
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Ms. Frances Fernandes  
Lead Member of the Panel of Examining Inspectors  
The Planning Inspectorate  
3C Eagle  
Temple Quay House  
2 The Square 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 

Environment, Planning and 
Enforcement  
Invicta House 
County Hall 
Maidstone  
ME14 1XX  
 
Phone:   03000 418827 
Ask for:  Katie Stewart  
Email: Katie.Stewart@kent.gov.uk 
 
7

th
 October 2016 

 
Dear Ms Fernandes,   
 

Application by National Grid for an Order Granting Development 

Consent for the Richborough Connection Project – Deadline 5 

 

Further to the Issue Specific Hearings on the Richborough Connection Project 
held between Tuesday 27th September to Friday 30th September, and actions 
arising from such hearings, the County Council sets out its comments below.  
 
Issue Specific Hearing on Construction Effects including effects on 
agricultural practices (Thursday 29th September 2016) 
 

KCC’s comments in relation to agenda items 3.1 and 3.3 concerning Access 

Routes, as discussed as the Issue Specific Hearing, are as follows:  
 
Agenda Item 3.1  
 
To hear from Kent County Council about the adequacy of the Transport 
Assessment and whether time restrictions on the use of particular 
junctions have or should have been considered. 
 
Kent County Council (KCC) – as Local Highway Authority – is satisfied with 
the mitigation measures put forward in the Construction Management Plan in 
the Transport Assessment and does not consider that the traffic impacts 
associated with the construction period are of sufficient volume to require time 
restrictions to be applied.  
 
It is agreed that Heavy Goods Vehicle movements will be purposely spread 
across the day and will be monitored with a view to revise the timing of 
movements should any impact occur during network peaks. Additionally, all 
delivery movements will be recorded.  
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The only time constraint KCC Highways and Transportation has requested 
concerns the movement of construction traffic. It has been agreed that 
construction traffic, if unable to avoid routes passing schools, will in that case, 
avoid school opening and closing times.  
 
Agenda Item 3.3  
 
To hear from the Applicant and the Councils about signage proposals 
for PRoW closures, as mentioned in responses to Q2.10.3.  
 

Upon review of the County Council’s and Applicant’s responses to Q2.10.3, 

KCC considers that the position in respect of signage proposals for PRoW 
closures is agreed and therefore has no further comment on this matter.  
 
Issue Specific Hearing on Landscape, visual and biodiversity effects 
including alternatives (Friday 30th September 2016)  
 
The County Council’s full response to Hearing Action Points 5 and 14 
regarding agenda items 2.1 and 5.1 respectively is appended to this letter.  
 
Other Matters  
 
With regard to the joint s106 agreement between the Applicant and Joint 
Councils, all  parties have been working proactively to finalise the s.106 
agreement for signature and will continue to do so for submission by Deadline 
6 (Wednesday 26th October 2016), as agreed with the Examining Authority.   
 
 
 

If you require any further information or clarification on any matter then please 
do not hesitate to contact me.  
 

Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Katie Stewart 
Director of Environment, Planning and Enforcement    
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Kent County Council’s Response to Hearing Action Points List 
 

The County Council’s response to Hearing Actions arising from the Issue Specific Hearing 

on Landscape, visual and biodiversity effects including alternatives, held on Friday 30th 

September 2016 is set out below:  
 

Hearing Action Point 5 - Item 2: Written summary of oral presentation and/ or 

response to second round questions to cover areas of sustained differences  
 

1. Landscape Effects and Sensitivity within the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
 

Although the landscape methodology is agreed, the County Council considers that sustained 

differences remain due to the Applicant’s lack of transparency in the reporting of landscape 

effects in the EIA process. In particular, concerns are raised regarding the Applicant’s 

assessment of landscape sensitivity, as well as the inconsistency of the Applicant’s 

assessment of sensitivity between different reports and incompliance with the Guidance on 

Landscape Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA) 3. Additionally, Kent County Council (KCC) 

maintains its belief that sensitivity is under-assessed within the Environmental Statement 

(ES) [APP-029 and APP-030]. The following application documents cover the assessment of 

Landscape Effects: 
 

 Strategic Options Report (June 2013 [APP-127]) – Stage 1   

 Route Corridor Study (June 2013 [APP-131]) - Stage 2 

 Preferred Connection Option and Route Corridor Report (November 2013 [APP-132]) 

- Stage 2 

 Connections Options Report (May 2014 [APP-133]) - Stage 3 

 Pylon Design Options Report (February 2015 [APP-134]) - Stage 3 

 Preliminary Environmental Impact Report (February 2015)  

 Environmental Statement (January 2016 [APP-029 and APP-030]) 

Strategic Options Report [APP-127]  
 

Although Appendix G of the Strategic Options Report describes the character of the affected 

Natural Conservation Areas (NCA), the report considers Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment (LVIA) in broad terms, focussing only on national landscape designations. 

Therefore, it is unclear how the NCAs have influenced the assessment of options and how 

the LVIA has informed the process.  

As set out in Appendix H: Stakeholder Comments and Responses, KCC raised the 

importance of the landscape of the former Wantsum Sea Channel which is of at least 

regional importance and also includes a number of important medieval earthworks and the 

Saxon Shore Way. In addition, the County Council questioned whether the landscape and 

visual benefits and setting of heritage assets had been sufficiently detailed to support the 

selection of overhead versus buried on the SO1 option. In response, the Applicant noted 

those constraints identified and the specific comments raised by KCC. The Local Planning 

Authorities also raised similar points in relation to local designations and Natural England 

expressed concerns about impacts on national designations including the Kent Downs 
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AONB and potential impacts on nationally designated landscapes caused by the additional 

infrastructure at Bolney and Ninfield (not within the study area). 

Furthermore, KCC raised the key issues of undergrounding and the sensitivity of the 

Wantsum Channel and the Saxon Shore Way at the first stage of consultation. The 

assessment of these factors continues to be a difference between KCC and the Applicant. 

Route Corridor Study (RCS) [APP-131] 

Whilst the Report discusses landscape sensitivity, there is no description of an independent 

assessment of the sensitivity of the landscape to the type of development proposed (an 

overhead power line). The study was undertaken using desk-based information and from 

“…‘site visits undertaken by specialists in landscape, town and country planning, ecology 

and archaeology in October 2012…’ (paragraph 5.3); preceding the publication of the SOR 

[APP-127]. The Report also refers to “…site visits have been used to verify information from 

publicly accessible locations where possible and in particular to consider landscape and 

views…” (paragraph 1.10). Further clarity is sought regarding how the site visits informed an 

assessment of sensitivity. GLVIA3 Table 3.1 indicates that LVIA is required for ‘consideration 

of alternatives’ within the EIA, however the RCS [APP-131] assessment does not comply 

with aspects of standard methodology such as GLVIA3, paragraph 5.41. 

Additionally, the Report notes (paragraph 10.34) that “… the sensitivity to change of many of 

the landscape character areas means that even with mitigation measures, residual adverse 

effects on landscape character would be material to decision making…” 

Preferred Connection Option and Route Corridor Report [APP-132]  

 

This Report summarises outcomes of the SOR and RCS, as well as the results of 

consultation. Responses showed support for undergrounding and the Report stated that this 

would be considered in sensitive locations. The Report also confirms the preferred corridor.  

Corridor Options Report (COR) [APP-133]  

The COR considers the option to use the traditional steel lattice pylon and the T-pylon for the 

overhead line sections of the connection. In accordance with the National Policy Statement 

(NPS) for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5), it also considers whether it is 

appropriate to use an underground solution for any parts of the connection based on 

landscape and visual considerations, undergrounding costs, and the environmental 

consequences of undergrounding. It is a Stage 3 Detailed Routeing and Siting report – 

looking at a precise alignment for infrastructure.  

Landscape methodology is outlined in Appendix C and paragraph 3 states that “…the 

assessment of landscape character commenced with a review of existing landscape 

designations and county and district level landscape character assessments. Desk-based 

studies have been supplemented by field assessment of both landscape character and 

assessment of existing features which shape the character of the landscape”. Furthermore, 

Appendix C, paragraph 7 states that “a judgement on the sensitivity of the landscape (in 

each Section) to a 400kV overhead line is provided with the landscape baseline’. The 
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County Council considers that the Applicant’s response to Q2.7.3 appears to contradict this 

statement. 

The evaluation of landscape sensitivity is as detailed in the COR [APP-133] is set out in the 

table below:  

 SECTION A SECTION B SECTION C SECTION D 

Landscape Sensitivity  High  Low-Medium  High  Medium  

Landscape Value  Medium  Medium-High  High Medium-High 

Landscape Condition  Medium  Medium  Medium-High  Medium  

Landscape Capacity  Medium  Medium  Low  Medium  

 

Whilst the term Landscape Capacity is used, this is not defined or explained in the 

methodology and it is unclear as to what purpose it serves in the assessment process.  

Pylon Design Options Report [APP-134] 

Although published at the same time as the PEIR, paragraph 6.3.1 describes the baseline, 

condition and sensitivity by direct reference to the COR [APP-133]. It is not clear how the 

sensitivity assessment is applied to the pylon design appraisal. 

Environmental Statement [APP-029 and APP-030] 

The site survey and assessment work across the study area was undertaken between 

January 2014 and July 2015 to gather landscape and visual baseline information. 

The tables below illustrate the variation in sensitivity and value assessments throughout the 

documentation. No clear explanation is given as to why the variation in sensitivity has arisen: 

SECTION COR SENSITIVITY PEIR SENSITIVITY ES SENSITIVITY 

A HIGH LOW-MEDIUM LOW-MEDIUM 

B LOW-MEDIUM MEDIUM LOW-MEDIUM 

C HIGH  MEDIUM MEDIUM 

D MEDIUM LOW-MEDIUM LOW-MEDIUM 

 

SECTION COR VALUE PEIR VALUE ES VALUE 

A MEDIUM - LOCAL (LOW) 

B MEDIUM HIGH - LOCAL (LOW) 

C HIGH  - LOCAL (LOW) 

D MEDIUM - LOCAL (LOW) 

 

KCC contends that the higher sensitivities from the earlier studies are more reflective of the 

actual sensitivity of the landscape and ask that the Examining Authority takes this into 

consideration in its examination of significant landscape effects. 

2. Application of methodology for the COR [APP-133]  

KCC has a number of concerns relating to the application of the COR methodology and the 

Applicant’s explanations as to why the sensitivity assessment is at variance with the ES 

[APP-029 and APP-030] despite it being compliant with GLVIA3. The Applicant has indicated 
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that the COR relied on published Landscape Character Assessments (LCAs) only and the 

COR methodology indicates that sensitivity has been assessed in relation to a 400kV 

overhead line in compliance with GLVIA3. 

The GLVIA3, paragraph 5.41 indicates that existing sensitivity studies may be helpful 

however ‘…cannot provide a substitute for the individual assessment of the susceptibility of 

receptors in relation to change arising from the specific development proposal’.  

The County Council recognises that whilst the Dover District and Thanet District LCAs 

indicate value of (former) local designations, both documents do not address sensitivity. 

Additionally, KCC is unclear whether the COR fieldwork did or did not consider landscape 

susceptibility and raises the following questions: 

 If the COR methodology and GLVIA3 were properly followed and sufficient site data 

was collected to inform the sensitivity assessment what factors have made the 

results so different from the ES [APP-029 and APP-030]? 

 If the COR methodology was broadly followed (but relied on published data to assign 

susceptibility and sensitivity) how can this be compliant with GLVIA3, paragraph 

5.41? 

 How were the published Dover and Thanet LCAs interpreted to obtain a sensitivity 

assessment when the documents are not sensitivity studies? 

 

3. Assessment of the Ash Levels  

KCC considers that the sensitivity of the Ash Levels (Section 4) has been under-reported. 

The assessment fails to record that this landscape has been previously designated as an 

Area of Local Landscape Importance as is indicated in the Dover District Landscape 

Character Assessment. In addition the County Council believes that the landscape character 

is contiguous with the Chislet Marshes designation within Canterbury City Council’s 

administrative area and the Former Wantsum Channel within the Thanet District. These 

distinctive marshland landscapes, between the low promontory of Richborough Castle and 

the chalk outlier of the Isle of Thanet, form a coherent and historic pattern as a result of the 

silting up of the navigable channel and its gradual reclamation to agriculture. It is visually 

remote, open and sparsely vegetated. The valued characteristics of the area are well set out 

in Table 6.7 Landscape value summary assessment Section D within the ES [APP-029 and 

APP-030].  

Dover District Council’s adopted Local Plan (2002), paragraph 5.18 makes reference to Ash 

Levels Area of Local Landscape Significance (ALLS) and indicates the ‘the open landscape 

and system of dykes to drain marshlands, which typifies the area between Stourmouth and 

Richborough (known locally as the Ash Levels), is unique within the District and worthy of 

additional protection. This landscape extends into the neighbouring Districts of Canterbury 

and Thanet, where local plan protection has also been given’. 

The ALLS is characterised by a lack of both buildings and mass planting, such as woodland, 

shelter belts and orchards. It is unlikely that development, other than that associated with 

agriculture or nature conservation, would be acceptable. Particular care will be needed in the 
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siting and design of agricultural buildings, as no mitigation would be achieved by screening.” 

(paragraph 5.19). Consultation with Dover District Council’s Landscape Officer has 

confirmed that the Ash Level has not changed in character and importance since the 

designation was first made.  

A further published assessment ‘Discovery Park Setting and Surroundings LCA’ (2012) for 

Dover District Council discusses the Ash Levels: Arable Flood Plain Sub Character Area. 

One of the distinctive characteristics of this LCA is the notable absence of visible built form. 

This contributes significantly to this area’s remote and undeveloped agricultural character. 

As a consequence, it is assessed that this LCA would have a Very Low to Nil capacity to 

accommodate change, and could only accommodate very small scale development of an 

appropriate nature, and of a locally relevant agricultural character. 

The Thanet District LCA also indicates the sensitivity of the former Wantsum Channel and 

CPRE tranquillity mapping indicates that the Ash levels are one of the more tranquil areas in 

Kent no doubt because of the remoteness from development. Additionally, the importance of 

the landscape is recognised by the way-marked Saxon Shore Way Recreational Path.  

Ash Level (Section D) is therefore assessed by KCC as of at least Local Value and of High 

Susceptibility resulting in at least Medium Sensitivity. This would result in a Major Adverse 

significance for construction effects and a Moderate Adverse effect in the short and long 

term from the development. These adverse impacts would be a significant consideration. 

4. Geographical extent of landscape effects

Please see the County Council’s response to Q2.7.6 [REP4-026]. 

5. Construction effects

Please see KCC’s response to Q2.7.1 [REP4-026] and Q1.7.7 [REP2-069]. The County 

Council considers that construction effects have been under-reported throughout the 

assessment.  

6. Distance of visual receptors from pylons

The guidance document ‘Wind Turbines & Pylons: Guidance on the application of separation 

distances from residential properties’ (July 2014), advises where pylons can result in a ‘very 

large scale of visual impact’. For residential locations within 500m of pylons taller than 40m it 

is suggested that very large visual impacts could be produced. This is a useful independent 

piece of research which could be used to ‘benchmark’ the applicant’s visual assessment. 

7. Mitigation or enhancement of key views from Public Rights of Way (PRoW)

KCC believes that the diamond cross-over would impact on a number of PRoWS including the Saxon 

Shore Way, TE23, TE25 (Abbots’ Wall), C1F8, C1F9 and D1F3 within an intensively cultivated 

denuded landscape. Whilst fully undergrounding would mitigate effects, if the overhead line were to 

be approved, KCC would recommend embedded mitigation by the planting of willow belts and 

scrubby vegetation within 500m of the pylons. Ideally, the planting should follow the sides of the 

dykes in the area to recreate landscape pattern and soften and foreground pylons. Further planting by 

agreement would also be desirable in open denuded landscapes such as this.  
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From the diamond crossing to Richborough, the open landscape of the levels could be enhanced for 

users of the Saxon Shore Way and other paths in a similar manner. Open landscapes in Section C 

could be treated in the same way. Such planting could be secured through the Landscape Habitat 

Enhancement Scheme. (Please refer to KCC’s response to Q2.7.24 [REP4-026]). 

Wild flower seeding and plug planting, the creation of new wetlands, reedbeds and 

reinforcement of waterside emergent vegetation could also add distinctiveness to the 

landscape where this has been eroded by intense cultivation and where open views are 

important (e.g. distinctive views towards the spire of the church at Minster). 

8. Undergrounding  

KCC considers that the Applicant has underestimated the significant effects of the 

development. Even using the Applicant’s assessment there are significant effects which are 

considered serious by the County Council. KCC requests the Examining Authority to 

carefully make its own assessment of significant adverse LV effects and to balance that 

against any extra economic, environmental and social impacts of undergrounding 

In response to Q2.7.16, the Applicant argues that ‘it follows that locations which may be 

‘particularly sensitive’ (EN-5) will be relatively infrequently encountered. If these locations 

were found regularly, it could not be stated that generally the effects of an overhead line on 

landscape and views are acceptable’. KCC believes that ‘in general’ a well-designed and 

sited route which takes careful regard of sensitive areas (as implied by the Holford Rules) 

could be acceptable. It is also considered that the proposed scheme is badly designed and 

cannot avoid the important and historic Wantsum landscape and Ancient Woodland and 

should therefore be undergrounded. 

The Government places particular emphasis on residential areas and those of natural beauty 

or historic importance such as National Parks, AONBs and the Broads. However this does 

not imply that nationally designated landscapes are the only types of landscape in which 

overhead lines are unacceptable. 

In the King's Lynn B Connection Project, the Examining Authority considered the need for 

undergrounding in relation to landscape setting, residential, natural beauty, and heritage in 

an open fenland landscape, on the edge of a historic and expanding town. The ES indicated 

that in terms of natural beauty the site area was not on a par with nationally designated 

areas and its historic importance was not high, but it was not without interest.  

EN-1 (paragraph 5.9.14) urges ‘Outside nationally designated areas, there are local 

landscapes that may be highly valued locally and protected by local designation. Where a 

local development document in England or a local development plan in Wales has policies 

based on landscape character assessment, these should be paid particular attention.’ 

Although the Councils did not seek undergrounding, the Examining Authority stated 

‘However, it is at least possible that the Secretary of State might reach another conclusion 

and decide that the benefits of an overhead line did not clearly outweigh extra economic 

environmental and social impacts of undergrounding (EN-5, paragraph 2.8.9)’. 
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At Q2.7.33, the Applicant states that ‘in addition, it was also not considered that any 

landscape and visual receptors were sensitive enough that undergrounding in Section D 

could be justified (Doc 5.2, para 2.4.94).’ However, in this location several footpaths 

including the sensitive Saxon Shore Way are close to the layout and indeed one footpath 

passes underneath the lines.  

9. Planting 

Planting details for the Concept Mitigation Plans and Landscape and Habitat Enhancement 
Scheme are still under discussion with the Applicant. 

Hearing Action Point 14 - Item 5.1: Provide list of additional locations where 

improvements to mitigation or enhancement are sought 

 Mitigation/Enhancement Location Key Receptors 

1 Intermittent tree/scrub 
planting for softening views 
alongside water channels 
and streams.  
 
Creation of new wetlands 
and species rich margins for 
strengthening character and 
foreground interest. 

Embedded mitigation: 
consider a zone within at 
least 500m from pylons at 
cross over (PC42-PD44) at 
junction of Sections C and 
D.  
 
Enhancement: consider a 
zone of at least 500m -
1000m from pylons PC42-
PD44. 
 

Saxon Shore Way and 
riverside footpath on north 
bank. PRoW including 
TE23, TE25 (Abbots’ 
Wall), C1F8, C1F9 and 
D1F3. 

2 Additional intermittent 
tree/scrub planting for 
softening views alongside 
water channels and streams.  
 
Creation of new wetlands 
and species rich margins for 
strengthening character and 
foreground interest.  

Section D Enhancement: 
consider a zone of at least 
500m from pylons PC44 –
PC60. 
 

Saxon Shore Way and 
riverside footpath on north 
bank. Boats on the Stour. 
Other PRoW within 
suggested zone. 

3 Additional intermittent 
tree/scrub planting for 
softening views alongside 
water channels and streams.  
 
Creation of new wetlands 
and species rich margins for 
strengthening character and 
foreground interest. 

Section C Enhancement: 
consider a zone of at least 
500m from pylons PC28 -
P44.  

Saxon Shore Way and 
riverside footpath on north 
bank. Boats on the Stour. 
Other PRoW within 
suggested zone. 

 

 

   

 




