid is only seeking to dis-apply land drainage byelaws which are, in the main, absolute and for which the 
IDB is not permitted to give its consent or which can be considered through the consenting process.  

For example, as stated above, National Grid will apply for the necessary land drainage consents in order to carry out 
works in or near relevant watercourses.  This (consented) work will involve by necessity some temporary 
interference or damage to the property of the IDB and so the (consented) works would be contrary to the provisions 
of byelaw 20 (Damage to property of the Board) which states that: 

‘no person shall interfere with or damage any bank, bridge, building, structure, appliance or other property of or 
under the control of the Board’ 

This is an absolute byelaw for which the IDB cannot gives it consent to a person to carry out works which may 
interfere with or damage property.  It is to avoid any potential conflict between the consent that will be sought 
(pursuant to section 23 Land Drainage Act 1991) and byelaw 20 that National Grid is seeking the dis-application of 
this byelaw.  Any works that are consented by the IDB pursuant to the IDB’s land drainage consents will include 
appropriate re-instatement provisions to make good any temporary damage to the bank or property of the IDB. 

Byelaw 14 states: 
 
‘no person shall use or drive or permit or cause to be used or driven any cart, vehicle or implement of any kind 
whatsoever on, over or along any bank of a watercourse in such manner as to cause damage to such bank’.  
 
Again, this is an absolute prohibition for which the IDB cannot gives it consent.  National Grid will undertake 
(consented) activities such as installation of culverts or bridges adjacent to or on the tops of banks, which may 
require vehicular access along/adjacent to the bank.  On this basis, National Grid considers that it necessary to 
disapply this byelaw. 
 
Finally, byelaw 17 states: 
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‘no person shall without the previous consent of the Board: (a) place or affix or cause or permit to be placed or 
affixed any gas or water main or any pipe or appliance whatsoever or any electrical main or cable or wire in or over 
any watercourse or in, over or through any bank of any watercourse’.  
 
The proposed development for which development consent is being sought includes the introduction of the proposed 
400kV overhead line, the dismantling of the 132kV PX overhead line, the diversion of the 132kV PY overhead line 
and associated development. This byelaw therefore requires National Grid to obtain the consent of the IDB every 
time a conductor passes over any watercourse (even where no works are contemplated on, over or near that 
watercourse).   This could mean that National Grid must seek, and the IDB must consider, numerous applications for 
such consents which would be in addition to the land drainage consents being sought by National Grid as confirmed 
above).    
 
National Grid does not believe that it is appropriate to have to seek the consent of the IDB (pursuant to this byelaw) 
for every instance where the overhead electric line a wire crosses (at height) over watercourses and so it is 
considered appropriate and justified to dis-apply this byelaw. 
 

 

12 12. Other matters 

 

  Construction effects 

Q2.12.1 Applicant Although the ES Figures [APP-034 Figs 3a-h] indicate the areas required for the removal of 11kV and 33kV 
overhead line (conductors and poles) and the installation of underground cable and associated works, it is not clear 
in all cases why such extensive areas are required. For example on Fig 3.1a between pylons PC2 and PC3; south of 
PC6; north of PC7, and on Fig 3.1e at PC33.  

Please explain by means of more detailed drawings or otherwise the purposes for which these areas of land are 
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required. 

Applicant’s Response: 

There are 11 locations where the proposed 400kV overhead line crosses existing 33kV or 11kV infrastructure which 
will need to be placed underground. In general the extent of the working area is shown as 10m either side of the 
centreline and usually extends to the next available pole once clear of the crossing, in some cases a new pole may 
be required for the cable terminations. In general, the intention is to lay underground cables at the edge of fields 
where possible to keep fields clear and minimise disruption to farmers in the event of a cable fault.  The following 
paragraphs summarise the requirements at each crossing location as shown on Figure 3.1a-h of the Environmental 
Statement (Doc 5.3.3). 

1. Shown in Figure 3.1a between pylons PC2 and PC3:  two 33kV lines are to be undergrounded to the east 
of Vauxhall Road. The area depicted includes two 33kV pole lines in the southern part that are to be 
removed and the northern part covers the two new 33kV underground cable routes that are to be installed 
along the northern boundary of the field. 

2. Shown in Figure 3.1a one 11kV overhead line to the north of the railway at Broad Oak off Shalloak Road. 
The northern part of this area is to cover the 11kV pole line to be removed with the southern part covering 
the underground cable to be installed along the south and west boundary of the field. 

3. Shown in Figure 3.1a two 11kV overhead line between pylons PC5 and PC6. The rectangular southern 
area is a like for like replacement with the 11kV underground cable going under the overhead pole line 
section to be removed. The triangular northern area is where the 11kV pole line to be removed follows the 
south and east boundaries of the depicted area, and the replacement underground cable follows the more 
direct route between the north east and south west corners of the area. 

4. Shown in Figure 3.1b one 11kV overhead line to the west of Broad Oak off Mayton Lane and Heel Lane 
between pylons PC7 and PC8 located in an orchard. The 11kV pole line to be removed travels broadly 
east to west. The replacement underground cable would follow a ‘Z’ shape so it aligns with the rows of 
apple trees and grass paths to minimise disruption to agricultural practices. 

5. Shown in Figure 3.1b one 11kV overhead line to the north of Broad Oak off Barnets Lane near pylon PC9. 
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This is a like for like replacement with the 11kV underground cable following the route of the overhead 
pole line section to be removed. 

6. Figure 3.1c one 11kV overhead line between pylons PC16 and PC17 to the east of Bredlands Lane south 
of Hoath. This is a like for like replacement with the 11kV underground cable following the route of the 
overhead pole line section to be removed. 

7. Shown in Figure 3.1d one 11kV overhead line between pylons PC26 and PC27 to the east of Sandpit Hill 
and Nethergong Hill at Upstreet. This is a like for like replacement with the 11kV underground cable 
following the route of the overhead pole line section to be removed. 

8. Shown in Figure 3.1e one 11kV overhead line between pylons PC32 and PC33 to the north of the A28, 
Island Road at Sarre. Here the 11kV pole line comes in from the south west corner and runs north 
eastwards, but at pylon PC 33 it splits off north to the northern tip of the area. A new overhead section 
would be installed along the southern boundary of the area from the south west to south east corner. It 
would then be connected to the northern point and the existing pole line on the most eastern point by an 
underground cable initially (under the 400kV line) and then a new section of overhead pole line running 
from east to west. 

9. Shown in Figure 3.1e one 11kV overhead line between pylons PC34 and PC35 to the north of the A28 
Island Road at Sarre. This is a like for like replacement with an 11kV underground cable going under the 
overhead pole line section to be removed. The exception is where the area crosses the A28, here a new 
section of overhead pole line would be installed on the south west boundary so it is perpendicular to the 
road with the rest of this working area covering the removal of the existing overhead pole line crossing the 
road. 

10. Shown in Figure 3.1g one 11kV overhead line between pylons PC51 and PC52 to the south of the water 
treatment works at Minster. This is a like for like replacement with the 11kV underground cable going 
roughly under the overhead pole line section to be removed.  

Shown in Figure 3.1g one 11kV overhead line at pylon PC53 to the south of the River Stour. This is a like for like 
replacement with the 11kV underground cable going roughly under the overhead pole line section to be removed. 
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Q2.12.2 Applicant In designing the layout of construction routes over agricultural land what consideration has been given to the detailed 
views of land owners and tenants?  

How and in what instances have these been taken into account in producing the submitted scheme? What 
consideration has been given to the maintenance of existing drainage? 

In what way will the construction details for temporary accesses been amended to suit the varying ground conditions 
likely to be encountered in order to reduce long term impacts and minimise the need for remediation? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The initial design of the construction and dismantling routes was based on the following principles: 

 Minimise length; 

 Follow crop tramlines; 

 Avoid restricting access to severed areas; 

 Utilise existing tracks or accesses where possible; 

 Avoid installing new ditch crossings where possible; 

 Minimise vegetation clearance; 

 Have consideration for all utility crossings; 

 Follow the overhead line alignments where possible; and 

 Be applicable to both construction and dismantling where possible.  

During the non-statutory and statutory stages of consultation, discussions with PILs took place to understand the 
nature of the PIL’s land use and discuss the design, including preferred locations for access routes. Requests from 
PILs ranged from keeping routes away from field edges, altering the route to avoid areas prone to flooding and 
concerns over the possible impact the construction routes would have on flooding. Comments from PILs on access 
routes that specifically requested a change were balanced against other constraints and incorporated where 
possible. Table 10.31 of the Consultation Report (Doc 6.1) provides a summary of the consultation feedback 
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received from PILs and notes, where applicable, the changes that have been made. Feedback received included 
objections to tracks and bridges being proposed, concerns over adequacy and integrity of existing roads, 
suggestions for use of alternative road surfaces, such as trackway, the duration that the access would be in place for 
and concerns that the access routes would impact on land drainage.  

Where objections to existing tracks being used or the route of a proposed access was made, National Grid 
considered each of these individually against other constraints to see if changes could be made. Surveys will be 
undertaken of ground conditions and existing tracks and, where appropriate, National Grid will seek to upgrade 
these. If new routes are proposed, the most suitable temporary road surface would be used for the load and duration 
required. 

National Grid will assess existing ditch crossings and bridges against the types of vehicles that will use the 
temporary access roads and either upgrade or use alternative crossings, position or type as appropriate.  

Measures to reduce the impact on land drainage that have been incorporated into the design assessment of access 
routes, include maximising the use of existing tracks, minimising new watercourse crossings, using geo-membranes 
to minimise soil compaction, using semi-permeable aggregate and ensuring regular breaks in soil stockpiles. 

Land drainage is considered in the Environmental Statement Doc 5.2, paragraph 3.4.82, and explains that works 
would be undertaken to retain the integrity of the existing land drainage systems. The contractor will look to identify 
the location of land drains using as-built or survey information and best practice on site. Any land drains which are 
uncovered during excavation will be notified to the landowner. The Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (CEMP) Doc 5.4.3C(B) (submitted at Deadline 4) considers land drainage in paragraphs 4.4.33 to 4.4.40.  
Access tracks may not require the diversion of existing land drainage, as the excavations would not exceed 0.5m in 
depth, and will be monitored during the works. 

The CEMP identifies in paragraph 4.4.14 and 4.4.15 typical measures that may be required to suit the varying 
ground conditions.  Detailed information will only be available following detailed design by National Grid’s contractor, 
which will take place once ground investigation surveys have been carried out. PILs have been asked to provide 
plans of existing drainage to assist with finalising the detailed design.   

Q2.12.3 Applicant In its answer to written question [PD-006 Q1.7.52] the Applicant listed topics included in discussions with PILs. A 
more detailed explanation of the topics discussed with precise references to how agreements are to be secured, 
together with evidence that agreement has been reached with the relevant landowners in respect to the matters 
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listed, or an indication of the stage which discussions have reached, should be provided. 

Applicant’s Response: 

No firm agreement has been reached with affected parties on the topics listed in National Grid’s response to written 
question 1.7.52, but a further meeting between National Grid and the NFU/Richborough Agents is scheduled to take 
place on 8 September and National Grid hope significant progress will be made at that meeting. 

Any agreement reached will be reported to the ExA at the next available opportunity.  

National Grid hope to be able to provide a further update on each topic, as appropriate, at the Issue Specific Hearing 
on construction effects on 29 September, Deadline 5 and the Compulsory Acquisition Hearings on 19/20 October. 

With the exception of “security risks to land during construction” a more detailed explanation of the concerns raised 
can be found in the Written Representation of the National Farmers Union and National Grid’s response which can 
be found at section 2.3 of Doc 8.13.  Paragraph numbers below refer to paragraph numbers in Doc 8.13. 

1.   Use of and type of access route, their length and the length of time they will be in place for – paragraphs       
2.3.45 to 2.3.48 

2.   Soil management and potential increased flooding issues – paragraphs 2.3.39 to 2.3.42 

3.   Impacts on field drainage, a lack of detail and design, and ongoing liability for the integrity of any new 

drainage – paragraphs 2.3.33 to 2.3.38 and 2.3.43 

4.   The availability of access to land severed by the construction corridor – paragraphs 2.3.49 and 2.3.50 

5.  The effects of the project and apparatus on specialist cropping and associated irrigation, and measures to be 
able to continue growing such crops – paragraphs 2.3.52 to 2.3.55 

6.   Height of overhead lines and clearance for farm machinery and the impact on general farming operations and 
precision farming – paragraph 2.3.51 

7.   Specific concern has been expressed about restrictions on the use of drones around apparatus – paragraph 
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2.3.59 

8.   Future effects on farming operations from the pylons – paragraph 2.3.59 

In relation to “security risks to land during construction”, reference can be made to the Written Representation of the 
BTF Partnership (Rep 02-079) at paragraph 3.3 which outlines the concern.  National Grid believes that, with 
security on site during construction, at access points, the security of holdings will be maintained during the works.  A 
site meeting would take place prior to commencement of works to co-ordinate with the occupier on issues including 
security.  Security personnel will be present at appropriate access points, as well as other locations throughout the 
route, and that when not in use, all access points and gates will be left secure.  It is National Grid’s standard practice 
to ensure the security of construction sites across all of its projects. 

Q2.12.4 Applicant The Proposed Construction, Dismantling and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015] show a number of routes that 
appear to be required for access to sites of environmental mitigation measures. It would be helpful if routes intended 
entirely for this purpose could be indicated on updated drawings. 

Applicant’s Response: 

Only three access routes are proposed solely for access to sites for embedded environmental measures. These 
three access routes are labelled on the relevant sheets (sheets 9 and 15) of Doc 8.12 that was submitted at 
Deadline 2.  The annotated plans can be viewed at Appendix K of Doc 8.26.1 submitted at Deadline 4. 

Q2.12.5 Applicant Why is the clearance of vegetation required on land accessed from Vauxhall Road via Bellmouth 40? 

Applicant’s Response: 

Clearance of vegetation is required to maintain safety clearance to the new conductors between pylons PC2 and 
PC3 as shown on Doc.4.13, sheet 1 of the Trees and Hedgerows to be Removed or Managed Plans. Access is 
being taken from BM40 due to the river preventing access from the North. 

Q2.12.6 Applicant What is the purpose of the scaffold access running north from the location of pylon PC5 as shown on the 
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Construction, Dismantling and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015 Sheet 2]? 

 

Applicant’s Response: 

The purpose of the scaffold access running north from pylon PC5 is to provide access to a proposed protective 
scaffold. This scaffold would protect the UK Power Networks 132kV PX temporary wood poles during installation of 
the conductors between pylons PC5 and PC6. 

Q2.12.7 Applicant What is the purpose of the two scaffold accesses immediately west of the location of pylon PC13, and that running 
east of pylon PX21, as shown on the Construction, Dismantling and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015 Sheet 
4]? 

 

Applicant’s Response: 

The purpose of the two scaffold accesses immediately west of pylon PC13 is to provide access to a proposed 
protective scaffold over the public right of way designated CB58 and shown on sheet 4 of Doc. 4.7 (Access, Rights 
of Way and Public Rights of Navigation Plans). 

The purpose of the scaffold access running east of pylon PX21 is to provide access to a proposed protective scaffold 
over the UK Power Networks 11kV overhead line which the conductors between pylons PX21 and PX22 oversail. 

Q2.12.8 Applicant What is the purpose of the scaffold access running east of pylon PX25, as shown on the Construction, Dismantling 
and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015 Sheet 5]? 

 

Applicant’s Response: 
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The purpose of the scaffold access running east from pylon PX25 is to provide access to a proposed protective 
scaffold over the access track that conductors between pylons PX25 and PX26 oversail. 

Q2.12.9 Applicant What is the purpose of the scaffold access running north from BM25 then east towards pylon PX28 as shown on the 
Construction, Dismantling and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015 Sheet 7]? 

 

Applicant’s Response: 

The purpose of the scaffold access running north from BM25 is to provide access to a proposed protective scaffold 
over the UK Power Networks overhead 11kV line which the conductors between pylons PX27 and PX28 oversail. 

Q2.12.10 Applicant What is the purpose of the duplicated construction accesses running between the locations of pylons PC26 and 
PC27 as shown on the Construction, Dismantling and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015 Sheet 8]? 

 

Applicant’s Response: 

The construction access is not duplicated; between pylons PC26 and PC27 there are two maintenance accesses 
and one construction access however only one of these maintenance accesses leads to pylon PC27.  

The construction access for pylon PC27, starting at BM29, uses a different bellmouth location onto the highway to 
meet visibility requirements. The maintenance access for pylon PC27 shown to the south uses an existing entrance 
to the field off the highway. 

The maintenance access furthest north is to provide access to pylon PC28 and avoids installing a permanent bridge 
across a ditch to access plyon PC28 from the access to pylon PC27. 

Q2.12.11 Applicant What is the purpose of the scaffold access between pylons PX42 and 43 lead south from the indicated dismantling 
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access as shown on the Construction, Dismantling and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015 Sheet 10]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The purpose of the scaffold access between pylons PX42 and PX43 is to provide access to a proposed protective 
scaffold over the access track which the conductors between pylons PX42 and PX43 oversails. 

Q2.12.12 Applicant What is the purpose of the construction access running from BM33 to BM37 as shown on the Construction, 
Dismantling and Maintenance Access Plans [REP2-015 Sheet 11]? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The purpose of the construction access running from BM33 to BM37 is to avoid using the first part of Gore Street 
which is narrow, has sharp bends, poor visibility for exiting the junction onto the A253 and also has a listed building 
close to the junction.  Construction traffic would turn right out of BM37 to travel south on Gore Street to BM34 or 
BM35 to access pylons PC36 to PC57. 

Q.12. Interested 
Parties 

Do any interested parties have comments on any of the accesses shown on the Construction, Dismantling and 
Maintenance Acces Plans [REP2-015]?  

 

 

Q2.12.13 Applicant Can you provide a detailed account of the steps taken to minimise the impact on agricultural operations of the 400kV 
route by locating pylons either on field edges or sufficiently far from margins to allow unhindered access for irrigation 
and other agricultural machinery?  

 

Applicant’s Response: 
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In designing the route of the connection and specifically the siting of pylons a range of factors need to be considered 
including environmental, technical and land based considerations. Environmental constraints include but are not 
limited to matters such as proximity to field boundaries, avoiding sensitive sites, impacts on protected species and 
balancing the height of pylons against the number of pylons (as any increase in the span length between pylons, if 
technically possible, may result in the need to increase the height of pylons).  

Technical constraints include but are not limited to limitations on the maximum distance between pylons and the 
safety clearance of conductors over ground or obstacles. Feedback received from Persons with an Interest in Land 
(PILs) has been taken into consideration and fed into the overall design and siting of the pylons. This includes the 
location of pylons and the impact of this on the operation of agricultural machinery. It is important to note that often 
due to environmental and technical constraints it is not always possible to accommodate unhindered access for all 
agricultural machinery at each pylon. However, where possible National Grid has sought to minimise the impact on 
farming operations when designing the siting of the pylons.  

During the non-statutory and statutory stages of consultation, National Grid discussed with PILs the nature of land 
use and the sizes and types of machinery and operations that are utlilised. Feedback received during those 
discussions and any requests made to alter the position of pylons were then fed into the change control process 
which is discussed further in the Environmental Statement (ES) (Doc. 5.2) paragraph 2.4.101 to 2.4.107. The 
change control process considered the requests received from PILs in relation to farming practices, some of which 
conflicted. These requests were considered alongside the environmental and technical constraints with the most 
appropriate pylon location selected following consideration of all these factors, shown on the Works Plan (Doc 4.6). 

The design process also needs to consider a number of technical and environmental constraints which are also 
discussed in National Grid’s response to Q2.9.4. As part of the process minimum distances of a pylon from physical 
and environmental constraints were set, such as a minimum stand-off of 5m from hedgerows and 2m from field 
margins where possible. These distances are discussed further in paragraph 9.6.6 of the ES.  
 
National Grid published the proposed draft route for the connection alongside the Connection Options Report (COR) 
in May 2014 and at this point the location of pylons had not been identified. The feedback received at this stage was 
taken into account alongside other studies and assessments. Any requests for a specific change to pylon positions 
were then put through the change control process. The change control process is discussed in ES paragraph 
2.4.101 to 2.4.107. A balance of all the requests and constraints were considered to optimise the design, along with 
consideration of the impact on land and minimising the impact on agricultural operations. Chapter 2 of the ES 
(paragraphs 2.4.108 to 2.4.130 (Doc 5.2)) provides details of the design changes proposed by the public, and PILs 
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or other bodies and how they were addressed by National Grid at this stage of the project.  
 
Statutory consultation under s.42 and s.47 of the Planning Act 2008 on the project was undertaken in February – 
March 2015. During the statutory consultation a range of project documents was published including the Preliminary 
Environmental Information Report and plans including Works Plans showing the proposed locations of pylons.   
 
During statutory consultation, requests from PILS relating to the movement of specific pylon locations were received. 
These included moving pylons from the edge or corner of fields, or to a set distance from field edges or streams to 
accommodate specific farming equipment and where possible these were accommodated.  The requests for design 
changes that could be made and those which had to be rejected are further discussed in paragraphs 2.4.149 to 
2.4.162 of the ES for the relevant stages of the project. Where a requested change was not possible this is 
discussed in paragraphs 2.4.162 of the ES. 
 
Where possible, change requests were accommodated unless they were outweighed by other technical and 
environmental constraints which took priority at specific locations. 

Q2.12.14 Applicant In response to written question [REP2-016 Q1.12.8] the Applicant notes that in constructing access roads a 
contractor may choose to use trackway instead of stone construction depending on ground conditions. How would 
the views of PILs be sought in the design of the access roads? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The design specification for access roads is fundamentally based on the loads they are required to carry, the length 
of time they are to be installed and the ground conditions (including land drains) over which they are to be placed.  

There are also locations where the design of the access roads is restricted due to environmental constraints. An 
example of this is described in Doc 5.2, paragraph 9.12.11, in relation to works within Lynne Wood SSSI. All works 
within the SSSI would be covered under a detailed site specific method statement in the Biodiversity Mitigation 
Strategy (Site Specific Method Statement PC5 Lynne Wood, Section 4, Annex 3E.2, Doc 5.4.3E(A)) outlining 
the sensitive method of works and mitigation measures incorporated to avoid negative effects on the SSSI and to 
prevent damage and minimise disturbance to the soils, ground flora, seed bank and ancient woodland coppice 
stools. A key tenet of these measures includes the use of trackway to protect sensitive ground flora, soils and 
coppice stools.  
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If, however, PILs propose specific types of access road, National Grid would undertake an assessment of both the 
technical and environmental consequences before making a decision as to whether they could be adopted or not. 

PILs would also be consulted in relation to the requirement for crossing points, maintenance of soil bunds, use of the 
access for agricultural purposes and access to severed land. 

Q2.12.15 Applicant The outline of a Soil and Aftercare Management Plan (SAMP) [REP3-023 Appendix C Sec. 2.2] makes no mention 
of inputs from PILs. What is the mechanism for including the views of PILs in the SAMP and in the day to day 
operation of the plan?  

In response to points raised in the ISH on the DCO held on 28 July [REP3-023 Action No. 48] the Applicant 
proposed the appointment of an agricultural liaison officer. This role is not yet described in the SAMP, should it be?  

What assurance will there be that the person appointed to this role has sufficient seniority within the Applicant’s 
organisation and the appropriate level of knowledge and understanding of the agricultural issues involved, both to 
gain the confidence of PILS involved and to represent them effectively to the Applicant and its contractor?  

Applicant’s Response: 

There is no mechanism for including the views of PILs in the drafting of the Soils and Aftercare Management Plan (SAMP) 
although the practicalities and effects of soil management will be discussed with the PILs on a site by site basis as identified in 
the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) Doc 5.4.3C(B).  

This will be in regard to specific issues such as; 

 the treatment of soil bunds (Section 4.4.14),  

 crop husbandry during the project (Section 4.4.16), 

 ongoing access to crop areas (Section 4.4.17), 

 the control of weeds and impact on crop management in adjacent fields (Section 4.4.19).  

The SAMP is a management plan required to provide the detail of the embedded environmental measures to protect soils as 
set out at Section 4.4.14 and 4.4.16-4.4.22 of the CEMP. It is often the case that the views of a PIL are contrary to the 
measures necessary to be detailed in a management plan in accordance with the Environmental Statement. Therefore, 
National Grid does not consider a specific mechanism is appropriate or reasonable for including the views of PILs in the SAMP.  
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The role of the Agricultural Liaison (ALO) will not be described in the Soil and Aftercare Management Plan. This has been 
described in Table 3C.2.3 with an organogram at Inset 3C.2.1 of the CEMP Doc 5.4.3C(B) that has been submitted at 
Deadline 4.  

National Grid believes there may be a misunderstanding of the role to be performed by the ALO, which is to assist with the day 
to day liaison between the contractor and the PIL on site matters. The ALO will be representing National Grid and their 
contractor not the PIL. The PIL may choose to represent themselves or instruct a land agent to act on their behalf. 

It will be the responsibility of the National Grid Land Officer or their agent to discuss and liaise with PILs and their agents on 
more detailed matters such as soil management, drainage, compensation and reinstatement issues. The National Grid Land 
Officer has the relevant authority, knowledge and experience to deal with such matters. 

National Grid will ensure the ALO has the appropriate level of knowledge and understanding to perform the role expected of 
them. National Grid have the contractual right to reject a member of the Contractor’s staff if they are not suitable for the role 
they are undertaking.  

Feedback received from a PIL, where possible, will be incorporated into the SAMP, where consistent with the measures to be 
included in the management plan and reasonable in nature.   

Q2.12.16 Applicant What are the terms of reference of the land drainage consultant (REP3-013 para 2.3.33)? 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid will require the contractor to appoint a land drainage consultant familiar with the locality to be involved 
in the design management of the drainage works.  The terms of reference of the appointment are still to be agreed, 
however National Grid can confirm that the terms of reference of the drainage designer would include the following: 

 to be employed throughout the whole of the project. The majority of work will be during the initial 

installation of access routes, work areas and pylon foundations. And then again during the removal of 

these access routes, work areas and reinstatement of the land. 

 to advise on access track and work area designs where they interact with land drains. 

 to advise on issues arising with the installation of pylon foundations next to existing land drains. 

 to design any new land drains to be installed and advise and design any repairs or alterations to be 

undertaken. 
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 to be available, as required, to supervise the installation of any new land drains or repairs to existing ones 

damaged by the works. 

 to support the production of final records of installations or repairs to land drains to be handed over to the 

land owner post completion of the works. 

These works will all be undertaken in accordance with the Requirements of the draft Development Consent Order, in 
particular the Construction Environment Management Plan. 

 

Q2.12.17 The 
Environment 
Agency, 
Internal 
Drainage 
Board, Kent 
County 
Council 

NFU 

You are requested to provide any comments on the plans and strategies referred to in Appendix C Plan [REP3-23] 
including: 

 Soil and Aftercare Plan 

 Drainage Management Plan 

 Pollution Incident Control Plan 

 Lighting Scheme 

 Site Waste Management Plan 
Travel Plan 

 

Q2.12.18 Applicant The degree of protection afforded to trees and hedges in visibility splays is unclear. For example, plot 394 is shown 
the land plans [APP-015 Sheet 3] as adjacent to the A291 Herne Bay Road. In an answer to a question [REP2-016 
Q1.4.12] the Applicant produced a document [REP2-017] detailing the use to which each plot would be put: this 
indicates that Plot 394 would be used as a visibility splay. Site inspections show the plot area to be wooded but the 
Trees and Hedgerows to be Removed or Managed plans [APP-025 Sheet 3] do not indicate that trees or hedges are 
to be removed or managed in this area. What steps will be taken to ensure that hedges and trees will not be 
unnecessarily removed or damaged in providing suitable visibility for traffic using BM19? What other visibility splay 
areas are similarly affected? 
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Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid believe that this question is answered in the response to Written Question 2.10.6. 

 

Q2.12.29 Applicant Can you explain REP3-013, para 2.3.53, further? 

Applicant’s Response: 

The following points were made by the landowner:  

“As a specific example it has been highlighted how the lines and pylons will interfere with farming operations at 
Docker Hill Farm. The siting of the pylons will prohibit efficient irrigation runs and due to height clearance required to 
prevent flashover boom irrigation will be impossible.”  

The following was National Grid’s response at para 2.3.53 (Rep 3-013): 

“As explained in their letter dated 9 June 2016, National Grid informed affected parties during the consultation 
process that it would be happy to consider a head of claim made for any loss incurred as a result of a landowner’s 
inability to farm specialist crops. Where landowners have raised concerns, it has been clarified that the restrictions 
contained in the voluntary agreement primarily relate to the siting of equipment within designated safety distances of 
the apparatus and not its use. Therefore, irrigation techniques will be subject to compliance with HSE guidelines.” 

National Grid has informed landowners that it does not have a specific policy in relation to irrigating in proximity to overhead 
lines, and that reference should be made to Health & Safety Executive guidelines. It has been clarified that the restrictions 
placed on landowners with regards to what activities can be carried out in proximity to any overhead apparatus, not only 
National Grid’s apparatus, primarily relate to the siting of the irrigation apparatus rather than the sprayed water.  

Affected parties have also been advised by National Grid to provide specific information on the systems currently 
used and the locations upon which these systems are utilised in order to agree, where appropriate, the method of 
irrigation in proximity to the overhead lines.   
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  Contaminated land 

Q2.12.20 Applicant In answer to a written question [REP2-016 Q1.12.14] the Applicant states that the proposed Westbere compound 
would be used, among other things, for a site office and welfare cabins for staff use. How would services and 
sewage connections be made to these facilities and fuel storage facilities be installed given the Applicant’s answer to 
written question Q1.12.23 [REP2-016] about the possible harmful effects of the former use of this site?   

Applicant’s Response: 

The main works contractor will determine the exact nature of the service connections to the Westbere site. As 
identified in National Grid’s response to WQ1.12.23 within Doc 8.2 'The contractor will be provided with the 
information on the history of the site as part of the pre-construction information under the Construction (Design and 
Management) (CDM) Regulations 2015. The contractor will therefore be able to undertake their detailed design of 
the compound with this knowledge. The majority of the site for the proposed construction compound at Westbere is 
outside the former quarry/ landfill area as shown within Figure 14.3a of the Environmental Statement (ES), Doc. 
5.3.14. The contractor will be able to locate any specific activities that could impact on the fill material away from 
those areas.    

The ES Doc. 5.2 Paragraph 14.9.15 outlines that intrusive ground investigation will be delivered by Requirement 13 
of the draft Development Consent Order (Doc 2.1(B)) prior to construction, including targeted investigations at the 
Westbere compound. This will provide the contractor with more detail on the depth of cover to any landfill capping to 
enable them to design the service connections accordingly.   

Within the compound area the Contractor will have the flexibility to install services to suit the ground conditions and 
any limitations on excavation. If required services could be run at a shallow depth with protection at any internal 
vehicle crossing points, alternatively services could be run above ground and protected if necessary. Items such as 
fuel storage or sewerage could be provided using above ground facilities that are serviced on site to avoid the need 
for below ground connections.  

  Environmental Statement 
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Q2.12.21 Applicant Your response to Q1.12.26 considers resilience of the proposed development to flooding.  How have the impacts of 
climate change, and in particular resilience of the proposals to effects of wind and storms on overhead lines; higher 
average temperatures leading to increased transmission losses and the effects of flooding or drought, on those 
locations where the proposals include undergrounding?   

 

Applicant’s Response: 

The resilience of National Grid’s proposals against climate change, and specifically to the effects of wind and storms 
on overhead lines, higher average temperatures on transmissions losses, and resilience of flooding/groundwater or 
drought on any undergrounded sections, are covered by National Grid’s generic design standards.      

The effects of wind and storms on overhead lines  

In the case of wind loading, current understanding of the potential impacts of climate change indicate that there will 
be a slight reduction in windiness in the future.  This is supported by studies undertaken by both National Grid and 
the Met Office, as discussed below.     

National Grid undertook a study to update its wind map for pylon design in 2001 to support the wider exercise of 
updating of its design standards.  The wind study indicated a slight trend of decreasing 50 year return wind speed 
over the period 1970 to 2000.  It was concluded that, in the case of wind loading, there was no evidence to suggest 
that an increase in intensity of wind storms, either now or in the future, would require National Grid to change the 
design standards for its pylons and conductors.  The original wind map for the British Standard for pylon design (BS 
8100) was produced from an analysis of Met Office wind records by Cook and Prior.  The map was published in 
1986, based on the analysis of the 11 years of wind data from 1970 to 1980.  Cook has since updated the wind map 
for the British Standards Institution, making use of the 30 years of wind data that were now available since 1970.  
The main findings from this new and more extensive analysis were published in 2001.  It was concluded that, from 
an analysis of successive ten-year periods, overlapped by 5 years, there is a slight trend of decreasing 50-year 
return wind speed.  The revised wind map was essentially similar to the existing version in BS 8100, but a reduction 
in wind speeds across the Midlands and East Anglia was identified.  Thus, it was found that there was no evidence 
that climate change over the period considered had resulted in an increase in extreme wind speeds in the UK.   
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Therefore in the absence of further studies to suggest otherwise, National Grid’s current position on wind speed is 
that there is no justification at the present time to allow for an increase in windiness in National Grid’s consideration 
of climate change on overhead line design.  It is also worth noting that National Grid’s existing standards also far 
exceed those of the distribution networks.   

Higher average temperatures leading to increased transmission losses 

Current understanding of climate change, as set out in UK Climate Projections 2009 (UKCP09), suggests higher 
average temperatures across the UK in the future, however, there is uncertainty as to the magnitude and timescales 
of any such increases.  In the face of such uncertainty, a managed adaptive approach to climate change is often 
appropriate, whereby the design can be adapted in the future based upon the latest observed data, and research 
and understanding of the climate at the time.  A managed adaptive approach provides flexibility to manage future 
uncertainties associated with climate change, without necessitating an overly precautionary design at the outset.   

National Grid’s approach with respect to temperature is to make assumptions at a national scale about equipment 
thermal capability at seasonal maximum temperatures, not average ambient temperatures.  The seasonal maximum 
temperatures used by National Grid are supported by temperature data provided by the Met Office.  Although the 
effect of climate change is noticeable in the data for the last 30 years, little change has been identified in the 
exceedance values, i.e. the amount of time in a season when the ambient temperature is above the assumed 
maximum temperatures.  The precautionary approach employed by National Grid, of using seasonal maxima as 
opposed to average ambient temperatures, would ensure that the Richborough Connection project would be resilient 
to any increase in average temperatures as a result of climate change in the short to medium term.   

Such a short to medium term timeframe is considered acceptable in this instance because of the potential to apply a 
managed adaptive approach to this element of the Richborough Connection project to address longer term, more 
extreme climate change scenarios.  This approach is appropriate in this instance because the elements of the 
infrastructure liable to transmission losses, the conductors, have a design lifetime of 40 years, thus are designed to 
require replacement approximately halfway through the 80 year lifetime of the wider Richborough Connection 
project.  This will ensure that a managed adaptive approach to increased transmission losses as a result of higher 
temperatures would be possible, whereby higher load-carrying conductors could be developed and installed in the 
future if required, as part of the anticipated replacement works.  Over the past 40 years, conductor technology has 
improved to deliver higher ratings from existing assets, and so further improvements over the next 40 year timeframe 
would also be expected, particularly if driven by necessity as a result of observed climate change.     



Richborough Connection Project – National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions of 19/09/2016 

   

Final 224 August 2016 

 

Ref No. Respondent: Question: 

For the Richborough Connection Project, the proposed conductors and their configuration slightly exceed the rating 
required by the Nemo Link   connection. This therefore also provides some resilience against future rating changes 
due to climate change.  

The effects of flooding or drought on underground cables  

In general, flooding/groundwater and drought do pose their own set of risks to National Grid’s underground assets as 
both physical and capacity risks.  However, National Grid is not proposing any undergrounded sections of 400kV or 
132kV cables as part of the Richborough Connection project.  The only sections of power cable that would be 
undergrounded as part of the Richborough Connection project are low voltage (11kV and 33kV) UK Power Networks 
lines.   

It is not National Grid’s position to comment specifically on the resilience of UK Power Networks’ designs for 11kV 
and 33kV underground cables, however National Grid can make the following general comments on resilience.  With 
respect to flooding, buried cables are regularly subject to water table fluctuations, and the design and installation of 
them would be expected to provide resilience against this aspect of climate change. In the case of droughts, there 
could be similar issues, such as ground movement caused by desiccation of the land which would also be addressed 
as part of the design, especially if the cables are to be installed very close to the surface.  

Both these issues would be dealt with by UK Power Networks as part of their designs and installation of the 11kV 
and 33kV underground cables.   

Q2.12.22 The 
Environment 
Agency, Kent 
County 
Council, 
Canterbury 
City Council, 
Dover District 
Council, 
Thanet District 

Are parties content that the Applicant has provided appropriate evidence to demonstrate where intra-project effects 
have been considered in its response to Q1.12.17 [REP2-016]? 
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Council 

 

  Planning policy 

Q2.12.23 Applicant  Can you respond to the note by SEW on the relationship between the Water Industry Act 1991 and the PA 2008 
[REP3-037].   

 

Applicant’s Response: 

This question is addressed in National Grid’s response to Q2.3.35. 

Q2.12.24 Applicant Please respond to SEWs further comments on Q1.12.40.   

 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid is content to rely on its response to Q1.12.40, but will supplement that response with a few additional 
points on SEW’s further comments on Q1.12.40. This response also incorporates the National Grid’s response to 
Q2.12.27. 

The first point to stress is that, as is made clear in its response to Q1.12.40, National Grid’s approach to considering 
alternatives is in full accordance with the approach in EN-1. That response specifically deals with the three points 
made at EN-1 paragraph 4.4.2, under the headings (a) information about the main alternatives, (b) specific 
legislative requirements to consider alternatives, and (c) policy requirements to consider alternatives. 

It was under the second of these sub-headings that National Grid responded to a point made by SEW at the 
preliminary meeting on 8 June 2016 that the law makes alternatives relevant where need is relied upon to overcome 
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adverse impact. It was in that context that National Grid drew attention to the decision of Ouseley J in ‘Thames Blue 
Green Economy’. With regard to paragraph 16 of SEW’s further comments, attached at Appendix L of Doc 8.26.1 
submitted at Deadline 4, is a copy of the Order made by the High Court which, at paragraph 4, makes it clear that 
the judgement is released from the usual rule against citing judgements in permission hearings. 

The point made in the passages from the Thames Blue Green Economy decision quoted in National Grid’s response 
to Q1.12.40, and also in National Grid’s comments following those quotations, is that it is clear that the balancing act 
inherent in sections 104(3) and 104(7) of the Planning Act 2008 relate to the development proposed in the 
application and that “It neither adds to the adverse impact nor detracts from it, not does it detract from its benefits 
that some different scheme might be thought to have greater benefits or lesser impacts.” 

Whilst SEW is correct to say that cases on alternatives can be fact sensitive and that in the Thames Blue Green 
Economy case the applicants were advancing an alternative that was contrary to the NPS itself, that does not in any 
way weaken the general proposition about the balancing act inherent in sections 104(3) and 104(7) that Ouseley J is 
referring to in the passages quoted by National Grid.  

Furthermore, it appears from paragraph 14 of SEW’s further comments on Q1.12.40 that SEW itself accepts that 
position. Paragraph 14 states that “… SEW’s case in relation to section 104(7) does not rely on the ExA and / or 
Secretary of State taking account of alternatives in order to conclude that the adverse effects outweigh the benefits. 
SEW’s position is simply that the adverse effects outweigh the benefits and thus section 104(7) is engaged...”.   

Indeed, SEW states at paragraph 15 that “If the ExA and / or the Secretary of State considers that the harms 
outweigh the benefits, the fact that those benefits can be delivered by making a small adjustment to the scheme that 
would itself accord with the NPS would be important and relevant in deciding whether or not to grant development 
consent …” (emphasis added).  

Thus SEW appears to accept that it is only ‘if’ the harm of National Grid’s proposed development outweighs its 
benefits (i.e. the section 104(3) and 104(7) balance), that SEW’s alternative becomes ‘important and relevant’ in 
deciding whether or not to grant development consent. 

Clearly it is National Grid’s case that the harm from its proposed development does not outweigh the benefits of that 
development. Furthermore, it is also National Grid’s case that SEW’s proposed alternatives themselves have 
considerable harmful effects, such that they are not to be preferred to National Grids proposed project in any event 
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(as set out at Section 7 and Appendix 5 of National Grid’s response to SEW’s written representation (Doc 8.19)). 

If the Secretary of State concludes that the harmful effects of the proposed development do not outweigh its benefits, 
then it appears to be common ground between National Grid and SEW that the Secretary of State does not have to 
refuse development consent just because some alternative development may have different, or even lesser, harmful 
effects. 

Q2.12.25 Applicant Do you agree with DDC’s suggested word change to the Planning Statement given in its response to Q1.2.43 
[REP2-065]?  

Applicant’s Response: 

Please see National Grid’s response to Q2.2.8. 

 

  General matters 

Q2.12.26 Applicant Please provide an update to REP3-008 at Deadline 5.   

 

Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid can advise that the Statement of Commonaility for Statements of Common Ground (Doc 8.4(A)) 
will be submitted at each of the remaining deadlines.  The latest version (8.4(B)) is submitted at Deadline 4. 

Q2.12.27 Applicant SEW refers to the judgement given on the second application for permission to appeal the Thames Blue Green 
Economy [REP3-036]. Does the Applicant wish to make any further comments in relation to this judgement and 
SEW’s submission? 
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Applicant’s Response: 

National Grid has addressed this question in its response to Q2.12.24. 

 


