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1. ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This note has been produced in response to the actions arising from the Issue 
Specific Hearing on the Landscape, visual and biodiversity effects including 
alternatives, held at the Canterbury Cathedral Lodge on 30th September. 

1.1.2 The Applicant’s response to the Deadline 5 actions raised by the Examining 
Authority are set out in section 2 of this document and where necessary further 
information has been appended to this document. 
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2. THE APPLICANTS RESPONSE 

 

Action 
No. 

ExA description Response 

6 Item 3.1: Submit 
Conservation Objectives 
for three European Sites 
and explanation of 
agreement with NE’s 
objectives 

Please see Document 5.5.2 Applicant’s updated 
Stodmarsh HRA screening matrix, updated NSER table 3.1 
and 3.2 and all relevant European Site Conservation 
Objectives to inform the Report on the Implications for 
European Sites (RIES), submitted at Deadline 5.  

 

7 Item 3.1: Revised tables 
and screening matrices to 
be agreed with NE for 
submission 

Please see Document 5.5.2 Applicant’s updated 
Stodmarsh HRA screening matrix, updated NSER table 3.1 
and 3.2 and all relevant European Site Conservation 
Objectives to inform the Report on the Implications for 
European Sites (RIES), submitted at Deadline 5.  

 

10 Item 4.3: Provide sign 
posting document to 
where alternatives have 
been considered to 
Howard Selfe including 
reference to 
undergrounding 
techniques proposed in 
relation to the application 

The Applicant has sent to Mr Selfe, in response to this 
action, sign posting information which can be seen in 
Appendix B of this document. 

 

 

11 Item 4.3: Provide sign 
posting document to 
where alternatives have 
been considered to Alan 
Holden including 
reference to 
undergrounding 
techniques proposed in 
relation to the application 

The Applicant has sent to Mr Holden, in response to this 
action, sign posting information which can be seen in 
Appendix C of this document. 

 

. 

 

 

12 Item 4.6: Provide 
references to where 
diamond crossover is 
discussed in 
documentation for KCC 

The ExA requested a list of the PRoW visual receptors that 
are in the vicinity of the proposed diamond crossover, south 
of Monkton, to assist KCC. The references below relate to 
the Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 7 Doc 5.2/APP-
029.  

They are as follows: 
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Action 
No. 

ExA description Response 

C1.F8 local footpath TE24/TE27, referenced at ES paras 
7.9.151, 7.9.172, 7.12.19 and in Table 7.9. 

C1.F9 local footpath TE25, referenced at ES paras 7.9.152 
and 7.9.172.  

D1.F1 local footpath TE23, referenced at ES paras 7.9.180, 
7.9.199, 7.9.200, 7.12.26 and 7.12.28. 

D1.F2 local footpath TE24, referenced at ES para 7.9.182,  

D1.F3 long distance path; Saxon Shore Way, referenced at 
ES paras 7.9.179, 7.9.199, 7.9.200, 7.12.26 and in Table 
7.9. 

In addition to the references given above, the assessment 
for each of these receptors can be found within the visual 
impact tables on pages C3 and D1 within Doc 
5.4.7C(A)/REP2-011. 
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Appendix A 

Action 10 
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Action: 
 
Item 4.3: Provide sign posting document to where alternatives have been considered 
to Howard Selfe including reference to undergrounding techniques proposed in 
relation to the application 
 
 

Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

Strategic 
alternatives: The 
Strategic Options 
Report 
(Document 7.4) 
looked at where 
the new 400kV 
OHL could 
connect to and 
included options 
which would have 
completely 
avoided 
Kemberland 
Wood (by 
connecting to a 
different 400kV 
substation).  
For each option 
the environmental 
appraisal looked 
at potential effects 
on landscape and 
visual, the historic 
environment, 
ecology (including 
woodland) and 
socio-economics. 
 
The document 
can be found by 
clicking on this 
link: Document 
7.4/App-130: 
Strategic 
Options Report 

3 Onshore connections 
to Canterbury North 
(option 1 - the route 
selected), Cleve Hill 
(option 2) and Kemsley 
(option 3) 400kV 
substations. Three 
technology options were 
considered for the 
onshore options: 
(a) AC Overhead Line 
(b) AC Underground 
cable 
(c) AC Gas insulated line  

A brief description of 
the onshore options 
considered.  

Paragraph 5.12 and 
Figure 5.3 

3 Offshore connections 
to Cleve Hill (option 4), 
Sellindge (option 5) and 
Kemsley (option 6) 
400kV Substations.  Only 
subsea cables were 
considered for the 
offshore options.  

A brief description of 
the offshore options 
considered. 

Paragraph 5.16 and 
Figure 5.3 

In terms of ecological 
effects the offshore 
options (options 4 to 6) 
were discounted on the 
grounds of unavoidable 
effects on international 
coastal nature 
conservation sites.   

Ecological effects 
from option 4 

Paragraphs 9.16-
9.20 

Ecological effects 
from option 5 

Paragraphs 10.22 – 
10.25 

Ecological effects 
from option 6 

Paragraphs 11.17 – 
12.21 

Onshore connections to 
Kemsley or Cleve Hill 
(options 2 and 3) were 
discounted as the greater 
length of these 
connections had the 
potential for effects on 
international and national 
nature conservation 
sites, several of which 
comprised woodland and 
the loss of woodland to 

Ecological effects 
from Option 2 
(overhead line) 

Paragraphs 7.23-
7.28 
 

Ecological effects 
from Option 2 
(underground cable) 

Paragraphs 7.42-
7.47 

Ecological effects 
from Option 2 (gas 
insulated line) 

Paragraphs 7.55-
7.56 

Ecological effects 
from Option 3 
(overhead line) 

Paragraphs 8.25-
8.30 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

the north of Canterbury 
could be difficult to avoid. 

Ecological effects 
from Option 3 
(underground cable) 

Paragraphs 8.43-
8.48 

Ecological effects 
from Option 3 (gas 
insulated line) 

Paragraphs 8.54 – 
8.56 

As a result of the high 
level appraisal an 
overhead line between 
Richborough and 
Canterbury North 
substation (option 1) was 
selected as the preferred 
option. 

Ecological effects 
from Option 1 
(overhead line) 

Paragraphs 6.28 -
6.33 

Ecological effects 
from Option 1 
(underground cable) 

Paragraphs 6.43-
6.47 

Ecological effects 
from Option 1 (gas 
insulated line) 

Paragraphs 6.54-
6.57 

A summary of the 
environmental and 
socio-economic 
effects from all 6 
options.  

Table 12.1. 

A comparison of the 
environmental and 
socio-economic 
effects of all 6 
options 

Paragraphs 12.17-
12.27. 

Reasons why other 5 
options were not 
taken forward and 
option 1 selected.  

Paragraphs 12.28-
12.33 

Deciding the route 
corridor for the 
connection  
The Route 
Corridor Study 
(Document 7.5) 
looked at different 
options as to 
which route the 
connection would 
take between 
Richborough and 
Canterbury.  
 
The document 
can be found by 
clicking on this 
link: Document 
7.5/APP-131: 
Route Corridor 

This study identified two 
route corridors (north and 
south) and three different 
route options at the 
western end of the north 
corridor.   
A high level 
environmental appraisal 
of the potential effects on 
landscape and visual, the 
historic environment, 
ecology (including 
woodland) and socio-
economics was 
undertaken to identify a 
preferred option.  
At this stage only an 
overhead line was 
considered but 
undergrounding had not 

An overview of how 
the corridors were 
identified.  

Paragraphs 8.1 to 
8.4 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

Study been ruled out.  The 
study considered both 
lattice and T-pylons but 
pylon position was not 
considered. 

Overview of the main 
options: north corridor 
with two options 
(scenario 1 keep the 
existing 132kV overhead 
line (PX route) between 
RIchborough and 
Canterbury and scenario 
2 – remove the existing 
PX route) and a south 
corridor  

Overview description Paragraph 8.5  

Description of north 
corridor: scenario 1 

Paragraphs 8.9 – 
8.15 - 

Description of north 
corridor scenario 2 

Paragraphs 8.23 -
8.24 

Description of south 
corridor 

Paragraphs 8.25-
8.33 

At the western end (north 
corridor) 3 different sub-
options were considered 
(options A, B and C).   
Sub-option B was found 
to be the preferred option 
in relation to ecological 
effects, including loss of 
ancient woodland.  

Description of these 
options.  

Paragraphs 8.6-8.8 
and 8.16-8.22. 
Paragraph 8.19 
makes specific 
reference to 
Kemberland Wood 

Ecological effects 
including loss of 
ancient woodland. 

Appendix 1, 
Paragraphs 7.11-
7.20 

In terms of ecological 
effects the North Corridor 
(Scenario 2 – remove 
existing 132kV line) was 
the preferred option as it 
would result in lower 
level effects than North 
Corridor (Scenario 1 – 
keep 132kV existing line) 
and would also allow 
replanting of habitats 
within woodland, ancient 
woodland and nationally 
important nature 
conservation sites in the 
vicinity of north east 
Canterbury.   

Ecological effects 
from North Corridor 
(Scenario 1) – 
including sub-options 
A and B and different 
pylon types.  

Paragraphs 10.46 – 
10.60 
Kemberland Wood is 
specifically 
discussed in 
paragraphs 10.49 
and 10.53.  

Ecological effects 
from North Corridor 
(Scenario 2) – 
including sub-options 
A and B and different 
pylon types. 

Paragraphs 10.61 – 
10.68.  
Kemberland Wood is 
specifically 
discussed in 
paragraphs 10.64, 
10.66 and 10.67.  

Ecological effects 
from South Corridor 
including different 
pylon types. 

Paragraphs 10.69-
10.73 

Comparison of north 
corridor scenario 1 
against north corridor 
scenario 2: Effects on 
local wildlife sites and 
ancient woodland 

Paragraphs 11.19-
11.21 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

including Kemberland 
Wood 

Comparison of north 
corridor scenario 2 
(preferred option) 
against south 
corridor: Effects on 
local wildlife sites and 
ancient woodland 
including Kemberland 
Wood 

Paragraphs 11.26 – 
11.28 

Responding to 
consultation on 
the Route 
Corridor Study 
The Preferred 
Connection 
Option and Route 
Connection 
Report 
(Document 7.6) 
considered 
whether the 
findings of the 
Strategic Options 
Report and Route 
Corridor Study 
should be 
modified as a 
result of 
information 
received from the 
consultation 
exercise 
undertaken in 
Summer 2013.  
Document 
7.6/APP-132  

Consultation issues 
raised specific to the loss 
of trees and ancient 
woodland.   

Concerns were 
raised about 
ecological harm and 
habitat loss at nature 
conservation sites 
along the proposed 
route including at 
Kemberland Wood.  

Paragraph 5.41 

Response to consultation 
issues 

National Grid 
considered that Sub-
option B was likely to 
less adverse effects 
on ancient woodland 
than Sub-option A 
and that sub-option B 
had more flexibility to 
avoid Kemberland 
Wood.  

Paragraph 5.68 

Looking at 
alternative options 
(pylon type and 
undergrounding) 
along the 
preferred route 
corridor.  
The Connection 
Options Report 
(Document 7.7) 
looked at options 

5 alignments were 
considered for each 
section: 
Alignment 1 – steel 
lattice pylon running 
north of the existing 
132kV overhead 
line; 
Alignment 2 - T- pylon 
running north of the 
existing 132kV overhead 

Description of the 
alignments in Section 
A (within which 
Kemberland Wood 
lies) 

Paragraphs 7.2-7.6 

Baseline ecological 
conditions – 
description of Local 
Wildlife Sites 
including Kemberland 
Wood 

Overall description: 
Paragraphs 7.146-
7.150 (Kemberland 
Wood described at 
Paragraph 7.147) 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000326-7.6%20Preferred%20Connection%20Option%20and%20Route%20Corridor%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000326-7.6%20Preferred%20Connection%20Option%20and%20Route%20Corridor%20Report.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

to use lattice or T-
pylons or 
undergrounding 
on a section by 
section basis.  
The route was 
split into 4 
sections (A-D). 
Individual position 
of pylons was not 
considered.  
Connections 
Options Report: 
Document 
7.7/APP-133 

line; 
Alignment 3 – steel 
lattice pylon running 
south of the existing 
132kV overhead 
line; 
Alignment 4 – T-pylon 
running south of the 
existing 132kV overhead 
line; and 
Alignment 5 - an 
indicative cable 
alignment. 

Ecological effects 
from overhead line 
options (alignments 1 
to 4) 

Paragraphs 7.154-
7.164 (Kemberland 
Wood discussed at 
paragraph 7.154).  

Ecological effects 
from undergrounding 
option (alignment 5) 

Paragraphs 7.165-
71.69 (Kemberland 
Wood discussed at 
paragraph 7.166) 

Potential to mitigate 
effects  

Paragraph 7.171 
(overhead line 
alignments) and 
paragraphs 7.176 -
7.177 (underground).  

Summary as to why 
overhead line 
preferred over 
undergrounding  

Paragraph 7.182 and 
7.225-7.229 

Design changes 
made prior to the 
Preliminary 
Environmental 
Information 
Report.  
Environmental 
Statement: 
Document 5.2 
/APP-029 

Design change requests 
to move route north to 
avoid Kemberland 
Woodland completely.  

This design change 
was not 
implemented.  

Reasons are 
provided in 
paragraph 2.4.112 

Design change request 
to move route south 
where it crossed 
Kemberland Wood to 
avoid caravan  

This design change 
was implemented. 

Reasons are 
provided in 
paragraph 2.4.112 

Design changes 
made after the 
Preliminary 
Environmental 
Information 
Report.  
Environmental 
Statement: 
Document 
5.2/APP-029 

Request to avoid 
Kemberland Wood 

This design change 
was not 
implemented. 

Reasons are 
provided in Table 
2.6.  

 
Reference should also be made to those questions relating to consideration of alternatives 
(including underground) in the vicinity of Kemberland Wood.  
National Grid’s Responses to the Examining 1st Round of Authority’s Written Questions: 
Document 8.2/REP2-016 
 

 Q1.2.31  

 Q1.2.33  

 Q1.7.30 

 Q1.7.35 

 Q1.7.45 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-001257-8.2%20National%20Grids%20Responses%20to%20the%20Examining%201st%20Round%20of%20Authoritys%20Written%20Questions%20(Deadline%202).pdf
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 Q1.7.46  

 Q1.7.50 

National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s 2nd Round of Written Questions: 
Document 8.26/REP4-014 
 

 Q2.7.16 

  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-001890-National%20Grid%20-%208.26%20Response%20to%20Examining%20Authority%20Second%20Written%20Questions.pdf
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Appendix B 

Action 11 
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Action:  

Item 4.3: Provide sign posting document to where alternatives have been considered 
to Alan Holden including reference to undergrounding techniques proposed in 
relation to the application 

 
 

Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

Strategic 
alternatives: The 
Strategic Options 
Report 
(Document 7.4) 
looked at where 
the new 400kV 
OHL could 
connect to from 
Richborough.  
For each option 
the environmental 
appraisal looked 
at potential 
effects on 
landscape and 
visual, the historic 
environment, 
ecology (including 
woodland) and 
socio-economics. 
 
The document 
can be found by 
clicking on this 
link: Document 
7.4/App-130: 
Strategic 
Options Report 

3 Onshore connections 
to Canterbury North 
(option 1 - the route 
selected), Cleve Hill 
(option 2) and Kemsley 
(option 3) 400kV 
substations. Three 
technology options were 
considered for the 
onshore options: 
(a) AC Overhead Line 
(b) AC Underground 
cable 
(c) AC Gas insulated 
line  

A brief description of 
the onshore options 
considered.  

Paragraph 5.12 and 
Figure 5.3 

3 Offshore connections 
to Cleve Hill (option 4), 
Sellindge (option 5) and 
Kemsley (option 6) 
400kV Substations.  
Only subsea cables 
were considered for the 
offshore options.  

A brief description of 
the offshore options 
considered. 

Paragraph 5.16 and 
Figure 5.3 

Although the offshore 
options (options 4 to 6) 
would have reduced 
landscape and visual 
effects option 5 would 
potentially have greater 
landscape and visual 
effects, due to the 
length of the connection 
between the south coast 
and Sellindge which 
would pass through the 
Kent Downs AONB and 
close to the major built-
up areas of Hythe and 
Folkestone.  Options 4 
to 6 were discounted on 
the grounds of 

Appraisal of 
landscape and visual 
effects from offshore 
options.  

Paragraphs 9.9-9.12 
(option 4), 10.9-
10.14 (option 5) and 
11.10-11.13 (option 
6).  

Discussion of 
reasons as to why 
options 4 to 6 were 
discounted.  

Table 12.1, 
paragraphs 12.23 – 
12.27 and 
paragraph 
12.29 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000324-7.4%20Strategic%20Options%20Report.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

unavoidable effects on 
international coastal 
nature conservation 
sites.   

Onshore connections to 
Kemsley or Cleve Hill 
(options 2 and 3) were 
discounted as the 
greater length of these 
connections had the 
potential for greater 
environmental effects 
both in relation to effects 
on landscape and 
people’s views and well 
as ecological sites. 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 2 (overhead 
line) 

Paragraphs 7.8 - 
7.15 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 2 
(underground cable) 

Paragraphs 7.30-
7.35 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 2 (gas 
insulated line) 

Paragraphs 7.49-
7.52 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 3 (overhead 
line) 

Paragraphs 8.10-
8.17 
 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 3 
(underground cable) 

Paragraphs 8.32-
8.38 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 3 (gas 
insulated line) 

Paragraphs 8.50-
8.51 

As a result of the high 
level appraisal an 
overhead line between 
Richborough and 
Canterbury North 
substation (option 1) 
was selected as the 
preferred option. 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 1 (overhead 
line) 

Paragraphs 6.11 -
6.17  

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 1 
(underground cable) 

Paragraphs 6.35-
6.38 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
Option 1 (gas 
insulated line) 

Paragraphs 6.49-
6.50 

A summary of the 
environmental and 
socio-economic 
effects from all 6 
options.  

Table 12.1. 

A comparison of the 
environmental and 
socio-economic 
effects of all 6 

Paragraphs 12.17-
12.27. 
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

options 

Reasons why other 5 
options were not 
taken forward and 
option 1 selected.  

Paragraphs 12.28-
12.33 

Deciding the 
route corridor for 
the connection  
The Route 
Corridor Study 
(Document 7.5) 
looked at different 
options as to 
which route the 
connection would 
take between 
Richborough and 
Canterbury.  
 
The document 
can be found by 
clicking on this 
link: Document 
7.5/APP-131: 
Route Corridor 
Study 

This study identified two 
route corridors (north 
and south) and three 
different route options at 
the western end of the 
north corridor.   
A high level 
environmental appraisal 
of the potential effects 
on landscape and 
visual, the historic 
environment, ecology 
and socio-economics 
was undertaken to 
identify a preferred 
option.  
At this stage only an 
overhead line was 
considered but 
undergrounding had not 
been ruled out.  The 
study considered both 
lattice and T-pylons but 
pylon position was not 
considered. 

An overview of how 
the corridors were 
identified.  

Paragraphs 8.1 to 
8.4 

Overview of the main 
options: north corridor 
with two options 
(scenario 1 keep the 
existing 132kV 
overhead line (PX 
route)) between 
Richborough and 
Canterbury and 
scenario 2 – remove the 
existing PX route) and a 
south corridor  

Overview description Paragraph 8.5  

Description of north 
corridor: scenario 1 

Paragraphs 8.9 – 
8.15 - 

Description of north 
corridor scenario 2 

Paragraphs 8.23 -
8.24 

Description of south 
corridor 

Paragraphs 8.25-
8.33 

At the western end 
(north corridor) 3 
different sub-options 
were considered 
(options A, B and C).   
Sub-option B was found 
to be the preferred 

Description of these 
options.  

Paragraphs 8.6-8.8 
and 8.16-8.22. 
Paragraphs 8.7, 
8.16 and 8.20 make 
specific reference to 
Broad Oak 

Discussion of Appendix 1, 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000325-7.5%20Route%20Corridor%20Study.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

option.  In relation to 
visual effects it was 
considered that there 
would be fewer 
receptors with direct and 
open views with sub-
option B than either sub-
option A or C although 

there was little to 
distinguish between 
sub-options A and B 
with regard to landscape 
and visual amenity 

potential landscape 
and visual effects.  

Paragraphs 7.3-7.10 

Overall conclusions 
regarding 3 sub-
options 

Appendix 1 
Paragraphs 8.1-8.7 

In terms of landscape 
and visual effects the 
North Corridor (Scenario 
2 – remove existing 
132kV line) was the 
preferred option as it 
would result in lower 
level effects than North 
Corridor (Scenario 1 – 
keep 132kV existing 
line).  

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
North Corridor 
(Scenario 1) – 
including sub-options 
A and B and different 
pylon types.  

Paragraphs 10.2 – 
10.20 
 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
North Corridor 
(Scenario 2) – 
including sub-options 
A and B and different 
pylon types. 

Paragraphs 10.21 – 
10.27.  
 

Landscape and 
visual effects from 
South Corridor 
including different 
pylon types. 

Paragraphs 10.28-
10.38 

Comparison of north 
corridor scenario 1 
against north 
corridor scenario 2: 
Effects on landscape 
and visual 

Paragraphs 11.4-
11.8 

Comparison of north 
corridor scenario 2 
(preferred option) 
against south 
corridor: Effects on 
landscape and visual 

Paragraphs 11.9 – 
11.16 

Responding to 
consultation on 
the Route 
Corridor Study 
The Preferred 

Consultation issues 
raised specific 
landscape and visual 
issues   

Concerns were 
raised about existing 
presence of pylons 
in the north corridor 
and how this may 

Paragraphs 5.27-
5.38 
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

Connection 
Option and Route 
Connection 
Report 
(Document 7.6) 
considered 
whether the 
findings of the 
Strategic Options 
Report and Route 
Corridor Study 
should be 
modified as a 
result of 
information 
received from the 
consultation 
exercise 
undertaken in 
Summer 2013.  
Document 
7.6/APP-132  

influence people’s 
views, proximity of 
pylons to properties, 
proximity of sub-
option A to 
properties and 
undergrounding near 
to Broad Oak. 
Effects on views 
from both sub-option 
B and the southern 
corridor.  

Response to 
consultation issues 

National Grid 
considered that the 
north corridor, sub-
option B (scenario 2) 
should be taken 
forward.  

Paragraphs 5.59-
5.65 (responding to 
landscape and 
visual issues).  
 
Paragraphs 5.130-
5.140 (overall 
conclusions) 

Looking at 
alternative 
options (pylon 
type and 
undergrounding) 
along the 
preferred route 
corridor.  
The Connection 
Options Report 
(Document 7.7) 
looked at options 
to use lattice or T-
pylons or 
undergrounding 
on a section by 
section basis.  
The route was 
split into 4 
sections (A-D). 
Individual position 
of pylons was not 
considered.  
Connections 
Options Report: 
Document 
7.7/APP-133 

5 alignments were 
considered for each 
section: 
Alignment 1 – steel 
lattice pylon running 
north of the existing 
132kV overhead 
line; 
Alignment 2 - T- pylon 
running north of the 
existing 132kV 
overhead line; 
Alignment 3 – steel 
lattice pylon running 
south of the existing 
132kV overhead 
line; 
Alignment 4 – T-pylon 
running south of the 
existing 132kV 
overhead line; and 
Alignment 5 - an 
indicative cable 
alignment. 

Description of the 
alignments in 
Section A (section 
relevant to Broad 
Oak) 

Paragraphs 7.2-7.6 

Baseline landscape 
conditions 

Overall description: 
Paragraphs 7.14-
7.37  

Landscape effects 
from overhead line 
options (alignments 
1 to 4) 

Paragraphs 7.38-
7.48  

Landscape effects 
from undergrounding 
option (alignment 5) 

Paragraphs 7.49-
7.53  

Potential to mitigate 
landscape effects  

Paragraph 7.55-
7.56 (overhead line 
alignments) and 
paragraphs 7.57 
(underground).  

Baseline visual 
amenity 

Overall description: 
Paragraphs 7.62-
7.75 

Visual effects from 
overhead line 
options (alignments 
1 to 4) 

Paragraphs 7.77-
7.95 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000326-7.6%20Preferred%20Connection%20Option%20and%20Route%20Corridor%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000326-7.6%20Preferred%20Connection%20Option%20and%20Route%20Corridor%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000319-7.7%20Connection%20Options%20Report.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

Visual effects from 
undergrounding 
option (alignment 5) 

Paragraphs 7.96-
7.99 

Potential to mitigate 
visual effects 

Paragraph 7.101-
7.103 (overhead line 
alignments) and 
paragraphs 7.104 
(underground). 

Summary as to why 
overhead line 
preferred over 
undergrounding  

Paragraphs 7.213-
7.216 and 7.225-
7.229 

Design changes 
made prior to the 
Preliminary 
Environmental 
Information 
Report.  
Environmental 
Statement: 
Document 5.2 
/APP-029 

Design change requests 
to move pylon PC8 from 
south of Mayton Lane to 
the north of this road  

This design change 
was not 
implemented (due to 
visual effects) 

Reasons are 
provided in 
paragraph 2.4.111 

Design change requests 
to pylons be moved 
closer to the field edges 
and away from the 
polytunnels (PC6-PC8) 

This design change 
was implemented 

Reasons are 
provided in 
paragraph 2.4.111 

Separate study to look 
at alternatives to the 
north west of Broad Oak 
taking into account 
proposals relating to 
SEW reservoir 

Option C was 
selected as the 
preferred option.  

A summary is 
provided in 
paragraphs 2.4.115-
2.4.119 as well as 
Document 
5.4.2D/APP-061 
Proposed SEW 
Water Resevoir 
Route Options 
Appraisal 

Different pylon 
types 
 
Document 
7.8/APP-134 
Pylon Design 
Options Report 

A technical and 
environmental appraisal 
of 3 different pylon types 
(standard lattice pylon, 
low height lattice pylon 
and T-pylon).  

Description of pylon 
types 

Section 4.2 

Landscape and visual 
effects (as well as other 
environmental effects) 

Landscape and 
visual appraisal for 
Section A with the 
conclusion 
identifying a 
preference for 
standard lattice 
pylon 

Section 6.3 
(paragraphs 6.3.30-
6.3.35 provide the 
conclusions for 
landscape and 
visual effects and 
section 10.2 for all 
effects) 

Design changes 
made after the 
Preliminary 
Environmental 

Design change requests 
to pylons be moved 
closer to the field edges 
and away from the 

This design change 
was not 
implemented. 

Reasons are 
provided in Table 
2.6.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000245-5.4.2D%20Proposed%20South%20East%20Water%20Reservoir%20-%20Route%20Options%20Appraisal.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000245-5.4.2D%20Proposed%20South%20East%20Water%20Reservoir%20-%20Route%20Options%20Appraisal.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000245-5.4.2D%20Proposed%20South%20East%20Water%20Reservoir%20-%20Route%20Options%20Appraisal.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000327-7.8%20Pylon%20Design%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000327-7.8%20Pylon%20Design%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000327-7.8%20Pylon%20Design%20Options%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000327-7.8%20Pylon%20Design%20Options%20Report.pdf
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Alternative 
considered 

What was considered Relevant 
information 

Document 
references 

Information 
Report.  
Environmental 
Statement: 
Document 
5.2/APP-029 

polytunnels (PC6-PC8) 
and increase pylon 
height 

Design change requests 
move pylon PC 11 to 
avoid PiL’s land and 
stables 

This design change 
was not 
implemented (to 
avoid effects on 
Broad Oak Valley) 

Reasons are 
provided in Table 
2.6. 

Alternatives 
raised through the 
consultation 
process (relating 
to Section A of 
the route and the 
interaction 
between Broad 
Oak village and 
the future Broad 
Oak Reservoir) 
 
Document 
6.1/APP-124 
Consultation 
Report 
 

Need Case and Making 
the Connection - 
Suggested Alternatives 
(feedback received 
during Summer 2013 
consultation) 

National Grids 
response  

Table 6.14 pages 80 
to 82 

Comments on routing 
and design (views 
expressed by the local 
community during the 
non-statutory 2014 
engagement) 

National Grids 
response 

Table 7.12 pages 
216 to 219 

Statutory consultation: 
Responses from 
relevant parish council 
and PILs.  

National Grids 
response 

Table 10.31 pages 
295 to 297, 351 to 
352, 368 to 369, 
392 to 394, 415 to 
417, 431, 433, 476 
to 477 and 478 to 
481. 

Statutory consultation: 
Responses from the 
local community  

National Grids 
response 

Table 10.32 pages 
519 to 522, 525 to 
528, and 566 to 
569. 

 
Reference should also be made to those questions relating to consideration of alternatives 
(including undergrounding) in the vicinity of Broad Oak.  
 
National Grid’s Responses to the Examining 1st Round of Authority’s Written Questions: 
Document 8.2/REP2-016 
 

 Q1.2.31  

 Q1.3.3  

 Q1.7.30 

 Q1.7.31 

 Q1.7.35 

 Q1.7.37 

 Q1.7.38 

 Q1.7.41 

 Q1.7.42 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000215-5.2%20(Part%201%20of%202)%20Environmental%20Statement%20-%20Chapters%201%20-%2010.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000320-6.1%20Consultation%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000320-6.1%20Consultation%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000320-6.1%20Consultation%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-000320-6.1%20Consultation%20Report.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-001257-8.2%20National%20Grids%20Responses%20to%20the%20Examining%201st%20Round%20of%20Authoritys%20Written%20Questions%20(Deadline%202).pdf
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 Q1.7.43 

 Q1.7.45 

 Q1.7.46  

National Grid’s Responses to the Examining Authority’s 2nd Round of Written Questions: 
Document 8.26/REP4-014 

 Q2.2.33 

 Q2.7.16 

 Q2.7.24 

 Q2.9.2 

 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020017/EN020017-001890-National%20Grid%20-%208.26%20Response%20to%20Examining%20Authority%20Second%20Written%20Questions.pdf

