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SEW's Comments on the Possible Relocation of Pylon PC10

1 South East Water (SEW) have considered the query raised by the Secretary of State and have 

re-evaluated whether the relocation of pylon PC10 by 80 metres from the location in the 

application, with an increase in tower height of 3.7 metres, as set out in option 7B (REP8-021 

drawing 4L), would allow for the delivery of both the Richborough Connection Project (RCP) 

and the Broad Oak Reservoir (Reservoir). 

2 Following the re-evaluation, SEW has reached the same conclusion that was reached after its 

initial evaluation, namely that none of the options relating to the movement of pylon PC10, 

including option 7B, would allow for the delivery of the RCP and the Reservoir as presently 

conceived for the reasons set out below and detailed in REP9-003.  

A - Engineering 

3 None of the options for the movement of pylon PC10 (including option 7B) both moves the pylon 

out of the sensitive fish pass area and maintains the clearance heights currently available, i.e. 

the clearance heights shown on the existing design drawings and the previously prepared Spot 

Height Plans REP4-056-070. The result of this, is that the construction risks summarised in Part

C below, remain a key concern.

4 While option 7B is preferable to retaining the existing position of pylon PC10 from a purely 

engineering perspective, because it would move the pylon out of the river diversion, this does 

not address the key environmental and health and safety concerns caused by the interaction 

between the RCP and the Reservoir. While option 7B would eliminate one of the problematic 

interactions between the two schemes (the clash between pylon PC10 and the footprint of the 

river diversion fish pass), a number of other interactions would remain, making the Reservoir 

unviable.  Those other interactions are summarised as follows.

B - Sarre Penn Division and Tree Planting Scheme

5 REP2-097, including paragraphs 13, 19-20 and 95-112, provide details of SEW's obligation to 

comply with the requirements of the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England 

and Wales) Regulations 2003 (WFD).  Delivery of the Reservoir is critical to SEW's ability to 

comply with the WFD. To deliver the Reservoir, SEW must divert the Sarre Penn river and, in 

order to comply with the WFD when doing so, SEW must provide an environment akin to the 

existing Sarre Penn channel including providing comparable levels of shading and woodland 

complexity and diversity. This is to mitigate the environmental impact of the diversion as detailed 

in REP2-214 and REP4-054. 

6 The positioning of the RCP pylons and cables, and the required safety clearance zones around 

them, will result in SEW being unable to achieve a suitable planting scheme (REP4-080; the 

second plan in particular and REP5-029). The planting scheme is a critical component of 

replicating the existing channel and providing a suitable habitat for the wildlife that the WFD and 

related legislation is in place to protect.

7 As can be seen from the drawings in REP7-035, option 7B limits the tree planting height along 

the river corridor even further than the original application design, resulting in further 

deterioration of the water within the river channel and the environment the river is able to 

provide, making it impossible for the required habitat to be delivered. This makes option 7B 

unfeasible as an alternative to the original application design.

8 For further information regarding the importance of tree planting, woodland connectivity and 

flexibility for creating the Sarre Penn diversion, the Secretary of State is referred to SEW's 
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previous submissions REP4-051 and REP4-054, specifically paragraphs 9-12, REP5-038 and 

REP5-044. 

C - Construction Safety 

9 The RCP will cross the diverted river route in 2 places and the main dam embankment and 

bridge at the southern end are unacceptably close to the RCP overhead line route.  The 

movement of pylon PC10 (including as suggested in option 7B) does not resolve this issue. 

10 This imposes a significant residual hazard to SEW during construction and operation of the 

Reservoir and SEW's consultant (Jacobs), consider that this results in an unacceptable level of 

risk. It is SEW's view that while there remains an opportunity to do so, this risk ought to be 

eliminated. SEW's Head of Health and Safety has confirmed that working under the live cables 

would increase cost, time and, most worryingly, will significantly increase risk to health and 

safety of those working on the construction of the Reservoir (see REP7-031). 

11 Health and safety guidance issued by the Health and Safety Executive suggests that where 

works are conducted in close proximity to lines, the risk should be controlled by eliminating the 

danger (REP5-026 provides further information). Construction (Design and Management) 

Regulations 2015, Regulation 9 (Duties of Designers) stipulates the need for designers to 

eliminate foreseeable risks. 

12 SEW have requested that if one of its proposed alternatives (as detailed in REP2-099 

paragraphs 226 – 243) is not promoted by National Grid, that National Grid commit to resolving 

this important health and safety issue by arranging controlled power outages during relevant 

phases of construction of the Reservoir so that development of the Reservoir and associated 

infrastructure would not have to take place under overhead lines. However, National Grid have 

stated that they will not agree to any outages. Working under 400kV overhead lines during 

major earthwork construction has the potential to leave SEW unable to procure a contractor to 

undertake the work due to the level of unmitigated risk.  REP7-031 to 034 provide further details.  

D - Mitigation Costs 

13 Given National Grid's position, even if it were possible to provide the Reservoir, there would be 

a significant cost burden on SEW in order to mitigate against impacts arising from the presence 

of the RCP overhead line. This is likely to mean the Reservoir would no longer be a viable option 

for SEW with the result that it would not be built. 

14 If the Reservoir could still come forward, working under the RCP would inevitably increase the 

length of time construction would take.  It is estimated that the timetable would be 30 per cent

longer than without the RCP in place. The additional cost for delivery of the Reservoir with the 

RCP in place caused by the additional time the project would take, and the additional control 

measures that would be necessary to facilitate working under lines, is £5.1 million. SEW would 

also face costs for additional environmental mitigation measures of £3.3 million - £5.4 million

depending on the size of the Reservoir. The total additional costs are therefore between £8.4m 

and £10.5m.  Further details and a breakdown of these costs are included in REP5-025 and 

REP7-038. The movement of pylon PC10 (including as suggested in option 7B) may reduce 

some of the mitigation costs but it will not have a significant impact and will not resolve the

issues satisfactorily. 

E - Compulsory Acquisition Powers

15 The movement of pylon PC10 (including as suggested in option 7B) is also not able to resolve 

a critical concern of SEW being that the compulsory powers that National Grid are seeking will 
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make it impossible for SEW to deliver the Reservoir and comply with its duty as a statutory 

undertaker. REP6-042 and REP6-053 and 054 summarise the concerns of SEW and REP6-

045 confirms why granting the RCP DCO and connected powers would cause serious detriment 

to SEW's undertaking. 

F- Conclusion

16 SEW's position is that moving pylon PC10 between 45-80 meters is preferable to retaining the 

existing position from a purely engineering perspective. This movement would eliminate one of 

the interactions; the clash between pylon PC10 and the footprint of the river diversion fish pass

between the two schemes. However, due to the numerous interactions that would remain, 

SEW's overall position remains that, even if pylon PC10 were moved to avoid the river corridor, 

the RCP would significantly reduce the prospect of the Reservoir being delivered.

17 For the avoidance of doubt, the opinions set out in this note are without prejudice to SEW's 

overall position which is, in summary, that the only way to be certain that the RCP will not 

prevent the Reservoir from coming forward is to adopt one of SEW's proposed alternatives as 

detailed in REP2-099 paragraphs 226 – 243.
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