
From: Pete Dowling
To: Richborough
Subject: FW: Richborough Connection Project - River Stour (Kent) IDB - disapplication of byelaws
Date: 16 November 2016 17:02:42

Dear Sir/Madam
 
I have been liaising with National Grid in respect of the above project on behalf of the River Stour
(Kent) Internal Drainage Board. I must admit that I am not familiar with the examination process but
had expected there to be an Issue Specific Hearing to deal with flood risk and drainage issues. It
would appear however that there are no further hearings planned (not a complaint, more of an
apology).
 
Although I noted at earlier meetings that interested parties were requested not to re-state the
same points/views more than once, I would like to update you on the position regarding National
Grid’s intention to dis-apply three of the IDB’s byelaws so please see the latest correspondence
with National Grid below.
 
Any advice you may wish to offer would be very much appreciated.
 
Regards
 
Peter Dowling
Clerk & Engineer
The River Stour (Kent) IDB
 

From: Pete Dowling [mailto:pete.dowling@riverstouridb.org.uk] 
Sent: 09 November 2016 18:03
To: 'Mcdonnell, Emer' <Emer.Mcdonnell@nationalgrid.com>
Cc: 'Carl Simms' <Carl.Simms@nationalgrid.com>;
'richboroughconnection@communitycomms.co.uk'
<richboroughconnection@communitycomms.co.uk>; 'Adams, Kay' <Kay.Adams@amecfw.com>;
'Cartlidge, Richard A' <Richard.Cartlidge@amecfw.com>
Subject: RE: Richborough Connection Project - River Stour (Kent) IDB - disapplication of byelaws
 
Hi Emer
 
Sorry, we keep missing each other. I’ve had another look at this and I really don’t think it is
necessary to dis-apply these byelaws. The IDB’s position remains as stated in the latest SoCG but
for clarification is summarised below:
 
Byelaw 14 (Vehicles not to be driven on banks)
 
This byelaw states: “No person shall use or drive or permit or cause to be used or driven any cart,
vehicle or implement of any kind whatsoever on, over or along any bank of a watercourse in such
manner as to cause damage to such bank”. NG has regarded this to be “an absolute prohibition and
the IDB cannot give its consent for it to be breached”. The IDB would not wish to process formal
consents for locations where it is necessary to drive vehicles on the banks and would only rely on
this byelaw if it were unable to reach agreement with NG on the details of works/activities (if there
was a real risk to flood risk or the water environment). If NG is willing to confirm the locations and
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activities of works beforehand (those not already considered as part of the normal consenting
process for specific works) and to provide a general statement of how pollution risks and
reinstatements will be carried out, the IDB will be able to confirm its general agreement.
 
Byelaw 17 (Fences, excavations, pipes etc)
 
This byelaw states: “No person shall without the previous consent of the Board:
 

(a)       place or affix or cause or permit to be placed or affixed any gas or water main or
any pipe or appliance whatsoever or any electrical main or cable or wire in or over
any watercourse or in, over or through any bank of any watercourse;

(b)       cut, pare, damage or remove or cause or permit to be cut, pared, damaged or
removed any turf forming part of any bank of any watercourse, or dig for or
remove or cause or permit to be dug for or removed any stone, gravel, clay, earth,
timber or other material whatsoever forming part of any bank of any watercourse
or do or cause or permit to be done anything in, to or upon such bank or any land
adjoining such bank of such a nature as to cause damage to or endanger the
stability of the bank;

(c)         make or cut or cause or permit to be made or cut any excavation or any tunnel or
any drain, culvert or other passage for water in, into or out of any watercourse or
in or through any bank of any watercourse;

(d)       erect or construct or cause or permit to be erected or constructed any fence, post,
pylon, wall, wharf, jetty, pier, quay, bridge, loading stage, piling, groyne, revetment
or any other building or structure whatsoever in, over or across any watercourse or
in or on any bank thereof;

(e)        place or fix or cause or permit to be placed or fixed any engine or mechanical
contrivance whatsoever in, under or over any watercourse or in, over or on any
bank of any watercourse in such a manner or for such length of time as to cause
damage to the watercourse or banks thereof or obstruct the flow of water in, into
or out of such watercourse.

 
Provided that this Byelaw shall not apply to any temporary work executed in an emergency but a
person executing any work so expected shall, as soon as practicable, inform the Board in writing of
the execution and of the circumstances in which it was executed and comply with any reasonable
directions the Board may give with regard thereto.”
 
The reason NG wishes to dis-apply this byelaw is due to the number of locations where the
overhead power line crosses over watercourses. However, this byelaw refers to far more than this
(as detailed above) so outright dis-application if this byelaw is considered inappropriate. NG has
confirmed a minimum height of the power line to be 8.1m (a minimum safe working height of
5.0m) so the IDB is willing to confirm its general agreement in respect of the main overhead line
(avoiding the need for individual consent applications).
 
Byelaw 20 (Damage to property of the Board)
 
This byelaw states: “No person shall interfere with or damage any bank, bridge, building, structure,
appliance or other property of or under the control of the Board.” NG wishes to dis-apply this byelaw
“to avoid any potential inconsistencies between works authorised by land drainage consent or other
works authorised by the order (such as environmental mitigation, scaffolding construction”. There
should be no inconsistencies as works will be assessed through the normal consenting process



(which NG has accepted). This includes temporary works such as scaffolding. As I have said before,
the IDB does not own any property (other than its offices) but has responsibilities for numerous
water level management structures. The IDB would not agree to any modification or damage to
these structures unless part of a land drainage consent due to potential flood and environmental
risks. It is considered that details of all temporary works/activities and reinstatements could be also
be agreed by correspondence.
 
In summary it is believed that the above issues can be addressed through correspondence rather
than formal dis-application. Agreeing the principles from the outset is also likely to be less
problematic for all. I therefore hope that you will be able to reconsider your approach to this issue. I
would be happy to discuss further.
 
Regards
 
Pete
 
Peter Dowling
Clerk & Engineer
The River Stour (Kent) IDB
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