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1. About this Document 

1.1 Purpose of this Document

1.1.1 This document provides National Grid Electricity Transmission plc’s (the Applicant’s)
comments on the Local Impact Report (LIR) submitted by Kent County Council (KCC) in
response to the application for development consent for the Sea Link Project.

1.2 Project Overview

1.2.1 National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (hereafter referred to as ‘the Applicant’) has
submitted an application for development consent for the Sea Link Project, which 
proposes to reinforce the electricity transmission network between Suffolk and Kent. 
The Project comprises the construction and operation of a new high-voltage electricity 
transmission connection, including underground cables, converter stations, grid supply 
point substations, and associated infrastructure. It also includes the removal of sections 
of existing infrastructure and various ancillary works.

1.2.2 The application for development consent was accepted for Examination on 23 April
2025.

1.2.3 A full description of the Project is provided in Application Document 6.2.1.4(D) Part 1
Introduction Chapter 4 Description of the Proposed Project [REP1A-003].

1.3 Structure of the Document

1.3.1 The Local Impact Report (LIR) for Kent County Council [REP1-129] has been 
structured into four main chapters. The Applicant has reviewed and provided comments
on each chapter, as presented in Tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4. Comments are provided 
against the paragraph numbers used in the LIR, with paragraphs grouped where 
appropriate for clarity and efficiency.
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2. Applicant’s Comments on Kent County Council’s Local Impact Report 

2.1 Introduction  

2.1.1 This section provides the Applicant’s comments on Biodiversity. 

2.2 Comments tables 

Table 2.1 Applicant’s Comments on Biodiversity 

Reference Matter Point Raised Applicant’s Comments 

Page 2 Reptiles (summary) Areas A, C and D have habitats that support three native reptile species, 
including exceptional populations of slow worms, qualifying these areas for 
the Key Reptile Site Register. This designation reflects their local conservation 
importance, and mitigation strategies should be proportionate to this status. 
While we acknowledge the use of standard mitigation techniques such as two-
stage strimming, and the inclusion of reptile exclusion methods within the full 
detailed LEMP, we remain concerned that KCC EAS remain concerned that:  

The adjacent receptor habitats have not been adequately assessed for 
suitability and capacity.   

⚫ There is a lack of detail on how reptiles will be supported during the interim 
period before newly created habitats become functional.   

⚫ There is no clear commitment to post-construction monitoring or adaptive 
management.   

⚫ The role of ecological supervision during clearance works needs clarification.   

⚫ Precautionary measures during construction (e.g. protective fencing) must be 
secured to prevent harm to reptiles.   

To ensure these concerns are addressed and mitigation is enforceable within 
all reptiles areas KCC EAS have recommended this is addressed within a 
detailed CEMP and LEMP. 

 

Three species of reptiles were recorded during the surveys : common lizards, 
slow worms, grass snakes.  

The Applicant is willing to continue to discuss the precise detail of approaches 
to reptile management with Kent County Council.  

The presence of a suitably experienced Ecological Clerk of Works will be 
ensured by the Applicant throughout vegetation clearance. Measure GGO4 of 
the Application Document 7.5.3.2 CEMP Appendix B Register of 
Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) [REP1-102] requires 
that an experienced Environmental Clerk of Works (ECoW) will be available 
during the construction phase to advise, supervise and report on the delivery 
of the mitigation methods and controls outlined in the CEMP. 

Please note that there are areas within the Order Limits that are identified for 
habitat creation (particularly near Area C, the largest area of suitable reptile 
habitat affected by the Proposed Project) but which are not required for 
construction, and these are well connected to existing suitable habitat along 
the railway corridor, the ditch network and Weather Lees Hill. Therefore, 
advance planting and habitat enhancement for reptiles in these areas would 
be possible prior to clearance of the affected reptile habitat. This will be the 
most suitable receptor habitat for reptiles displaced from the largest area of 
clearance since it will be directly connected to key corridors. Since it will be 
new, it will have suitability and capacity as it will become suitable for reptiles 
within approximately 12 months of planting or sooner. Given the reptile 
populations of Area C are relatively low compared to the size of the area this 
is considered suitable. 

Post construction monitoring and adaptive management of newly created or 
restored habitats are discussed in Section 7 of Application Document 
7.5.7.2 Outline Landscape and Ecological Management Plan – Kent 
[PDA-035]. 

Page 3 Reptiles (Area A) AREA A 

This area supports three reptile species with an exceptional population of slow 
worms, qualifying it for the Key Reptile Site Register 1, a mechanism 
designed to promote the safeguard of important reptile sites. A habitat 
manipulation has been suggested as a mitigation strategy. 

KCC EAS acknowledge that the two-stage strimming technique described in 
paragraph 2.9.115 of the Environmental Statement is an appropriate method 

In addition to the above comment, the Applicant is willing to continue to 
discuss the precise detail of approaches to reptile management with Kent 
County Council.  However, please note that in Area A all that is required is for 
reptiles to be cleared from the section of hedge/field margin where the 10 m 
wide entrance and the c. 2 m wide drainage connection is to be created. This 
will not affect the amount or connectivity of habitats for the reptile populations 
in Area A. Therefore, habitat loss for reptiles will be small-scale and localised. 
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Reference Matter Point Raised Applicant’s Comments 

for reptile displacement. However, the concern remains that the strategy lacks 
site-specific detail and does not sufficiently demonstrate how overall impacts 
will be avoided, particularly for a site qualifying for the Key Reptile Site 
Register. 

To ensure the mitigation is appropriate and effective, KCC EAS request that 
the following additional information is included within the full detailed LEMP 
and CEMP, with clear responsibilities, timelines, and enforcement 
mechanisms: 

⚫ Habitat suitability of adjacent areas: a clear assessment of the quality and 
carrying capacity of the adjacent habitats (e.g. stream corridor, woodland 
edge, rail corridor scrub) to receive displaced reptiles. This should include 
vegetation structure and diversity, availability of refugia and basking areas, 
connectivity to other suitable habitats 

⚫ Monitoring and management: details of a post-clearance monitoring 
programme to assess whether reptiles successfully relocate to adjacent 
habitats with population decline or growth, management measures if 
mitigation proves ineffective 

⚫ Timing and weather contingencies: clarification on how the timing of 
strimming (March or September) will be adjusted in response to weather 
conditions, which can significantly affect reptile activity and displacement 
success 

⚫ Ecological supervision by confirmation of the role and responsibilities of the 
Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) during habitat manipulation, including 
presence during all clearance activities, authority to stop works if risks to 
reptiles are identified 

Page 4 Reptiles (Area C) AREA C 

Area C supports three native reptile species, qualifying it for inclusion in the 
Key Reptile Site Register, which indicates the site is of local conservation 
importance. This status should be reflected in the mitigation strategy. KCC 
EAS acknowledges the applicant’s clarification that reptiles will be directed 
toward adjacent habitats, including semi-natural broadleaved woodland and 
the stream corridor. KCC EAS also accept that a two-stage strimming 
approach may be more proportionate than trapping and translocation, given 
the reported population density. KCC EAS are satisfied with the proposal to 
include the precise method of reptile exclusion within the full detailed 
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP), to be agreed with the 
relevant planning authorities between the grant of the DCO and 
commencement of construction. However, KCC EAS remain concerned about 
the interim period before newly created habitats become ecologically 
functional. For a site of local importance with a good slow worm population, it 
would be expected as a minimum, that:  

⚫ Adjacent habitats are enhanced to support all three reptile species in the long 
term (at present we do not know if these habitats are suitable for the three 
species).  

In addition to the first response as set out above, the Applicant is willing to 
continue to discuss the precise detail of approaches to reptile management 
with Kent County Council. The presence of a suitably experienced Ecological 
Clerk of Works would be expected by the Applicant throughout vegetation 
clearance.  

Note that there are areas within the Order Limits that are identified for habitat 
creation (particularly near Area C, the largest area of suitable reptile habitat 
affected by the Proposed Project) but which are not required for construction, 
and these are well connected to existing suitable habitat along the railway 
corridor, the ditch network and Weather Lees Hill. Therefore, advance planting 
and habitat enhancement for reptiles in these areas would be possible prior to 
clearance of the affected reptile habitat. 
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Reference Matter Point Raised Applicant’s Comments 

⚫ A clear timeline and contingency plan is provided to ensure reptiles are not 
left without viable habitat during the 1–2 year period before habitat creation 
matures.  

⚫ A programme of post-construction monitoring is implemented to assess the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures and habitat establishment, and to 
inform any necessary adaptive management. 

KCC EAS recommend that these measures be explicitly included within the 
full detailed LEMP to ensure ecological continuity and compliance with best 
practice guidance (e.g. Natural England’s standing advice on reptiles and BS 
42020: Biodiversity – Code of Practice for Planning and Development). KCC 
EAS are also satisfied that the scrub habitat along the Minster Stream is to be 
retained. However, given the proposed construction of a balancing pond, and 
converter station, it is anticipated the presence of heavy machinery on site. 
Therefore, KCC EAS advise that strong precautionary measures, such as 
protective fencing, be maintained throughout the construction phase to 
prevent harm to reptiles and other wildlife. This should clearly appear within 
the full detailed Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). 

Page 5 Reptiles (Area D) AREA D 

The area in question supports suitable scrub habitat and is known to host 
good populations of slow worms and common lizards, both of which are 
protected under UK wildlife legislation. 

KCC EAS note that approximately 600m² of suitable reptile habitat is 
proposed to be temporarily removed to facilitate the installation of a cable 
trench and haul road. 

While it is acknowledged that the area of habitat loss is relatively small and 
temporary, it is important to recognise that: 

 

⚫ The habitat will still be directly impacted during construction. 

⚫ Reinstatement will take time, and ecological functionality may not be 
immediately restored. 

⚫ The presence of reptiles cannot be ruled out, and precautionary measures 
are therefore necessary. 

 

KCC EAS advise that this habitat area should be explicitly included within the 
proposed two stage reptile habitat manipulation strategy, and this should be 
clearly set out in the full detailed Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (CEMP). 

Furthermore, KCC EAS expect the applicant to demonstrate that appropriate 
habitat compensation, even if temporary, is provided to support the continued 
viability of the local slow worm and common lizard populations during the 
construction phase. This should 

include, as a minimum: 

In addition to the first response set out above, the Applicant is willing to 
continue to discuss the precise detail of approaches to reptile management 
with Kent County Council.  

Do note, however, that the area of vegetation clearance in Area D constitutes 
approximately 0.7% of the total area of suitable habitat in this location and will 
be removed for a matter of weeks. It will all be reinstated once the cable 
corridor is backfilled. Vegetation regrowth sufficient for reptiles is only likely to 
take one or two growing seasons given it will be within the context of much 
more developed habitat and reptiles favour habitat variability. 
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⚫ Creation of temporary suitable habitat prior to the commencement of works, 
allowing time for it to establish and become ecologically functional. 

⚫ Enhancement of adjacent habitats to increase their carrying capacity and 
connectivity. 

⚫ Post-construction monitoring to assess habitat recovery and the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures. 

Pages 5-7 Breeding Birds There are two seasons worth of data (2022-2023 and 2023-2024) and in 
terms of bird species considered to be potentially breeding onsite, this 
amounts of 61 and 94 species respectively.   

When KCC EAS previously commented we raised the following concerns in 
relation to the breeding bird surveys: 

⚫ Insufficient land has been proposed for the mitigation requirements for 
farmland birds. 22 territories for skylarks have been recorded, and it would 
be anticipated that 22ha of land would be required to create 2 skylark plots 
per territory and currently only 10ha are proposed for mitigation which is 
inadequate. The land (including field margins and hedgerows) required for 
skylark mitigation would also support corn bunting (8), linnet (33), meadow 
pipit (80), grey partridge (2), yellowhammer (5) and nightingale (1).   

⚫ Insufficient information has been provided to assess if the mitigation land 
currently proposed is appropriate and in a suitable location. No surveys have 
been carried out on the mitigation land to understand the existing breeding 
bird population and assess if it has capacity to support an increased breeding 
bird population.   

⚫ No compensation recommended for the loss of foraging habitat for gulls who 
rely on the site for foraging throughout the breeding season. This could result 
in reduced breeding success for black-headed gull, great black-backed gull, 
herring gull, lesser black-backed gull and med gull. These are all Birds of 
Conservation Concern   

⚫ Insufficient information has been provided assessing the impact from noise 
and light pollution from the operational phase of the development.   

Please note in providing KCC’s previous comments we are aware that skylark 
plots are not nest sites. In response the applicant has detailed the following:   

  

“We don’t believe it is true that you can only accommodate 2 skylark plots per 
hectare of farmland. The government guidance on skylark plots says ‘at least’ 
2 plots per hectare i.e. this is not a maximum but a minimum 
(https://www.gov.uk/find-funding-for-land-or-farms/ahw4-skylark-plots); the 
plots don’t provide nest sites, but provide access within fields for foraging, 
particularly later in the season when the crop becomes tall. We also don’t 
believe the stipulation of 2 plots for each territory lost is based on any formal 
guidance or calculation and we believe this can be considered more simply; 
the arable field that is being permanently lost is 12 ha and supports one 
skylark territory (although six others will be lost temporarily during 
construction). Therefore, planting spring cereals and delivering skylark plots at 

The mitigation land in question is primarily being delivered for golden plover. 
Skylarks are known to be in the broad area from surveys undertaken for the 
DCO (e.g. at Minster Marshes less than 3 km to the north and in Ash Level 
which is even closer) which in ornithological terms is a short distance. 
However, only 1 skylark territory was recorded in the field to be permanently 
lost to the Converter Station and the number of skylark plots provided would 
be ample to address permanent losses. Moreover, a pattern of short open 
fallow plots in otherwise tall winter cereals during the breeding season will be 
of value to other farmland birds and wildlife, thus providing a greater 
biodiversity benefit than having few fallow plots.  

The reference to 7 territories relates to temporary loss during construction as 
a result of compounds and the Application Document 6.2.3.2 (D) Part 3 
Kent Chapter 2 Ecology and Biodiversity [REP1-050] notes that the 
enhanced off-site arable land would provide ‘some alternative nesting 
locations for displaced pairs and reducing the temporary impact’ but a 
moderate adverse short to medium-term impact on ornithology from 
construction-period habitat loss is nonetheless acknowledged. However, it 
should be noted that arable land currently suitable for skylarks and other 
farmland birds can be rendered unsuitable in any given year through normal 
changes in crop rotation so availability of suitable habitat will naturally 
fluctuate year-on-year. 

The land will be enhanced to be beneficial for a wide range of breeding 
farmland birds. In addition to skylark plots in winter cereals, management 
practices for the 10 ha arable mitigation land as set out in Paragraph 6.10 of 
Application Document 7.5.7.2 Outline Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan – Kent [PDA-035] include sowing spring crops by 
preference (particularly spring cereals), retaining stubble until the end of 
November when spring cereals are sown, and controls on pesticide and 
fertiliser use. These would all be secured for 40 to 80 years on a plot of land 
that is not currently managed this way and would benefit a wide range of 
farmland breeding birds.   

Regarding breeding bird surveys, the Applicant remains of the view that a 
breeding bird survey would not provide useful baseline data for impact 
assessment (e.g. on carrying capacity) given the management of the land is 
being fundamentally changed as part of the Applicant’s proposals. However, 
the Applicant is willing to undertake such a survey to inform subsequent 
monitoring of the enhanced area as part of the suite of pre-construction 
surveys. 

Regarding gulls, these species have large foraging ranges and are very 
adaptable to a wide range of habitats and food sources, including landfill sites; 
there is no shortage of suitable habitat around Minster Marshes, Ash Level 
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a rate of 4 per hectare in winter cereals on a 10 ha field for 40 to 80 years 
(depending on the lifetime of the converter station) is reasonable mitigation.   

 

The measures proposed for the mitigation land will fundamentally change how 
that land functions for birds. Therefore, a breeding bird survey now would give 
limited information regarding the extent to which the area can support 
breeding birds following the changes to farming practices. The development is 
losing a 12 ha arable field that happens to be suitable for farmland birds but 
has no restriction on management such that it can be rendered unsuitable at 
any time. In contrast, the mitigation delivers a 10 ha field that is being 
managed specifically for farmland birds and being secured in favourable 
management for the lifetime of the converter station (40-80 years) which is not 
the case for the mitigation land at present”.   

It is the view of KCC EAS that the additional information has not provided any 
scientific rationale/papers to support the additional information provided. For 
the seven territories lost there should be a total of 21 plots created. Two plots 
per hectare will require 10.5ha of land. This is already a suitable area of land 
and therefore we do not encourage doubling the number of plots per hectare 
without any rationale supported by research.  

In providing these comments KCC EAS have reviewed existing research 
which indicates that fields with two skylark plots per ha can accommodate 
more nesting skylarks compared with conventional winter-sown wheat 
management (0.3 territories per ha compared between 0.1 to 0.2 territories 
per ha). If skylark plots are combined with arable field margins, 0.4 territories 
per ha could be supported. Available literature indicates that habitat changes 
within farmland might achieve between 0.2-0.5 territories per ha (five-year set 
aside land) and 1 territory per ha (fallow land). In addition, Natural England 
has previously indicated that a ratio of three skylark plots for every territory 
lost would be acceptable as compensation for development.   

KCC EAS highlight that there is no evidence to suggest that increasing the 
number of plots within a smaller area is beneficial for skylark, 2 per hectare is 
regarded as the optimum density. Data exists to show that two plots per 
hectare in winter cereals can boost the number of skylark chicks by 50%. If 
20% of winter cereals were managed with 2 skylark plots per hectare then the 
national decline of skylarks would be halted. There is no information on 4 
skylark plots per hectare and therefore this approach is discouraged.   

It continues to be KCC EAS’s view that breeding bird surveys are required on 
the proposed functionally linked land to fully understand the baseline and 
understand what mitigation can be implemented. KCC EAS are supportive 
that they have securable farmland sites is good but if the mitigation land 
cannot accommodate increased breeding populations then there is nowhere 
for the displaced/lost territories to disperse too 

and beyond. The loss of a single arable field will not have a significant impact. 
Moreover, there are no gull colonies identified near to the converter station 
field. We do not consider specific mitigation for loss of gull foraging habitat is 
required. 

Pages 7-8 Wintering Birds KCC EAS’s previous concerns re impacts to wintering birds are as follows:   

 "The problem is that this [compensation] site does not appear to have been 
subject to any breeding/wintering bird surveys, so it is not clear whether it has 
the carrying capacity to support the displaced skylarks/golden plover from the 
Minster Marshes.  

A wintering bird survey report for the Enhancement Area will be submitted at 
Deadline 2. It confirms golden plovers are present in the area but are not 
using the enhancement area as currently farmed.  

The Applicant can confirm that the farmland mitigation area is sufficiently large 
to support both wintering golden plover and a range of other farmland birds, 
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The applicant has calculated that ~3.8ha is the minimum area required as FLL 
compensation, but this 10ha site is being used to mitigate other effects 
(including loss of skylark breeding territories, with 4 plots being created per 
1ha, and loss of non-FLL wintering grounds for other species), all of which 
raises several questions:   

a) Is the mitigation site already functionally linked to the SPA/Ramsar?  

b) Does it have excess carrying capacity for displaced breeding/non-breeding 
birds?  

c) Will the proposed interventions enhance it for both skylark and golden 
plover, which have different habitat requirements (as well as other 
breeding/non-breeding birds affected by the proposals)?"   

Our consideration of the applicant's response is as follows: 

AECOM advise that wintering bird surveys of "the fields" (presumably the 
compensation site) have identified "no significant use of the fields for roosting 
or foraging as they are currently farmed". KCC EAS take this to indicate the 
site is not Functionally Linked Land (FLL) but would appreciate concrete 
confirmation. This affects the framework through which the site is viewed.   

The argument is made that the 12ha of arable land to be lost to facilitate the 
development is of inherently low value and a 10ha compensation site 
"managed specifically for farmland birds" over 40-80 years is a net gain for 
these species. This sounds like a yes, but some doubt is cast by the response 
to my third point.   

Regarding the third bullet point above, AECOM's response "This is possible" 
is not entirely clear, but we appreciate the details which follow as these give 
me some confidence in the proposed compensation. KCC EAS ask this 
question because we understand the same field is being used to compensate 
for impacts to both species. We have also been considering the overall 
efficacy of the skylark compensation proposals; without confirmation that the 
compensation site is not FLL we cannot accept the applicant's position. 

KCC EAS also raised a concern that open trenching may occur and note the 
response "it would not be legally possible for open trenching to be used in this 
location without a material amendment to the DCO being obtained". This is 
noted and it is our view that it should not be an option for the amendment to 
be obtained. 

KCC EAS previously stated: "Other consultees have queried whether [the 
compensation site's] location next to a business park and railway (as well as a 
potential solar farm to the south-west, see DDC 23/01363) is appropriate as 
this may indicate elevated levels of light/noise pollution" This has not been 
responded to.  

In conclusion, further clarification is requested as follows: 

⚫ Confirmation that the compensation site is not FLL   

⚫ Confirmation that the proposed compensation will effectively mitigate impacts 
to skylark and golden plover   

⚫ Consideration of the proximity of the proposed compensation site to a 
business park (Discovery Park) and a proposed solar farm and any effect this 

including skylark. As KCC themselves acknowledge, we only require 3.8 ha 
for golden plover mitigation but are providing 10 ha of land. Permanent loss of 
skylark territories equals one territory and the mitigation land is more than 
large enough to accommodate a minimum of 1 skylark territory and the 3.8 ha 
required for golden plovers (since the golden plovers will only be present in 
winter and the skylark mainly in summer) and provide benefits for a wide 
range of farmland birds. 

See Line 2.8.13 of the Applicant’s Response to Kent Wildlife Trust in 
Application Document 9.34.1 Applicant's Detailed Responses to the 
Relevant Representations identified by the ExA [REP1A-043] regarding 
the suitability of the identified mitigation land for golden plover, including noise 
and lighting disturbance and proximity to Discovery Park and a proposed solar 
farm.     
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might have on the efficacy of the proposed compensation (via light and noise 
disturbance which may not fully attenuate before reaching wintering birds)   

Page 10 Water vole – survey 
methodology 

KCC EAS understand that two surveys (June 2024 and September 2024) 
were undertaken for water voles at locations where watercourses are forecast 
to be crossed or are to be affected by works or are adjacent to the proposed 
Kent Onshore Scheme Order Limits. We understand that surveys covered 
100m either side of crossing points where possible.   

 

When KCC EAS commented previously and advised that it was unclear 
whether the watercourses shown below were surveyed for riparian mammal 
presence. Information provided by the applicant has confirmed that only 
ditches to be impacted by the works were surveyed.   

 

KCC EAS highlighted that it may have been useful to have an increased 
understanding of how water vole were using the whole site rather than just the 
ditches to be directly impacted however we accept that no further surveys are 
needed. 

 

When KCC EAS previously commented it was acknowledged that there was 
evidence of water vole within the red line boundary. The survey timing was 
carried out in alignment with the latest survey guidelines (Dean et al., 2016). 
However, it was noted that the results do not provide a gauge of relative 
population size, nor of the recorded locations of American mink.  

This information has now been provided.   

As the project ecologists appear to have accounted for, we would assume 
water voles to be present in all watercourses with suitable habitat (including 
suboptimal habitat) given their presence in the landscape, and given the 
problems identified with gaining access for survey in some locations.   

The Applicant notes KCC’s position regarding water vole surveys, including 
that KCC EAS accept that no further surveys are needed for the DCO. 

Page 11 Water vole (Mitigation) Overall, KCC EAS understand a temporary loss of approximately 300m of 
ditch habitat (on 230m of which water voles have been recorded in the 
affected ditch) is expected.   

 

In terms of permanent habitat losses, it is understood that there will be four 
permanent culverts on ditches for permanent access and seven permanent 
outfalls. This would involve the permanent loss of approximately 30m of ditch 
habitat where water voles have been recorded in that ditch. Approximately 
365m of ditch is proposed to be lost under the converter station footprint, 
although water voles were not recorded within this footprint. KCC EAS 
understand that outfalls will be sited to avoid water vole burrows where 
possible.  

 

The project ecologists have indicated that as water voles could be present 
along any ditch section to be affected by works (even where not recorded 
during survey), ecological clerk of works presence during works is required, 

The Applicant notes KCC’s position regarding water vole mitigation and that 
KCC accepts our approach to licensing. 
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and that water vole displacement, if necessary, would be undertaken under 
Class Licence (CL31).   

 

The Class Licence has timing restrictions for works. It also has restrictions on 
the methodology that can be employed to carry out the works. The licence can 
also only be relied upon if mitigation works include the creation or 
enhancement of alternative compensatory habitat so that there is no net 
habitat loss for water voles.   

 

We also understand that the licence can only be used where vegetation 
removal does not exceed 50m on each bank of the same watercourse with 
500m gaps between cuts on the same bank.   

 

We previously requested confirmation that this licence is going to be suitable 
as an A11 licence may be more appropriate given the assumption that water 
voles are likely to make use of all suitable habitat to be affected by works, 
and/or if in the future, water voles are found across greater parts of the site. 
The applicant has detailed that which licence to apply for will be reviewed 
following updated surveys if the DCO is granted – we accept this approach. 

Pages 11-12 Water Vole 
(Compensation) 

KCC EAS understand that the balancing ponds will be designed to be of value 
to riparian mammals by retaining an earth ledge and sloping bank above a 
shallow, permanent water level. The ledge is to be planted with emergent 
riparian vegetation. KCC EAS previously noted that the suitability of banks for 
burrowing has not been stated. The banks will need to have suitable substrate 
for water voles to burrow into. The updated information has confirmed that this 
was not specifically stated but confirmed that the ledge and bank of the water 
bodies would be earth to be suitable for water voles. 

 

KCC EAS are further concerned that the water depth may be suboptimal. It is 
generally recognised that optimal water depth would be over 1m deep 
(Strachan et al., 2011). KCC EAS are therefore concerned that some of the 
proposed habitat for water vole could be suboptimal. It continues to be the 
view that the created habitat be made optimal for water vole colonisation, 
especially given the known presence of American mink in the landscape 
(exact known locations not provided). KCC EAS accept that the water depth is 
a matter which can be managed within the detailed design and 
implementation of a suitable management plan if the DCO is granted. 
However there has to be an agreement at this stage that the water will always 
be managed to a height that can support the water vole population. 

 

KCC EAS previously advised that the new ponds should also ensure that they 
are within sufficient proximity to nearby ditches to allow their natural 
colonisation. It is not exactly clear how close the ponds are proposed to be 
from nearby ditches (or the habitat suitability of those ditches), although plans 
do suggest a relative proximity. Water voles tend to prefer to stay within 5m of 
a watercourse or other waterbody (Strachan et al., 2011). In the absence of 

The Applicant agrees that the water depth in the ponds will be managed to a 
height that can support the water vole population.  

Paragraph 5.2.11 of Application Document 7.5.7.2 Outline Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan – Kent [PDA-035] states ‘the attenuation 
ponds will be connected to the existing ditch network in Minster Marshes by 
pipes such that the invert level of the pipe can be set so as to retain some 
water permanently, and this will also facilitate water vole colonisation from 
elsewhere on the ditch network.’ The Applicant can confirm that the 
attenuation ponds will be connected to the ditches to the west, east or north 
(depending on pond) and these ditches do contain suitable habitat for water 
voles. There is no reason to believe water voles will not find the attenuation 
ponds. The precise shape of the balancing ponds and precise distance of the 
balancing ponds from the ditches to which they are connected is not set by 
the DCO and is a matter of detail that can be resolved as part of detailed 
LEMP preparation and detailed design prior to construction.  

Mink was not recorded in the area proposed for the new balancing ponds 
around the Converter Station and Substation. 
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suitable habitat and sufficient cover between the adjacent ditches and the 
newly created habitat, water voles may struggle to naturally colonise the new 
habitat. This point has been confirmed.  

 

KCC EAS note that there was evidence of American mink within the 
waterbodies surveyed, although the exact locations have not been provided 
on plans for ease of reference. Evidence indicates that: “In the vast majority of 
cases, populations [of water vole] can only exist if the habitat is correct and 
mink are absent. In cases where some coexistence between mink and water 
vole has been observed, this has been because the habitat was extremely 
extensive and not optimal for mink” (Strachan et al., 2011).   

  

Taking the above, KCC EAS note that the new habitat is proposed in areas 
where water vole have not been recorded. The survey results are difficult to 
interpret. The habitat suitability and access for survey within the area of 
proposed new habitat is not clear. The ease of connectivity to nearby areas 
where water vole were recorded is unclear. In addition, it is not clear whether 
mink were recorded in this area. The ability of the new habitat to compensate 
for habitat losses will depend on the habitat suitability of connective habitat, 
presence of water voles nearby, and the presence of predators.   

 

In response the applicant has stated “Moreover, since the water voles and 
mink already co-exist, and only one record of mink was made during surveys, 
it is not considered inappropriate to deliver the mitigation habitat in this 
location, particularly since a considerable increase in the amount of habitat 
will result, compared to the amount to be lost”.   

 

KCC EAS accept this point however advise that if the DCO is granted there 
will be a requirement for ongoing monitoring to be carried out and measures 
to address any increase in American mink population if identified during 
surveys.  

 

KCC EAS would also suggest that plans for new water vole habitat include 
habitat elements known to reduce the effects of American mink predation 
such as maintaining good connections between the surrounding habitat and 
as much dense vegetative cover (including reedbeds) for water voles as 
possible to reduce their exposure to predators. This point can be addressed 
within the LEMP and a monitoring plan   

 

Further, whilst there are increased pressures from construction activities on 
the local water vole population, it may also be sensible to consider adding a 
mink control programme to the proposed mitigation measures for the project, 
or a financial contribution to an existing mink control programme (if possible). 
The applicant has detailed that this can be addressed as part of a LEMP 
however we advise that if a financial contribution is required that will have to 
be agreed as part of any Legal Agreement.   

Page 13 Otters KCC EAS understand that two surveys (June 2024 and September 2024) 
were undertaken for otters in accordance with Monitoring the Otter (Chanin, 

The habitat in the River Stour Enhancement Areas was included in 
Application Document 6.3.2.2.D ES Appendix 2.2.D Riparian Mammals 
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2003). The surveyors reportedly searched the watercourses and within 50m of 
the watercourses, where accessible, for otter field signs.   

 

The presence of otter within the red line boundary was considered possible 
following survey,but was not confirmed. The possible otter field signs have not 
been presented on plans, although placing the grid references of the possible 
activity on a map indicates that these field signs are within areas expected to 
experience extensive works, including the construction of the converter 
station. KCC EAS previously queried whether further survey effort should 
have been carried out to assess the potential use of these watercourses and 
identify the possible requirement for mitigation/compensation.   

 

In response the applicant has states: “given the nature and ambiguity of the 
mammal runs, further survey would have no certainty of resolving the matter 
to species”. KCC EAS acknowledges this point and accept that no updated 
surveys on the development footprint are required at this stage.   

KCC EAS previously stated that it is unclear whether habitat within the golden 
plover and skylark habitat enhancement area/River Stour improvement areas 
have been surveyed, or whether habitat changes proposed in these areas 
could have any adverse effects on otter.  

Adverse impacts may be unlikely, but need to be clarified. KCC EAS advise 
that this point was not addressed.  

 

Survey Report [APP-102] and no evidence was found in those locations. The 
ditches within the golden plover mitigation land have not been subject to 
riparian mammal survey as there are no proposals to undertake any works to 
these watercourses, or to bring the footprint of the farmed area closer to these 
watercourses than is currently the case. The proposals for the golden 
plover/skylark mitigation land are restricted to farming the land in a particular 
way (e.g. including skylark plots, reducing use of pesticides, omitting use of 
fertiliser).   

Page 14 Beavers KCC EAS understand that two surveys (June 2024 and September 2024) 
were undertaken for beavers. There is evidence of beavers within the red line 
boundary. No beaver signs have been reported on watercourses to be 
traversed by the scheme, except the River Stour where a clear span 
temporary bridge is proposed.   

 

Currently KCC EAS are reasonably content with the information put forward 
with regards to beavers. However, it is currently unclear whether habitat within 
the golden plover and skylark habitat enhancement area/River Stour 
improvement areas have been surveyed, or whether habitat changes 
proposed in these areas could have any adverse effects on beaver. Adverse 
impacts may be unlikely but need to be clarified.   

The Applicant notes that KCC EAS is reasonably content with the information 
regarding beavers.  

The habitat in the River Stour Enhancement Areas was included in the beaver 
surveys and no evidence was found in those locations. The ditches within the 
golden plover mitigation land have not been subject to riparian mammal 
survey as there are no proposals to undertake any works to these 
watercourses, or to bring the footprint of the farmed area closer to these 
watercourses than is currently the case. The proposals for the golden 
plover/skylark mitigation land are restricted to farming the land in a particular 
way (e.g. including skylark plots, reducing use of pesticides, omitting use of 
fertiliser).   

Page 14 Roosting Bats An initial ‘Daytime Bat Walkover’ (DBW) to assess the suitability of habitats 
within the Kent Onshore Scheme Order Limits and a 10m buffer to support 
roosting bats, foraging bats and bat flight lines was undertaken 26-28 June 
2023. Further DBW and Ground Level Tree Assessment (GLTA) surveys were 
conducted 9-10 April 2024.   

 

A total of eight trees within the survey area were assessed as supporting 
PRFs during the 2024 DBW surveys, but none of these trees are scheduled 
for removal and so no adverse effects are anticipated. If this changes in the 
future, further survey will be required. If any trees with bat roost suitability are 
subsequently affected by works (not understood to currently be anticipated), a 

This is noted by the Applicant. Measure B57 of the REAC (Application 
Document 7.5.3.2 (B) CEMP Appendix B Register of Environmental 
Actions and Commitments (REAC) [REP1-102]) commits to no lighting 
being directed at trees with bat roost potential.  
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ratio of three boxes for each tree with moderate bat roost suitability and five 
boxes for each tree with high bat roost suitability will be provided.   

 

KCC EAS understand that there will be no lighting of trees with bat roost 
suitability. 

Page 15 Foraging and commuting 
bats 

The project ecologists indicate that there are limited habitat features in the 
landscape suitable for foraging and commuting bats within the red line 
boundary. However, the site is still considered to be of regional importance for 
bats.   

 

KCC EAS understand that the width of the cable corridor at hedgerow 
crossings and woodland belts will be limited to 20m where possible. It is also 
understood that the loss of hedgerow/woodland amounts to approximately 
140m of species poor hedgerow and linear roadside woodland and plantation 
along the A256.   

 

During construction, gaps are to be reduced through ‘dead hedging’ to 10m 
maximum during the night. Then, when works are complete, we understand 
the intention will be to plant up gaps. Losses of hedgerow and woodland is 
expected to take 5-10 years to restore.   

 

Direct illumination of boundary features will be avoided or kept to below 1lux 
during construction. Nighttime lighting will be limited to the minimum needed 
for safety at the construction and horizontal direct drilling (HDD) compounds.   

 

It is understood that habitat creation works should provide sufficient 
compensation for habitat lost as part of the scheme. KCC EAS are currently 
reasonably content with the information put forward with regards to bats.   

  

When KCC EAS previously commented we request confirmation that all areas 
of the site that could be affected by works have been surveyed. If certain 
areas have not been surveyed, it is requested that a full justification for the 
omission to confirm that adverse impacts in these areas are not anticipated.  

 

In response the applicant has stated the following: “all trees proposed for 
removal have been surveyed and the bat activity survey also adequately 
covered the areas where works could affect features used for bat commuting 
and foraging. This was sufficient to judge the value of the Order Limits for 
bats. Areas within the Order Limits were not subject to bat activity survey were 
locations that did not present suitable habitat, where there are existing tracks 
that will be used for access but not be subject to any development work, or in 
the golden plover/skylark mitigation area where no works are proposed to 
features that would be used by foraging or roosting bats”.   

The Applicant notes that KCC EAS accept this point and no further 
information on bats are required at this point. 
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KCC EAS accept this point and no further information on bats are required at 
this point 

Pages 15-16 Marine Please note that KCC EAS are not experts in Marine Ecology and therefore 
defer to the expertise of Natural England. However, KCC EAS have reviewed 
the information and have the following matters to raise.  

⚫ Insufficient information has been provided assessing the construction 
impacts on the intertidal and subtidal benthic habits and communities and 
therefore it is unclear if the proposal will result in an impact on those 
priority habitats   

⚫ There has been an underestimation of sensitivity and potential colony 
abundance of the blue mussel Mytilus edulis and ross worm Sabellaria 
spinuosa. Therefore underestimating the impacts and mitigation 
requirements   

⚫ No additional marine information has been provided.  

Landfall is in the intertidal zone of Pegwell Bay National Nature Reserve, part 
of Sandwich Bay to Hacklinge Marshes SSSI, Thanet Coast & Sandwich Bay 
SPA and RAMSAR, and Thanet Coast SAC. The offshore section in Kent 
needs consideration for marine ecology for Thanet Coast MCZ, 1.2km north 
from the landfall site. The offshore scheme boundary runs along side a 
section of the Goodwin Sands MCZ, for 3.2km. Dover to Deal MCZ is 11.4km 
from the offshore scheme. Medway Estuary MCZ is 42.4km from the offshore 
scheme and has been considered for the indirect effects for migratory fish. 
The Southern North Sea SAC is circa 20km from the landfall site.   

The Marine conservation zone assessment (Doc 6.11), stated the screening 
was carried out and the likely significant effects considered for the offshore 
scheme for the following:  

⚫ temporary physical disturbance to benthic habitats and species (Goodwin 
Sands MCZ only);  

⚫ temporary increase in SSC and deposition   

⚫ underwater noise (Goodwin Sands MCZ and Medway Estuary MCZ only);  

⚫ direct loss of benthic habitats and species (Goodwin Sands MCZ only);  

⚫ effects from thermal emissions (Goodwin Sands MCZ and Medway 
Estuary MCZ only)  

⚫ effects of EMF emissions (Goodwin Sands MCZ and Medway Estuary 
MCZ only); and  

⚫ decommissioning effects.  

The stage 1 assessment reported ‘these impact pathways are not considered 
to have significant effects on the designated features or conservation 
objectives of these MCZs.’ 

A detailed assessment of potential impacts to intertidal and subtidal habitats 
and communities has been provided in Application Document 6.2.4.2 (C) 
Part 4 Marine Chapter 2 Benthic Ecology [REP1-053]. This includes an 
update to the sensitivity rating for blue mussels and Sabellaria spinulosa in 
response to relevant representations from Natural England (see also Table 
2.3 in Application Document 9.34.1 Applicant's Comments on Relevant 
Representations [REP1-111]. 

All relevant MCZs, including Thanet Coast MCZ, Goodwin Sands MCZ and 
Medway Estuary MCZ have been considered in full in Application Document 
6.11 (B) Marine Conservation Zone Assessment [REP1-021]. 

 

Application Document 9.13 Pegwell Bay Construction Method Technical 
Note [REP1-108] provides further clarity and detail on the construction 
activities within Pegwell Bay. The information in this Technical Note has been 
used to inform updated assessments of potential effects on seals at the River 
Stour haul out as presented in Application Document 6.2.4.4 (E) Part 4 
Marine Chapter 4 Marine Mammals (Clean) [REP1-055] and Application 
Document 9.49 Seals and Airborne Sound Disturbance Technical Note 
[REP1-122] and ornithological features associated with Pegwell Bay as set 
out in Application Document 6.2.4.5 (C) Part 4 Marine Chapter 5 Marine 
Ornithology submitted at Deadline 2.   
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Pages 16-17 Benthic Ecology The Kent benthic ecology for the application site has predominately sublittoral 
mixed and course sediments, infralittoral fine or muddy sand and 
mediterranean moderate energy circalittoral rock. As there is presence of 
dynamic mobile sediments, consideration is needed for any impacts of cable 
trenching/laying, protective measures such as rock armour, marine protection 
structures, temporary anchor moorings, scouring and accretion of sediments, 
smothering of habitats/species, or other changes, including to the 
hydrodynamics, that may affect the designated features of the protected areas 
noted above.   

The key consideration for the benthic fauna, and considered within the 
reports, is for blue mussel Mytilus edulis and ross worm Sabellaria spinulosa, 
which are part of the designated features for Goodwin sands and Thanet 
Coast MCZ and the current management approach for both species is 
‘recover to a favourable condition’ for Goodwin Sands MCZ. Thanet Coast 
MCZ is ‘maintain in a favourable condition’ for blue mussels and to ‘recover to 
a favourable condition’ for ross worms.   

 

Reef worm and mussel bed formations (both UK Priority Habitats) were 
considered and grab sampling and video evidence was carried out, but it was 
difficult to find the locations of this sampling within the documentation. Both 
species were identified, with reef formations identified for Blue Mussel beds, 
Annex I habitat, reported as not overlapping with the Offshore scheme. Reef 
formations were not reported for the ross worm, with smaller populations 
noted. We highlight that in Natural England’s (NE) response Benthic Ecology, 
NE, 23/6/25 they have raised concerns regarding the MCZ assessment and 
the construction impacts on the intertidal and subtidal benthic habits and 
communities and there is a risk that priority habitats will be impacted. They 
have requested updated documents to consider all the potential pathways of 
effect.   

 

KCC EAS defer to the specialist knowledge and detailed advice provided by 
NE and agree with the recommendations provided. It is considered that the 
underestimation of sensitivity and potential colony abundance of the above 
species is a concern to fully understand and mitigate the impacts of the 
project, for the protected areas.  

 

This is not our area of expertise but KCC EAS highlight information has been 
provided regarding the impacts of the offshore cabling on sediments and 
changes to the seafloor. This has been assessed as a minor impact, but we 
consider that a regular monitoring programme for the seafloor along and 
adjacent to the cabling route should be in place, especially on the section 
adjacent to Goodwins Sands MCZ, to ensure there are no negative impacts to 
the condition status for blue mussel and ross worm communities and the MCZ 
overall. Measures are in place for depth of burial surveys (MPE05) and this 
could be an additional action within the Offshore CEMP (Doc 7.5.2), carried 
out for the lifetime of operation and decommissioning. 

Potential impacts to benthic habitats and sediments have been considered in 
full in Application Document 6.2.4.2 (C) Part 4 Marine Chapter 2 Benthic 
Ecology [REP1-054], Application Document 6.11 (B) Marine 
Conservation Zone Assessment [REP1-021] and Application Document 
6.2.4.1 (C) Part 4 Marine Chapter 1 Physical Environment [REP1-051]. 

Habitats within Goodwin Sands MCZ will be avoided by any cable installation 
and as such potential impacts are limited to the deposition of sediments 
disturbed during cable installation. This impact pathway has been considered 
in full in both Application Document 6.2.4.2 (C) Part 4 Marine Chapter 2 
Benthic Ecology [REP1-054] and Application Document 6.11 (B) Marine 
Conservation Zone Assessment [REP1-021]. As sediment settle rapidly any 
deposition within the MCZ were predicted to be minor, at 0.5 mm depth, 
significantly lower than the thresholds for mussels and Sabellaria and thus 
impacts found to be minor, including after amending the sensitivity rating for 
both habitat types. 
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Page 17-18 Marine Mammals Marine mammals have been considered for the application. The key species 
that were considered for the offshore scheme are harbour and grey seal and 
harbour porpoise. The Kent Seal survey was conducted primarily within River 
Stour, with riverbank haul out areas with a predominance of harbour seals. A 
small number of grey seals are considered present outside the Stour and 
within the bay.   

The Southern North Sea SAC (SNS SAC) is designated for Harbour porpoise, 
it was noted greatest densities are likely to occur in Suffolk waters (Marine 
mammals Doc 6.2.4.4 ref 4.7.5). We recognise there may be a lower 
presence within the Kent scheme area but we consider the harbour porpoise 
should still be fully considered in the mitigation for the Kent scheme. NE have 
highlighted the survey timings were not optimum as the SAC is designated for 
winter, Oct – Mar presence.    

As noted above, NE queried some survey timings and JNCC has queried the 
narrow range of data sources, and therefore a presence for harbour porpoise 
and seasonal restrictions required for mitigation. In section 4.9.42 (Doc ref 
6.2.4.4 Ver C) consideration has been given to the seasonal variation and 
works will avoid the winter period for the cable corridor SNS SAC. We note 
the Marine Mammal mitigation plan (Doc 7.5.11) has not yet been updated to 
reflect that timing requirement.  

In the Marine Mammals Mitigation plan (Doc ref.7.5.11) underwater noise is 
considered and monitoring is recommended for noise from Sub-bottom 
profiling (SBP) works, with a soft start and a suitably qualified Marine mammal 
observer (MMO) present on vessels, with Offshore Passive Acoustic 
Monitoring (PAM) also used when required. We consider that this would be 
suitable mitigation for the potential presence of noise sensitive harbour 
porpoise and other marine mammals.   

The offshore cabling trenching/levelling activities are noted (Table 1.2 Doc ref 
7.5.11) as low intensity and no mitigation is stated as required. We disagree 
that no mitigation is required and would also expect this to state a competent 
marine mammal observer to be present on the cabling works vessels, or a 
nearby safety vessel, as a precautionary measure for harbour porpoise and 
any other marine mammals that may be in/passing through the works  area.   

Airborne noise could impact the seals present on the haul out areas. They 
have been noted as less impacted by airborne noise and noise levels will 
remain within the Order limits.   

 Unexploded ordnance (UXO) if discovered will be subject to a separate 
marine licence and impact and mitigation will be on a case by case basis 
which is appropriate. 

Detailed responses to these comments, which were raised by Natural England 
in their Relevant Representations can be found in Application Document 
9.34.1 Applicant's Comments on Relevant Representations [REP1A-043]. 

 

 

Page 18-19 Fish and shellfish This is not KCC EAS’s area of expertise and our comments below have 
focussed on the migratory fish which links to onshore ecology.   

The potential effects of the proposed project temporary physical disturbance, 
increase in suspended sediments in the water column, underwater noise and 
electro magnetic frequency (EMF) emissions. The marine ecology 
assessment for fish and shellfish (Doc Ref 6.2.4.3) states that temporal 
disturbance will occur to the habitat.   

Detailed responses to these comments, which were raised by Natural England 
in their Relevant Representations can be found in Application Document 
9.34.1 Applicant's Comments on Relevant Representations [REP1A-043]. 
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The sensitivity for the following migratory fish is considered high for the 
following species; European eel, Atlantic salmon, brown trout, sea and river 
lamprey, European smelt and shad. For pelagic fish herring sensitivity is 
medium with sprat and mackerel low. The pelagic fish will be less affected as 
they inhabit the water column and are found less on the sea floor or the shore.   

Spawning grounds and migratory fish have been considered within the 
environmental assessment. KCC EAS note that the information for evidence 
of records of migratory fish within the Kent River Stour was minimal and as a 
result migratory fish have been scoped out of the assessment. However, 
mitigation measures have been included within the CEMP (Doc ref 7.5.3.1 
app A), for culvert works an ecological watching brief has been proposed, soft 
start non percussive piling has been used for bridge construction over the 
river to allow fish to vacate the area which is appropriate.   

The target depth of lowering of the cable offshore has been proposed at 1-
2.5m, with associated cable bundling to reduce the potential for EMF to 
reduce impacts to species sensitive to EMFs.  

KCC EAS consider that the main marine ecology for the protected areas has 
been considered but highlight the comments from Natural England and JNCC 
regarding the survey effort and information sources used, and their proposed 
recommendations.  

Page 19 Biodiversity Net Gain A BNG assessment has been submitted and detailed that the proposal will 
result in a loss of BNG for habitats, linear features and water course units. 

It is the view of KCC EAS that insufficient information has been provided 
detailing how they have reached these conclusions. The submitted 
information has not provided details of the condition assessments or how 
additionality has been taken into account. Habitat creation or enhancement 
cannot fully count towards a BNG if it is also required for protected species 
mitigation or mitigation for a designated site. What you can count towards a 
development’s biodiversity net gain - GOV.UK.   

  

A metric has not been submitted to review as part of the BNG assessment 
therefore it is not understood what the trading rule impacts are.   

The submitted information has also not confirmed that the habitat creation 
required as part of the proposal will be implemented in Kent.   

The Statutory Biodiversity Metric Calculation Tool(s) used to undertake the 
BNG feasibility report have been made available at Deadline 1A (Application 
Document 9.78 Sea Link Biodiversity Metric – Kent (Part 3 of 3) [REP1A-
041]).    

The guidance on what can count towards a developer’s BNG, was taken into 
account when undertaking the BNG Assessment.  Species specific mitigation 
and mitigation for Functionally Linked Land has not been included in the 
assessment. This was undertaken by omitting these areas from the BNG 
parameters line.  

There is currently no guidance for BNG and NSIPs. As such this BNG 
assessment follows the BNG guidance created for Town and Country 
Planning Act applications where suitable.  

The following deviations from the SBM guidance have been made: trading 
rules have not been accounted for when undertaking this assessment. It is 
considered that this would result in an unwieldy BNG requirement and may 
result in the Proposed Project being constrained in delivering its BNG 
requirement. This is not to say that trading summaries are to be ignored when 
exploring options for BNG delivery, the trading rules summaries will be used 
as a guide for habitats and/or distinctiveness levels that the Proposed Project 
aspires to deliver.  

The Applicant has made a commitment to delivering BNG that is in-line with 
published and incoming Local Nature Recovery Strategies, with an aim of 
delivering off-site BNG within a suitable location relative to the location of the 
impacts.   

Page 20-22 Habitat Regulation 
Assessment 

KCC EAS highlight that they have continued to raised concerns in relation to 
the mitigation land required for the functionally linked land. KCC EAS advise 

The golden plover mitigation area proposed and its location were discussed 
and agreed with Natural England. Management is based on initial 
prescriptions from Natural England based on measures to address 
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that this will have to be addressed to ensure that the proposal can 
demonstrate that there will be no adverse impact.   

KCC EAS draw the applicant’s attention to Natural England Standing Advice 
‘Air pollution and development: advice for local authorities. How to assess 
sector-specific planning applications that could affect air quality on a protected 
site’ which was posted on gov.uk on 16 October 2025. This advise will need to 
be taken account off when producing the HRA.   

Consideration of the impact from noise on birds associated with the SPA is 
based on the results of the Noise Assessments - we advise that the 
determining authority must be satisfied that the noise assessments used to 
inform the HRA are correct. 

functionally linked land that have been implemented elsewhere. As with other 
mitigation, the amount of habitat required to address loss of functionally-linked 
land has been quantified based upon calculations presented in the ES chapter 
and HRA. Regarding monitoring and enforcement, Sections 7.1 to 7.3 of 
Application Document 7.5.7.2 Outline Landscape and Ecological 
Management Plan – Kent [PDA-035] set out the process involved in 
monitoring and, if necessary, rectifying any mitigation. A wintering bird survey 
report for the Enhancement Area is submitted at Deadline 2. It confirms 
golden plovers are present in the area but are not using the enhancement 
area as currently farmed.  

See Line 2.8.13 of the Applicant’s Response to Kent Wildlife Trust in 
Application Document 9.34.1 Applicant's Detailed Responses to the 
Relevant Representations identified by the ExA [REP1A-043] regarding 
the suitability of the identified mitigation land for golden plover.     

Regarding Natural England’s new standing advice, the Applicant is aware of 
the advice and, although there is no requirement for it to be applied 
retrospectively to projects going through the planning process, the 
methodology does not materially differ from that used for the Proposed 
Project. The standing advice is relevant to point-source emitters (e.g. power 
stations) and largely involves a SCAIL for Industry pre-screening tool as a first 
step prior to detailed modelling. It would not be relevant to those projects 
which have already undertaken detailed modelling. 

Table 2.2 Applicant’s Comments on Highways 

Reference Matter Point Raised Applicant’s Comments 

Page 23-24 Positive and neutral 
impacts 

Positive Impacts  

⚫ Permanent Access Improvements: The creation of a new permanent 
access off the A256 and vegetation clearance at Marsh Farm Road and 
Whitehouse Drove may offer long-term benefits for local access and 
maintenance.  

⚫ Sustainable Travel Measures: Implementation of car sharing, minibus 
services, and cycle infrastructure for construction staff promotes modal 
shift and reduces single occupancy vehicle trips.  

⚫ Traffic Management Systems: The Delivery Management System (DMS) 
and Traffic Management and Monitoring System (TMMS) will regulate 
HGV movements, reducing peak-hour congestion and improving safety.  

Neutral Impacts  

⚫ Public Transport Accessibility: While Thanet Parkway and Minster 
stations are within proximity, limited pedestrian and cycling infrastructure 
between these and the site limits their utility. The provision of shuttle 
services mitigates this.  

The Applicant welcomes KCC’s acknowledgement of the positive measures 
and infrastructure improvements on key traffic aspects of the Proposed 
Project. 
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⚫ Use of Existing Strategic Routes: The majority of HGV traffic is routed via 
the A299 and A256, which are suitable for such volumes, assuming 
mitigation measures are implemented effectively. 

Pages 24 Negative Impacts KCC Highways considers that the proposed Kent Onshore Scheme will 
generate substantial construction traffic over a multi-year period, with several 
localised and strategic transport impacts. These are detailed below with 
supporting data and analysis.  

  

⚫ Construction Traffic Volume and Congestion:  

o Peak Daily Movements: The Construction and Traffic Management and 
Travel Plan (CTMTP) forecasts up to 508 daily vehicle movements, 
including 108 HGVs. This represents a significant uplift over baseline 
flows on rural and semirural roads such as Ebbsfleet Lane and 
Sandwich Road. 

o Local Road Constraints: Ebbsfleet Lane is subject to a 7.5-tonne 
weight restriction, and Sandwich Road has limited carriageway width 
and poor visibility at junctions. These constraints heighten the risk of 
congestion, vehicle conflict, and delay.  

o Traffic Flow Impact: Based on 2022 traffic counts, the A256 north of 
Sandwich carries approximately 12,000 vehicles per day. An increase 
of 100+ HGVs daily could represent a 0.8–1.2% uplift, which may 
appear modest but is significant when concentrated during peak hours 
or at sensitive junctions. 

⚫ Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs):  

o Vehicle Dimensions: AIL deliveries will involve vehicles up to 74 metres 
in length, requiring bespoke routing and temporary traffic orders. These 
movements will affect:  

▪ Monkton Roundabout: Tight geometry and splitter islands may 
require removal of street furniture.  

▪ Ramsgate Road / A256 Junctions: Swept path analysis indicates 
potential overruns and encroachment into opposing lanes.  

▪ Delivery Frequency: The CTMTP anticipates multiple AIL 
movements per month during peak delivery phases, each requiring 
police escort, road closures, and advance public notification.  

▪ Impact Duration: Each AIL movement may cause 15–30 minutes of 
disruption per junction, with cumulative impacts across the network. 

 

⚫ Vulnerable Road Users and PRoW Interface:  

o Public Rights of Way (PRoW): TE37 and TE39 intersect with haul 
roads and cable routes. While diversions are proposed, there remains 
a risk of:  

o Reduced accessibility for walkers and cyclists. o Safety concerns at 
crossing points, particularly during HGV ingress/egress.  

Negative Impacts 

As summarised by KCC within their Relevant Representations, as the Local 
Highway Authority for Kent, KCC has collaborated with the Applicant on 
Highways and Transportation matters and following positive engagement, all of 
the issues raised by KCC during the Pre-Examination stage of the DCO have 
been addressed by the Applicant. 

 

Peak Daily Movements 

The construction vehicle routing has been designed to minimise impacts 
across the highway network, as set out within Application Document 7.5.1.2 
Outline Construction Traffic Management and Travel Plan – Kent [APP-
338]. The Applicant has undertaken a complete and full assessment of traffic 
routes for construction. Details are contained in Application Document 
6.2.3.7 Part 3 Kent Chapter 7 Traffic and Transport [APP-067]. Whilst there 
will be a daily peak of 254 vehicles (508 movements) including 108 HGVs (216 
movements) during peak construction, the majority of these vehicles will not 
use Ebbsfleet Lane or Sandwich Road. There is only expected to be a daily 
maximum of 95 vehicles (190 movements) on Ebbsfleet Lane and a daily 
maximum of 56 vehicles (112 movements) on Sandwich Road during the peak 
construction phase of the Proposed Project. The assessment demonstrates 
that the additional construction traffic to be generated by the proposals during 
the peak construction phase is not expected to result in any significant effects 
on the surrounding highway network. It is also worth noting that construction 
traffic levels will be lower than assessed levels for the majority of the 
construction period. 

 

Local Road Constraints 

The assessment within Application Document 6.2.3.7 Part 3 Kent Chapter 7 
Traffic and Transport [APP-067] includes both Ebbsfleet Lane (Receptor K-
RL8) and Sandwich Road (Receptor K-RL7) and does not identify the potential 
for significant effects to arise during the construction phase based on peak 
construction traffic levels, including in terms of Road Safety and Driver Delay. 

 

Traffic Flow Impact 

The assessment within Application Document 6.2.3.7 Part 3 Kent Chapter 7 
Traffic and Transport [APP-067] is based on the forecast increases in HGVs 
across the highway network during the peak construction phase, based on 
estimates derived by the engineering team on the anticipated construction 
programme and construction compounds/ activities at each access point. The 
assessment within Application Document 6.2.3.7 Part 3 Kent Chapter 7 
Traffic and Transport [APP-067] demonstrates that the additional 
construction traffic to be generated by the proposals during the peak 
construction phase is not expected to result in any significant effects on the 
surrounding highway networks, following the measures identified within 
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o Cyclist Safety: The A256 and surrounding lanes are used by 
recreational and commuting cyclists. Increased HGV traffic may deter 
usage and elevate collision risk, especially where no segregated 
infrastructure exists.  

 

⚫ Highway Safety Sensitivity:  

o Accident Data: Kent County Council’s crash map data (2018–2022) 
identifies several junctions with elevated Personal Injury Accident 
(PIA) rates:  

o A256 / Ramsgate Road: 7 PIAs in 5 years.  

o Cottington Lane / Sandwich Road: 5 PIAs in 5 years. o Minster 
Roundabout: 6 PIAs in 5 years.  

o Risk Amplification: Increased HGV movements, turning manoeuvres, 
and temporary junction modifications may exacerbate existing safety 
risks unless mitigated through signage, speed control, and 
enforcement.  

  

⚫ Temporary Loss of Amenity:  

o Noise and Air Quality: Construction traffic will generate elevated noise 
levels, particularly near compounds and access points. The CTMTP 
identifies receptors near Pegwell Bay and Minster as sensitive.  

o Dust and Vibration: Unsealed haul roads and frequent HGV 
movements may cause dust dispersion and vibration impacts, 
affecting residential amenity and ecological receptors.  

o Visual Intrusion: The presence of large vehicles, temporary signage, 
and traffic management infrastructure may alter the character of rural 
lanes and PRoW corridors.  

 

Application Document 7.5.1.2 Outline Construction Traffic Management 
and Travel Plan – Kent [APP-338]. 

 

Abnormal Indivisible Loads 

The constraints on Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs) are acknowledged and 
these will be strictly managed as set out within Application Document 7.5.1.2 
Outline Construction Traffic Management and Travel Plan – Kent [APP-
338]. The condition of the existing highway network is continually evolving and 
it is normal practice for an AIL contractor to navigate restrictions and 
constraints along a network between the point of departure and arrival. The 
restrictions affecting the network in Kent do not present abnormal or unusual 
challenges to an AIL contractor, who have standard practices to address 
restrictions. Consent is required for AIL movements, with this consent being 
predicated on a survey of the route (as present prior to delivery) and proposals 
to overcome ay constraints. These consents are always sought after a DCO 
because they need to take into account the precise source of a delivery (which 
cannot be determined with certainty prior to decisions on the purchase of 
materials), timing of deliveries and the current condition of the highway 
network. It is not necessary or proportionate to provide these details at the 
application stage. 

 

Vulnerable Road Users and PRoW Interface 

The Applicant has rigorously assessed the Proposed Project’s impact on 
footpaths adhering to the mitigation hierarchy by avoiding, minimising, 
restoring, and offsetting impacts. It acknowledges that there will be a 
temporary disruption to footpaths during the construction phase. Where the 
Applicant has a temporary impact on a PRoW during construction, mitigation 
measures will be put in place. Where there is a permanent impact on a 
footpath, a suitable diversion will be provided and implemented prior to the 
closure. 

 

Potential impacts on PRoW and recreational routes are considered in 
Application Document 6.2.3.7 Part 3 Kent Chapter 7 Traffic and Transport 
[APP-067]. Further to this, Application Document 7.5.9.2 Outline Public 
Rights of Way Management Plan – Kent [APP-353] includes measures 
which are designed to mitigate potential impacts on PRoW. There is not 
expected to be the potential for any significant effects with these measures in 
place, including for PRoW TE37 and PRoW TE39. 

 

Highway Safety Sensitivity 

Application Document 6.2.3.7 Part 3 Kent Chapter 7 Traffic and Transport 
[APP-067] includes a review of the collision record (based on full Personal 
Injury Accident data obtained from Kent County Council, which includes all 
users including cyclists) and an assessment of Road Safety and Hazardous / 
Large Loads for the study area during the peak construction phase based on 
peak daily construction traffic (including HGVs). The assessments include the 
A256 / Ramsgate Road junction (K-RJ5), Sandwich Road (K-RL7) and the 
Minster Roundabout (K-RJ2), given these receptors would be used by 
construction traffic. Varying levels of sensitivity have been assigned across 
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receptors for the assessment of Road Safety based on the existing collision 
record, including a High level of sensitivity which was assigned for the Minster 
Roundabout (K-RJ2). The assessment demonstrates that the additional 
construction traffic to be generated by the proposals during the peak 
construction phase is not expected to result in any significant effects on the 
road safety of these links and junctions, with the proposed embedded 
mitigation and control and management measures in place, as identified within 
the Application Document 7.5.1.2 Outline Construction Traffic 
Management and Travel Plan – Kent [APP-338]. 

 

Temporary Loss of Amenity 

The impacts of potential visual, noise and air quality/dust pollution from the 
construction phase have been assessed as part of the EIA and are reported 
within the ES within each of the relevant technical chapters:  

• Application Document 6.2.3.1 Part 3 Kent Chapter 1 Landscape 
and Visual [APP-061]; 

• Application Document 6.2.3.8 Part 3 Kent Chapter 8 Air Quality 
[APP-068]; and  

• Application Document 6.2.3.9 Part 3 Kent Chapter 9 Noise and 
Vibration [AS-111].  

Measures to control pollution from the construction works are set out in 
Application Document 7.5.3 (B) Outline Onshore Construction 
Environmental Management Plan [AS-127], Application Document 7.5.3.2 
CEMP Appendix B Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments 
(REAC) [REP1-102]  and Application Document 7.5.3.1 CEMP Appendix A 
Outline Code of Construction Practice [APP-341].  

 

Pages 25-26 Proposed Highway 
Accesses 

 

 

KCC Highways considers that the Sea Link Kent Onshore Scheme involves 
the creation and modification of several highway accesses to facilitate 
construction and long-term maintenance. These accesses are critical to the 
safe and efficient movement of construction traffic, abnormal loads, and 
workforce vehicles. The following outlines the key access points and their 
associated considerations. 

 

Permanent Access of the A256 

⚫ Location: A new permanent access is proposed directly off the A256, 
south of Cottington Lane, to serve the converter station and substation.  

⚫ Design Features:  

o Designed to accommodate HGVs and Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs) 
up to 74m in length.  

o Includes turning radii and visibility splays compliant with DMRB standards.  

o Surfaced to adoptable standards with drainage and signage.  

⚫ Functionality:   

o Serves as the primary access for construction and operational phases.  

Proposed Highway Accesses 

KCC’s comments regarding the creation and upgrading of access points are 
noted.  

 

With regard to aspects identified under ‘Impact Assessment’, these are 
considered within Application Document 7.5.1.2 Outline Construction 
Traffic Management and Travel Plan – Kent [APP-338] where necessary.  

 

In respect of junction modifications to accommodate AILs, the process for 
agreement of these is set out under the previous response to Reference Page 
24 comments above. Otherwise, the constraints on AILs are acknowledged 
and these will be strictly managed as set out within Application Document 
7.5.1.2 Outline Construction Traffic Management and Travel Plan – Kent 
[APP-338]. 
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o Reduces reliance on local roads and minimises disruption to residential 
areas.  

⚫ Impact Assessment:   

o Located on a strategic route with sufficient capacity.  

o May require temporary traffic management during peak delivery periods.  

o Potential safety concerns due to proximity to existing junctions and speed 
limits on the A256.  

⚫ Upgraded Access via Cottington Lane  

⚫ Location: Cottington Lane will be upgraded to support  access to cable 
route works and temporary compounds 

⚫ Design Features:   

o Strengthened carriageway and verge to accommodate HGVs.  

o Temporary widening and passing bays where necessary.  

⚫ Functionality:   

o Supports cable installation and haul road logistics.  

o Provides alternative routing to reduce pressure on the A256.  

⚫ Impact Assessment:   

o Narrow geometry and residential frontage may lead to amenity 
concerns.  

o Requires careful scheduling and banksman control to manage vehicle 
movements. 

 

• White House Drove Access 

⚫ Location: Whitehouse Drove will be used to access the cable corridor and 
temporary works areas.  

 

⚫ Design Features:   

o Temporary surfacing and reinforcement for HGV use.  

o PRoW interface management with crossing controls. 

 

⚫ Functionality:  

o Facilitates cable trenching and haul road construction.  

o May be used for material delivery and spoil removal. 

  

⚫ Impact Assessment:   

o Sensitive ecological and landscape setting.  

o Requires dust suppression and noise mitigation. 

 

Temporary Construction Accesses  
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⚫ Multiple Locations: Temporary accesses are proposed at various points 
along the cable route and near compounds. 

  

⚫ Design Features:   

o Typically unbound surfaces with wheel washing facilities.  

o Signage and traffic control measures at junctions.  

 

⚫ Functionality:   

o Used for short-term construction activities and compound setup.  

o Decommissioned and reinstated post-construction.  

 

⚫ Impact Assessment:   

o May cause short-term disruption to local roads and PRoWs.  

o Require coordination with local highway authority for permits and safety 
audits.  

  

Junction Modifications for AILs  

  

⚫ Affected Junctions:   

o Monkton Roundabout  

o Ramsgate Road / A256 

o Minster Roundabout  

  

⚫ Design Features:   

o Temporary removal of street furniture and signage.  

o Swept path analysis confirms feasibility with escort and marshals. 

  

⚫ Impact Assessment:   

o Requires advance notification and traffic orders.  

o May cause delays and safety risks during manoeuvres.  

  

Page 27-29 Mitigation and Monitoring 
Strategies 

 

 

KCC Highways considers that the Outline Construction Traffic Management 
Plan (CTMTP) proposes a comprehensive suite of mitigation measures 
designed to minimise adverse transport and traffic impacts during the 
construction of the Kent Onshore Scheme. These strategies are grouped into 
the following categories:  

 

⚫  Traffic Regulation and Control:  

o Delivery Management System (DMS): A centralised booking system 
will regulate all HGV movements to and from the site, preventing 

This comment is both welcomed and noted. The summary provided for 
Application Document 7.5.1.2 Outline Construction Traffic Management 
and Travel Plan – Kent [APP-338] is also noted. Measures set out within this 
document will be secured through the requirements within Schedule 3 of 
Application Document 3.1 draft Development Consent Order [AS-087]. 
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unscheduled arrivals and ensuring that vehicle flows are spread 
throughout the day to avoidpeak-hour congestion.  

o Traffic Management and Monitoring System (TMMS): Real-time 
monitoring of vehicle movements will be used to enforce compliance 
with routing and timing restrictions. This system will also support 
incident response and adaptive traffic control 

o Timed Access Restrictions: HGV movements will be restricted during 
sensitive periods (e.g., school drop-off/pick-up times, peak commuter 
hours) to reduce conflict with local traffic and vulnerable road users.  

 

⚫  Route Management and Infrastructure Protection  

o Designated HGV Routes: All construction traffic will be routed via 
strategic corridors (A299, A256) with appropriate capacity and 
geometry. Local roads will be avoided unless essential, and only 
with prior agreement and mitigation.  

o Road Condition Surveys: Pre-construction, during works, and post-
construction surveys will be undertaken to assess wear and tear. A 
commitment to repair any damage attributable to construction traffic 
will be secured via legal agreement. 

o Junction Modifications and Swept Path Analysis: Temporary 
modifications (e.g., removal of street furniture, widening of corners) 
will be implemented at constrained junctions to accommodate 
Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs). These will be reinstated post-
delivery.  

 

⚫ Site Access and Internal Movement Controls  

o Banksmen and Gate Marshals: Trained personnel will manage 
vehicle movements at site access points and internal haul road 
crossings, ensuring safe interaction with public highways and PRoW 
users.  

o Wheel Washing and Dust Suppression: To prevent debris and dust 
from affecting local roads, wheel washing facilities and dust 
suppression systems will be installed at all site exits. 

o Staggered Shift Patterns: Construction worker arrivals and 
departures will be staggered to reduce peak-hour pressure on local 
roads and junctions.  

 

⚫ Sustainable Travel and Workforce Management  

o Minibus and Shuttle Services: Dedicated transport will be provided 
for construction staff from Thanet Parkway and Minster stations, 
reducing reliance on private vehicles.  
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o Car Sharing Incentives: A car share scheme will be promoted 
among workers, supported by priority parking and internal 
communications.  

o Cycle Parking and Infrastructure: Secure cycle parking and 
improved access routes will be provided to encourage active travel 
among staff.  

 

⚫ Public Rights of Way (PRoW) and Community Interface 

o Temporary Diversions and Signage: Where PRoWs intersect with 
haul roads or construction zones, safe and clearly signed diversions 
will be implemented. These will be designed to maintain accessibility 
and minimise disruption. 

o Community Liaison and Notification: A proactive communication 
strategy will inform residents, businesses, and stakeholders of 
upcoming traffic changes, diversions, and delivery schedules. This 
will include newsletters, signage, and a dedicated contact point. 

o Complaints and Feedback Mechanism: A formal process will be 
established to receive, investigate, and respond to transport-related 
complaints during construction.  

 

⚫ Enforcement and Compliance  

o Construction Traffic Code of Conduct: All contractors and drivers will 
be required to adhere to a code of conduct covering speed limits, 
noise minimisation, and respectful driving behaviour. 

o Penalty and Escalation Procedures: Breaches of routing or timing 
restrictions will be subject to enforcement measures, including fines, 
retraining, or removal from site access privileges.  

o Monitoring and Reporting: Regular reporting to the Local Planning 
Authority and Kent County Council Highways will ensure 
transparency and accountability in traffic management. 

Page 29 Highways Conclusion KCC Highways considers that the Kent Onshore Scheme presents a complex 
but well managed construction programme with significant transport 
implications. While strategic benefits and mitigation measures are 
acknowledged, the scale and nature of construction traffic pose potential 
impacts that require robust enforcement and ongoing monitoring. The Local 
Authority recommends that all proposed mitigation measures be secured 
through the Development Consent Order (DCO) and that further engagement 
with KCC Highways continues throughout the detailed design phase.  

 

This is noted, although Application Document 6.2.3.7 Part 3 Kent Chapter 7 
Traffic and Transport [APP-067] demonstrates that the additional 
construction traffic to be generated by the proposals during the peak 
construction phase is not expected to result in any significant effects with the 
proposed embedded mitigation and control and management measures in 
place, as identified within the Application Document 7.5.1.2 Outline 
Construction Traffic Management and Travel Plan – Kent [APP-338]. The 
mitigation measures identified within the management plans will be secured 
through the requirements within Schedule 3 of Application Document 3.1 
draft Development Consent Order [AS-087].  The Applicant further notes 
requirement 12 addressing highway works, and that more generally the 
Applicant anticipates agreeing a set of Protective Provisions dealing with 
highways matters.   
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Table 2.3 Applicant’s Comments on Flood Risk 

Reference Matter Point Raised Applicant’s Comments 

Pages 31-32 Assessment of Flood 
Risk Impacts 

The EA’s flood map for planning further indicates various locations of surface 
water flood risk throughout the development order site which would appear to 
either reflect routes of existing ordinary watercourses within the site limits or 
localised areas of ‘ponding’ due to depressions, etc. The level of risk shown 
is generally classified as low risk although raised in some areas but these 
higher risk areas are outside of the areas proposed for the permanent 
structures.  

As per the documentation supplied, the works associated with the 
development order broadly fall into 2 categories for surface water flood risk 
consideration – the construction phase and the operational stage.  

The existing surface watercourse networks throughout the development order 
site are currently utilised to drain and facilitate the surrounding land parcels. 
All works within the development order site to the west of sandwich road are 
within the River Stour Internal Drainage Board area of remit and will require 
their consent and approval for any new connections or diversion, etc of 
existing watercourses.  

The information submitted further details that some of the fields within the 
development order site (specifically in relation to Minster Converter Station 
and Substation footprint) also contain land drains which serve to convey 
surface water from the field within which they are situated. 

Any works which are proposed in association with either the construction or 
operational stage of the proposals could have a detrimental effect on these 
drainage networks which could ultimately lead to the risk of flooding from 
surface water being increased to and from the development order area.  

In association with the construction phase and in order to facilitate 
development several haul roads and construction compound areas are 
required to be built, these will need to consider the continuous operation of 
the existing drainage networks so as to not increase the surface water flood 
risk. The haul roads will require a number of crossing points which could 
adversely impact the physical characteristics and natural processes of the 
watercourses, potentially altering channel profiles, flow regimes, and possible 
floodplain connectivity. With regards to the Minster Converter Station and 
Substation there is additional risk associated with both the construction and 
operational phase activities whereby the existing field drainage system is to 
be removed and new additional flows of runoff associated with the newly 
created buildings and accesses will be created. 

Information from the British Geological Society indicates that groundwater 
levels in association with the work order area are high and likely to be less 
than 3m below ground, this is further confirmed in the document 6.8: Flood 
Risk Assessment, Environmental Information Volume 6, paragraph 4.4.16 
and is “a consequence of impeded drainage caused by the nature of the 
underlying soils and geology.” Any works which could affect or alter 
groundwater movements will need to be carefully considered so as not to 
increase the risk of flooding associated with the proposals.  

The Applicant confirms that the points raised have been assessed within 
Application Document 6.9 Flood Risk Assessment [APP-292] and a range 
of measures to avoid and mitigation impacts on land drainage, watercourses 
and flood risk are embedded into the Project design and secured thorough 
commitments within Application Document 7.5.3.2 (B) CEMP Appendix B 
Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) (REP1-102) 
. 

In developing the Project design and the water environment and flood risk 
mitigation measures the Applicant has engaged with all of the relevant flood 
risk management authorities.  

Engagement with the Environment Agency has been undertaken in regards to 
the construction compound within the Source Protection Zone 1, as detailed in 
Application Document 6.2.3.5 Part 3 Kent Chapter 5 Geology and 
Hydrogeology [APP-065].  

Application Document 6.3.3.5.B ES Appendix 3.5.B Qualitative 
Groundwater Risk Assessment [APP-170] provides an assessment of the 
risks to groundwater from the proposed construction compound and concludes 
a low risk to groundwater quality.   
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Whilst outside of our remit it is noted that a temporary bridge is to be 
constructed over the River Stour, being a main river this require the 
acceptance and approval of the Environment Agency and should not be to 
the detriment of flood risk or indeed activities generally associated with a 
main river.  

 Similarly, in that it is outside our remit, it is noted that a temporary compound 
area (between the A256 and Sandwich Road, on the east side of Cliffsend 
and immediately to the south of the roundabout junction between the A256 
and A299) is required and that is situated within Groundwater Source 
Protection Zone 1. The Environment Agency’s Groundwater Protection team 
will need to confirm their acceptance to this. 

Pages 32-34 Drainage Strategy 
Review 

Upon reviewing the proposals and specifically document 6.8:  Environmental 
Information Vol 6, Flood Risk Assessment it is noted that “A sequential 
approach has been taken in siting Proposed Project infrastructure, 
particularly those elements that could be at risk of flooding during the 
operational lifetime of the Proposed Project. The substations, converter 
stations and cable transition joint bays are all located in Flood Zone 1”. This 
would appear appropriate, sensible and in line with best practice. 

It is further noted that “Due to its linear nature some components of the 
Proposed Project must necessarily be in areas with a medium or high 
likelihood of flooding (Flood Zones 2 and 3).” Again, this is accepted and 
given that these components will either be buried or above ground and so 
with regards to surface water flooding deemed low risk all be it the associated 
construction activities will need to be carefully considered with regards to the 
effects they could have on the existing surface water regime. The 
Environment Agency should provide comment with regards to the suitability 
of the proposals within Flood Zones 2 and 3 and any concerns they may have 
with regards to fluvial flood risk. 

The Applicant welcomes the agreement of Kent County Council on the 
sequential approach that has been taken in siting proposed Project 
infrastructure.  

Several commitments are secured within Application Document 7.5.3.2 (B) 
CEMP Appendix B Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments 
(REAC) [REP1-102]  to managing construction activities to reduce and 
mitigate effects on the existing surface water regime. 

The Applicant is continuing to engage with the EA and an update will be 
provided to the Examination at a later deadline.  

 

 Climate change The same document (Para Ex 1.3.3 ) further states “During operation, flood 
risk from rivers and the sea, surface water and groundwater sources is 
assessed to be low due to locating key infrastructure (the substations and 
converter stations) in Flood Zone 1 and implementing permanent surface 
water drainage solutions, based on suitable forms of Sustainable Drainage, 
embedding climate change resilience into the Proposed Project’s design. The 
residual risk (associated with the overhead line pylons in Kent) is assessed 
as low.” KCC LLFA are in general agreeance with this.  

 

The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) further details (Para 3.3.2) that: “The 
effects of climate change on rainfall intensity, in accordance with the latest 
published guidance in May 2022, would be included in the drainage design 
for the proposed Substation in Kent”. This is a requirement contained within 
Application Document 7.5.3.1 CEMP Appendix A Outline Code of 
Construction Practice, good practice measure W11 which specifically 
references the Environment Agency. KCC LLFA can confirm that we accept 
this proposal to utilise the rates as set by the Environment Agency and that it 
conforms with general good practice. As LLFA it is requested that detailed 
design submissions utilise the ‘upper end’ climate change allowance for both 
the 30 and 100 year epochs. 

The agreement of Kent County Council on this matter is welcomed. 

With regard to the climate change allowances it is confirmed that for the 
permanent development drainage scheme a 45% allowance will be adopted. 
This matches the “upper end allowance” for the 2050s epoch for the relevant 
catchment and for the development vulnerability classification of essential 
infrastructure.  
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 Construction activities In association with the construction phase activities, it is again explained in 
the FRA (para 4.3.15) that the “proposed HVDC underground cable route, 
Minster Converter Station and Substation, all construction compounds and all 
cable transition joint bays are outside of FZ1”. In association with construction 
activities within FZ3 areas it is further stated that (para 4.3.16A) “trenchless 
crossing of Flood Zone 3 is proposed for the underground cable installation, 
which avoids effects on the River Stour and Stonelees Stream during 
construction and measures would be put in place during the installation to 
ensure the integrity of existing flood defences”. Again, this is set as a 
requirement within Application Document 7.5.3.1 CEMP Appendix A Outline 
Code of Construction Practice - good practice measure W12 and whilst we 
concur that this seems appropriate and sensible will ultimately require the 
acceptance of the Environment Agency being within FZ3. 

As mentioned above in order to facilitate the construction of the proposals a 
number of existing watercourses require to be traversed, the proposals 
reviewed show that 27 temporary and four permanent culverts are proposed 
to enable access over the existing watercourses. It is further explained that 
any disruption to existing land drainage infrastructure, including subsurface 
agricultural field drainage networks, will be mitigated during construction of 
the permanent crossings through the implementation of temporary bypass 
systems or alternative conveyance means (para 4.4.7 of the FRA). This 
requirement is further explained in document 6.2.3.4: Environmental 
Statement Vol 6, Part 3, Chapter 4 Water Environment para 4.9.16 “Culverts 
would be sized to maintain the existing land drainage regime (W04) and 
during installation pumps and pipes would operate to transfer the flow of 
water from the upstream side to the downstream side, bypassing the 
worksite”. Ultimately the provision of protection to existing watercourses is 
governed by the requirements of W04 of Document 7.5.3.1 CEMP Appendix 
A Outline Code of Construction Practice. Again, these proposals would 
appear sensible but as explained above the works are situated within the 
River Stour Internal Drainage Boards area of jurisdiction and so it will be they 
who ultimately have to accept and consent to the culverting of these 
watercourses.   

In association with the temporary crossing of the River Stour KCC LLFA note 
that document 6.2.3.4: Environmental Statement Vol 6, Part 3, Chapter 4 
Water Environment para 4.9.18 states that “an open span bridge is proposed 
which would avoid any impact on in channel flows”. The abutments of the 
bridge would have a small footprint within the riparian zone, resulting in the 
potential for highly localised reduction in floodplain connectivity. Again, the 
Environment Agency, given it is designated a Main River with an associated 
adjacent floodplain, their acceptance of this reduction should be sought.  

As part of the construction activities, it is proposed for the land drainage 
mentioned above within the footprint of the Minster Converter Station and 
Substation to be infilled and replaced by the drainage system as shown on 
Application Document 2.14.2 General Arrangements Plans – Kent. As part of 
detailed designs going forward, in order to demonstrate there is no increase 
to flood risk as a result of the works, KCC LLFA will expect for information 
and evidence to be supplied confirming the existing land drainage network 
and that the proposed replacement system can manage the surface water 
inline with the existing characteristics. 

The Applicant confirms that the proposed HVDC underground cable route, 
Minster Converter Station and Substation, all construction compounds and all 
cable transition joint bays are within (not outside) of FZ1. 

The agreement of Kent County Council on the commitments to crossing and 
protecting existing watercourses is noted and welcomed and it is confirmed 
that the Applicant has engaged with the River Stour Internal Drainage Board 
and the Environment Agency (the consenting authorities) to agree these 
principles. 

Further information with regard to drainage of the footprint of the Minster 
Converter Station and Substation is provided in Application Document 
9.17.2, which will be submitted at Deadline 3.  
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 Operational flood risk With regards to the operational surface water flood risk associated with the 
proposals KCC LLFA have no concerns in relation to the cable network being 
that it is either buried or above ground and so low risk. With regards to the 
proposed structures and hardstanding areas minimal information has been 
provided with regards to the onward management of surface water from 
these areas. That said, KCC LLFA note that para 4.4.7 of the FRA states that 
“Surface water drainage from permanent infrastructure would be managed 
using SuDS in accordance with LLFA policies (W11)”.The control and 
management measure W11 contained within document 7.5.3.1: Other 
Documents Vol  7, CEMP Appendix A Outline Code of Construction Practice 
states:   

“Surface water drainage from permanent above ground infrastructure would 
be managed and treated using SuDS in accordance with policy and guidance 
requirements of the relevant Lead Local Flood Authorities to include 
allowances for climate change in accordance with current (May 2022) 
Environment Agency guidelines. These SuDS would be maintained over the 
lifetime of the Proposed Project and the drainage infrastructure would provide 
the storage necessary to achieve discharges at greenfield rates and would 
not significantly alter groundwater recharge patterns by transferring recharge 
quantities from one catchment to another.”  

As such, KCC LLFA are satisfied that suitable surface water drainage 
mechanisms associated with the proposals will be forthcoming as the scheme 
progresses and that these can be set as requirements of the DCO. KCC 
LLFA would however further advise that whilst noted reference is made 
throughout the suite of documents to maintain runoff rates from surface water 
to the equivalent greenfield runoff rates, no mention appears to be made in 
relation to volume. KCC LLFA would advise that the volume of runoff from the 
site post development should not exceed the greenfield runoff volume for the 
1 in 100-year, 6-hour rainfall event and that if this is not achievable, the 
difference must be stored and released at a controlled rate or treated and 
reused. 

The Proposed Project is currently preparing an update to its surface water 
drainage strategy report, which will account for the recent publication of the 
National Standards for Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) (DEFRA, July 
2025). The updated strategy will be shared with the flood risk management 
authorities for review and agreement and will be submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate for consideration as part of the examination of the Proposed 
Project. 

 

  KCC LLFA notes that, following the request of the inspector, that a 
supplemental update to the Environment Statement, Flood Risk Assessment 
has been provided (6.9: Environmental Information Environmental 
Information Vol 6, Water Framework Directive Assessment) which we can 
confirm we have also reviewed and that this raises no additional concerns.  

Finally, it is noted that paragraph 1.3.2 of the FRA states “A draft of this 
report was shared with the Environment Agency and feedback was received 
in February 2025, with subsequent updates made to address key comments.” 
As KCC LLFA, we would have expected for the same courtesy to review and 
be involved in discussions in relation to water management to have been 
offered to ourselvesn 

This comment is noted by the Applicant. 

Page 35 KCC LLFA Conclusion The Kent Onshore Scheme presents a complex project but with a suitably 
proposed strategy for managing surface water whilst being constructed and in 
perpetuity.  

The Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) 
(Application Document 7.5.3.2: CEMP Appendix B Register of 
Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) [REP1- 102] ) lists all 
the commitments made by the Applicant during the iterative development of 
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We recommend that any proposed mitigation measures be secured through 
the Development Consent Order (DCO) and that further engagement with 
KCC LLFA continues throughout the detailed design phase.  

the designs on the Proposed Project, including mitigation measures to avoid or 
reduce likely significant effects. Compliance with the REAC is secured through 
Schedule 3 Requirement 6 of the draft DCO.  

The Applicant will continue to engage that Kent County Council LLFA during 
development of the detailed design of the Project. 

 
 

Table 2.4 Applicant’s Comments on Heritage Conservation 

Reference Matter Point Raised Applicant’s Comments 

Page 36 Consultation and 
Engagement 

The County Council’s Principal Archaeological Officer has had extensive and 
detailed engagement with National Grid and their archaeological consultants 
and contractors through the development of the project and since its 
submission.    

KCC lead on providing archaeological advice to both Thanet and Dover 
District Councils. Impacts on the setting of Built Heritage will be led on by the 
District Conservation Officers and Historic England. Historic England will 
generally lead on advice with respect to Offshore archaeology below the 
Mean Low Water mark.   

Given the richness and significance of the archaeology in the area we have 
also worked closely with Historic England. 

This comment is noted by the Applicant.  

Page 36 Selection of a preferred 
option 

Due to the rich archaeological landscapes of Thanet a preference was, in 
terms of archaeology impacts, for a land fall in the Sandwich Bay area and 
connection into the Richborough substation. The landfall in Pegwell Bay may 
have more intertidal impacts on archaeological assets though that is 
preferred to the options between Broadstairs and Margate and on the north 
Thanet / Kent coast that would have required extensive connection runs 
through rich archaeological landscapes. The option for the convertor site 
closest to Richborough substation was preferred though the high 
archaeological and historic landscape value of this area was highlighted.   

This comment is noted by the Applicant. 

Page 36 General Approach to 
Archaeology 

The works involve sizeable areas of land for the construction of the convertor 
station, the working widths and trenching areas for the cabling, reception pits, 
access roads both temporary and permanent and compounds. Pylons are 
also included in the scheme. Such works will be taking place in an area that 
is highly sensitive for archaeological remains both those that are found as 
buried archaeological landscapes and others that are extant as earthworks 
and built heritage. Other remains will be found in marine and intertidal areas 
and may include wrecks and structures as well as submerged sites.  

At an early stage KCC advised that a thorough study is needed to establish a 
detailed baseline and understand the high significance of the archaeology of 
the area. This would need to be supported by survey and evaluation targeted 
at the potential impacts of the scheme including areas of potential temporary 
and enabling works. As a principle KCC encouraged minimising the areas of 

This comment is noted by the Applicant. 
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land take for construction works and careful siting of the routes of cables to 
avoid significant heritage assets.   

Pages 37 – 
38  

Assessment and Survey In response to our advice, National Grid have undertaken detailed desk-
based studies, field survey, archaeological monitoring of geotechnical works 
and evaluation trenching of the Onshore scheme in Kent.   

These studies have informed the application and the Cultural Heritage 
chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES Part 3 Kent Chapter 3 APP-063) 
and are reported in the following appendices to the ES:  

⚫ Cultural Heritage Baseline Report – ES Appendix 3.3.A to C (APP-161 to 
163)  

⚫ Geophysical Survey Report - ES Appendix 3.3.D (APP-164)  

⚫ Aerial Photography & LiDAR Report - ES Appendix 3.3.E (APP-165)  

⚫ Archaeological Evaluation Trial Trenching Report (Draft) - ES Appendix 
3.3.F (APP-166)  

⚫ Geoarchaeological Desk based Assessment - ES Appendix 3.3.G (APP-
167)  

 

KCC Archaeologists and Historic England have inputted into the design of the 
survey, monitoring and trenching works, have monitored the trenching and 
reviewed the results of the works.   

Geophysical survey was undertaken by Headland Archaeology in two 
phases, the main part in 2023 and an additional field following trenching in 
2024. The survey covers most of the scheme area to the west of St 
Augustine’s golf course. This area covers both the reclaimed marshlands of 
the former Wantsum Sea Channel and the more elevated land of Cottington 
Hill and the Ebbsfleet Peninsula. Previous works in this area, in particular for 
the East Kent Access road had confirmed the presence of extensive and 
complex multi-period archaeological remains including the remains of a 
substantial Middle – Late Iron Age / Roman enclosure that may have been 
constructed during Caesar’s landings and later during the Claudian invasion. 
Other remains included Early Bronze Age funerary monuments, Bronze Age, 
Iron Age and Roman trackways, enclosures and settlement burial sites. 
Medieval remains had also been recorded in the area.     

The geophysical survey has been effective in identifying widespread buried 
landscapes over large parts of the survey area on Cottington Hill and the 
Ebbsfleet Peninsula. Figure 14 of the report (APP-164) shows the general 
layout with the result of the East Kent Access Road excavations also plotted. 
Deeper overburden deposits in the eastern half of the eastern field masked 
results over much of that area and to the north of the area surveyed.   

Three areas of particularly complex and significant archaeology were 
identified:  

⚫ Multi-period enclosures and trackways immediately east of Richborough 
Way  

This comment is noted by the Applicant. 
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⚫ The large Iron Age / Roman enclosure focused around Ebbsfleet Hill to 
the west of Richborough Way. A number of what appear to be earlier, 
Bronze Age enclosures extend north from that enclosure.   

Geophysical survey in the marshland areas did not reveal any significant 
archaeology as remains would largely be expected to lie deeply buried 
beneath the alluvial deposits there. Earthworks remains and the remains of 
features associated with the reclamation and use of the land following could 
survive in upper deposits.   

Using the results of the desk-based studies and the geophysical survey a 
programme of targeted evaluation trenching was undertaken to further 
assess the features revealed and confirm if additional archaeology is present 
in areas that may be impacted by the scheme.   

The evaluation trenching, undertaken by Oxford Archaeology in 2024, 
involved the excavation of 165 trenches across 12 fields on the Ebbsfleet 
Peninsula / Cottington Hill and the former Wantsum Channel. The results are 
presented in a draft report submitted as Appendix F to the Environmental 
Statement (APP-166) and the layout of trenching with previous results and 
topography is best seen on Figure 2 in that report.    

On the Ebbsfleet Peninsula / Cottington Hill the trenching confirmed the 
features seen on the geophysical and additional features including in areas 
where deeper sediments lie, masking the geophysics results. The evaluation 
confirmed the presence of the Bronze Age barrow cemetery; a possible late 
Bronze Age mortuary enclosure associated with multiple burials; extensive 
later prehistoric and Romano-British enclosures, boundaries, and routeways; 
and buried soils and medieval settlement traces near the former Wantsum 
Channel shoreline.   

The trenching of the reclaimed marshlands of the former Wantsum Channel 
extended only through the upper part of the alluvial sequence and identified 
only water channels that were detected by the geophysical survey or seen on 
historic mapping.    

The deeper deposits in the former Wantsum Channel are being assessed 
through a programme of geoarchaeological assessment and specialist 
monitoring of geotechnical test pits and boreholes. An initial modelling of the 
results derived from existing borehole records and the monitoring of initial 
geotechnical works is presented in the Geoarchaeological Desk Based 
Assessment (APP-167). This assessment has been found to have limitations 
due to the data available and the method of initial monitoring. This is now 
being addressed through a further phase of monitoring geotechnical works 
and will provide a better resolution of the deep geoarchaeological deposits 
that will be affected by the construction of the substation and convertor 
station. 

Page 38 Archaeology and the 
scheme development 

Taking account of the results of the desk-based studies, survey and 
evaluation the KCC Archaeologist has been engaged in detailed discussions 
with National Grid’s archaeological consultants (AECOM) and design team to 
minimise the impacts of the scheme on archaeology and ensure that the most 
significant archaeology is avoided by the scheme.  Significant design 
changes have included relocation of working compounds from the fields to 
the west of Ebbsfleet Lane North which would have had a widespread impact 

This comment is noted by the Applicant. 
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on archaeology in that field including the known Bronze Age barrow 
cemetery. The very significant series of Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman 
enclosures within the southern part of the field to the west of Ebbsfleet Lane 
will also be avoided by the scheme. The impacts within the fields between 
Ebbsfleet Lane and the former marsh land will be confined to a corridor that 
falls into a shallow valley running between the Bronze Age enclosures and 
the barrow cemetery. This corridor appears to be the line of least resistance 
in terms of the archaeology through the field and while archaeology will still 
be affected it is less significant than other areas of the field.   

Discussions are ongoing to minimise impacts of the scheme further including 
the extent and location of compounds and Horizonal Directional Drilling 
(HDD) reception pits to the east of Ebbsfleet Lane and to the east of 
Richborough Way. In this area there will be impacts on archaeology from the 
HDD reception points and the construction of compounds those these are to 
be located in areas to avoid the most significant archaeology on the 
immediate east side of Richborough Way. Large areas of the field to the east 
of Richborough Way include activities that can be managed to avoid 
disturbance of the archaeology. Areas of compound and HDD reception pits 
etc may impact on archaeological remains but on present evidence of lesser 
significance than areas which are now being avoided. 

Current proposals also include the location of a compound at Lord of the 
Manor which falls within a field that contains a Neolithic causewayed 
enclosure albeit the proposed compound is mainly located over deeper valley 
deposits and in an area which may have been affected by previous works. 

 

The impacts of the development proposals in the former Wantsum Channel 
are currently being assessed through further geoarchaeological monitoring 
and assessment. The development impacts will involve the deep piling for 
foundations for the substation and convertor station and for pylons through 
archaeological deposits that may lie at several metres deep within the infilled 
former valley, sea channel and reclaimed marshland. Shallower impacts in 
the area of the convertor station and substation are unlikely to affect 
significant archaeology.   

The Wantsum Channel was reclaimed through a process of ‘inning’, 
construction of sea walls and drainage in medieval times by Canterbury’s 
monastic houses, the landowners at the time. One particular sea wall, the 
‘Abbotts Wall’, will be crossed by a temporary service road for the scheme. 
Discussions are ongoing to assess and minimise any impact on remains of 
the earthwork which may have already been disturbed in the vicinity of the 
proposed service road.    

 

Pages 39-40 Archaeological Mitigation The plans currently presented (PDA-006, 2.3 (B) Land Plans Part 2 and APP-
039) broadly reflects the adjustments that have been made to reduce the 
impact on the scheme on archaeology. The exact siting and extent of works 
within the areas shown should be refined taking account of the archaeology. 
In particular it will be important to avoid impacts on the Bronze Age barrow 
cemetery and multiperiod enclosures to the west of Ebbsfleet land and the 
archaeology immediately to the east of Richborough Way including the late 
Bronze Age mortuary enclosure. Current discussion indicates that 

The Draft Onshore Overarching Written Scheme of Investigation (OWSI) has 
been updated in line with comments received from Kent County Council and 
Historic England, and this has been submitted as part of the Deadline 1 
documents (Application Document 7.5.4.2 (B) Outline Onshore 
Overarching Written Scheme of Investigation (OWSI) - Kent [REP1-104] ). 
Further updates may be submitted as the mitigation strategy is developed 
through the examination process, and as further information is obtained 
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preservation of these will be reflected in the design of the scheme and its 
construction works.     

A draft Outline Onshore Overarching Written Scheme of Investigation (APP-
344) has been provided in the application documents. This is presently being 
updated following feedback from the KCC archaeologist and will be 
developed further in light of ongoing assessment, monitoring and changes to 
the design of the scheme.   

 

As well as measures to preserve archaeology that will be embedded in the 
final design and methods of construction of the scheme a programme of 
further archaeological investigation and recording will be needed where 
archaeological remains are to be affected. The KCC Archaeologist will 
continue to work closely with National Grid to develop a suitable scheme of 
archaeological mitigation. 

through work such as the geo-archaeological assessment being undertaken as 
part of the Ground Investigation (GI) works.   

Pages 40-41 Setting of Archaeological 
Heritage Assets 

Historic England are leading on advice with respect to the impacts of the 
scheme on the setting of the Richborough Scheduled Monument which 
overlooks the former Wantsum Channel where the visual impacts of the 
construction of the Convertor Station and Substation and additional pylons 
will be visible from the monument. We note the assessment set out in 3.9.63 
to 3.9.72 in the Environmental Statement but defer to Historic England’s 
position on the magnitude of effect from the scheme.    

In addition to the impact on Richborough KCC archaeologists and Historic 
England also requested that the setting of the multi-period remains at 
Ebbsfleet Hill on the Ebbsfleet Peninsula be assessed. We note the 
assessment that is set out in 3.9.73 to 3.9.74 in the Environmental Statement.   

The enclosures in this area, as noted in the assessment did command a view 
over the former Wantsum Channel and the relationship of the archaeology, 
and in particular the defensive enclosure is significant to the archaeological 
assets. We acknowledge that the former coastal setting has now changed but 
the current marshland defines the location of the former sea channel and that 
is readily appreciable from the enclosure sites. Although the archaeological 
remains of the enclosure and its surrounds are buried, a visitor to the site can 
appreciate the landform and the marsh land (representing the former 
Wantsum Channel). We agree the remains should be considered of high 
value and are nationally important.    

 

Visualisations have been provided in ES 6.4.3.3 that illustrate the present and 
proposed views in summer and winter from the woodland at Ebbsfleet Lane 
(Viewpoint H3) and from Ebbsfleet Lane (Viewpoint H4). H3 represents the 
view from the enclosures, and the proposed substation and convertor station 
will be prominent and dominant in the views from the enclosure. The wider 
channel landscape will be still visible, as will Weatherlees Hill, a small island 
in the channel which may have provided a sheltered arm for the proposed 
harbour in this area. H4 represents the view from the lane towards the 
enclosure focused around Ebbsfleet Hill. The hill is still visible as is 
Weatherlees hill but the openness of views across the mouth of the former 
channel will be lost by the prominent building. While we agree that visitors will 

The impact on the Roman Richborough Fort is assessed in the Application 
Document 6.2.3.3 Part 3 Kent Chapter 3 Cultural Heritage [APP-063], with 
visualisations from Richborough Fort provided in Application Document 
6.4.3.3 ES Figures Kent Cultural Heritage Part 2 of 2 [APP-262].  

The Fort is recognised as being a high value asset, but with only a negligible 
magnitude of effect to the setting predicted. Therefore, a minor (non-
significant) adverse effect.   

Supplementary illustrative visualisations from Richborough Fort have been 
produced and submitted as part of the Deadline 1 submission – Application 
Document 9.14 Suffolk and Kent Illustrative Visualisations Part 2 of 2 
[REP1-297], and these further demonstrate the limited potential for impacts on 
the setting of the Fort. The visualisations support and confirm the assessment 
conclusions in the ES that the magnitude of impact, reflecting the change to 
setting, is considered to be negligible which on an asset of high value would 
result in a minor adverse effect which is not considered significant.  

It is also considered that the impacts on the setting of the Ebbsfleet Peninsula 
complex as the Kent Onshore Scheme would not significantly change the 
visitors’ ability to understand the setting of the asset which has been degraded 
through the reclamation of the land around the former peninsula. As such, the 
magnitude of impact is still considered to be negligible, which on an asset of 
high value would result in a minor adverse effect which is not considered 
significant.   

 

The Applicant will continue to engage with stakeholders including Kent County 
Council and Historic England as part of the ongoing design process. 
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still be able to understand the asset and appreciate the relationship of the 
asset to the landscape, we are of the view that the visual aspects of the 
setting have a greater interest to its significance than is considered in the 
assessment. 

 

Given the prominence of the proposed buildings in the views at Ebbsfleet 
Lane the magnitude of impact is in our view greater than negligible and given 
the value of the heritage could be considered a moderate adverse effect. We 
note that the montage’s are produced using maximum envelope for the 
structures and understand that additional visualisations are being developed 
to illustrate the proposed building and its colour scheme.   

Page 41 Offshore scheme The lead with respect to the impact of the scheme on marine heritage will be 
with Historic England’s Marine Planning Unit as it falls below the Mean Low 
Water Mark. Currently the intertidal area covered by Kent County Council’s 
archaeological team will not be affected as the proposed marine cable will be 
is to be bored underground and emerges to the east of Richborough Way 
within the onshore scheme considered above (See Indicative General 
Arrangement Plans APP-039).    

The Study Area for marine archaeology covers the Offshore Scheme up to the 
Mean High Water Spring mark (MHWS) and overlaps with the terrestrial 
historic environment and cultural heritage Study Area between MHWS and 
Mean Low Water Spring marks (MLWS). The potential impact to 
archaeological remains within this area caused by cable installation works, 
including the installation of cofferdams and excavation of exit pits associated 
with the Horizontal Directional Drilling, is assessed in the updated Marine 
Archaeology ES chapter, Application Document 6.2.4.6 (B) Part 4 Marine 
Chapter 6 Marine Archaeology [REP1-057]. 

Page 41 Heritage Conclusion KCC will continue to engage positively with the applicant and the Examining 
Authority as the examination advances and trusts that the information 
provided in this Local Impact Report will be considered and acted upon as the 
Sea Link project progresses.  

The Applicant notes and welcomes KCC’s comments.  
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