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1. ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This note has been produced in response to actions arising from the Issue Specific 
Hearing on the effect of the Application on the Broad Oak reservoir proposal, held 
at the Canterbury Cathedral Lodge on 28th 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. 

1.1.3 National Grid considers it is important to note to the ExA that SEW has confirmed 
on 6 October that some details provided in REP4-056 through to REP4-070 are 
incorrect. 
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2. THE APPLICANTS RESPONSE 

 

Action 
No. 

ExA description Response 

2 Item 2.1 Post Hearing 
Note to explain the £0.75 
million additional cost as 
in point 1 above 

The figure of £750,000 was identified in Doc 8.19/REP3-
and is an estimate of the additional capital costs based on 
the range of solutions presented in the Mott MacDonald 
report. The cost to mitigate both the interactions at the 
32.5mAOD and 36.0mAOD Top Water Levels would be 
similar. The cost includes technical solutions such as cut off 
piles and engineered slopes and is subject to change 
depending on the final agreed solution.  

During the Second Issue Specific Hearing in respect of the 
proposed reservoir at Broad Oak an additional cost to use 
the 36mAOD Sarre Penn alignment for the 32.5mAOD 
solution was requested. National Grid note this would lead 
to additional excavation and a wider river footprint due to 
the relatively higher ground levels (approximately 50m 
wider). National Grid believes the additional cost to deliver 
the 32.5mAOD Top Water Level with the 36.0mAOD Sarre 
Penn alignment (starting halfway between PC8 and PC9 
and ending at the commencement of the fish pass) would 
result in additional costs of £250,000, this assumes all 
excavated material could be reused on site as part of the 
dam construction.  

6 Parties’ views on whether 
there are other topics to 
add to the ExA’s 
suggested list of 
additional requirements in 
the DCO 

Please see the attached statement at Appendix A of this 
document, agreed by National Grid and SEW.  
 
 

11 Item 2.11 Table showing 
the envelope of 
conductors within the 
LoD - including statutory 
clearances 

In response to action 11, a table showing the envelope of 
conductors within the LoD including statutory clearances is 
provided at Appendix B of this document. 

12 Item 2.12 Typical 
foundation details 
including dimensions 
diagrams and 
photographs 

Details of the dimensitons of pylon foundations is provided 
on sheet 7 and 8 in the Typical Construction Details in Doc 
4.15(A)/REP3-003. Furthermore Chapter 3 of the 
Environmental Statement Doc 5.2/APP-029 provides details 
of the construction methodology for foundations at 
paragraph 3.4.65.  

Supporting photography is provided in Appendix C of this 
document.  
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Action 
No. 

ExA description Response 

13 Item 2.13 Expert to 
expert Post Hearing Note 
on potential for moving 
Pylon PC10 including 
effects either side of the 
line together with 
potential for movement in 
excess of 20m 

National Grid have met with SEW and a further meeting 
between technical experts is being arranged to consider to 
what extent PC10 could move to take into account the Sarre 
Penn diversion, the fish pass and the minimum height of the 
conductors. 

17 Item 3.2 Post Hearing 
Note in response to SEW 
Tech Notes 2 and 3 

Please see National Grid’s response to SEW’s technical 
notes submitted at Deadline 4 at Appendix D of this 
document. 

19 Item 5 Post Hearing Note 
on Nemo Link and 
related contractual 
matters 

As indicated at the Second Issue Specific Hearing in 
respect of the proposed reservoir at Broad Oak South East 
Water (SEW) said that they had asked for a copy of the 
contract between National Grid and Nemo Link.  

National Grid cannot share this commercially confidential 
contract with SEW.  A redacted copy of the contract would 
not be worthwhile as so much of it would have to be 
redacted.  

National Grid is contractually obliged to use its best 
endeavours to obtain all the necessary consents and to 
carry out the necessary works to ensure that it meets the 
completion date in the contract of 31 October 2018.  This is 
a very tight timescale.  

Whatever the contractual position, the Government has set 
out in the Overarching National Policy Statement for energy 
(EN-1) and the National Policy Statement for Electricity 
Networks Infrastructure (EN-5) the need and urgency for 
new energy infrastructure.  As was made clear at the 
Second Issue Specific Hearing, Counsel for National Grid 
stated that significant progress has been made in respect of 
the Nemo Link Interconnector Project.  It is ahead of 
schedule.   

Below is copy of an email from Nemo Link to the 
commercial arm of National Grid setting out in some detail 
the progress made.  Attached to that email was a chart 
showing the timetable for the works (See Appendix E of 
this action note). Given the progress made by Nemo Link 
and the international importance of the connection, Nemo 
are seeking to expedite the completion date: 

Date: 26 September 2016 at 16:44:50 BST 
Subject: EXT || Nemo Update 
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Action 
No. 

ExA description Response 

Amy 
  
In way of an update from our recent NGET / NEMO 
Interface meeting, please find attached a high level 
schedule (dated 31st August) showing the key activities we 
track to ensure we meet our completion date. This is 
provided to OFGEM on a regular basis. 
  
Nemo Link wishes to inform you that we have now started 
physical civil construction at both sites (Herdersbrug and 
Richborough). The ongoing remediation works at 
Richborough will come to an end soon and we have 
recently celebrated the complete removal of the old Turbine 
Hall.  Works on both sites has now started, at least two 
months in advance of the original baseline schedule, 
supported by ourselves and by the appointment, by our 
supplier Siemens, of their Main Civil contractors (BAM and 
JS Murphy & Sons). Piling activities have just started at 
Herdersbrug and will start within the next month at 
Richborough. All other groundworks activities will continue 
so as to be ready for the start of above ground building 
construction in February 2017. 
  
The HDD for the 400kV DC cable under the roundabout at 
Richborough is planned to start next month. Overall the 
project is on track with significant manufacturing progress 
on the Submarine and Land DC cable and Converter station 
equipment in line with the schedule and our expectations. 
The Converter DC modules are already being built.  The 
Cable Laying off shore campaign starts in May 2017 and 
extensive sea surveys are already complete. The Maersk 
Connector, our cable laying ship, has already completed its 
sea trials and is currently supporting another project before 
next year’s Nemo cable loading.  
In Belgium the Stevin Project, which will facilitate Nemo and 
some large offshore windfarms, is progressing well and 
ready to be commissioned in 2016 & 2017. This project 
consists of three new 380kV substations, new OHLs and a 
cable tunnel under the major canal from Zeebrugge to 
Brugge. 
  
This progress keeps us on track to complete by or beat the 
autumn 2018 completion date that we are all striving for so 
that we have the three months required for System Transfer 
testing (involving Power flowing between the two countries) 
and be ready for January 31st 2019. 
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Action 
No. 

ExA description Response 

21 Item 9 Post Hearing Note 
in relation to property 
known as “Summer Hill” - 
responding to Mr 
Holden’s submission of 
27 September 2016 

Summer Hill was assessed in detail with other listed 
buildings in Broad Oak at PEIR stage and was 
subsequently scoped out with the agreement of consultees. 
The general comments made in Doc 8.15/ REP3-015 
(National Grid response to REP2-077 - BOPS response to 
ExA First Round Written Questions) applied to this building.  
The comments below demonstrate how these comments 
apply in this particular case. 

Summer Hill is of historic, architectural and archaeological 
interest. The archaeological interests of this house relate 
primarily to the medieval internal structure, from which the 
architectural interest also largely derives. These interests 
would not be affected by the proposed development.  

The proposed development would be screened by buildings 
and trees in the close views of the house in which the 
architectural interest of its external appearance is best 
appreciated. This absence of visibility means that this 
element of the building’s significance would not be affected. 

The wider context of the house, within a village setting, 
contributes to historic interest through the visual relationship 
of the house to Shalloak Road and neighbouring properties 
from within Broad Oak, particularly in views from Shalloak 
Road. This scene is almost entirely defined by 20th-century 
housing. The proposed development which would not be 
visible in these views and this contribution would not be 
affected. 

Visibility of the wider rural scene in views of and from the 
house is precluded at ground level and views out from 
higher levels are further filtered by intervening trees and 
buildings. These elevated views are over modern elements 
which including the swimming pool in the garden of the 
house, adjacent modern houses, the polytunnels at Goose 
Farm and the more distant pylons of the existing UKPN and 
National Grid overhead lines. These views into the wider 
rural context from the house do not contribute positively to 
significance beyond providing a general rural context.  

The proposed development would be visible in some views 
from the upper storey of the house, but would not be 
prominent and would be seen in the context of a discernibly 
modern rural scene. Consequently, visibility of upper 
elements of the proposed development in these views 
would not affect any appreciation of the historic or 
architectural interest of the asset. 
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Action 
No. 

ExA description Response 

Any change to significance would be of negligible 
magnitude, no harm would arise and the effect would not be 
significant. 
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Appendix A 

 

Action 6 
 

Parties’ views on whether there are other 
topics to add to the ExA’s suggested list of 
additional requirements in the DCO 
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14793648.1 

ACTION 6 

JOINT STATEMENT FROM NATIONAL GRID AND SOUTH EAST WATER 

1 National Grid and South East Water have met once more.  They wish to confirm that progress 

has been made discussing the terms of the additional Requirements referred to by the 

Examining Authority and an Agreement dealing with issues such as the Vegetation 

Management Regime, the details of pylon design including foundations and position, property 

issues and the use of compulsory powers, the use of powers within the DCO (e.g. Article 40) 

and reciprocal access rights for National Grid over South East Water land and for South East 

Water under the conductors. 

2 It is hoped that the parties will be in a position to  provide  at Deadline 6: 

- confirmation that significant progress  has been made on the terms of an agreement 

between the parties; and 

- agreed additional requirements for inclusion in the DCO. 
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Appendix B 

 

Action 11 
 

Item 2.11 Table showing the envelope of 

conductors within the LoD - including statutory 

clearances 
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Item 2.11 Table showing the envelope of conductors within the LoD - including statutory clearances

Pylon Number or

Span

Current Pylon

Height (m)

Statutory Clearance

(m)

Current Minimum

Ground Clearance

(m)

Maximum Pylon

Height within LoD

(m)

Minimum Ground

Clearance at

Maximum Pylon

Height (m)

PC7 43.8 47.5

PC7-8 8.1 10.0 13.7

PC8 51.8 55.5

PC8-9 8.1 10.7 14.4

PC9 47.5 51.2

PC9-10 8.1 13.6 17.3

PC10 53.7 57.4
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Appendix C 

 

Action 12 
 

Item 2.12 Typical foundation details including 

dimensions diagrams and photographs 
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Item 2.12 Typical foundation details including dimensions diagrams and 

photographs 

 

Response 

The photographs below show typical construction arrangements for building piled 

pylon foundations. 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The photographs below show typical construction arrangements for chimney and 

pyramid pylon foundations 
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Appendix D 

 

Action 17 
 
Item 3.2 Post Hearing Note in response to 
SEW Tech Notes 2 and 3
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1.0 BROAD OAK RESERVOIR ISSUE SPECIFIC HEARING 
(28TH SEPTEMBER 2016) AGENDA ITEM 3.2: POST-
HEARING NOTE IN RESPONSE TO SEW TECHNICAL 
NOTES 2 AND 3 

 Introduction 

1.1 This document responds to South East Water's Technical Notes 2 and 3, submitted at 

Deadline 4 (REP4-053 and REP4-054). 

1.2 Technical Note 2 is a 'Critique of Applicant's Proposed Planting'.  It covers perceived 

shortcomings in the types of management that have been described by National Grid as 

being acceptable in the context of a consented Richborough Connection Project (RCP) on 

SEW land at Broad Oak where that interacts with SEW's concept proposals for mitigation.  

These concerns are particularly framed in terms of impediment to the delivery of a scheme of 

mitigation for environmental effects that would arise as a result of the future reservoir 

proposal. 

1.3 Technical Note 3 is on the 'Sarre Penn Diversion'.  It describes  SEW's objectives in respect 

of environmental mitigation  as part of future reservoir proposal at Broad Oak, particularly in 

respect of the provision of planting in the area around a proposed Sarre Penn diversion 

including the associated riparian corridor.  It also includes some description of South East 

Water's preferred approach to meeting those objectives. 

 Scope of response 

1.4 In order to respond to these Technical Notes and contextualise the response, this note first 

summarises the approach to management of future SEW mitigation planting within the area 

of interaction between the projects that has been described by National Grid. It also 

summarises the statutory drivers that such mitigation and management needs to achieve.  It 

then considers on a topic-by-topic basis, comments made by SEW within its Technical Notes 

on the compatibility or otherwise of the two. 

1.5 National Grid's response is made in the context of existing material on the subject of 

mitigation planting on SEW land at Broad Oak and the framework of requirements submitted 

by the relevant statutory consultees to date.  It is important to draw a distinction between 

planting that has been designed to mitigate potential effects assessed for the RCP, and any 

future mitigation that would be required of SEW to address as yet unassessed adverse 

effects resulting from a reservoir proposal.  National Grid has proposed mitigation planting in 

this area, which is illustrated in the Concept Mitigation Planting Plan (CMPP) (Doc 8.11(A)), 

updated document submitted at Deadline 5.  Such planting as illustrated in the CMPP has 

been conceived to address potential effects of the RCP on receptors identified by the ES 

(APP-029) and does not relate to any future reservoir proposal.  It would be for SEW to 

design and propose mitigation planting as part of its assessment of the effects of a future 

reservoir proposal. 
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1.6 The potential effects that National Grid's planting proposal is designed to mitigate do not 

include effects on the future planting and management options that would be available to 

SEW in the context of a reservoir proposal or mitigation thereby delivered, because the 

possible reservoir scheme was scoped out of RCP assessments.  Furthermore, such detail 

is not available to be able to assess it. However, based on best practice guidance and 

significant experience of vegetation management in the vicinity of its own assets, National 

Grid considers SEW to have substantially overestimated the significance of the constraints to 

design and management of planting presented by the RCP and that the projects are, in this 

respect, mutually compatible. 

1.7 It is National Grid's position that it is not possible to provide a detailed mitigation scheme for 

a future reservoir in the absence of any corresponding detailed reservoir proposals.  Such 

detail cannot be developed until all potential (environmental) effects of the reservoir and 

associated infrastructure are assessed, and consequently all relevant statutory requirements 

understood.  It is also impossible to provide a detailed management plan for planting under 

the RCP overhead line at this stage in the absence of any detailed description of the 

particular asset (in this case woodland) that would be managed. 

1.8 The presence of the RCP would affect the range of management options available to SEW 

in respect of a small proportion of its landholding at the point of interaction with the overhead 

line.  This effect can be broadly characterised as a requirement to maintain trees beneath 

the line at a lower height than might otherwise be possible.  There are a range of ways in 

which such an objective could be met and it is not National Grid's intention or place to 

prescribe which is the most appropriate.  However, based on documents submitted by SEW, 

National Grid has given evidence on the method of coppicing as one possible approach.  

This method would be capable of maintaining safe conductor clearances whilst meeting all of 

SEW's driving environmental requirements but it is neither prescribed nor required by 

National Grid. 

 Outline of National Grid's suggested approach 

1.9 There are two key ways in which RCP could influence the planting and management of 

arboreal habitats by SEW.  These can be characterised as primary interactions and 

secondary interactions.  Primary interactions are those that would impose a strict control on 

some aspect of land use.  There are two primary interactions: the requirement to maintain 

clearances from the conductors according to Energy Networks Association specifications; 

and the prevention of tree planting within the pylon footprint (for the same reasons).  

Secondary interactions are those that would variously arise as a result of whatever method is 

chosen to accommodate the primary interaction.  These are therefore more difficult to 

discuss because they are dependent on decisions that would be taken by SEW in the 

context of a detailed reservoir proposal.  They might include issues such as frequency of 

access, species selection, equipment selection etc. 
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1.10 There is broad agreement as to what the primary interactions might be for a range of 

reservoir options; these are largely a function of spatial relationship.  In order to engage in a 

meaningful conversation in respect of secondary interactions, National Grid has described 

and assumes a working model based on coppicing within the area of interaction.  This is 

mainly because coppicing would maximise the height of vegetation, and the consistency of 

that height over time, whilst also producing biodiverse and high quality connected woodland.  

SEW may prefer to maintain standard trees by pruning, pollarding or some other regime, or it 

may prefer a planting design comprising lower-growing species that would require limited 

management. The presence of RCP would not prevent this choice; provided that the primary 

interaction can be accommodated, RCP would place no further requirements on planting 

design.   

1.11 To assist the Examining Authority and SEW, a generic description of one type of 

management that National Grid considers to be feasible follows: 

(i) National Grid's working assumption is that the primary interaction could be 

accommodated by a 'simple coppice' woodland (i.e. woodland in which all trees are 

coppiced).  Trees of whatever species are selected could be planted (or where pre-

coppiced stools or other suitable specimens are identified, transplanted from a donor 

site) to establish coppice stools that would grow to their respective maximum height 

(depending on conductor height in the location) before being re-coppiced.  The layout, 

species selection and spacing of trees would not be otherwise constrained or dictated 

by the presence of RCP.   

(ii) Coppicing could be phased such that a diffuse selection of the tallest stools 

would be cut each year and thus a structural variety of trees at every stage of growth 

up to the maximum height would be present at all times.  Individual trees or small 

groups of trees could be cut depending on the balance of shade and structure 

required.  This system is analogous to the growth of human hair in which the longest 

hairs fall out and all intermediate lengths are present but the overall effect is one of 

constancy.  Consequently, it would maintain a diverse canopy structure and ensure 

that shade levels could be carefully controlled to the level desired.  Such a woodland 

structure could also accommodate understorey shrub planting (non-coppiced) if 

required to increase diversity in species and growth habit.   

(iii) In the most constrained areas (at lowest conductor sag) trees could be grown 

to between 10.7m and 13.6m, which would be increased by up to 11m depending on 

their location in relation to the alignment of the river cutting and possibly by a further 

3.7m of upward pylon adjustment within the LoD.  The maximum permissible height 

would vary between individual trees which, in combination with species growth rates 

would mean that the 'coppice cycle' would also be particular to each tree: dictated by 

the time taken to reach its maximum permissible height.   

(iv) The frequency of cutting operations would probably be annual in order to 

maximise the resultant structural diversity and minimise the scale of each operation.  

The proportion of trees cut in each operation would simply be varied according to the 

duration of growth cycle (i.e. in areas of faster growth the cycle would be shorter so a 

larger proportion of trees would be cut in each operation).  A reasonable scenario 

would be a 10 year cycle with 10% of trees cut each winter but in many areas, it would 

be possible to use a longer cycle and further reduce the proportion of trees cut each 

year. Consequently, 90% or more of the trees would remain ‘undisturbed’ in any one 

year. 
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(v) Coppicing is a traditional practice that is not mechanised and produces 

material that can be manually handled, as it has been for thousands of years.  Arisings 

from each operation could be sensitively extracted to the nearest or most appropriate 

point of access, probably the proposed bridleway, using temporary ground protection if 

required in areas of concentrated footfall.  Some arisings may also be useful for 

introduction into the river as large woody debris groynes, bank revetments and channel 

narrowing or for terrestrial habitat creation and deadwood.   

(vi) The top height of coppice growth further from the line would increase 

throughout the transition to high canopy woodland.  Trees that are not beneath the 

conductor swing could be coppiced, singled, pollarded or have maiden form as 

preferred; probably with a transition area containing a mix in which the coppice 

component would become the understorey of a full height woodland.  Trees within 

falling distance of a conductor would be inspected for defects and remedial measures 

specified as appropriate.  Towards the Sarre Penn diversion, planting would transition 

to wet woodland species, all of which are well-suited to coppicing. 

1.12 It is recognised that the description above may not be SEW's preferred approach but it is 

presented as one alternative to SEW's mitigation concept that would be capable of providing 

the necessary mitigation and thus meeting the same statutory requirements and objectives. 

 Statutory Consultee Requirements 

1.13 This considers the statutory drivers and principles of design for SEW's proposals as a 

contextual background to the mitigation required.  These provide the primary tests against 

which any scheme of mitigation and consequently woodland management must be judged.  

 Natural England 

1.14 Natural England's (NE) correspondence on 26th May 2016 submitted by SEW (REP2-207) 

describes its current position on SEW's outline proposals in relation to its statutory duties 

and makes clear the limitations of its advice at this stage, given the conceptual stage of 

SEW's proposals and level of unassessed impacts.  Key aspects are: 

(i) No loss of ancient woodland SSSI; 

(ii) No loss of connectivity of ancient woodland SSSI; 

(iii) Prevent fragmentation and improve woodland habitat connectivity to mitigate 

any indirect or adjacency impacts on the West Blean and Thornden Woods SSSI 

1.15 NE indicated that the outline proposed planting from SEW has met these principles, by 

replacing the connectivity that would be lost by the removal of hedgerow using native 

species of local provenance.  Further key principles required going forward are: 

(i) Mitigation planting as far in advance of the scheme delivery as possible; 

(ii) A long term habitat management plan to ensure mitigation in perpetuity; 

(iii) Improve the condition of the SSSI where possible; and, 

(iv) Any increased recreational access should avoid harm to the SSSI through 

design and management.   
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1.16 Natural England make clear that reservoir construction and operational management should 

aim to improve the condition of the SSSI where possible. This requirement and all the other 

mitigation proposals are consistent with the public duty common to all utility companies, i.e. 

the duty to conserve and enhance designated sites under Section 28G of the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 as amended. 

1.17 National Grid considers that all of the above points could readily be addressed by a modified 

mitigation scheme accommodating RCP; it is not clear why a reduction in top height of trees 

would present an obstacle to any of these drivers. 

1.18 NE indicates that the current mitigation proposed by SEW appears to be sufficient to meet 

the company’s statutory requirements with respect to West Blean and Thornden Woods 

SSSI and the broad biodiversity habitats and in relation to the Sarre Penn diversion, but 

goes on to stress that the proposals are outline, that a lot of further information is needed 

and that 'significant further work to prepare the proposal will be required'.  It is therefore clear 

that the mitigation concept described by SEW is not fully formed, tested or agreed.  NE state 

that 'no information on the accompanying abstraction, construction methods, phasing, 

protected species, and additional biodiversity mitigation have been discussed to date and so 

this conclusion is with respect to the size, location of the reservoir, its embankments, the 

route of the Sarre Penn diversion (in relation to the SSSI) and the location and broad type of 

mitigation planting only'.   

1.19 NE direct that as the details of the reservoir proposal come forward ‘more information on all 

of the following will be necessary: 

(i) Species, extent and phasing of mitigation planting adjacent to the SSSI; 

(ii) Long term management of mitigation land and adjacent SSSI where owned by 

South East Water; 

(iii) Information on the recreational access and management;  

(iv) Further detail of shape and size of reservoir embankments and precise 

distance of embankment from the nearest parts of the SSSI; 

(v) Further information on how shading, soil compaction and microclimate change 

in the SSSI and rooting zone will be avoided/minimised; 

(vi) Further details on the route for Sarre Penn diversion; and 

(vii) Further details/agreement from Environment Agency requirements for the 

Sarre Penn diversion to meet the Water Framework Directive objectives and ensure 

fish passage is maintained.  Information on the elements of the scheme that are 

currently outside of the scope of this discretionary advice (abstraction, pipeline, 

protected species etc.).’ 

1.20 NE do not comment on or make any specific requirements in relation to specific habitat types 

required for the mitigation planting, other than the use of native species of local provenance.  

Furthermore, they make no comments on other regulatory impacts, such as the 

Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) as no assessment of 

impacts has been (or can be at this level of detail) provided by SEW to date.  
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 Environment Agency 

1.21 The Environment Agency's (EA) correspondence of 23 June 2016 (REP2-206) and 3 August 

2016 (REP 03-309), as well as their responses to the second round of written questions 

(REP4-024, WQ2.3.2, 2.3.3, 2.3.20 and 2.3.25) provide further context and design principles 

for the Sarre Penn realignment and fish pass in the context of the relevant regulatory 

requirements.   

1.22 The Water Framework Directive (England and Wales) Regulations 2003 (the WFD) is a 

prime driver for the requirements relating to the riparian habitats, and where relevant, how 

they interact with the Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act (SAFFA) 1975 and the Eels 

(England and Wales) Regulations 2009.   

1.23 In REP2-206, the EA state ‘Delivery of the WFD requires us to protect waterbodies from 

adverse impacts or, if those impacts are unavoidable, to require mitigation from developers 

(in the broadest sense) so that the potential (ecological, chemical and morphological status 

of a modified waterbody) of the waterbody is not affected and any plans that we have or 

might develop in the future to improve the potential of the waterbody can still be 

implemented.’ This is, in other words, the WFD principle of ’no deterioration‘.  

1.24 In REP2-206, EA gives the following direction: 

(i) ‘Trees and other riparian vegetation help to shade rivers. This is of great 

benefit, particularly given current climate change scenarios, as shading helps to keep 

rivers cool. Although some species of fish are relatively tolerant of wide temperature 

variations, salmonids (brown and sea trout, and other species) are especially sensitive 

to increases (diurnal or longer term) in water temperature. Among other things, this is 

because warmer water cannot contain as much dissolved oxygen (DO) as cold water, 

and salmonids require high levels of DO. 

We are concerned about the impact of any lack of shade over and around the fish 

pass. This relatively long (compared to other fish passes in the country) structure 

needs to benefit from shade otherwise it will heat up and, effectively, become a 

thermal (and deoxygenated) barrier to the passage of fish in the Sarre Penn. 

(ii) Trees are an important source of fine, coarse and large woody material (WM) 

for rivers. There are numerous biodiversity, flood risk and climate change mitigation 

reasons why rivers need to contain WM. 

(iii) And “trees must not be taken to mean a monoculture of a single species. A 

range of species including alder, willow, oak and possibly others are all important to 

ensure that the riparian corridor is suitably bio-diverse and provides as wide a range of 

habitats for other species as possible’.   

1.25 In REP3-039, EA states 'the Environment Agency would be keen to see a connected 

environment. The riparian environment should be continuous, with shading, so that it can 

perform a range of ecological functions. There should be no deterioration in Water 

Framework Directive status of the Sarre Penn.' 

1.26 In response to WQ2.3.20, EA added that 'a continuous riparian corridor over most of the 

affected length of the Sarre Penn will be required. Shading from the canopy of adjacent trees 

and marginal vegetation to include large and over-hanging shrubs will need to feature in the 

design.'  
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1.27 National Grid considers that all of the above points could readily be addressed by a modified 

mitigation scheme accommodating RCP; it is not clear why a reduction in top height of trees 

would present an obstacle to the provision of shading, woody material or target tree 

species.The EA do not specify anywhere that mature unmanaged trees are a necessity.  

1.28  In REP4-024, the EA repeat in several answers (WQ2.3.2, WQ2.3.3, and WQ2.3.25) that 

'We are unable to be prescriptive……as long as the design principles……are met.'  In the 

response to WQ2.3.6 and in the updated SoCG with National Grid to be submitted at 

deadline 5 (Doc 8.4.1(B), SoCG ID 3.2.17), EA clarified that it will also require more details 

from SEW on the planting proposals in the vicinity of the Sarre Penn where a Flood Risk 

Activity Permit (FRAP) is required.  

 Mitigation objectives 

1.29 SEW has not provided specific functional mitigation parameters in respect of the planting in 

the wider woodland or riparian planting areas. However, objectives have been defined in 

many of their submissions, including Technical Notes 1 (REP4-52) 2 and 3. These objectives 

are also in the agreed SoCG (REP4-041 presented at the ISH 28th September 2016).   

1.30 Paragraph 2.4.2 of the SoCG Doc 8.4.11.1(A) states that 'SEW considers that unmanaged 

and connected woodland and associated riparian habitats are fundamental to the mitigation 

required for the Reservoir.' 

1.31 Technical note 2 (introduction) reiterates the key objectives on the overall woodland 

mitigation 'SEW requires a mature well connected high canopy woodland to deliver its 

essential landscape scale mitigation associated with the creation of Broad Oak reservoir.' 

1.32 Technical note 3 replicates much of the EA's correspondence cited above in terms of 

objectives, and so is not repeated here. Paragraphs 10-11 in the technical note summarise 

SEW's objectives as: 

(i) Replace inundated trees and hedgerows; 

(ii) Ensure that remaining habitat features are not fragmented and provide a link 

and function with the wider landscape; 

(iii) Provide a replacement riparian and riverine corridor which is of at least equal 

ecological value to that currently supported by the Sarre Penn. 

(iv) Avoid visually dominant elements within open landscape and establish screen 

planting; 

(v) Conserve and reinforce the strategic habitat network to reflect the area's 

position on the edge of the Blean; 

(vi) Link the ancient woodland resource in the north with smaller blocks of planting 

in the south; 

(vii) Conserve and reinforce traditional hedgerow and shelterbelt patters close to 

the Broad Oak settlement; 

(viii) Create woodland and shelter belts to intercept undesirable local and long 

views; 

(ix) Align planting and management strategy with terrestrial ecology, 

geomorphology and aquatic ecology; 
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(x) Create a sustainable landscape requiring minimal intervention; 

(xi) Use of appropriate native local species of local provenance. 

1.33 A consented RCP would not prevent the above objectives from being met.  It may influence 

the way in which each would best be accommodated within the final scheme but there is no 

fundamental requirement that could not be delivered. 

1.34 Coppice woodland is underrepresented in Britain, and is a habitat that has declined 

significantly and is considered a primary conservation priority. The State of Nature report 

2016 and its 2013 predecessor forwarded by Sir David Attenborough, has shown that in the 

mid-20th century ~50% of Britain’s woodlands were in coppice, whereas now it is less than 

1%.  As a result of the decrease in coppice management and corresponding increase in 

unmanaged, mature woodland with overshading and lacking open areas, associated species 

such as dormouse and nightingale, which are present in the SSSIs neighbouring the 

proposed reservoir, have also dramatically declined and there is consequently a concerted 

effort to increase coppicing as an appropriate conservation management technique. 

 Responses to technical points 

1.35 This section addresses specific points raised by SEW in its Technical Notes.  SEW positions 

are quoted to assist with referencing. 

 Coppice management system 

 SEW position 

1.36 SEW considers that if coppicing was appropriate in the southern part of the mitigation plan, 

then to be of biodiversity benefit to the site it would need to be undertaken using one of the 

long rotation plans outlined above [Figure 5]… …none of these are possible under the RCP 

(TN2 pg.9, Figure 5). 

1.37 Whilst early stage coppice is important for some species, it must not be viewed in isolation 

and its potential biodiversity value is only achieved in juxtaposition to a wide range of 

different woodland types and age structures (TN2 pg.11). 

 National Grid response 

1.38 Management of the area of interaction according to the linear coup model described on TN2, 

Figure 5 (after, Coppice woodlands: their management for wildlife, JNCC 1993) would be 

possible beneath a line.  The only reason NG has not focussed on this type of management 

is an assumption that consistent shading would take priority over the practicality of coup 

cutting.  It may be possible to employ such a coup system with an alternative form of shading 

at the waterside, such as by large shrubs or pollarded trees if that is preferred. 

1.39 Management of the NG easement would comprise a relatively small part of the overall 

proposed wooded complex in the area.  In the context of surrounding 'high canopy' woodland 

it would represent an opportunity to increase diversity and cannot be regarded as a distinct 

habitat.  The area of interaction may be regarded as being juxtaposed with the range of 

different woodland types and age structures proposed on surrounding land and already 

existing. 
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 "From a conservation viewpoint, active coppice and high forest complement one 

another and our woodlands would be all the poorer if one were to dominate."  

 (Coppice woodlands: their management for wildlife, JNCC 1993) 

 

 Quality of Existing Sarre Penn Corridor 

 SEW position 

1.40 The river channel was noted to be predominantly lined with dense to semi-open scrub and 

trees that overhang and densely shade the channel. (TN3 para. 14). 

 National Grid response 

1.41 Dense to semi-open scrub and trees is a good description of mixed coppice woodland.  The 

existing conditions in terms of species, shading and rooting structures can be replicated 

without constraint.  It is only the height management of trees that would be necessitated in 

areas of interaction. 

 "Regular management of riparian woodland is required to sustain the optimum 

vegetation structure for supporting good ecological status. Thinning, pollarding, 

coppicing and selective felling are the main measures used…"  

 (Forest Research Monograph 4 (2011), Woodland for Water: Woodland measures for 

meeting Water Framework Directive objectives) 

 

 Establishment of coppice 

 SEW position 

1.42 Coppicing in the woodland management sense requires the establishment of a relatively 

mature tree specimen prior to commencement (TN2 pg.1). 

 National Grid response 

1.43 Transplanting of large specimens is one way to establish coppicing and National Grid has 

used this method with good success rates.  It is also possible to plant nursery stock.  The 

most suitable approach will depend on the length of the project and how far in advance of 

the required mitigation planting can be implemented.  The presence of RCP would not 

influence the range of available planting options for the establishment of new trees or the 

reservoir build programme. 

 "New stools are best established from robust transplants… …the initial cut to 

stimulate the formation of coppice shoots can be made after 1 - 2 seasons' growth but 

it may be better to allow 5 - 6 years for establishment." 

(Forestry Commission Research Information Note 259) 

 Shading 

 SEW position 

1.44 Vegetation management on the frequency outlined by NG will not give rise to the required 

shading effects on the river (TN2 pg.2). 
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 National Grid response 

1.45 At the Issue Specific Hearing on the Broad Oak Reservoir, Ms Goddard submitted in 

evidence that a 14 year coppiced tree height as illustrated on Figure 2 of Technical Note 2 

(10-12m) would not be sufficient in terms of shading.  Mr Johns submitted in evidence that 

the required height would be “towards the 15m height”.  National Grid's submissions and 

Jacob's spot height plans demonstrate that such tree heights would be achievable.  On that 

basis SEW's assumptions of an intensively managed and low height canopy are incorrect. 

 "When choosing species and designing a planting scheme thought needs to be given 

to how high trees will grow, and how they will be managed in the long term – thinning 

and coppicing give options to manipulate the amount of shade."  

 (Woodland Trust, Planting Trees to Protect Water) 

1.46 Coppicing is capable of providing very dense shade and canopy closure in mixed 

broadleaved systems usually occurs at around 10 years.  Coppice management as has been 

described by National Grid would probably be capable of providing 'too much' shade and this 

could be controlled by management.  Shade levels in a coppice system are inherently more 

flexible than in a high canopy system as small modifications to management can be made 

regularly without causing large changes in local canopy cover and without ever removing 

large trees and creating persistent gaps.  Singling, the removal of all but one stem from a 

coppice stool, is also a useful method that would suit this application. 

1.47 Wet woodland species such as willow and alder would likely be suitable for planting within 

the low flow channel, thereby providing direct shading of the water.  Channel widths of up to 

3 metres (or more, depending on species choice and growth habit) can be entirely shaded 

by overhanging lateral branch growth and pollarded trees could also form a component of a 

Riparian Planting scheme to increase structural diversity and niche aerial habitats. 

 "The key to successful bankside tree management is to achieve a balance between 

shaded and open sections of water. There are a number of prescriptions as to how 

much of each is ideal. A generally agreed formula is that there should be around 60% 

shading of the channel, with 40% open to direct sunlight... …There are three options 

for tree cutting; coppicing, pollarding and singling." 

 (Wild Trout Trust, Habitat Management Sheets: Managing Trees) 

 

 Tree Structure 

 SEW position 

1.48 As regrowth is small, there are many stems which are thin and they grow vertically (TN2 

pg.2). 

1.49 It is critical that the following aspects are taken into account… …provision of increased 

physical structural diversity through mature trees including submerged roots, overhanging 

canopies, submerged limbs (TN3 pg.10). 
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 National Grid response 

1.50 Coppice regrowth is initially small in diameter, just as newly planted standard trees are small 

in diameter.  Rates of growth in coppice trees tend to be faster than standards and 

ultimately, a coppice woodland would tend to comprise a greater number of smaller stems 

but canopy cover (foliage) is produced in response to light in any woodland system and the 

architecture of leaf bearing structures (twigs, branches, stems) does not consistently 

correlate with shade levels . All trees grow in response to available light and those on the 

edges of rides or a river will grow sideways to overhang that feature, irrespective of the 

growth form.  Coppice growth that is strongly vertical and straight is observed in stands that 

are managed for wood products, as the majority are, but these are grown in the context of 

uniform species and age, neither of which would be required to maintain conductor 

clearances. 

 "Coppicing can increase the effectiveness of riparian woodland buffers by 

maintaining the optimum vegetation structure for river morphology and sediment 

trapping, and by enhancing tree growth and thereby nutrient uptake. Coppicing is also 

an effective measure for increasing hydraulic roughness and delaying flood flows."  

 (Forest Research Monograph 4 (2011), Woodland for Water: Woodland measures for 

meeting Water Framework Directive objectives) 

1.51 Coppicing is well-suited to the provision of complex waterside structures including 

submerged roots.  The roots of a coppiced tree continue to persist between cuts and reach 

maturity notwithstanding the above ground tree size.  Natural river systems such as those 

including willow species tend to self-coppice where erosion causes bank collapse.  The 

retention of an extensive root network and the ability to regrow from a failed stool can be 

advantageous to trees in a riparian context.  Riverside coppice stems also present a better 

opportunity for the supply of submerged structures than high canopy trees by the plashing of 

stems from the bank into the water to create areas of scour and other channel modifications. 

 "Bank stabilisation requires large root systems, but taller trees can also fall, causing 

bank erosion. Coppicing (and pollarding) are ways of keeping the height of the tree 

manageable, while retaining a healthy root system." 

 (Woodland Trust, Planting Trees to Protect Water) 

 

 Woodland Structure 

 SEW position 

1.52 [Intensively managed short rotation] woodland structure is much flatter and uniform in 

structure as the woodland has a poorly constructed layered system (TN2 pg. 4). 

1.53 It will not be possible to establish a traditional coppice-with-standards system due to the 

height restrictions under the RCP. As such, it will not be possible to establish key elements 

associated with biodiverse woodland, namely deadwood and a complex age and vertical 

structure (TN2 pg.10). 

 National Grid response 

1.54 National Grid does not consider short rotation coppice likely to be a suitable means of 

vegetation management to meet SEW's objectives and has not proposed it. 
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1.55 There is no requirement for a coppice system to include standard trees.  Historically, a large 

proportion of coppice woodland was 'simple' (i.e. without standards).  It would be possible to 

establish standards beneath the line but their height would be more limited because of their 

form and the larger clearances required.  However, deadwood and an age and canopy 

structure are not dependent on the provision of standard trees and can be provided in a 

simple coppice system.  In addition, the relatively small area of interaction (small in terms of 

coppice coup size) means that any woodland management in this area must be regarded in 

terms of the wider landscaping, in which larger trees and associated habitat types can be 

provided outside the easement without creating an ecologically significant 'gap'. 

 “Regular management of riparian woodland is required to sustain the optimum 

vegetation structure for supporting good ecological status. Thinning, pollarding, 

coppicing and selective felling are the main measures used…” 

 (Forest Research Monograph 4 (2011), Woodland for Water: Woodland measures for 

meeting Water Framework Directive objectives) 

 

 Coppice cycle 

 SEW position 

1.56 Coppicing in the woodland management sense requires reasonably long coppicing cycles 

(TN2 pg.2). 

1.57 The NG cutting plan is most likely to see tree management on a 3 to 5 year basis (TN2 pg. 

2). 

1.58 Short term coppice is a minimum of 10 years but up to 35 years (TN2 pg. 2). 

1.59 Intensively managed (i.e. short rotation of 5-15 year) coppice (TN2 pg.3). 

1.60 In… …traditional [coppice] woodland the trees were cut… …typically every 5-20 years (TN2 

pg.3). 

1.61 The biodiversity value of coppiced woodland is thus highly dependent on… …a sensitive and 

long term (minimum of 10 years but up to 35 year) coppice rotation (TN2 pg.5). 

 National Grid response 

1.62 It is unclear what SEW regards as an appropriate coppice cycle. 

1.63 It is assumed that the reference to a 3 to 5 cycle is based on TN2 pg. 6 Figure 2 (i.e. trees 

up to 4-5m tall).  National Grid has previously explained that trees in even the most 

constrained locations could be around twice this height.  Trees alongside the Sarre Penn 

diversion in cutting could be taller still because of the landform modifications. 

1.64 Figure 2 in TN2 is incorrectly labelled as illustrating the growth form of short rotation coppice.  

It is taken from Coppiced woodlands: their management for wildlife, JNCC 1993 in which it 

illustrates the rate of growth of coppice and way in which a developing canopy controls the 

development of low foliage such as bramble.  Based on this Figure, it would take between 10 

and 15 years for most trees to reach their maximum permissible height depending on 

location.  This is consistent with National Grid's previous evidence on a likely form of 

management based around a minimum 10 year cycle and is consistent with SEW 

descriptions of a 'long term' rotation for biodiversity, a traditional coppice woodland and, by 

contradiction, 'short term coppice'. 
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 "In well managed coppice the coupes are cut on a regular cycle of 5-25 years 

depending on species and product required" 

 (Forestry Commission Research Information Note 259) 

1.65  The early stages of coppice regrowth are potentially the most dynamic and biodiverse.  

SEWs preference for high and closed canopy is not the only way to meet its stated 

objectives and coppicing would favour many species that would be thereby discouraged. 

 "Many of the specially interesting flowers, butterflies and birds of coppice depend on 

the early stages, before the canopy has closed. Indeed, the survival of some of these 

species within individual woods hinges on the constant creation of new areas of 

young growth. Species differ in their exact requirements. The first three years are 

particularly important to many plants, but migrant birds mainly depend on years 4-10. 

It is highly desirable, therefore, that substantial areas of young coppice of all ages up 

to 10 years are always present." 

 (Coppice woodlands: their management for wildlife, JNCC 1993). 

 

 Standard trees 

 SEW position 

1.66 It will not be possible to establish a traditional coppice-with-standards system due to the 

height restrictions under the RCP (TN2 pg.10). 

1.67 Standard trees would be individual and in groups, and unmanaged (given in oral evidence at 

Issue Specific Hearing on Broad Oak Reservoir on 28th September 2016). 

 National Grid response 

1.68 It is correct that unmanaged standard trees could not be established immediately beneath 

the line due to height restrictions.  There is no statutory driver that would require this.  

Standard trees do offer certain niche habitats that would be underrepresented in coppice 

woodland such as aerial cavities but these would be adequately provided in the surrounding 

landscape and are not location sensitive at the scale of the interaction (tens of metres). 

1.69 Standard trees in a traditional coppice system are principally included to draw the coppice 

upwards to maintain consistent quality and straightness and to provide a high grade timber 

crop on a longer rotation, which would traditionally be retained by the landowner within a 

system of tenanted coups.  Neither of these objectives apply to land at Broad Oak so 

comparison between National Grid's described approach and traditional coppice-with-

standards has limited usefulness. 

 

 Landscaping Scale 

 SEW position 

1.70 SEW mitigation woodland will therefore not be managed as a landscape with consideration 

of mosaic of coups/panels (TN2 pg.10). 

1.71 NG manifestly fail to consider the wider landscape outside the narrow confines of the RCP 

corridor (TN2 pg.10). 
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 National Grid response 

1.72 The area of interaction (NG easement) is comparable in dimensions to a standard coppice 

coup.  It is not large enough to be regarded as an entire woodland system and should be 

considered as one or a small number of compartments within the larger complex. 

1.73 The presence of coppice woodland does not preclude any form of woodland management 

on adjacent land. It is artificial to draw a distinction between coppice woodland an adjacent 

high canopy woodland, which may comprise identical species and similar shrub layers.   

High canopy woodland may also include a coppiced component as an understorey.  The 

transition from coppice woodland to high canopy does not present an abrupt or impenetrable 

barrier to habitat connectivity or biodiversity and the width of high canopy outside the 

National Grid easement is immaterial to its function, which should properly be considered in 

the context of the entire connected woodland.  Areas of habitat transition, including 

woodland edge, tend to be the most biodiverse and favoured by many species including 

bats. 

1.74 RCP has considered landscape in terms of potential effects arising as a result of the 

proposal and associated mitigation, but the possible future delivery of landscape mitigation 

as part of a future reservoir proposal remains conjectural and beyond the scope of the RCP 

proposal.  It would be for SEW to consider the wider landscape context for any reservoir 

proposal.  Does not propose any particular solution but considers that restrictions on tree 

height in one location could not significantly compromise landscape scale mitigation design. 

 

 Connectivity 

 SEW position 

1.75 Vegetation management under the RCP easement will not result in the establishment of the 

connected, biodiverse woodland required (TN2 pg. 1). 

1.76 Tree planting is a key requirement of the Reservoir to mitigate for lost habitat, to re-connect 

existing woodland blocks and prevent fragmentation of woodland within the wider landscape 

(TN3 para. 9). 

1.77 A key element of [the Sarre Penn diversion] will be the uninterrupted development and 

function of both aquatic and terrestrial vegetation e.g. mature connecting canopy will provide 

a corridor for the passage of dormouse (TN3 para. 27). 

 National Grid response 

1.78 The presence of RCP will not prevent the creation of connected woodland.  Any form of 

continuous cover woodland management such as the one described by National Grid would 

retain branch to branch connectivity at all times because gaps would be created only by the 

coppicing of individual trees or small pockets and not large strips or areas of tree cover.  The 

height of branch to branch contact is not a useful broad metric for connectivity; coppice 

woodland is no less capable of providing connectivity than high canopy woodland and, given 

its denser and more prolific flowering and fruiting, may provide better functional connectivity 

for some species, notably dormice. 
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1.79 Forest Research habitat networks modelling does not consider broadleaved woodland to 

connect with pinewood for example, but all types of broadleaved woodland are considered to 

be capable of being functionally connected.  To draw a distinction between coppiced and 

non-coppiced but physically touching broadleaved woodland is arbitrary and incorrect. 

1.80 Management of connectivity for dormice is principally concerned with physical contact 

between aerial parts so that dormice need not come to the ground.  It is recommended that 

coppicing, which is one of the primary means of developing favourable dormouse habitats, 

should not create disconnected coups and should not be undertaken in large coups that 

could include an entire territory.  This type of dense and intimate contact between adjacent 

trees would tend to be poorer in high canopy woodland than coppice woodland. 

 "Cut holes in woodland to encourage new growth, keep habitats well-linked and 

promote diversity of plant species, age and size; maintain arboreal connectivity 

throughout the wood; create linked coppice blocks." 

 (Managing small woodlands for dormice, Peoples Trust for Endangered Species) 

 

 Ancient woodland 

 SEW position 

1.81 No reference has been given by NG to establishing a new woodland – and how clear cutting 

could be aimed at replicating the biodiverse features of ancient coppice woodland (TN2 

pg.11). 

 National Grid response 

1.82 It is not clear which ancient coppice woodland must be replicated.  RCP would not affect any 

ancient coppice woodland and National Grid is not aware of any statutory or other driver to 

replicate ancient coppice woodland, which may be technically impossible to do.  It is not 

clear whether this is the ancient woodland that SEW has to create to which Ms Goddard 

referred in evidence at the Broad Oak Issue Specific Hearing on 28th September 2016.  

National Grid does not consider the creation or replication of ancient woodland to be 

possible. 

 

 Coarse Woody Debris 

 SEW position 

1.83 Woody debris is a feature within the [existing Sarre Penn] channel, with large branches and 

even some live trees growing within the channel area (TN3 para. 15). 

1.84 Sheltered sections created by woody debris, tree roots, leaf litter, macrophyte cover or large 

stones, are preferred by adult fish, at least during daylight (TN3 para. 21). 

1.85 Aging trees also provide woody debris and hinged or fallen limbs (including semi-submerged 

fallen deadwood) need to be left in situ as key habitat features (TN3 para. 33). 

1.86 The vegetation management identified by NG along the proposed corridor of the Sarre Penn 

river diversion will not provide any notable contribution to… …coarse woody debris, shading, 

physical structures along and within the watercourse) (TN2 pg. 1). 
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 National Grid response 

1.87 The significance of woody debris to riparian habitats is recognised by National Grid.  RCP 

would have no effect on the provision of such material.  Live trees within the channel area to 

replicate the Sarre Penn channel conditions, tree roots and hinged or fallen limbs can all be 

incorporated with no constraint.  It is incorrect to state that coppicing would not make 

contribution to woody debris; it may provide a better source of such material than high 

canopy because of the regular production of useable material, and opportunity for stems to 

be hinged intentionally into the channel.   

 "Adding Large Woody Debris and Coarse Woody Debris to rivers is best achieved by 

coppicing or pollarding of riverside trees" 

 (Wild Trout Trust, Habitat Management Sheets: Managing woody debris) 

 

 Standard trees 

 SEW position 

1.88 From the early Middle Ages until the late nineteenth century most woodlands in lowland 

England were coppiced, albeit coppice with standards (standards are trees which are left 

unmanaged and are allowed to grow to full height) (TN2 pg.3). 

 National Grid response 

1.89 There is no inherent requirement for coppice systems to contain standards.  Forest 

Research publishes figures online showing that a substantial proportion of coppice woodland 

does not contain standards.  In England, the amount of simple coppice exceeded the 

amount of coppice with standards during the latter part of the 20th century.  Prior to this it 

was a significant minority. The gradual change in management structure was more to do with 

land ownership and timber value than biodiversity objectives. 

 

 Level of Intervention 

 SEW position 

1.90 The aim of the mitigation will be to provide a new river system which performs in the same 

manner for all of its ecological components… Such a channel has the ability to self-regulate 

in terms of inputs of nutrients, woody debris and other physical features that contribute to 

habitat diversity, temperature regulation from shading and adjust itself naturally (TN3 

para.24). 

1.91 Coppicing will not be effective or perhaps even possible due to the required frequency of cut, 

and, the likely damage to the clay rich and seasonally waterlogged soils as well as difficult 

vehicle access; (TN2 pg.1). 

1.92 An undisturbed woodland management system is fundamental (Doc 8.4.11.1(A) 2.4.2 and 

2.1.5c). 

1.93 Extraction of timber would be required every 5 to 10 years under the SEW proposal and the 

recreational access could be used for timber extraction, (E Goddard oral evidence at Issue 

Specific Hearing on Broad Oak Reservoir 28th September 2016). 
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 National Grid response 

1.94 South East Water has presented conflicting evidence on this subject.  No woodland planting 

scheme can be ‘self-regulating’.  This would be contrary to best practise and would probably 

allow aggressive species to become dominant in the canopy.  The creation of a self-

regulating and steady state climax woodland would take hundreds of years and 

management would be required in any event where there is any risk of harm to people of 

property associated with tree failure.  It is not reasonable to characterise a high canopy 

woodland as low intervention as many large scale operations would be required, notably 

thinning.  It is a requirement of NE that a detailed management plan will still need to be 

developed for SEW's mitigation planting proposals. 

1.95 It is unreasonable to anticipate that an 'unmanaged' woodland would deliver the right 

balance of biodiversity functions, shade levels, woody debris and so on.  There is no reason 

why this should be the case and where such strict mitigation objectives are presented that 

they may be undermined by a change in tree height, it seems unreasonable to assert that 

they could be met with certainty by a 'hands off' approach. 

1.96 National Grid has described a model involving annual visits to undertake a small amount of 

tree cutting each year.  This would correspond well with the need to monitor woodland 

development and risk assess trees near to footpaths and infrastructure.  An annual visit and 

small scale operations on foot would not cause notable damage to soils or ground flora and 

would give the best opportunity to tweak the model in real time in response to emerging 

conditions. 

1.97 Coppicing is inherently a low intensity operation, pre-dating mechanisation.  It is normally 

undertaken on foot in winter when ground flora is least vulnerable.  Coppice products are 

smaller and easier to extract than those arising from high canopy woodland management 

and easier to process. 

1.98 Vehicle access would not be necessary to undertake coppicing on such a small scale and 

the extraction of timber could utilise the same routes for access that would be proposed by 

SEW for a high canopy system.  Once at roadside, the smaller coppice material would also 

require smaller vehicles than the timber wagons and forwarders that would be needed to 

remove high canopy thinnings. 

 "A complex, continuous or semi-continuous cover of natural woody vegetation is 

considered to represent the best riparian vegetation for protecting morphological 

status. Riparian woodland management has an important role to play in maintaining 

the desired structure of riparian vegetation by regular interventions in the form of 

thinning, pollarding, coppicing or felling." 

 (Forest Research Monograph 4 (2011), Woodland for Water: Woodland measures for 

meeting Water Framework Directive objectives) 

 

 Conservation value of coppice woodland 

 SEW position 

1.99 Coppicing of woodlands can create conditions suitable for many plants, insects and birds 

and the biodiversity value of coppicing is often cited (for example, the West Blean and 

Thornden Woods SSSI citation recognised that many of the rare and scarce invertebrates 

recorded within the site are associated with early stages of the coppice cycle) (TM2 pg.3). 
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1.100 The cutting frequency is very likely to affect the fruiting cycle of all specimens and therefore 

reduce the biodiversity value of the easement in this respect (TM2 pg.11). 

 National Grid response 

1.101 There is agreement between SEW and NG as to the potential conservation interest of 

coppice woodland.  However, National Grid does not accept that delivery of coppice 

woodland elsewhere in its landholding constitutes a reason to object to coppicing beneath 

the RCP. 

1.102 Fruiting cycles vary between species but, in terms of key dormouse food such as hazel, 

would be around 5 - 6 years.  Coppice cycles beneath RCP could be longer than this and 

would not therefore prevent fruiting.  Across a range of species interests including birds, the 

most biodiverse and dynamic period of coppice growth in a woodland system is the first ten 

years.   

 "Actively coppiced woodland is very diverse in its structure and is, therefore, 

attractive to many different plants and animals" 

 (Coppiced woodlands: their management for wildlife, JNCC 1993) 

 

 Sediment and nutrient enrichment 

 SEW position 

1.103 Coppicing will not be effective or perhaps even possible due to the risk of increasing 

soil/watercourse nutrient and sediment enrichment by increasing the volume of small cut 

plant materials on the ground… …and from soil erosion arising from management (TN2 

pg.1). 

 National Grid response 

1.104 Coppicing prevents bank erosion by maintaining an extensive root network, reducing the risk 

of windthrow and increasing the longevity of trees.  It is not necessary to leave arisings in-

situ to rot down any more than would be the case with high canopy thinning operations. 

 

 Ground flora 

 SEW position 

1.105 The aim of the mitigation will be to… …ensure that the system does not deteriorate… …in 

terms of the physical, biological and chemical characteristics that are critical for the 

associated flora (TN3 para. 24); (at the Issue Specific Hearing on Broad Oak Reservoir on 

28th September 2016, Ms Goddard clarified that SEW considered that coppicing would not 

promote this kind of ground flora). 
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 National Grid response 

1.106 RCP would present no constraint to ground flora development, which is largely a function of 

light availability and soil nutrient.  A lower canopy height comprising mixed broadleaved 

coppice species would therefore tend to favour ground flora as compared to high and closed 

canopy, although ambitions for increasing shade levels and ground flora may be regarded as 

somewhat mutually exclusive.  Coppicing can be a better form of nutrient extraction and 

control than high canopy woodland because of the regular cropping of material.  In addition, 

the type of low level disturbance caused by coppicing is known to actively encourage 

heterogeneity of woodland ground flora (Buckley, G.P. (1992) Ecology and Management of 

Coppice Woodlands. Springer). 

 "Many woodland plants, especially spring-flowering ones, benefit from coppicing. 

Alternating periods of light and dark ensure that they are able to flower periodically 

without becoming overwhelmed by more competitive species. The amount of mature 

coppice depends very much on the tree species. Pure hazel or hornbeam casts a very 

heavy shade compared with mixed coppice." 

 (Coppice woodlands: their management for wildlife, JNCC 1993) 

 

 Coup size 

 SEW position 

1.107 As a rule, the area to coppice (a coupe) should be between 0.25 and 1 hectare… …in woods 

known to support dormouse, coupes should be less than 0.5 hectares (TN2 pg.5). 

 National Grid response 

1.108 A square coup of 0.25ha would be 50m x 50m (i.e. equal in dimension to the largest 

easement width) so it would not be possible to create a coup larger than stated.  This size is 

principally concerned with the need to ensure consistent timber production arising from 

relatively even light levels within the coup.  Smaller coups lead to poorer quality growth of 

timber because shoots grow in response to light availability and may not be as straight or 

numerous as in larger coups.  However, where timber is not the objective, there is no reason 

to observe this rule.  RCP would place no constraint on coup design. 

 

 Short Rotation Coppice 

 SEW position 

1.109 Poorly managed short-rotation coppice will also not provide suitable conditions for species 

which are traditionally associated with coppiced woodland (TN2 pg.4) 

 National Grid response 

1.110 Short rotation coppice is an entirely different system than the one described.  It is unlikely 

that this would meet SEW's described objectives but it could be accommodated beneath the 

RCP line if this was desired. 
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 Wet Woodland 

 SEW position 

1.111 Trees within the proposed river corridor will have to be tolerant to a soil which is heavy in 

clay and prone to being water logged. Tree species which thrive in these conditions are 

referred to as ‘wet woodland species’. These areas are normally colonised by species such 

as willow, birch and alder as they are all more tolerant to colonising in boggy, nutrient poor 

conditions. Woodland of this type has a different structure to that described in the wider high 

canopy broadleaf planting technical note (TN3 para. 30). 

1.112 Regular management of woodland, for example through coppicing, thinning, crown reduction 

and in particular the loss of or preventing the establishment of mature trees will prevent the 

effective establishment of a sustainable and fully optimal wet woodland (TN3 para. 34). 

 National Grid response 

1.113 RCP would not constrain species selection.  Wet woodland species tend to have excellent 

coppicing ability; sometimes they are cut slightly higher to avoid rot of the stools at the points 

of regrowth.  It is not clear why management of wet woodland would necessarily prevent its 

development.   

 "Left to its own devices, wet woodland would deteriorate...  So The Wildlife Trusts are 

involved in many projects to restore these habitats through coppicing, scrub cutting 

and raising awareness…" 

 (The Wildlife Trusts – website accessed October 2016)  

1.114 Coppicing is a significant component of wet woodland management and efforts to reinstate 

coppicing of wet woodlands characterise conservation efforts in this subject area.  Trees 

abstract water from the soil and unmanaged woodland may over time transition towards a 

dry woodland by the gradual modification of its environment.  It the maintenance of a wet 

woodland habitat is required, it may be necessary to manage the species progression in 

order to guarantee delivery. 

 "Although the original clearance of all woodlands including wet woodlands began 

hundreds of years ago, some more modern practices have threatened the habitat 

further. These include… …cessation of management in formerly coppiced sites 

encouraging succession to drier woodland." 

 (Sussex Wildlife Trust, How to Create and Restore Wet Woodlands, 2013) 

 

 Species Selection 

 SEW position 

1.115 Tree species will reflect the local area with a mix of species such as pedunculate oak, field 

maple, ash, crack willow, grey willow and alder. A well-established shrub layer will be 

created through the selection of species such as Hawthorne, hazel, elder and dogwood (TN3 

para. 28). 

1.116 [Existing Sarre Penn] Bank vegetation species consisted of trees and shrubs of ash, 

blackthorn, elder, oak and field maple. Undergrowth species varied from common nettle, 

lesser celandine, ferns, wood anemone, dog’s mercury and ivy in densely shaded areas, to 

nettle and bramble in the lower reaches where tree cover is sparser (TN3 para. 19). 
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1.117 A range of species including alder, willow, oak and possibly others are all important (TN3 

para. 26 iii). 

1.118 The resulting habitat within the easement will comprise habitat of low ecological value (e.g. 

monocultures of bramble and bracken) (TN2 pg.15). 

 National Grid response 

1.119 RCP would present no constraint to species selection; all tree species mentioned above 

could be included.  Some of these, such as hawthorn, dogwood and elder may not reach 

such a height as to require management at all and could form part of an understorey of large 

shrub layer.  If coppicing is used as the method for management of tree height then this 

would, in turn, dictate that only coppice species could be used.  This covers the vast majority 

of native broadleaved species and includes alder and oak, which SEW submitted not to be 

capable of coppicing during the first Issue Specific Hearing on the Broad Oak Reservoir. 

 "Many broadleaved species regenerate from cut stumps by coppice shoots but there 

are a number of species which are especially suitable for use in coppice woodland 

including ash, oak, chestnut, willow, lime, field maple, rowan, hazel, alder and 

hornbeam." 

 (Forestry Commission Research Information Note 259) 

1.120 It should be noted that in the first ISH on Broad Oak, Ms Vincent responding on behalf of 

SEW stated ‘It was agreed if these species [alder and oak] could be planted this would 

achieve the riparian corridor planting requirements in that area…’ (REP3-034, paragraph 

47).  Section 7.5 of the Jacob’s Stage 1b Study recognises that the suite of species 

suggested by National Grid match the current conditions in the Sarre Penn corridor (REP2-

140) and goes on to say that ‘all the species currently found along the existing Sarre Penn 

and proposed for the mitigation are listed within National Grid’s Tree Planting Palettes.’ It is 

therefore unclear why the matter of species interaction is still disputed in SoCG 2.1.1b (Doc 

8.4.11.1(A)). 

1.121 There is no reason why coppice woodland beneath the line would comprise monocultures of 

bramble of bracken.  In its original context (Coppice woodlands: their management for 

wildlife, JNCC 1993) TN2 Figure 2 is provided to illustrate the way in which developing 

coppice shades out bramble, bracken and other ground plants over the first few years of 

growth.  Coppice woodland can form a healthy woodland structure; a range of species rather 

than an oak dominated high canopy may be better suited to WFD objectives including shade 

management. 

 "Appropriate species choice is also important, for example avoiding planting large 

blocks of heavy shading species such as oak and alder and instead interspersing 

these with lighter foliage species such as birch, rowan and willow" 

 (Forest Research Monograph 4 (2011), Woodland for Water: Woodland measures for 

meeting Water Framework Directive objectives) 
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 Why not coppice in the southern corridor? 

 SEW position 

1.122 Coppicing in this area would not result in establishment of the key food plant and the 

southern corridor is therefore highly unlikely to support heath fritillary… … As such, coppice 

management under the RCP corridor will not result in any benefits for heath fritillary; and this 

woodland type is best-provided elsewhere in the landscape where more suitable soil 

conditions occur (TN2 pg.13 and pg.14). 

1.123 The ground conditions [clay] will render any systematic woodland management 

difficult……Where access is very limited then there will either be a bias towards minimum 

intervention… …or the use of alternative management techniques such as timber extraction 

using working horses (TN2 pg.14). 

 National Grid response 

1.124 Two reasons are given as to why SEW has not proposed coppicing, a practise that is 

accepted as having merit in the right location.  The former relates to it not providing benefits 

to heath fritillary butterfly.  This species is not present at the location of RCP interaction, it 

has no immediate prospects of reaching this site and is not a relevant conservation objective 

at this site for National Grid or for SEW.  SEW's proposed mitigation concept does not make 

provision for this species at this location and the high canopy woodland SEW prefers would 

not benefit it either. 

1.125 The objection to coppicing on the basis of a preference for minimum intervention in areas of 

wet ground (an SEW preference) is not sufficient to dismiss the method, particularly because 

the management plan in which the preference is stated goes on to accept that sensitive 

extraction methods do exist, such as the use of horses.  This objective is as much a practical 

one as it is concerned with mitigation objectives, water quality and biodiversity and a wide 

range of methods are available to ensure that woodland operations can be undertaken on 

sensitive sites without causing harm.  

 "The coppicing of bankside trees increases the longevity and health of these features, 

provides valuable habitat and habitat corridors in river valley and wetland landscapes 

and in the right location can help stabilise river and ditch banks” 

 Countryside Stewardship grants - TE10: Coppicing bankside trees (Forestry 

Commission and Natural England) 

  

 Conclusion 

1.126 The options that National Grid have described as possible in respect of both planting and 

management in the area of interaction with the RCP overhead line, would meet the 

objectives and requirements of the statutory consultees and consequently the legislative 

drivers as required by SEW would be achieved. Other options may be available. The choice 

of species is not restricted and SEW may select whatever species it considers appropriate to 

the areas in question. Coppicing is one of the most sustainable and sensitive forms of 

woodland management and has been implemented for thousands of years in Britain, 

including in many of the most sensitive ancient woodlands, and has widely recognised and 

significant biodiversity benefits. By the selective ‘light touch’ continuous cover coppice 

approach described damage or disturbance to habitat quality including soils can be avoided.  
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1.127 When work is undertaken, access would have to account for protected species and employ 

best practice relevant to the location. All works would be subject to a location specific 

method statement which would be cognisant of best practice and the prevailing legislation; 

including protected species constraints, WFD requirements and habitat objectives. National 

Grid has described how this type of coppice management can provide both connectivity for 

those dependant species in neighbouring SSSIs, whilst also complementing those habitats.  

Coppice woodland can provide whatever level of shading SEW determines is required, from 

dappled to heavy shade.  It is expected that a detailed management plan would be 

developed once the design of the reservoir and SEW’s proposals are sufficiently detailed in 

the area of interaction with the RCP overhead line, and when it is clear what mitigation 

planting SEW would be required to deliver. National Grid would work with SEW in developing 

that plan at the appropriate time. 
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Appendix E 

 

Action 19 
 

Timetable for Nemo Link Construction Works 
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Activity ID Activity Name Original
Duration

Start Finish

Key Project MilestonesKey Project Milestones 718,0d 05-Jun-15 A 31-Jan-19

Summary ActivitiesSummary Activities 718,0d 05-Jun-15 A 31-Jan-19

NLLSUM1290 Contract Award 0,0d 05-Jun-15 A
NLLSUM1350 Commissioning Complete 0,0d 14-Nov-18*
NLLSUM1360 Commercial Go-Live 0,0d 31-Jan-19*

Activities for ConvertersActivities for Converters 719,0d 01-Jul-15 A 31-Jan-19

Summary ActivitiesSummary Activities 719,0d 01-Jul-15 A 31-Jan-19

NLLSUM1010 # All Studies - Basic Design 5,0d 01-Jul-15 A 29-Jan-18
NLLSUM1030 P.O./Manufacturing/FAT - Main Components 5,0d 18-Aug-15 A 26-Dec-17
NLLSUM1040 Building & Civil works design 5,0d 23-Aug-15 A 14-Oct-16
NLLSUM1050 Ground remedial works - Station Richborough 5,0d 19-Oct-15 A 09-Dec-16
NLLSUM1020 # Licensing, Permit Design - Station Richboroug 5,0d 20-Nov-15 A 15-Aug-16 A
NLLSUM1380 # Licensing, Permit Design - Station Herdersbrug (standstill period incl.) 5,0d 20-Nov-15 A 09-Sep-16
NLLCL1191070 Site Access granted / Site Access available - Handover Levelled Station Herdersbrug0,0d 01-Sep-16*
NLLSUM1310 Construction Start Herdersbrug 0,0d 10-Oct-16
NLLSUM1300 Construction Start Richborough 0,0d 17-Oct-16
NLLSUM1080 Civil Construction Buildings Station Herdersbrug 231,0d 04-Feb-17 22-Sep-17
NLLSUM1060 Civil Construction Buildings Station Richborough 231,0d 06-Feb-17 24-Sep-17
NLLSUM1070 Overall Installation - Station Richborough 218,0d 29-May-17 28-Mar-18
NLLSUM1090 Overall Installation - Station Herdersbrug 205,0d 15-Jun-17 28-Mar-18
NLL01191190 Commissioning Herdersbrug & Richborough 85,0d 29-Mar-18 25-Jul-18
NLLSUM1100 Overall Commissioning - Station Richborough & Hedersbrug 221,0d 29-Mar-18 31-Jan-19
NLLSUM1320 Converter Richborough Construction Complete 0,0d 09-Aug-18
NLLSUM1330 Converter Herdersbrug Construction Complete 0,0d 09-Aug-18

Activities for CableActivities for Cable 735,9d 01-May-15 A 30-Jan-19

Summary ActivitiesSummary Activities 735,9d 01-May-15 A 30-Jan-19

NLLSUM1230 Design offshore 255,0d 01-May-15 A 22-Nov-16
NLLSUM1130 Manufacture Prototype 5,0d 04-Aug-15 A 15-Nov-15 A
NLLSUM1120 Cable Design Client Review 5,0d 09-Aug-15 A 17-Nov-15 A
NLLSUM1190 Civil design onshore 5,0d 13-Aug-15 A 26-Jul-16 A
NLLSUM1250 Planning & Consents - Offshore 5,0d 02-Nov-15 A 22-Nov-16
NLLSUM1140 Type Testing of Submarine Cable 5,0d 02-Dec-15 A 10-Jun-16 A
NLLSUM1150 Cable manufacturing - onshore cable 1st lot 5,0d 06-Apr-16 A 28-Dec-16
NLLSUM1240 Offshore & Nearshore survey - suppliers survey 5,0d 18-Apr-16 A 05-Sep-16
NLLSUM1170 Cable manufacturing - Offshore cable UK side (59km) 0,0d 09-May-16 A 17-Apr-17
NLLSUM1200 UK land cable installation 1st phase 46,1d 12-Sep-16 15-Nov-16
NLLSUM1370 Type Testing of Land Cable 180,9d 12-Sep-16 22-May-17
NLLSUM1180 Cable manufacturing - Offshore cable BE side (71km) 350,0d 10-Oct-16 09-Feb-18
NLLSUM1210 UK land cable installation 2nd phase 130,6d 30-Mar-17 28-Sep-17
NLLSUM1160 Cable manufacturing - onshore cable 2nd lot 86,1d 20-Apr-17 18-Aug-17
NLLSUM1260 Offshore Campaign 1 - UK side (59km) 104,1d 15-May-17 06-Oct-17
NLLSUM1340 Cable Installation Start  (UK Onshore) 0,0d 08-Aug-17*
NLLSUM1220 BE land cable installation 222,0d 21-Aug-17 26-Jun-18
NLLSUM1270 Offshore Campaign 2 - BE side (71km) 93,0d 01-Mar-18 09-Jul-18
NLL1201180 Cable Installation Complete (BE Offshore) 0,0d 20-Jun-18
NLLSUM1280 Testing & Handover 138,9d 20-Jul-18 30-Jan-19
NLL1201050 First Energisation 0,0d 31-Oct-18*

A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S
2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

31-Jan-19, Key Project Milestones

31-Jan-19, Summary Activities

Contract Award
Commissioning Complete

Commercial Go-Live
31-Jan-19, Activities for Converters

31-Jan-19, Summary Activities

# All Studies - Basic Design
P.O./Manufacturing/FAT - Main Components

Building & Civil works design
Ground remedial works - Station Richborough

# Licensing, Permit Design - Station Richboroug
# Licensing, Permit Design - Station Herdersbrug (standstill period incl.)

Site Access granted / Site Access available - Handover Levelled Station Herdersbrug
Construction Start Herdersbrug
Construction Start Richborough

Civil Construction Buildings Station Herdersbrug
Civil Construction Buildings Station Richborough

Overall Installation - Station Richborough
Overall Installation - Station Herdersbrug

Commissioning Herdersbrug & Richborough
Overall Commissioning - Station Richborough & Hedersbrug

Converter Richborough Construction Complete
Converter Herdersbrug Construction Complete

30-Jan-19, Activities for Cable

30-Jan-19, Summary Activities

Design offshore
Manufacture Prototype
Cable Design Client Review

Civil design onshore
Planning & Consents - Offshore

Type Testing of Submarine Cable
Cable manufacturing - onshore cable 1st lot

Offshore & Nearshore survey - suppliers survey
Cable manufacturing - Offshore cable UK side (59km)

UK land cable installation 1st phase
Type Testing of Land Cable

Cable manufacturing - Offshore cable BE side (71km)
UK land cable installation 2nd phase

Cable manufacturing - onshore cable 2nd lot
Offshore Campaign 1 - UK side (59km)

Cable Installation Start  (UK Onshore)
BE land cable installation
Offshore Campaign 2 - BE side (71km)

Cable Installation Complete (BE Offshore)
Testing & Handover

First Energisation

NEMOLink Interconnector Project - non EPC + EPC activities Aug 2016 NLL activities layout Summary 23-Sep-16 14:49

Remaining Level of Effort

Actual Level of Effort

Actual Work

Remaining Work

Critical Remaining ...

Milestone
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